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Tentative
Record of Decision

DRAFT
MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT
SUBJECT: Theater Nuclear Forces (U)

Our continuirp review of theater nuclear and related chemical and
biclogical forces leads us to the following major conclusicns:

1. We buy theater nuclear forces primarily tou detecr limited nuclear
var, If deterrence should fail, these forces give us contions te fipht such
Our recommended forces are generally appropriate ir number and mix

a war,
for the tasks we have ildentified.

The most sericus limited war tactic the Pact could use in NATD'se

Y
Center Region is 2 tactical nuclear attack using terrain fire arainst
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 unaccentahble

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

toe consider terrain fire exchanges between Pact and NATO forces, partic-
Our

ularlv those initiated by the Pact, to evaluate our deterrent.
recommended forces and warheads, if properly deploved, shauld nrovide an

adequate deterrent,

3. Tactical nuclear weapons are not a8 substitute for conventicral
If ve are losing a counventional war in NATO's Center Repion, we may

furces,

kave a nuclear option to counter the advance, but we cannct count either on
stopning the advance if the other side alsc uses nuclear weapons or on
limitin; further escalation 1f we initially succeed.

4., It is unlilely that we would need to consider using nuclear wcapons

in Asia unless the Chinese use them first or assist their allies with

nassive land forces and we cannot possibly hold conventicnally. Even under

the latter circumstances, we must carefully weigh the ovbjectiuns te the use of
Now that

nuclear weapons against the net military benefits we might gain.
Chine has some nuclear capability, we camnot exnect to use nuclear weapuns

in Asia without retaliation.

We need only enocugh lethal chemical capability to deter the Soviets

6,
If deterrence should fail, this lethal

from using chemicals 4in Europe.

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 enemv troors.
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A.summary of theater nuclear forces ana wvarneaas 18 shown on page 5,
Detailed tables are attached.

1. THEATER NUCLEAR PORCES IN EUROPE

A. The Role of Theater Nuclear Weapons in Europe

Our basic military objective 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
these of our European allies.

We 3lso want to deter limited nuclear attacks on our theater
forces. The Pact might hope to gain an advantage by initiating a limited
nuclear sttack and quickly destroying & large part of the NATO land forces
without destroying much of Germany. If we could destroy 25% to 502 of
the Pact land forces in a restrained nuclear retaliation, we could deny
thew this option. Unless it 15 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 effeet in deterring
the Pact.

e

3 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 territory without having it destroyed. At :
best we could plan on destroying enough of the Pact forces to prevent them
from controlling K.TO countries. Wo 6@A5if‘h

- We plan our Europe-oriented theater nuclear forces primarily for
deterrence. In doing so, we provide an adequate war-fighting capabilicy,
However, we sghould not buy more forces to provide the capabllity to fight a
limited nuclear war of long duration. It 1s unlikely that any war in vhich
thousands of nuclear weapons were used could remain limited. We should
concentrate new investments on conventional rather than theater nuclear
forces. Conventional forces, which compete for the same resources as theater

nuclear forces, provide a2 much better chance of svoiding & nuclear holocaust.
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Our stockpile needs for the Center Region are examined below. In
the coming year we will analyze our needs in Europe's Southern Region in &
girilar manner. We have included & discussion of a new concept -~ the
{nitial defensive use of nuclear weapons restricted to NATO territory --
which we are asking the JCS and the Services to do additional work on in the
future. We are also asking the JCS and the Services to do additional
work on the nuclear terrain fire concept.

B. Land Forces in Europe's Center Region

_ We currently estimate that NATO and the Warsaw Pact could have
the following land forces in the Center Region by M+S0 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
and air defense, are shown below. o

Delivery Systen

[PTactical Migsiles

Tactical Rockets

| Tube Artillery
Totals

€. 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 is assumed

. that the Pact artacks 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 (ko) into West Germany, NATO uses nuclear
weapons, but only on the Pact divisions (assumed to be sbout 15 in each thrus
that are in NATO territery. 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.

6
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1f 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 additiomnal
forces, (3) escalate the conflict by using nucleer weapons on NATO forces in
NATO territory, or (4) combine courses of action {2) and (3). Thelr
forces, are not as well-designed for limited discrete fire attacks as NATO's
forces, and any Pact retaliation would appear to be a terrain fire attacl
over a large area. To deter such a response, NATO must have a survivable
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 TFire

The discrete fire concept has traditionally been the basis for
aralyzing our theater nuclear capability. The essence of this concept is
.at we mosl 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 if we could fight such a war. Such a stockpile includes
enough nuclear weapons for restricted use, limited to NRATO territorv, 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 Warsaw Pact with discrete fire would
not improve our capability., Other factors such as command and contrel
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 Against 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 wespons*) probably constitutes the most seriocus tactic
the enemy ccould 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 phould 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 conmsider 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 at least 10 pounds per square inch
(pst), 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 KATO 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 30% of the total area in the Center Region is muitable for
concealing mechanized forces, so only that portionm would have to be covered
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 capability.

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

the Pact would have over 60X of their forces concentrated in the £irst

50 km on each side of the front lipes. Each side would have about 600,000
troops in the area of the three thrusts and to & 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 by each
gide. The attacks are restricted to the area of the three thrusts and to
a depth of 50 km from the front lines.

Initial Forces - Carability Remaining After
and Capabilities a/ _ A Limited Terrain Fire Exchange b/

Men (Thousands)

Nuclear Launchers

Nuclear Warheads
_,Lethal Area (Km?)

al Excludes tactical air, air defense, and strategic forces (Poleris
and MR/IREMs). ' A

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 ares (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
452 of the Pact's manpower using only a limited terrain fire attack. This
should deter the Pact from using nuclear weapons against NATO forces in
such & situation since they could not count on achieving & ma‘or advantage
by doing sc. The table on the preceding vage inciudes a first strike
by KATO to show that the Pact also has a retaliatory capability.

In the nuclear terrain fire exchange considered above, t e tota)
area covered by each side's terrain fire attack is about 7,57 sq are Im,
or about 3% of the total ares of West Germany. Total civiliar ca ualties
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 syvstems more effectively than discretre fire would
for destroying Pact forces, and we need to consider terrain fire as well
as discrete fire, to evaluate our theater nuclear deterrent.

1f both the KATO and Pact forces were in 2 disnersed posture te
reduce their vuluerabilitv to nuclear attacks, fewer forces would he des-
troyed in limited terrain fire attacks, since onlv abou: 257 and 1% of the
Pact and RATO manpower, respectively, might be in the first 50 km zone of the
three thrusts. The Pact and NATO would, however, have additional trooes
alonp the front and to a greater depth, In & dispersec nusture, we assume
each side might have about 607 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 all tecti{cal land force weapons, rhe resulvs could
be as shown in the next table.

. Initial Forces Capability Remaining After an
and Capabilities a/ Unlimited Terrain Fire Fachange

1
Men (Thousands)
Kuclear Launchers
Nuclea: Warheads
lLethal Area (Km2)

———
—— ——

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

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 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 NATO might attack first with nuclear WeapONS
to pre—empt a Pact terrais fire attack and destroy about 35% of the Pact
manpover (more, if the attack occurred before the Pact forces were
well-dispersed). Even 4if the Pact believed that KATO would no: strike
first, they would have to consider the possibility of retaliastory U.S.
attacks with strategic nuclear forces since terrain fire attacks to a

depth of B0 kn (destroying as much as 25% of Germany) would not necessarily
be considered limited nuclear war.

The foregoing analysis suggests the following conclusions:

1. A survivable theater nuclear capability which ecould 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 eould destrov NATO's front-
line forces. Terrain fire could cause more damage to European society
than limited discrete fire. However, we cannot reasonably expect 2 war
to stay limited if thousands of nuclear weapons are used for discrete
fire. '

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

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 duraticun,
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, limitatioens
on command and control, and the great pressures to escalate the conflict,
We need only enough nhuclear weapons to be able to respond up to the point
where continued limitation of a nuclear conflict would be verv improbable,
When additional discrete fire would do as much damage to European 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 Warheads

Our theater nuclear capabilities 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.
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G. Allied Supncrt

We have committed ourselves to suppcrt certain allied units and
we should continue to do sc. At the same time wve sheuld reduce the number
uf bombs with which we support each allied souadrun froem about 1.1 to 1 oer
Unit Eoquipment (UE) aircraft. We cannot count op usinp tactical aircraft
in a nuclear war except in & pre-emptive strilte by NATO, and cne bumh ner
UL aircraft is enough to cover such a possible but unlikelv situatiorn.

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

decisiorn on support until we know . 4f the svetem works and whether we will
in fact nrocure it. Our detalled recuommendations on support ceilings and
ceilings for discussion with our allies are shown in the table ovn page 28,

TL. THEATER NUCLEAR FORCES IN ASIA

A. TRule of Nuclear WVeanons in Asia

We maintain nuclear furces in Asia for twe brooad ohjectives.
First, we want to deter the use of nuclear veanc:s hv the Chinese.
Ve alsc wish to assurg our Asian allies that we will use nuclear weapons
in their defense if the Chinese attack them with . nuclear weaprons. Secund,
should deterrence fail, we want a nuclear war-fiphting option tc defend
apainst a Chinese invasion. Korea presents the worst threat of 2 major
invasion where we might have tc consider using nuclear weanvns. Unless
the Chinese assist their allies with massive land forces, we should not
have to consider usine nuclear weapons against the other Asian Cummunist
land forces. Our prugrammed forces car satisfy these twc objectives.

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

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

Stratepic Forces
ICEMs, MRBMs, and SLMs
Eombers
¥uclear Bombs and ASMs
Alr Defense Launchers
Alir Defense Warheads

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

Kov that China has some nuclear capability, we cannot use nuclear
weapons without risk of retaliation. 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 socme 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
military advantage we might gain from initiating the use of nuclear weapons.
Moreover, the resulting deaths and destruction and their long-range
political coneequences could outweigh the advantages we might gain by
using nuclear weapens. Thus, there are potentiallv compelling military

- and political reasons to avoid the use of nuclear weapons except under
extreme circumstgnces. :

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

B. The Threat to Rorea

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

14
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The Chinese may also be limited by their willingness to accept
casuvalties. In the Korean War, however, the Commmists suffered about 1.5
million casualties. The peak casualty rate occurred in April-Mav, 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 of our weak or isclated company positions,
prefergbly using a 4 to 1 manpower ratio. The Chinese do not need to con-
centrate more than a few hundred meters from the front lines since thevy
sre not dependent on mechanized equipment. Moreover, dispersing is te their
advantage because it makes ther less vulnerable to our artillerv and air
attacks. Their dispersal behind the front lines is also comsistent with
our experience during the Korean' War. Reconnaissance pilots were often
unable to identify troops on the ground, slthough other facts later con-
firmed that the troops were there.

C. Conventional Defense Against an Invasion

The Republic of Korea (ROX) land forces alone should be able to
defend successfully against a2 Nerth 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 aree pecurity divisions, we could immrove the manpower ratio
of Chinese/North Korean forces to ROK/U.S., forces to less than 1.5 to 1
(the ratio in 1951 when we stopped a Communist offensive). Moreover, the
ROK forces are more effective now than they were in the 1950s. Thus, our
conventional forces may be enough to stop 2 combined Chinese/North Korean
attack, and we should not plan on nécessarily initiating the use of
nuclear weapons in this contingency.

D. Hucleai Defense Against en Invasion Uéigg Discrete FPire

If we could not hold conventionally against a 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 & high rate over a few days and destroy their will to fight, Typical
targets for discrete fire would be company-sized units containing an

15
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average of about 100 men. Because most companv-sized targets more than
ove km from the front would be widely disrersed, we could not find more
than a few hundred such targets in a few davs. By maintaining about 500
1and force weapons and tactical bombs, which would be sufficient to kill
80,000 soldiers, we can provide an option te inflict casualties at a very
high rate over a few dsvs. We could not take away the ability of the
Chinese to continue an invasion by using nuclear weapons this wav, but we
eight destroy their will to fighr.

Tec take awvay the abilitvr 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, not davs, assuming we couléd
locate that manvy worthwhile targets, Even if we could locate targe:s,
ve would still not be sure of stopring a determined invasion. Thus, we
should not calculate our requirements for Korea on the sssumption that we
can destroy the war-fighting capabiliry of the Chinese by using discrete
nuclear fire in an extended conflict.

E. Nuclear Defense Agsinst an Invasion Using Terrain Fire

1f we cannot hold against the Chinese conventionally, and if we
cannot destroy their will to fight by causing a very high casualty rate
with discrete nuclear fire, we might consider using nuclear terrain fire.
Bowever, it would be terribly destructive because the enemv forces would be
wvidely dispersed and we would have to cover all the terrain.

We cannpot count on destroving the war~fighting capability of the
Chinese by using terrain fire to a limited depth bevond our fromt lines.
The Korean peninsula is about 180 ko wide near the Demilitarized Zone (DMZ).
To provide terrain fire to 2 depth of S0 km would require covering sbout
9,000 square kz. For a greater depth of fire, the area would be proportiom-
ately larger. The numbers of tactical puclear bombs that would be needec
for terrain fire of this magnitude are shown in the fellowing table,

Depth of Pire Arep Covered with

Potential Commmist on Peninsula Kumber of at Least 10 Psi
Troop Casuzlties (ko) a/ Delivered Weapons b/ {Squzre EKm) ¢/

a/ Pyongyang is about 150 km north of the DMZ and the Yalu River

T 4s about 400 km north of {it,

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

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

16
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Using terrain fire teo 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 friendly civilians as well. This would clearly
be undesirable,.

Instead of using terrain fire from the front lines to various
depths, we could consider using 1t in the 50 to 150 km zone to destroy the
local treserves and supplies. Our conventional forces should be able
to defeat a2 front-line force of 200,000 to 300,000 men in such a situatien.

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 8ll major choke points (about 100) destroved
permanently, the Chinese could overcome the obstacles with about & millien
coolies to hand-carry supplies around the choke points. However, we could
not keep all major choke points destroyed, even with nuclear weapons.

G. Theater Nuclear Requirements for Koreaz

The above analysis suggests the followine conclusions:

l. 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 their use. We
should improve the conventional capabilities of our allies and rely on
them as much as possible to stop conventional attacks.

17
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- 3. We 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. PEven then we could not be certain
of stopping a determined invasion, and we might kill as many as five-
million North Korean civilians., If we decided to use terrain fire in Korea,
we could use high-yield strategic bombs,

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

Our end-FY 68 stotkpile of nuclear warheads in Korea 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
ADMsg
Nike Bercules
Total Nuclear Warheads

H. Peacetime Deplovments to Korea

I11. MIX OF THEATER NUCLEAR FORCES

In developing and procuring new tactical nuclear veapon 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 (ASs)

C. 155mm Howitzers

1¢
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million more than that required to maintain the current warheads.

D. Sergeaat

Subject to nepotiaticns with the Italians, we recummend phasicyp
vut the Sergeant battalior in Italy in PY 70. We alsu recommend phasing
out the Sergeant battalion in Kurea in FY 71 fcr an annual savings of $6.1
million. We do not need Sergeant in Korea fur limited discrete fire, acd
if we decide to use terrain {ire, we can relv on air-delivered weabuns in
Asia. Finally, we recommend retiring the Sergeant battalions ir Cermany
and the United States {starting in FY 73) wher Lance is deploved,

— L. Lance and Honest John

20
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F. Atumic Demcliticn Munitions (ADMg)

AD's are puclear charpes designed tc delay an advancing arrm
by placing ovbhstacles in its path, While the military benefits cf usizg
ADMs can be sensitive to the timeliness ¢f their release and we ghould
keep a capability to use them fofward of our meir battle pocsitions,
the possible severe reacticn tc the first detonation of any nuclear
device cautions against earlv use uf ADMs except under the most extreme
circuwmstances.

We have asked the JCS and the Services to studv an AD" empley-
ment concept in vhich we would consider using ADMs primarilv tc the
rear of the main defensive pusitions in the event we are not able tc
defend conventionaly against a conventional attack, Under this conceot,
we would not plar on usinpg ADMs between the borders of enemy territory
and our own main defensive positions. In order tc avoid using nuclear

.weapons 1if 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 conventionally, we
would consider using Allis (which, being defensive weapoms, cuuld be
considered less escalatory 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 initrial
majin defensive positions--behind the place where we could first really
test our conventional defenses and in front of the region where cther
nuclear responses would clearly be mcre approvriate. This concent
would not preclude the possible use of ADMs in other areas, such as
along the main defensive positions rather than further to the rear, and
it would be consistent with our flexible response strategv and the new
strategy adopted by NATO.
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IV. CHEMICAL AND BIOLOGICAL WARFARE FORCES

A, Lethal Chemicals

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

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

In Soviet doctrine, lethal chemicals are uwsuallv considered in
conjunction with nuclear weapons. The Soviets eculd escalate a conventional
econflict in Europe bv using nuclear weapons or chemicals, or both. Our
theater nuclear capability helps to deter their use of nuclear weavons. To
deter the Soviets from using chemicals alone, we must be able tc prevent ther
from gaining a significant advantage from their use. To do this we peed
enough defensive capability to prevent a large number of casualties and ar
offensive capability to force the Soviets to take protective measures.

Europe is the only area where we need 2 deterrent against the use
of lethal chemicals. The Soviets seem intent on avolding the use of puclear
weapons in limited conflicts in cther areas and probably would alsc fcregc
the use of chemicals. We have no evidence that the Chinese have a signifi-
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 (masks 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 prclonged
war, but would increase ocur deterrent very little, For the offensive
comwponent of our chemical deterrent ir NATO's Center Repion, we need
enough chemical capability to expose unmprotected fropt-line troons to e
107 casualty rate per day for about 10 days of intense combat (ecuivalent
to a 20 to 50 day war, depending on usage rates).

For NATC's Center Region, the approximate additional 10-year costs
for equipment and munitions (above our current inventories) to provide &
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 Forces (DFs)

and 5 Forward Air Bases s 400
Offengive Capability fer the U.S5. and Allied Secturs 140
Total Costs o $ 540

a/ Provides 1ndividuél protection for troons and a 10-day offensive
capability at 750 tons per day,

We should procure the additional equinment tc provide a deterrent
capability for NATO's Center Region, giving pricrity tc improvements ir our
‘defenses against lethal chemicals. We recommend apainst prccuring a
chemical capability to fight a prolonged 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 vear.

B. Incanacitating 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 thc effects
now availsble with tear pas. However, ve should not use incapacitants which
rake people irrational and unpredictable. WNor shculd we use presently
available chemical incapacitants in ordinary combat against any enern
forces because: (1) feasihle conventional alternatives arec almust alwvavs
availatle, {2) we dc not want to risk enemy retaliation with lethal
chemicals, and (3) we do not want to risk lowering the barriers tu chemical
warfare. '

Fcr the post-Vietnam Daseline Furce, we should stuckpile a 3-dav
supply of tear gas four one DF with air support and one Marine Lxpeditiounary
Feree (MEF). This is enough for counterinsurpency onerativas. In additicen,

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

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

L]
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DRAFT .
MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT Simirzed AIRSTEC
wﬁé /583 L

SURJECT: Theater Nuclear Ferces (U)

Our continuinp review of theater nuclear arnd rclated chémical;éﬁ_
biclopical forces leads us to the following major ccnclusicns: TR

arily tu deter linmited nuclear
give us cntions toc fight such

IO
£

1. We buy theater nucléar forces prim

I1f deterrence should fail, these forces

1ar.
Our recommended forces are generally appropriate ir number and mix

a war.
for the tasks we have identified.

2. The most sericus limited war tactic the Pact could use in NATO'e
Center Region is a tactical nuclear attack using terrain fire arainst
“ATO's front-line forces. Unless it is clear to the Pact that NATO's
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 betveen Pact and NATO forces, partic-
ularly those initiated by the Pact, to evaluate our deterrent. Our
recommended forces and warheads, i{f properly denloved, should nrovide an
adequatce deterrent.

3. Tactiecal nuclear weapcns are not a substitute for conventicral
furces. 1If ve are losing a tonventicnal war in NATO's Center FReglon, we may,
Lave a nuclear option to counter the advance, but we cannot ccunt either on
stopping the advance if the other side alsv uses nuclear weapcns ur

1imitin; further escalation if we {nitially succeed.

It is unlilely that we would need to consider usinp nuclear weapons

nese use them first or assist their allies with
Even under

4.
v hold conventionally.

in Asia unless the Chi

massive land forces and we cannot possibl

the latter circumstances, we must carefully weipgh the objectiuns tc the use of
t military benefits we might gain. Now that

nuclear weapons against the ne
Chipa has some nuclear capability, we cannot expect to use nuclear weapuns

in Asia withcut retaliation.

6. We need only enough lethal chemfcal 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 fight a limited

conflict using chemcial weapons. We need some {ncapacitating chemicals, but
only for use in those situations where civilians are mingled with enemv tTuODS,
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A summary of theater nuclear forces and warneaas 1s shown aﬁipgéb-b}
Detalled tables are attached. ' R P

I.  THEATER KUCLEAR PORCES IN EUROPE S

A, The Role of Theater Nuclear Weavons in Europe

Our basic military objective in Europe is to deter any kind of
Warssw 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 fafls. Our 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
nuclear attack and quickly destroying a8 large part of the NATO land foreces
without destroying much of Cermany. If we could destroy 25 to 50X of
the Pact land forces in a restrained nuclear retaliation, we could deny

“then this option. Unless it is clesr tp the Pact that NATO's theater -
nuclear forces could survive sueh an attack and inflict unacceptable
damage on Pact forces, NATO forces might have little effect in deterring’

the Pact. . N

A further potential objective, bur onme we could mot 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 wilitary forces or society. 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 them f

from controlling K/TO countries. wol Aobe=ti

We plan our Eurcpe-oriented theater nuclear forces primarily for
deterrence. In doing so, we provide an adeguate war-fighting capability.
However, we should not buy more forces to provide the capability to fight a
lizited 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 nev Iipvestments on conventional rather than theater nuclear
forces. Conventional forces, which compete for the same resources as theater
auclear forces, provide a much better chance of svoiding & nuclear holocaust.
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Our stockpile needs for the Center Region are exa=ined belov. In
the coming year we will analyze our needs in Europe's Southern Region in a
gicilar menner. We have included a discussion of & new concept —— the
{nitial defensive use of nuclear weapons restricted to NATO territory --
which we are asking the JCS and the Services to do additional vork on in the
future. We are also asking the JCS and the Services to do additional
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: KATO--
42 division forces (1.4 millien wen) and the Pact—-50 divisions (1.1 mil-
lion men). The nuclear capabilities of these land forces, excluding ADMs
and air defense, are shown below. . ‘

Deliverv Svystes

Tactical Missiles

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 2z minimum level of limired nuclear war we might
consider using nuclear weapoms in NATO territory alone. Restricting the use
of nuclear weapons to friendly tertitory 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 assume

. that the Pact artacks in one to three thrusts, RATO forces are pushed back

from their main defensive positions, and the local force ratios are such th.
KATO cannot repulse the attacks conventionally. When the Pact forces have
penetrated about 50 kilometers (km) into West Germany, KATO uses nuclear
weapons, but only on the Pact divisions (assumed to be about 15 in each thrt
that are in NATO territory. NATO is assumed to have about 18 divisions in .
0 to 50 km zone opposing the three thrusts, 8o cnly 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

-_—



Tentative ' .
Record of Decision - Japuary 15, 1969

T

1f nuclear weapons were only used on Pact forces in West Cermany,

. the Pact could not respond with nuclear veapons against RATO forces unless
they used them on NATO territory. They would either have to: (1) cease
the attack, (2) continue attacking conventionallvy by bringing in additional
forces, (3) escalate the conflict by using nuclear weapons on NATO forces in
NATO territofy, or (&) combine courses of actier (2) and (3). Their
forces, are not as well-designed for limited discrete fire attacks as NaTO's
forces, and any Pact retaliation wvould appear to be a terrain fire attack
over & large area. To deter such a response, RATO must have a survivable
rheater nuclear capability, or be ready to use strategic weapons in the
.heater at this peoint. ) ’ :

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

The discrete fire concept has traditienally been the hasis for
analyzing our theater nuclear capability. The essence of this concept is
sat we most accurstely locate and hit a target to destroy it.

s
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The discrete target concept permits us to estimate the stockpile
ve would need Lif we could fight such a war. Such a stockpile includes
enough nuclear weapons for restricted use, lim{ted to RATO territory, if
we decided to use them that way, We cannot count on fighting a prolonged
nuclear war using thousands of tactical nuclear veapons. Thus, providing
wore weapons than needed to defeat the Warsaw Pact with discrete fire would
not improve our capability. Other factors such as command and contzol’. . °
limitations, destruction of our support means, and possible escalation of
the conflict would do more to determine the outcome of 2 war than additional
nuclear warheads. ' ol

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

A massive Pact nuclear attack,_using terrain fire along the
entire Center Region front (that is, covering the area where enemy
troops are most likely to be located with the lethal effects of air-
burst nuclear weapons%) probably constitutes the wost serious tactic

the enemy could use against our forces. We should assess our capability
to deter such an attack. Such & eapability 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 ite
nuclear capability 4n 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 Warsasw Pact.

#Includes an overpressure of =t least 10 pounds per square inch
(psi), &n initial gamma radiation dose of 500 roentgens (1,000 roentgens
for a yield of less tham 200 KI), =znd 1l 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 RATO and Pact land
forces, we can calculate the geographical 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 Center Repion is suitable for
concealing mechanized forces, 80 enly that pertion would have to be covered
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 capability.

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

the Pact would have over 60% of their forces concentrated in the first

50 km on each side of the frent 1{pnes. Each side would have about 600,000
troops in the area of the three thrusts and to & depth of 50 km. The next

table shows the initial forces and capabilities on each side in the Center

Region and those remaining gfter limited terrain fire attacks bv each

gide. 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 Lirdred Terrain Fire Exchange b/

Men (Thousands)

Nuclear Launchers

Nuclear Warheads
_’Lethal Area (Km2)

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

b/ The results are based on a lethal area coverage (10 péi) degraded

~ by the overlapping of multiple weapons and by those nuclear effects
that fall outside the targe area (60% for & 44L0O-KT warhead).

9
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If the forces were concentrated as thev would be for fighting a
conventional war, NATO would have :nough 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 KATO forces im .- - .
such a situation since they could not count on achieving a maior advantage '
by doing so. The table on the preceding vage includes a first strike. L
by KATO to show that the Pact also has a retaliatory capabiliry. '

In the nuclear terrain fire exchange considered above, t e tota]
atea covered by each side's terrain fire attack is about 7,57 sq are I'm,
or about 3% of the total arees of West Germany. Totel civiliar ca ualties
could be about five million. The use of nuclear weapvons, especia.ly ter-
tain fire, is not attractive in such & situetion. However, terrain fire
would use longer range systems 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 KATD and Pact forces were in a disnersed pnsture te
reduce their vulierability to nuclear attacks, fewver forces would he des-
troved in limited terrain fire attacks, since onlv abou: 157 aand 177 of the
Pact and NATO marpower, respectively, might be in the first 5G km zone of the
three thrusts. The Pact and RATO would, however, have additional trooos
along the front and to a greater depth. Im a dispersed pusture, we assume
each side might have about 60% of its troops in the O teo 100 km zone along
the-whole German front. With both forces dispersed and with unlimited ter-
rain fire attacks using all tactical land force weapons, the resulvs eould
be as shown in the next table,

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

M

fen {Thousands)
Nuclear Launchers
Nuclear Warheads
Lethal Area (Km2)

i

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

» NATO could not cover the whole front (about 750 km) with nuclear
terrain fire to as great a depth as the Pact, but NATC forces could stil)
destroy 207 of the Pact manpower in rctaliation. (m the other hand, the
Pact could not count on gaininp an advantage by using such a disversed

10
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posture because {n their view RATO might attack first with nuclear weapons
to pre-empt a Pact terrain fire attack and destroy about 35% of the Pact
manpower (more, if the attack occurred before the Pact forces were
well-dispersed). Even if the Pact believed that KATO would no- strike
first, they would have to comsider the possibility of retalilatory U.S.
attacks with strategic nuclear forces since terrain fire attacks to a

depth of B0 ke (destroying as wmuch as 257 of Germany) would not necessarilv
be considered limited nuclear war.

The foregoing aznalysis suggests the fellowing conclusions:

. 1. A survivable theater nuclear capability which could infliet
unacceptable damage on Pact forces should deter the Pact from using
tactical nuclear veapons. Terrain fire is an option to consider for .
Tetaliation to & 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 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 Depths

Pershing
Sergeant
Honest John
Tube Artillery

i1
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Theater Nuclear Requirements for the Center Region

Ve cannot plan to fight & lim{ted nuclear war of long durauiun,_“
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 enery attacks, liritations
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
vhere continued limitation of a nuclear conflict would be very improbable,
When additional discrete fire would do as wuch damage to European society
as more effective limited terrain fire attacks, we ahould consider using
terrain fire.

Tactical Bombs
Mace
Pershing
Sergeant
Honest John
Tube Artillery
ADMs
Adlr Defense
ASY 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. Ccnsidering thcse l{mitations and the competing demands on our
resources, wve do not need to maintain such a large stockpile in Western Europe
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G. Allield Supncrt

We have committed ourselves to supocrt certain allied units and
we should continue to do sc., At the same time ve should reduce the number
uof bombs with which we support each allied sruadrun from aboutr 1.1 te ) ver
Uait Eguipment (UE) aircrafr. We cannot count oo usinp tactical aireraft
i a nuclear war except in a pre-emptive strike by NATO, and coe bhumk ner
U aircraft is enough to cover such a vossible hut unlikelv situatiorn.

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

decirion on support until we know .if the syster works and whether we will
in fact procure it., Our detailed reccermendations on support ceilings and
ceflings for discussion with our allies are shown in the table ovn pape 28,

T1. THEATER NUCLEAR FORCES IN ASIA :

A. Rule of Nuclear Weanons ia Asia

We mairtain nuclear foreces ir Asiz for twe brood okjectives,
First, we want to deter the use of nuclear wveancrs hv the Chinese,
Ve also wish to assure our Asian allies that we will use nuclear weapons
in their deferse if the Chinese attack them with nuclear weapons., Secend,
should deterrence fail, we want 2 nuclear war-fiphting option toc defend
apainst a Chinese invasion. Korea presents the worst threat of a major |
invasion where we might have tc consider using nuclear weanons. Unless
the Chinese assist their allies with massive land forces, we should not
have to consider usins nuclear weapons against the other Asiazn Communist
land forces. Our prugramned forces can satisfy these twe ohjectives,

13
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Current estimates of China's nucleer cnpabilify are showvn in the
next table.

Chins's Nuclear Forces a/
FY 68 Y 72

Strategic Forces
ICE™s, MRBMs, and SLMs
Bombers
Nuclesr Bombs and ASMs
Adir Defense LauncheTs
Air Defense Warheads

General Purpose Forces
Nuclear-Capable Aircraft
Nuclear Bombs and ASMs
Frog Missiles )
‘Total Nuclear Warheads

Now that China has some puclear capability, we cannot use nuclear
wegpons without risk of retaliation. Even in & pre—emptive strike, we could
not be sure of destroying all of China's nuclear capabilirty. With just
a few surviving weapons, the Chinese ctould destroy 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
mili{tary advantage we might gein from {ni{tiating the use of nuclear weazpomns.
Moreover, the resulting deaths and destruction and their long-range
political consequences could outweigh the advantages we might gain by
using nuclear weapons, Thus, there are potentially compelling mili{tarv

- and political reascns to avoid the use of nuclear weapons except under
extreme circumstances. :

The threat of a conventional Soviet {nvasion in Asia is small, and
the Soviets' use of tactical nuclear weapons against free Asian countries
is unlikely. Sovier interests in Asia are probably not important enough
to risk using nuclear weapons in limited conflicts. In any case, OUT
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 inmto Korea by M+70. The narrow mountainous
peninsula probably restricts the effective deployment of land forces (exclud-
ing coolies) to about one eillion (the maximum uvsed during the Korean war),
but the Chinese might allocate more troops to an {nvasion. China has 2.3
million men in its active land forces and about 100 million wen for potential

army use,

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

We often think of the Chinese army a8 a large mass of men, thus as
an {deal 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 of our weak or isolated company positions,
preferably using a 4 to 1 manpower ratio. The Chinese do no!t need to con-
centrate more than & few hundred meters from the front lines since they
are not dependent on mechanized equipment. Horeover, dispersing is to their
advantage because it makes thex less wvulnersble to our artillery anc air
attacks. Their dispersal behind the front lines is also consistent with
our experience during the Korean War. Reconnaissance pilots were often
wnable to identify troops on the ground, although other facts later con-
f{rmed that the troops were there.

C. Conventionz]l Defenses Against an Invasion

The Republic of Korea (ROX) land forces alone should be sble to
defend successfully against a North Korean attack. Even against a combined
Chinese/North Eorean attack, it appears that they provide a substantial
deterrent and a capability for inmitial defense. By furnishing equipment
to the ROK rear area security divisions,-we could improve the manpower ratio
of Chinesz2/North Forean forces to ROK/U.S. forces to less than 1.5 to 1
(the tatio in 1951 vhen we stopped ‘2 Communist offensive). Moreover, the
ROK forces are more effective now than they were in the 1950s. Thus, our
conventiomal forces may be enough to stop a combined Chinese/North Korean
attack, and we should not plan on necessarily initiating the use of ’

“nuclear weapons in this contingency. )

D. Nuclea% Defense Against an Invasion Uéing Discrete Pire

1f we could not hold conventionally against a 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 casuslties
at a high rate over a few days and destroy thelr will to fight. Tynical
targets for discrete fire would be company-sized units containing an

15
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averzge of about 100 men. Because most companv-sized targels more t%an
ome k= from the front would be widely dilspersed, ve could not find wore
than a fev hundred such targets {n a few davs. By maintaining about 500
land force wveapons and tactical bombs, which would be sufficient to kL1l .
50,000 soldiers, we can provide an option to inflict casualties 5% & versy
high rate over a few days. We could not teke mway the ablility of thiif%l
Chinese to contipue an {nvasfon bv using buclear wespons this wev , But we
wight destrey their will to fight. : Rt

Tc take mvey the abil{ity of the Chinese to continue a detey""
rined invasion, ve would have to consider destroving a million or more
troops. To do this using discrete fire woulc require using 10,000 or
more puclear warheads over a pericd of months, not days, assurming we could
locate that pany worthwhile targezs. Even if we could locate targe:s,
ve would still not be sure of stopping a determined invasion., Thus, we
should net calculate our reguirements for Korea on the assumption that we
can destrov the war-fighting capebility of the Chinese by using discrete
puclear fire i{n an extended conflict. '

E. Nuclear Defense Ageinst an Invasion Using Terrain Fire

I1f we cannot hold against the Chinese conventionally, xad if we
cannot destroy their will to f£ight by causing a very high casuslty rate
with discrete nuclear fire, we might consider using nuclear terrain fire,
However, it would be terribly destructive because the eneay forces would be
wvidely 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 s limicted depth bevond our front lines,
The Korean peninsula is about 180 k= wide neazr the Demilitarized Zone {(pvz).
To provide terrain fire to 2 depth of 50 lkm would regquire 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 magnitude are shown in the following table,

Depth of Pire .Area Covered with

Potential Commmist on Peninsula Number of at Least 10 Psi
Troop Casuzlties (Ex) a/ Delivered Weanons b/  (Square Em) ¢/

a/ Pyongyang is about 150 k= north of the IZ and the Yalu River
4s about 400 km morth of 1it.
b/ Using 2 mix of tactical bo=bs based on the current tactical bo=b
~  stockpile, excluding about 500 with the lowest yields.
¢/ The total land area of North Rorea 4 about 120,000 square km.
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Using terrain fire to a depth of about 400 km to get the maximum
nucber of troop casualties, we would kill most of the 12 million North Korean
civilians and probably some frieandly civilians as well. This would clearly
be undesirable.

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 a8 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 suprlies per day. With
no interdiction, about 18,000 men 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 & millien
coolies tc hand-carry supplies saround the choke points. However, we gould
not keep all major choke points destroyed, even with nuclear weapons.

G. Theater Nuclear Reoufrenments for Kores

The above analysis suggests the following conclusions:

1. Ve 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 {mprove the conventional capabilities of our allies and rely omn
ther as much as possible to stop conventional attacks.
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- 3. We could consider resorting to terrain fire, but unly if ourWﬁ4 -
conventional defense failed and the Chinese 2id not come to terms after we /i -
had used limited nuclear discrete fire. Even then we could not be certain-
of stopping a determined invasion, and we night kill as many as five-
million Korth Korean civilisng. If we decided to use terrain fire in Korea.
wve 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 purpese.

Our end-FY 68 stockpile of nuclesr warheads in Korea 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

Rike Hercules
Total HNuclear Warheads

H. Peacetime Deplovments to Korea

4

&

’."{.

III. MIX OF THEATER NUCLEAR FORCES
In developing and procuring nev tactical nuclear veapon svstems, we ;
should stress survivable, longer range, wobile misgile systems in order to -7
s

* '
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eillicn more than that required to maintain the current wvarheads.

D. Sergeaat

Subject to nepotiaticons with the Itallans, ve recousumend phgsfﬁg
vut the Sergeant battalior in Italy in FY 70. We also recommend phasizg
out the Sergeant battalion in Korea in FY 71 fcr an arnpual savings of $6.3
million. We dv not need Sergeant in Kores fur lirited discrete fire, acd
1f ve decide to use terrain {i{re, we can rely on air-delivered veapuns in
Asia, TFinally, we recuomnend retiring the Sergeasnt bartalioas in Germany
anéd the Upited States (starting i= FY 73) wher Lance is deployved,

— L. Lance and Bonest John
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F. Atcmic Demcliticn Munitioms (ADMs)

AD's are puclear charges designed tc delay an advancing arme
by placing uhstacles in its path. Wnile the military benefits cf using
ADYs can be sensitive tov the timeliness cf their release and we should
keep & capability to use ther fotward of our mein battle pesitions,
the peossible severe reacticn tc the first detonation of any nuclear
device cautions against earlv use uf ADMs except under the most extreme
circumstances.,

We have asked the JCS and the Services to studv an AD™ emmloy-~
ment ccncept in which we would consider using ADMs primarilv to the
rear of the main defensive pusitiocas in the evezt we are pot able teo
defend conventionaly against a cooventional attack, Under this concent,
we would pot plan on using ADMs between the borders of enemy territory
and our owvn main defensive positicns. In order tc avoid usinpg nuclear
weapuns if at all possible, we would plan to test our conventicnal
forces irc the main defensive pousitions before using nuclear weapons,
Then, if it appeared that we were pnot able to defend conventionally, we
wvould consider using AD'is (which, being defersive weapons, couuld be
considered less escalatury than other nucleer 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 defensive positions--behind the place where we could first really
test our coaventiocnal deferses and 4in front of the region wvhere cther
nucleer resporses would clearly be mcre approvriate. This concent
would not preclude the possible use of ADMs in other areas, such as
along the main defensive positions rather than further to the rear, aad
it would be consistent with ocur flexible response strategy znd the new
strategy adopted by RATO.
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IV, CHERMICAL AND BIOLOGICAL WARFARE FORCES

A. lLethal Chemicals

Lethal chemicals can k{1l mapy wmprotected trocos auicllv.:fCas-
ualties are very low against protected troops, but the comhat ef fectiveness
of troops in protective clothing is degraded.

We estimate that the Soviets have about 275,000 tons of lethal
chezical agents, compared to abcut 35,000 toms for the United States. (The
compesition of the U.S. stockpile is shown in the tatle oz pape 29.) For
defense, ve have masks and, to prevert absorption of chemicals through
the skin, some old individual protection suits and collective nrotectioun
devices,

In Soviet doctrine, lethal chemicals are usually considered in
conjunction with nuclear weapons. The Soviets cculd escalate a conventiuvmal
conflict in Eurcpe 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 chenicals -alone, we must be able tc prevent thez
from gaining a sigrificant advacstage from their use. Tu do this.we peed

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

Europe is the only area where we peed a deterrent agairst the use
of lethal chemicals. The Soviets seem inteat on avoiding the use of puclear
weapons in limited conflicts 1in cther areas and probably would alsu focrepc
the use of chemicals. We have no evidence that the Chinese have a signifi-
cant lethal chemical war-fighting capabiliry. Our conventional ferces provid.
sufficient alternatives against other countries.

For the defensive component of our lethal chemical deterrent-in
Europe, we need individual protection (maslis and protective suits) focr 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 proclenged
war, but would increase our deterreat very little. TFor the offensive
component of our chemical deterrent ir NATO's Center Region, we need
enough chemical capability to expose unprotected fronteline troons to e
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 Region, the approximate additional l0-vear costs
for equipment and munitions (above our current itventories) 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 S Millioms)

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

and 5 Forward Air Bases s 400
Offensive Capability fcr the U.S. and Allded Sectors 140
Total Costs $ 540

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

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

B. Incapacitating Chemicals (Includinp Riot Comtrel Agents)

e might benefit from using incapacitating chenmicals in situ-
ations where civilians are mingled with epemy troons and we do not have
reasonable cooventional alternatives. For such situations, we could
bepefit from improvements that would increase the duration of the effects
_now available with tear pas. However, we shculd nct use incapacitants which
nake people irrational and unpredictable. Nor shculd ve use presently
available chemical incapacitants in ordinary combat against any enery
forces because: (1) feasihle conventional alternatives are almust alwvevs
availatle, (2) we dc nut want to risk enemy retaliation with lethal
chemicals, and (3) we do not want to risk lowering the barriers to chemical

warfare,

Fcr the post-Vietnam Baseline Force, we should stuchpile a 30-day
suoply of tear gas for one DF with air support and one Y¥arine [xpeditiunary
Foree (MEF). This is envugh for counterinsurpency oreraticas. In additicn,
we should stockpile emough tear gas for civil disturbances. We should
not increase our stockpiles of any other incapacitants until further
research and development is done on irmroved agents.

We recommend disapproving the JCS proposél te buy a chemical in-
capacitating capability for all land and air forces at a lO-vear cost of
$440 million (excluding costs for research, develupment, and vperations in

Vietnam).

»

- mErEr . W w— "

23



- N Sl :
>, " T\ I
7//5/”_'&?4'/ 7He MCALTER BTTRTTANY OF TIFEINEE A Lo
7 wasEznsTCH
_ . October 1965
el - Segr To . .
SUZJEICT: Theeter huc ces (U) 4 7/‘1—,{3 A_
I. Introduction 4(,,,;2 o A ngré:/
In conjunction with my annuel review of cur verious militery ferees,

I heve co=tlieted a concurrent review ol our theeter nuclear forces end
tneir iepplicetions fer U.E, defense progrexs. Tnis pemorendum susmsrizes
the mejor issues addressel in oy review &nd presents the basis for oy
recccmenieiions concerning theeter nuclesr forces. The timing ang
eprroprieteness of presenting or edvocetling these overell policies to cur
L33ies nas not been a2idressecd.

) . 1

()

wn

4

L)
o~

CELIDmY FOS TED PR
POEAL ros THED FrE

Iz pzriticuler, I recczeeni:

L. Thne U.8, ccntinue 1o urge the izsrovement of & KRAT0 nomzucies-
cepetility as ipe prizmery delense ezalnst nonnuclear ezgrecssien in Zurcoe.

nezter nucleer cepebilities be orogrez—esd to help d

of muclieer war, 10 mzet —urlesr alttecks, end tc serve ag ingurence

ilure of RLTD's ncnnucleas cﬂ’erse In iight of the increecing

ter nuglear cgpabilities and thelir subsiential chezicel wz-fere
ect

s fcr overcezing eny m2jor Scvietl nonmuclesr eiveniege

lla

c c
mzgng ere doubhtiul,

ar
L. Comtimused reiience upor "exzersal” U.S. forces o cover targeis
witnin the USSR which threstien “L_caa ‘sa::rO"&_ cf SACZIUR's propesel thet

Meiivm Remge 3ellistic Missiles (ME2!z) be provided for this purpose. Z/

1/ The Joinv Chiefs of 12ff endorse the meintensnce of e noconuclesr cpiien
iz Zurope to meet "mejor nconuciear essewli” {50-60 édivisions within 30
ceys), E wever, ihey do net agree ¥ild desizneting either norrucles>
Gelense or nnclea. defanse as tae primery defense egeinst nonnucleer
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nuciear forcesl/heve imporiant relzticnships with our

Our theeter
sirzieczic nuclzar forces cn the one nand and our theeler nonnuclear
cepezilities on the other hend. The releticnskhips raise & putber of mzjor
jegues of erucizl relevence to U.S. plens ané pregrams., The three principal
issues heve to &o with:

The role of external sirategisz nuclear delivery forces in the

=z of Iurope.

2. Thne role of theatisr nuslear forces in ithe defense of Iurope.
5., Tns role of thseter
I pelieve we uniersteni 1 wells
we ¥new & gool cesl &dboul reciire
rore stuly cf the third,
4. KLTD &ni ¥ersaw Pact Forces: Size, Comtrol and Costs.
1. Czposing Tneeter Nucleer Cepatilities
Our thezter nuclesr forces face formidetle &nd Increezsing Soviet
) <hezier nucliezr forces, especiaily in Turops, Measured in terz—s of nuclear
ceoetlie feliivery sysiems or nuclear warheeds, it is clear ithat ellhougn ine
Vzst pczsesses numericel superiecrity iz memy respects, 2 itheater nuciesr wWar
e T mign use ¢f nuclezr wesDOnE DY botn sicges,
erteinties 2oout the level gnd elilofeiicn
ies {cnly the cidpcints of renges of
=3uwt 2/), it appears thei ihe Soviets have
Tor exaztle, ine Sovieis zppesr Lc have

clee> forces" i used to disiinguish the forces
ntinentzl puecl ces anf sea-basel nucleer
gar forces inc rce (Army and Merine
ir (Wevy ani 23 ear delivery systeos
I 5

Trev glso inclinde IR/MF3Ms, which cannol sirike

o be —ade 10 the Intelligence
ing, Kz Ll-z, ¥IT 11-§, Kz 1-1k, and K

[
L)
]
D]
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¢ pronounced efventzge in number: o larpes pield weeponz, Trovided 23

thelir ;n/hSEZ' force., Tris apperent advenizoe is exagsereies in the ‘<etle
below by the cmission of U.S, exiernal feorces whnich cffset Spovie: T/MER,
I cqall discusg the relaticn betwzen eY1ern¢_ forces and theater nuclesr
forces in-the nexi section ¢f ithis pemcranius.

a—

&y

Delivered by leni warfere systems and neveld eir tut excluding surface-
to-2ir missiles, : .
Includes Atomic Demclitions.

The Joint Chiefs of Steff pelieve thet ihe "increasing Communist
capabilities should serve as & compelling reason for initiating
guelitetive idxorovements in NeT0's tact*cg_ nuclear posture anid for
considering cuentitstive improvements”
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2. Control of Nuclezr Weapons

l' s . -
— 3. The Cost of the Aprroved Tpeater Kuclear Cepabilities

;/ Tane Joint Chiefs of Staff do not Dbelieve that the isolztion of nucleaer

tutable costs should be recuired in evalusticn ol eguipment
resuirements and they recommend thet analysis of stirategy, policy, and
weapons not inelude such coste.



-
-
-y

nuzl

anr

g
o i
N [
Q
G
B
i
.t
‘i
ot
g,
cl
o
Et' o

AN

"
e

The Role of ThezZer Kuclear rorce

endzaticns on theater nuclesr T
ion between nuclear zni nonnucl
s th mejor

i
0
&)
i
f;',
13
(&)
-k
[#)
b
0
I
n
T
1
g
Mmoo m
!
f
(ST

Twe %inds of ¢
—er nucLeET i1
own theesier nuclezr
e for ithe epility =t

\
oviet nonnuclear zttack.

o IR
g

)]

S

- T

}-+

m
O ct
f: =2
i b
e
et

M ¢
m
Mmoo

o ct 0
1 m M

Uy b 2} ot

e
c!

‘'t £ qb b
!
m o
0o m
moep ok
%

m
in
m
m |-

\]

re, however, verious re

"~

Q
]
th in
L]
(8]
LE]

3 m
Q b
g B
g
'
K
1}
tn 9
1
m
|J.
m
o
A
3]
0
1
v 1 dn
otmop
et 4

5 SR B

h m

-

1!
om !

5

]

D

1

ja

| S}

P om

i tn
‘x| ta
[V ¥
o 3

"
m
7
-

)}

uJ
ct

- o
m
n
'J
)

Ty D

o
) seem
&
i

gar WeeDOns an
£sSpPOnsSe L0 B
g2 glmost cert

ol
, . -
ecsion.}] The a
e st
1

e
Q
=)
m
«
4]
&)

=

M MW

Y b o b
[

PRSI
t this

[CRI

e 1]
=
cl ¢t &g
=}
Q
=M ta f
3o
HH o
1] wr
Hy ) ot
- H
I
N

guicdance 1/, wh
oost lizited of

- ok by

»
[

Their

czl) about the 4
ilities 2/ &anz
s in pressure

< izmnrovi
ect 1o some of
© nue

|
[o 2 Y » )
o on
ki H
GRS
H
n
M o Um0
N
7]
m
*
b
)
ct
th

o ik/z.

Their 2ttitude is 2isp related to th
of & mejor nonnuclezr odtion, a2g I hav
RATO force structure. ‘

urope

Y
1

)
o' o
i

orces
€ar ¢
nonnu

" |J-

I =

D e b
~m ct

)

0

-y .

1
23

O 1}

(5]

ot in
o iy

n o m
4
ot
[N
‘

sl

-~
'
€
-
[

i tn
n
¥

PLE

LI

M
) )

Yy
0
CEE
k"
|O o
5 h
»n o
! 0 I'n

(2T 1

L]
]
4]

']
‘[L}
Ot m
kD ' M
ct
\IrY
3

W
i3

| Ral=]
0

'
-y
qa

g

e governments of our main \
10 believe ihet deterrencs
[

tc the lower levels of

s on both thezter nuclesr

! & ig 2lso reflected
s& nuclear wezoons
T nts wiik ihe
y of deterrence z1so makes them
ng Alliznce nonnuciear

our £ilies (ené SACEUE 2ilso)
lear cepabilities.

II 41
. 53
-t
He ] 1
ct

o
i
m ot
3 0
"

m =
[



-4

I cerieinly accept the por:ancc of deterrrence, especizlly in
Zurcps, but I cennos ercept éet--rence base€ on nuclear threats es e
setislaotory. sutezizute for the etility tc tazke zotion with nonmuclear
Torcez. Qur formiferic Siralegic ani theester nuclezr forces make it
RIghiy unlively tnzt the Scviets wouls, wiih Dremeditzticn, launch e
maseive giiack, nuclear or CC?VE“ulyﬁcl, &t Western EZuropse., Bu: our
Zerlin ani Cuben experiences show thez rejor ccnfrontations with the
Scviet Union cen harpen even withous & Soviet cecision to engags in gl1-
Cut elleck cn Wester:n Zurops; end these crises 2iso illusirate our neeg



<o be goie <0 tewe eciiens short of nucierr wer. To neve to choose
between the extremss of inection a=i nutless wer in 2 crisis would irmpose
severe streins on the unity of the fillsnce, Lotuz) resort 1o nuclesr
weapons, even if the originel Intell were to use tnem in e highly ;
regireined way, would enieil high risks of esczleticn 1o & theater-
wide npuclear war; or to general wer which would CesTroy much of whet

ve want to gefeni in Europe.

T glso believe thet continued exphasis cn iheater nuclear
response ac 2 meinsizy of IETO's delense w211, in the long rum,
streagihen ine tendency for our flliies 1o seek independent national.
miclear cepedilities. Alihough the izwmediate prezcticel decisions
Tacing the Allience in the past have concerned the choice of zzpropriate
nornnuciear actions, it has eappeerel that influence in the affeirs

of thpe A1lignce was releted 1T cperetionel control over nuclezr
wezpons peceuse of NATD's straiegic concept, and the cheracuer ol
‘he ciscussion adbout it.

There 3s no cuesiion about the izporilance of nuclear WEEBDODS
in protectiing the security of Iurope. "meir imporiance is
reflecied in the lerge increase in nuclear weapons gispersed 10O
Turope. This is shown in thne table or ine follcwing pege.

s
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Aowever, I bellieve that the Drinsizzl nucleer role shewld be Tlayel, es
it Tes been in the past, by the straziszic nutleer feorces of the Unites
. Stetes, besed outside of Zurcpe.

Theater-tasel feorces, neverihelss
Ls & suppliement to exterael sirike o

. can pe usefl in severzl weys
Fod bl 3
ol our deterrence of mejor Scviet ezzre
nd &

(S
ney mey eid to the effec
er

né our coveregze of Zurcpsen
trregt tergels in general wer, In tnis rele they must be coopered with
our externel forces in terms of cost 2nd effsciiveness. Our thegter-bpead
rmacleer weapons £1sC serve es insurznce azeinsi £ mejor feilure i the
nonnuclesr dzfense’ of Turpps by fenying the Wersew Pect the rreogpect of
g meaninglul victory in such 2 cese. It must elso be observed thei the
= r-1

Tresence of substentisl nuelieer for ig £
es giditicnel evidence of the strenmin 2nd fironess of our cox—itment to

the delense of EZurore,

With these functions in rmind I szell proceed <o consider seversl )
gliernztive force struciure otjectives fer ouwr theeter besed nucleer



. & oesis
Turopes, 1 hEve consifered T
cbjeciives. Tney +will be cGiscusss

] oo
or ry¥ reccrmEnsEsl
L ad S -
. <

o neg<er nucleer forces for
ernztive concetis &s force siruciure
~ e * ’

|
[

s

oliowing healings:

1, Tpester Increment for Generzl War (o taciicel Fucle

2, Tne Tectiiced Wucleer Imgzaement oo

3. Tne Shor:i Tacticel iueieer Zettle (Dey or So)

L., Tne Teciizcel Fucleer Cempzizn (Two - Tnree Weeks)

£, Thne Ty<enied Tectiical uclesr wWer (Tws - Towr Menthe

Tne giterngtives Very Vwitn resgpest 1o ihe Finig gnd numers ©F
nuclez> wWeeDOnE sysTens negded, the durzticn cf 4ns nuclezr wWer They
gre expectel 1O fignt, &nd ikhe gecgrapnic or c-rer consirzints unler
wmich the WEr LE eypecied 1o Ds rougnt, The force giructure, effective-
ness, ani COSt izslicaticns ¥wi11 pe considered, in tuTd, rer each of the
concepis. The Jorces {or each concest imelude those of the preceiling ene
im ine listing &DoVE Tius 2N inecrement., The reguirements unler eech
conceTt will fimzily be comparel :2- +he ppproveld DrOgren Sor thnseler
wynsiear Torces for Centra: Rarso? 1635 1c TY 1370,

ir, general Wer woeldd
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e role of Allied Commend Zurope (&)
mexing & conirirtution te the gtrategic
so fer as DOssible, Versaw Peci grownd
To perfeorm these tesis; £CZ recuires:

—urops.

- <
+o provide higner suthority wiilh i1ne DeC ssaTy
pese the decision 1o €O <0 genserzl wWer.
Tae determinetion of ACT force &n
+ne above must de m 1l gt
execute the SICP in g aerz) wer. It

n to eitempt tc block enemy

z supperi reguirements implied by
ne esgsumphiicn thel ey~ernel forces would
t¢ necessary 1o concider, itherefore,
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(Reteligtion AlTET Surprise Soviet Jounter-Milinary titack)

~ne celeoulziien shows that cysiexs Tresently 2l provet for our strategic
sorpes or currznily in cdevelopmens o %131 be &ole tc achieve ve*}- righ
eypeotel famzgzs areinst a time-urgent te¥fget 1list ol ine sort thet &ppears
ively for ihe 1270's., In perticular, the introiuciion of mwltiple
ndependentily targetetle re-encry vek cles (I*"'?T), Poseidon, end TAPS cer
creetly increase the capebilities of o -missile forces. This cese
zesumes ther we responi afier an atTack in wazc‘“ +he USSR programs 602
T 'e greingt ULE, militery <prgets, including Dore tpen 400D egeinst our
= force., It is guestioneble thet we would recuire & kigh damage
gypectency aseinst enery hewd TCR launchers zlver we neve susteined exn
T/ Uperesicnel facters (sovie: ani U.S.) zre from Jsoz-1T0.
2/ The lterges 1ist is from J50P-T70 for 1975 with en additional fourteen
zewd ICE'e singly cispersed. mnis increment reflects recent revisions
1o the estimzted Soviet Herd icxs forces. .
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gtsteck ipvolving ithe expeniiture of most o £21 ¢f the pissiles et the
sites., "~ The possibility of more feorzicedle Soviet threais in the 1G70's
end their impliicetions for our stretegic offensive forces is discussed
in my memorandum on Stiretegic Offensive end Defensive Forces.

o
eg
iv

It is ergued thaet the MERY will cozplicele ithe enemy's u&-EEblng Trovler
ani will be edle t rike the tergets threstening Europs more repidly than
externel forces. However, the externel forces slreedy cempliceie the
enemy's Dprobler sufficiently, end the Polarice end Minuteman systems could
probebly destroy the threet to Europe faster than MREMs, considering
Tealistically ACZ's commend-control prolldems and communicetion deleys.
Voreover, accuracy izprovements in our external forces ‘expected in ihe early
1970's will make them much more edepieble to SACZIUR's comstraints policy.

I+ is 2lso ergued thet MRRs under SACZUR's commend will give our
Turcopean Allies greaier confidence than they now have in the credibility
of NATO's strategic deterrent, Tne premises underlying this cleim erpear
to be that some poriion of the stretegic deterrent rust actually be oa
Duropean soil in order to be credible, ené that our Allies will believe
thet the United Stezies would be incliined to releazse theeter nucleer Iorces
more guickly then externel siretegic zuclear forces if CONUS and the Soviet
heertlend haé not yei been etiecked. 4/ I reject boih premises ead I doudbi
thet owr Allies set sufficient sicre in then io persuede thelr governments



L e

The level of stealy stals pea:et::é 7L Toroe showil e kept in
nslpnce with the rest of the ACT pesture. I tns 1I5Gn etriacked ACT
crouné forces before they deployel Irom thelT CEsernes, the remeining
ACT prouns forces would pe cepatle only of weak gnd desuliory opposition'
io the ivence of Communisi ground ferces, ZIven if ACZ QRA fcorces 4 :
succeedes in aesiroying every one of their tergets (virtuelly e31 of whick
are girfields) the reletively vnsezthed Com—unist ground ermies would
vemain free to overrun Western Zurope, Thus, under conditions of surprise

e 1it+le gffecied by the megnitude of -

zt<zck Communist prospects woulé be £l
ACZ's QRL force. On the oiher hend, once A
zni deployed out of thelr tarracks inte &
prospecis for destroying ACT grounc defense
would be reducei end enemy ground forces at

s vilnereple posiure,’enemy
Ty messive missile atieck
ergting to overrurn Zurode: .

T ground forces were ale:ted’:
s

e

wolé have to benk heavily on a2ir sugpport, which conlé be largely destroyed
sy & suitetie GRA force. In this Inslance the Q=L force could contrituis
vitaliv to ACI's werfighting caze iries, Asecoréingly, 1 conclude ihes
zl<nough it is esgsentizl e provide an edeguste QTk force @uring perinis
cf <ension or coaflict wher ACE ground forces peccme more survivatle
tmrough depioymeni to the field, +ne gize of ihe GRA force in normel
peacetime is nol nearly so cruciel,

tal

: 17' Penaing completion of their review of & QRA Pershing field test gnd
Weapons Systems Tvelusticon Group study on QRA Pershing, the Joint Chi®ls

of Stef” consider it premziure to reacn conclusions on QRA Pershing.
However, 1\ith expected izprovements Pershing appears to be so muc

.

n bett

suites to the QRA task than tocticel eircraft thet I consider the centre

thrusi of my coaclusions to be velic. 0f course, they cen be revised
pgs more informetion becomes availeble.



¢. Situeticn Reporting

Tne provision of informetion to decision mevers during & crisis, &
nernucleer wer, or & limited nuciezr conflict is 2 eriticelly important
sunction beceuse of ithe risks of esceliztion inherent im mejor cexfrontetions.

1/ Alihough our target acouicition may not pinpoint enough tergets for
ecTective discrete fire, it éoes noit eppeer thet future developmenis in
girberne side-looking ené movirng-f{erget-indicelor reder, signal
inteiligence &nd cther means =2y provide & good assurence of knowing if

+ne enecy &*tempts to disperse suiderly. ,
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2. The Tacticel Nuclegr Engégement

Under the Drececding toncep., ACE would, of course, have sufficient
firepower for e demonstretion of itis resolve to use nuclesr weepons rether
ihen suffer defea: ip 80 overwnelming nonnucleer ecteck, Proponents or
nuclear Cemonsiratien, however, have siressed tectical use of pucleer
Weepons, 1o evoid beih the Ereat civilien damage from high yield'veapons,
end the iwpression the* we heve initizted generel wer, The force structure
for the Preceding concept includesg no low yielgd weapons,

3. The Shor+ Tactical Nucliear Bzattle

This concert eims at the ability to Tight & two-sided, but short ‘ang
limited nucleer war, initiated by NATO es the result of an overvhelming
Soviet nonnuclear attack, or e nuclear ettack by the Soviets to defeat a
successful NATO nomnuclear defense, Depending on the deployment of the
Eround forces on both sides e+ the initietion of taecticel nuclear war, ens
the intensity of the initied etiacks, casuvelties &t the end of the initie)
one to three day period mey be high enough to Produce & stalemate, even 47
only low yield tactical nucleer weapons- are employed. Under sueh condition

L/ ACECOK-72, CJCS Special Study Group. '
2/ Such demonstretion might be similar to the initia) staeges of the nucleer
conflict scenerios depicted in Army Project Id, which wes Published in

July 196k, .
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" & peuse might be enforced whnile reserves zoved up ito the freat to resu-e
ihe Detile, which would subseguvenily be Toughi from a dizpersed posture
o mininize casuelties. Even eseinst dispersed ¢ TOOpS oz or near the front,
ihe use ol high yield weapons iz blanketing ettacks might coniinue to
produce high cesuerlties. The poesibility of such use wi%th the atiendgnt
coliaterel damege ené incentives to furiher escalation, woulé be a

destetilizing influence in tacticel puelear wer,

If the concept worked as intended, it would provide e cepebil ity to
force av least e peuse in 2 pucleer or nonauclear aiteck, withoul the heevy
lign cdazege charecteristic of less resirained nuclea. cenlflict. Eowsver,

civiii
celiciencies in terget mepuisition make it Eifficudt to rely oa low yieléd
nuclear weepons. In heevy air defense enviropmezis we will hzve Poor target
cguisiiion ebility beyond line cf sight froz the front lines.2/ Cozmenders
a

e

i icel nmucleer wer wild therefcre Teel strongly impelled to resor: to

terrain fire with lerge yield wezpons in plece of discrete, eimed fire with

low yield weazpons. The lack of good target informetion mey elso <end to

~increase the level of violence once tacticel nucleer wer hes begun. New -

- reconneissence systems mey offer i=provemenis in terget azguicsition
cepatility, but they will have to be eveluetied in terms of <heir cost ang:
effeciiveness ;n beoin nucleer eni neanucliesr environments.

18]

1 c+
[D
L] (II

&, The Tecticel Nuclear Cexmpaipm

Tnis concept eims tc provide enough tecticel nuclear capebility
igct Tor iwo or tnrees weeks, e.ss"-r:b that ATI ground forces surcceed in
ispersing sufficiently to held uﬂ-lr cesuelties to levels perzitting the
conduct o a conerent cexpeign ead thet the cenflict does not esceleste to
generai war., As discussed in grester detail in Annex B, ii is uncertairn
{net these are valid essurptions,

-

e vy

The time lirit for ithis concept is set by the evailabilify of supplies
in ferward cispersel stocks, sirze

-

the ene—y could terget ouvr lines of

’
haXal

Tnis estimete ig besed upea Project 23, end the TAC NUC-65 wer geomes

in which ebout 200 end 250 werheadés were ezployed per corps.
The TAC NUC-£5 report stetes thet only tea to fifteen percent of

Dotentiel tergets are likely to be detected in good v1sib1_ity, and
oaly & third of these recog:izeé es to type of tergeti.

&t

e,
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. . . H
- j co—uricetion in the -cazmunicetion zone if it became gpparent thet
' fyur+ner operetions would be criticelly dependent uDOL logistics support

end DENpOWEr TIeserves. Tnis vulneresility constitutes an incentive to
escaletion. To rerwedy it would javeive dispersing rear stocks to
nuperous smzll depotis, &nd providing eppropriaste and surviveble
comzunicetions to control +heir éistribution. This would imply mejor
incresses in personnel, equimment, resl estate and construction in ACE,

- _tha* ere not included unéer this concept. )

K

) : Under this concept ACE is to achieve & cepebility to fight nuclear

: wer at the tecticel level for iwo or three weeks, (perbaps longer if the

! - enemy is deterred Iroz striking ACE logistics depots). If we menageé the
i ' *  4ransition to nuclear war betier than the enemy, this concept coulc enable
1 . ACE to defest tne enemy without baving to escelate higher, but there &re

% e —.severzl mejor uncerieinties.

E 1+ is not certain thet ACE cen effect = suitable transition. Civilien
- cesuzlties mey also be large because of the movement of the battlelines
during the cexpeign end the incentives to strike deep targets co-loceted
with cities. If the enexy does atteck logistics depots, as he may well GO
in en engegement of this lepgtk, it is doubtfurl that the conflict can
remein limited to the tacticeld level. '

5. The Extended Tacticel Nuclear War

Under this concept we would prepexre for tacticel nuclear wer thel might
continue at varying degrees of intensity for as long as three or four montn.
g +h casuelties in the Tirst montih amouvrtirg to some 20 to 40 percent of
- i initial troop strength. 2/ To fight thet long i+ would be necessery to
a provide extensive logistics fecilities able to survive ip & nuclesr Wel.
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o

A capebility to conduct such zn extended wer would therefore require
e mejor increeses in tecticel cepabilities over current programs. {Ome
study suggests & requirement for over 20,000 nuclesr warheads_;/.)

Tnis concept represents & much greaster increease in cost ther do the
rrevious ones, t is subject to the seme uncerieinties &s the Tecticel
¥ucleer Campeign concept, but more sc. Tn periicular, considering the
escaletory pressures that seem likely to builié up over time, it appears
highly questionable that nuclear cenflict could remaln constrained 2t the
tecticel level for the period of time szsumeéd.

€. Conclusion

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

}/ As postulated in the Army Project Oregon Treil report of February 1G065.

s



I

Tne greetest difference is beiween the concept for Extended Wa_:and
the others. The currenily epprovesd Progrem is aspproximetely ihe sa_n ,-the
Tecticed Kucleer Cerpeign concep: in terms of +he weepons angd aelive*y '
systers provided., The principel difference between then is ihe e2ii<icmel
expeniiture for improved situeiicno reporiing, which iy desirerle under

ell concepis.

I 2z uncorvinced of our ebility to6 meke the “ransitionm fram nonruclear
10 tecticel nuclear wer without uncu;y rrejudicing our ebility Lo holé in
& nonnucleer delense., Anciher problem irp tactical nucleer wer is thet
ES bhe beiile lengihens, the incentives to Cisregerd constreinis oz weapon
yle ds, depth of strike and permissible collztersl dermege will be
strengihened by L_SDlVEQ rroblems of target ecouisitior, movemeni of ihe

front 2 the oWl izportence of tergets in the co—runicetions zone.
3 A

-
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3. We now have in approved preogrems for ACE, aiequate nuclear weapons
end delivery systems for ithe concezis up 1o and including the tacticel
nuclear cempeign, with the pessible exception of high yleld weapons to be
exploved egeinst ground force tergeis in generel wer., I em asking the
Chiefl of Staff, Army, to sivdy the need for such weepons in conjunction
with 2 broader study of the trensiticn Irox nonnucleer wer to nucleer wer,

Tectice® Nucleer Wer s &
its kigh cost, cdubicus

L, I reject the concept of the Extiende
E L al
I terzineting in generel wm-.

tesis for force structure pla=ning becaus
fepeipility, end iis very high protetil

I\
[ 8}

5. I believe theil currently ezproved progrems give us e capability
to implement 2t leesi the Short Teciica®l Nucleer Battle Concept. Designing
our forces to meet this objective per=iis us to continue to deter Soviet

use of tecticel nucleer weepons curing nommucliesr conflict, to engeze in
e demonstrative use of testice) nuciesr weepons, v fight e short tactical
nueclear engesed batile, eni to perforz theater tesks in general wer, '

6. Alinough I epprove, in prirnciple, the provision of finely graded

-

. options between low level conflict end unresireined general wer, our
- understanding of tacticel nuclear wer is insufficient to deiesrzine whether

cr not the Tecticel Nucleer Cexpaign Concept shouid be esiebliched es e
force structure otjective. I heve ncted ihet epproved Drograms aphroximete
in-size and coxposition ine estimeted rejuirements for this concept and
recammend thait they be continued but thet no esditionel reguiremenis be
epproved opn the besis of achieving a cepebitity for the Tactical Muclear
Cazpeign concep: peniing resolution of ithe present uncertainties regaréing
its feesibility, 3ts desirebility, end its weapon ani support reguiremente,
Specificelly I see nc bpasis for increesing the mumber of puclear weapons in
Turope peyond currently evproved levels., 2
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7 ALlZ of thne “ernetives ccnuilzrel would denefit froo izprovesd
situetion ;eporting. I ax esking the GCS to consider ithe suzgestions
Fresented in ACEZCCH-72 =nd to propese suiteble improvements in our
cepetilities. a

Theeter Nucleer Werfere .in <he Fer Zest

wWnile we understend only imperfecily the impiicetions of tactical
pucleer conflict in Europe,.we know iess ebout such implications in the-
Far EZest. In pert, this is beceuse we heve focused our tecticel nucle&r

studies to dete primarily on Europe, =

Since too little is known ebout our pucleer reguirements in thé Fax-
East to draw concrete conclusions et this time, the foliowing na.a4*avhs
ere devotel to skeiching problems thet are elreedy evident end tc reisin ing

Questions thet we will seek tc¢ enswer in the cozing meonths,

wWe Tace twc esseptielly different threeis in the Fer Ees:t: The Soviet
end the Crinese Comzunist. The nuclear armed USSR ground forces cowiéd
strike stronglv into Koree bui herély eaywhere else for leck ¢f iransport.
ricwever, the Soviei IRDMs cen reach out & good éistance and itheir pireref:
couid deplioy into Chine or Norih Vietnzx., The follopwing tetie illustr&tes
whet couzld bs the oooosing US/USSE aucliear cepabilities in thi
M+30, Of course, boih sides cen reinforce these means with tg
ccatinente) édelivery forces. In fact, & nuzber of targeis in
are cocvered by the Sirztegic Lir Comma=ni.

OPPCSING US/USSR NUCLE:R CAPAZTLITIZS IN THE TAR DAST, M+30l/
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Tne U.S. clees Ly
meens. In fact, the
conceTning wpeiher OUr W=

nes <ne pred —inencte 1D zsss-casuzlty-producin;
U.S. superiecriTy ic so great &S O reise guestions
heed gep.oymeats in 1his erea &TE excessive.

Tnese guestions Decope SIronger wnen ecapideravion ig given to how wetk
ihe Comuanist 2iT end missile delfenses in the aTesd are. The U.S.

s

predomingnce, toge

+per with the girong celense in Souih Kores, should

sirongly innibit Soviet injtietion of eggression in this ares.

Tne Cninese Cormmun
¢ +wo nucless gevices, ihey mey gelready heve achieved &

recently exploie

merginel nucleer capability.
ahilify could congist of at leest & fey f£icsiop DOZDS

YEeETS tnheir ced

ists pose & gisferent sort of prodlem. Heving

It is eg-ineted +het within the nexi “wo

deliversbole Y +he two Belgel gni & dczen OF SO Full=/ bozbers O nenc.

pzsuming &n gl out

effort Lo gohieve B LETEE stockpile, the Crninese

Co—munists cight possitly neve by 1570 & few hundred wWeEPORS. Meny of

+nase TBY D€ emzl) encugh

Beezle 1ight DomDeTs, oYy
- - I’ ” - . - . -

eiy for deploymezt =D 1057 oz 1968) ené DY thET shors

(which may be T€

+o pe celivered py their {nveriory ©f somt 290
+heir versich of the Soviet +housand mile R

renge (100-300 pile) submerine 1punches missilies. plthcugh 2 smell LheImoT

nucleer cepedpility mBY pe gonieved TV 1570,

+he stockpile seems lively 10

reve oy fissiop weepons (up to 209 xT) until 1570. Zesed upon ine SCERT

inTorDal

Cozzunist nuclie

delivery capabilities fo- nucliegs ¥
 Cormunistis D&Y gevelop by these A

sor eveileble. +he forliowing tezle {i1justretes wnet the Chinese

pr postuse TV 1o0k like 3B 1045 and 1970 in terms of

gpcns of types +het <ne Chinese

w2
e
gces.,

TLLUSTRATIVE _C:-{.D'ESS coOMURIET NUCLEAR CAPARILITIZE
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Tne eivezt of & Ch_nﬂse Co—umiss nuclieer ~a,a-‘li~y CES neve serious
repe :cuss sons trroughout ihe Fer Zesi. Under nucleer bleckmeil, neighboring
countiries ey become more proae 1o accommodete to Chinese CC::mﬂiEuS wishes
end less likely to celdl on the U.S S. Jor support.

In the event thet & mejor Chinese Cozwunist eggression in Socutheast
Asie indicetes thet the U.S, might have to Tace & decision to use nucleer
weepons, 1t is cleer thet the decision coulé be taken more ue*ibe*a.ely »han
e siriler decision azainst ithe Soviet Union in Zurope. The terrain in’ many
erees of the Far Eest would slow,the pace of e Chinese atieck, Darticul&.ly
iz the mozsoon helf of the yeer, when the rein soakeé roed ne* cen carry only
.£ third as meny forces &s when ¢ry. During the dry seeson U.S, end Allied
eircrelt cen cover the roed net, lergely unimpeded by wea.he¢. re.‘uc:Lnb '
treffic sherply et that time toc. In fect, while recognizing the dexzonsireted
ca“abili‘y of itne Chinese Communist Axzmy to move without depenaence upon
existing roel nets, I cozsider it cuestioneble whether the eporoaches intie
Sou:heas» fsie would permit ithe Chinese Cozrmunist to Intervene messively
enous: in Vietnem or Theilend to overwhelm our conventionel capabilities.

£lthough choke points in the lizited road pet in this region wous_ e
£ nuclezr tergetis, there ere not many other attrective nucleer iterget

ihe aree. Considering the vulneretility of our reletively few alrbases
ine region, we might well bs giving up our subefio*ity in pomnucieer air
wer 1 we escazlated the wer by siriking the eir fields cf en enemy who
hei ever 2 few nucleer weepons, unlecs we echieve virtuslly complete
"elfectiveness ip our initie) strikes, Furithermore, the forested terrsin in
Southeest Asie end the enemy propencity for iight eouipment, dispersion,
infiliretion, cexmdouflege end night movement could reduce considerebly the
edvantages normally expected in employing -pucleer weapons agaeinst ground
forces, CoT

- M

(w]e]
i

¥ Jo
gt

In the long run, there is & dexger thet nucleer develormrents in the
Far Zest mey follow the pettern experienced in Zurcpe sbout 2 decede eerlier.
I::nﬂla.ely zfter the end of World ‘a: II the U.S. protected Zurope with
etomic bombs, much &s it leter sougnt to protect Asia with 1is messive
retelietion pronouncement of 105%, Toaay there ere proposels ihet we rust
rely on tacticel nucleer wespons to bendle the "massive Chinese Army" in
& canner reriniscent of thet envisezed when the Soviets acquired a2 counter-
veiling stretegic pucleer cepebility anu we deployed tacuzcal nucleer
weepons to defend Eurcpe egeinst the "messive Soviet Army". Many of owx
rrotlexms in Europe today are & result of having oversold e nucleer delense.
In order to gazin e better besis for decisions copcerning whetl nucleer
cepetilities to provide in the Far Iest, I ex esking the Joint Chiefs of
Stzff to eveluete the reletive costs ani effectiveness of verious
elternztive tibeater nucleer force postures in the Far Eest.
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III; Pregres zxriization

Qur stuiies neve not progresse? to the peint of developing the
detalled, time phased, end costed progTez needel to meel essential
reguirements. In its ebsence I shell express my current views about
gpecific proposels. : )

I. Nuclear Delivery Sys:ems -

2., NKucleer Stockpiie:

Aoy effort to cozpute stockpile reguirements for tacticel nucleer
wErfETe is beset by & nimber of unceriesinities. Nevertheless, as discussed
ebove, current progrems in suppert of Iurope appear to provide sufficient

Auct es long & iectice) nucleer ceaxpeign &s seems feasible in

weepons tO coniuch
t+het region unéer current circumstences. And subject to further siudy oa

-

1/ Cepedle of firing both neonnucleas »Z nucleer werheads.’



7 | *

;

ihne Ter Zesi, ihere eppeers ipo be rore “heo es3dugh weapons for ithe:
region as weil. Thus, the size of cur siockpile doee not, at this time,
eppeer 1o 1imit our tmctice) nuciear cepesilities, p
The aveilebility of pucleer mete-iels has incressed to the point

where it no longer constitites the governing constreint on the size of

the theeter puclear stockpile. (A decision to undertake & substaniial
enti-bellistic missile Prograz could change this.) The me jor constraint -
Dow eppears Lo be the cost of delivery systems and of warhesd ;abrice...lon ,
periiculerly the letter, since most ¢heeer nuclesr delivery systems he.ve "
alreely been boughi =aé the costs of projected cheages which shoulgd be:
ettribtuted primerily to nuclesr uelwe-*-' cepebilities are reletively s.ma_._l

In this regerd the febrication cosis of tecticel nucleer werheels . 0
Previously scheduled for produciien during the next six veers were es i‘ol.‘.ows:

WUCLEAT WARHEAD TRoDURTIOS/
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grve fcorees in nomnucleer
t ciently to survive ang
ion., Carefud Preparetion and training in razidé

* of nuclear conflict should 2lso enheznce svrvive
ionel epprozckh iz the deplcyment of a hignly

Ziven adecguzse mani
conllict may be a2:le
celnter enemy initiaz+
€ispersal at +he ponse
ability, 1/ An azgis

survivable cepebility to retzlizte and inflict mejor casuelties on
ihe enery ground forces through the uge of hign yield nuclear WEEDInS
employed on 2 iterrazin fire basis, if necessary. Such 2 cepatility hes
teen ciscussed in <he section on the General yer Increment, ahove.

Locordingly, I ax asking the Lrov Chief of Stell tc stuly thne
Prodien cf €ffecting 2 wviable tramsi-ipn from neonnueclear confiios <o
nuzlear conflizt or thne ground wiztheout
Tnis will inelude investigation of n

The balile area showld alffect the
cl higrh yield terrain Tire in coun:
Cur groung forces massed for nomnuc
erricyment of cheziczl werfare will




It is cuite azparest thet w<4n the preblers of nuclear escelation,
ition mekers ¢n ezch side will pe sirongly influenced by the ouality .
their ceshinery for sizustiorn reporiing, I the decision makers fingd
ihat they are receiving informesico lzte and in incomplete form, they
nzy feel commelled <o relyv on runch or intuition. Recognizing ihe danger
ci weiting too lon: Lo relezse nucliesar weapons,.they.may vossibly accede
to the reguesi of z lozed cormender for releace tin situveticns which, if
fully known, woulé nei werreni release--or they may release too laze,.

In the midst of many éisconnected reporis of enemy muclear strikes,

iney mey inajvertentlyv overesiimz<e tpe extent or the strikes end over-
reaci. Unceriain cver the point o launch o certaiy large enemy sirikes,
They mev miscalcuizte enery intertions angd initiate'responses that rmight
lead us irretrievebly down the Peth tc generel nucleazr war,
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Or belence, I fird itnat cur sizuziicyn TEDOriing sysien constitys
& sericur weekness ip pur Tility 10 rrosecuie tanti bal miclezr war,

Unless majer brocecurzl changes are mzde to filter availaple infcrmetion
and gei the meet *m:c*»;nu detz te ﬁs:: sion ma¥ers with higk D*ece:enc=,
the decision ma avers might fing thezselves viriually devoié of the critisgl
infermztion needed for decisions. Locordingly, priority must be given

. tc studying thie Troblex zni erplying the re sources pecessary tc esnieve
proper balence with other tasticzl zuclear war-fighting capabilities. To
this end, I am Teguesiing the Joinit Criefs cf Staff te unierteke 2 special
study to determine what Drocedures ani Tacilities zre reguired <o ¥eegp
decision mekers at g1l leveis sufficienily informed of crucial events so
tnal they are as resdv as possgitle 1o me¥e amy nuclesr o=:i51c:s whizkh
mEY De reguired, This will inmaiude szecifie inqu ry concerning the
ririmen essential informzticen reguired ty decizion mekers, to incluie
e front line situation, stzius of nucliesr ge livery forces, lozztics
¢ enemy nmuclear strikes, z=2 couniry of leaunch of enemy misciler,

- -
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TRENEITICH DU IUTLIAR 0TI T o= o sl BATTLT
“ne use of nucleer wWeedons woulf nave tws mzjor effecis on the battlefielsd
reiztive 1o conveniipnel weapons, Firgy, it worlds increzse greatly the casuzlty
retes ol engaszed forces unlecss they fisperse toc much thinner troop densities,
Secend, it would provide for the first cire orperiunities to inflict substzntiEl
cesuzlties on mocile enemy forces well tazok from the front, despite <he P.'a..lci
peied paucity of deitailed targe: acoguisition beyond & few kilomsters from the.
lire of contaczi. Studies sugzest thel cduring the transition fros nc"'mclea..
conflict to nuclear coxflict these twe effectis or ezte vulnerabiliiies h may
rrove decisive unless specizl szfeguerds zre found to cowter enemy "‘""5‘::.:.,5 to
teke edvaniage of them, These vulnerspiiities and meens which have Deé. T
suggesied 1o counter them &re coveres inm the feliowing paregraphs. TR
Tor illusirztive purposes the enzazef baiile nuclear cazpetilities likely to
coniront each ciher Dy M+30 in ithe Cemtwzl Fegior of Zurope &re lisiesd below, _1_/

ILGASID BATTILT

NUCLELR CAPASTLITIES, CINTRAL EUROPE, M+30 2/



i &2 cases the Dpercentares of casusities in relatiom to the guration of the
games sTrongly suggesis that forces of this type kill ezch oiher off very
caicxlyv. Unless ihe war iterminzies as z result, the prospect is thzi the .
Settlefield will be left in possession of the side that cean get reinfercemente
there firsi, (Thic is the situetion eavisagzed in the Short Tacticel Nucliear
Setile zliernative.

Ine esrroprizle way 1o reduves <he ievel of casuzliies on the nuzlear
opezile zppeers ito lie in thinning out ine density of treeps on the battle-
fieli, This was attempted in Game I of the Tacticel Nuelear €5 study by
Cizpersing Jefenling JATO divisions to 2 "nuclear scared” pesiure, occupying
gdcui two and e hall times as much zrez 25 conventicnzl formetions, i.e.,
frenvese of zbout 50 kilcmeters and depin of ebout 50 kilomeiers. Wren yielils

c¢f up to 33 kilotons were erployei, the enzaged divisiong sustzined losses of
ebout =ix percent per day in tacticel zucleer conflict and ACT suffered abous
20 percent casuzlties overall in & 13 dav campeign that succeeded irn conizining
the enermy zlong the torwercd defense 1ine in Central Europe. (Tnis is ihe

L
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ense
situation enviszged in the Tectica) Nusliear Cazpaign elternetive.) Considering

réies Group, April 1943; Tecticzl Fuclear

1/ Project 23 by CJICS Spe T
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could suffer +ihe Kigh levels of caesys ties listed zbove for conveniionzl
deployments unless they succeed in Cispersing before being struck, I°

the enemy exoloys relatively large viels weapons to blankei the Ecnerel
oy our ground forces, few of our trocps would be lefs te

&rezs ceooudied
$HE s
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in the strate
uclear strive

forces ere too

-

Trisr is the nut or the nucleer transitiop problem at the engaged

Unfortunately it Irobebly cannot be solved by herdening es

gic nuclezr war C2te, Dor ©Y conceelment es in the éeep

case. During nomnuclesr conflict the enzazed bettle

-

exposed en3 1oo ¢lose tcgether to hide successfully ang
tney would run serious risks if they spread out tos much,
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Record of Decision L Jenuery 6, 1967

DRATT
MEMORANDUM FOR TEE PRESIDENT

SUBJECT: Theater Nuclear Forces (1)

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

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

2. Nuclear weapons are a necessary complement to nonnuclear forces.
They contribute to the deterrence of Soviet attack with tactical nuclear
weapons; they will permit us to responc in kind 1f such weapons are usec;
they can be used to support our forces i1f we fail to contain a large scale
nonnuclear aggression; they contribute to deterring or fighting general
war., 2/

L. Deficiencies in our posture reinforce the incentives to escalate
that ere inherent in nuclear warfare. Major improvements at acceptable
costs can be made with regard to the vulnerability of our strike forces,
situation reporting, doctrine for tramsition from nonnuclear to tactical
nuclear conflict, and battlefield intelligence.

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

2/ The JCS would add 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 limiteé nuclear
conflict.

FOI CASEN0.__ 8o -NDI-G7

Document . of Documents

ExcisedUndertheProvi
Freedom of Inf

(b)_€)
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Record of Decision ’ : January 6, 1967

K}

Table I summarizes recommended theater nuclear forces. In particular,

I recommend that we: '

7. Defer JCS recommended increases in fixed plant communications
to nuclear weapons storage sites and units in Europe. Increase reliance
on the existing, more survivable and less expensive mohile 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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Record of Decision ) Jenuary 6, 1967

1. ROLE OF THEATER NUCLEAR FORCES

The USSR is mow approaching parity with the U.S. in theater nuclear
weapons (see Annex A page 22) and it appears unlikely that either side
can gain sufficilent 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 Agprression. The Soviets might fear that tactical
anuclear weapons would bridge the gap between large scale nonnuclear war
and general wer, and this fear might help to deter them from oxtreme
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 nonmnuclear aggression or to resist such agpression at
all if a nuclear response were the only NATO option available.

The major role for theater nuclear forces is to deter nuclear attacks
in Europe. 4 Soviet decision maker considering the initiation of nuclear
war in Furope would have to assume U.S. 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 rTemote, of overrunning Europe in the course of a general war and
capturing Western European productive capacity intact. The contribution
of theater nuclear forces to deterring or fighting 2 general war is small
however, relative to that of our strategic forces. The size and charac-
teristics of our theater nuclear forces should not, therefore, be deter-
mined by the reguirements 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. Once the "fire-
break’ between nonnuclear and nuclear war is breached with the first nuclear
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weapon, escalatory pressures will rise, Opposing commanders will have
strong military incentives to strike opposing nuclear strike forces before
they are launched, to attack land forces still concentrated for nonnuclear
conflict, to compensate for target acquisition difficulties by directing
large 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 ecivil damape as nuclear war mounts in
violence through various hypothetically restrained levels of conflict.
The table excludes strategic attacks on targets that are collocated with
cities, or attacks on urban targets themselves that could result in
European fatalities of 200 millien.

CIVILIAR CASUALTIES IN CONSTRAINED NUCLEAR CONFLICT IK EUROPE
(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”,
i1f achieved, compensate for the casualties that even the initiator would
sustain among troops and civilians alike in unlimited nuclear war. The
initiator's armecd forces, no less than his oppoment's, could be destroyed -
possibly to the point where he would lose control cf even his own territory.
Regardless of the initial objectives then, each side would want to avoid
general war. It is desirable, therefore, that we be able to recognize
enemv restraint if it occurs and be able to fipht with restraint ourselves.

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

Incomplete Intelligence. The Soviets' combat doctrine sugpests that
they neither expect nor plan on restraint in using nuclear weapons. The
Soviets nevertheless maintain at considerable cost a force which is in-
herently strong in conventional as well as tactical nuclear capabilities.
This sugpests 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 decision makers at theater levels
learn of the full combat situation at the front. Inaccuracies in re-
porting enemy nuclear strikes compound the problem. As &z result deci-
sion makers ma2y wait toc long in releasing nuclear weavons or make a '
hasty decision in faver of employing nuclear weanoms in circumstances
which would be more suitably handled without them if the situation were
better known. We should be able teo 'improve our revorting machinery
substantially.

Vulnerable Kuclear Strike Forces. Our overseas nuclezar strike
forces consist mainly of tactical aircraft based on easily targeted
airfields within range of Soviet IR/MREM forces which are so numerous
as to render additional dispersal of SACEUP strike aircraft an insuf-
ficient remedy for their wvulnerability. Prior to the Sovier IR/MREM
force buildup, these aircraft plaved 2 major role in SIOP planning
because of the timeliness of their strikes as compared to those of inter-
continential bombers. BHowever, in view of their current vulnerability
to IR/MRBMs these aircraft can no longer be depended upon for crucial
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 unocecupled sites in pericds of strategic warning. Thelr 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 pnuclear 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 as we retain our current level of theater’
nuclear capability and continue to improve it at the level of effort
currently programmed, we should be able to deny the enewy confidence
in achieving such success against us.

1/ The JCS consider that the necessary logistics are not too costly.
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Taking account of the reduced requirement for air delivered nuclear
weapons, the Army study results are consistent with my conclusien last
year that the number of nuclear weapons already provided for Europe is
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adequate. This was also the judgment of the Nuclear Planning Working
Group, NATO Special Committee of Defense Ministers at jits April, 1966
meeting: “Tecticel nuclezsr wespons avallable to SACEUR and SACLANT
under present conditions zppear to be sufficient in quantity.”

Accordingly, I see no change in circumstances to warrant an in-
cresse ir the mumber of wezpons dispersed to Europe. 1/ Modernization
andé irmprovenents involving new 211ied deliverv units can be accomplished
by redistridution within the total approved by NSAM 334, Considering
pur capability for rapid wcrld-vide nuclear wezpons redistribution, the
etockpile held in CONUS secms appropriate for most lively contingencies.

Shoulé it be nececsary tc neet overt Chinese conventional aggression
with the use of muclear wsapons, our capacity to do so is not in gquestion,
provided the Soviets do not intervene. The expected increases in Chinese
puclear capability over the next 10 yezrs anc longer will not change this
ssscgcment . There are, however, major constraints on the use of nuclear
vespons in Asiz as well as in Europe which suggest that we could not
count on the use of such weaazpons except perhaps to deter or defend against
very large scale azgression. Chinese development of nuclear weapons
will, however, perwit them to engage in nuclear blackmail. The role,
if any, which our theater nuclear forces can play in meeting this Chinese
threat remains to be defined. It is mot clear that our current deploy-
rents are optimun for either military or political requirements in Asia.
We do not vet have adeguste studies to reach sound judgments on the
gquestion of the proper size and composition of our nuclear arsenal.

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

1Vv. THEATER NUCLEAR FORCE MIX

Though our theater nuclear weapons appear sufficient in gquantity,
the Nuclear Planning Workimg Group, NATO Special Committee of Defense
Ministers in April 1966 concluded that 'the optimum mix of nuclear
weaponry 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 task. Accordingly, 1 see no need to increase FRG missiles, even if
the FRC decides to follow U.S. example and increase launchers per battaliom.
The JCS have confirmed the need to place Pershing on QRA, but they are ’
studying further the force level required.

Pershing could be modified to reach well into the USSR, but I com-
gider our external forces adequate for this purpose and intend to focus
any improved Pershing capebility 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 necessary, pending completion of the Pershing build-ur. When

12
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ACE combat forces deploy upon receipt of strategic warning, the non-alert
Pershings would also deploy, taking over any targets covered by aireraft
in peacetime and bringing QRA forces to full zlert. Concurrently, all
alrcraft can be withdrawn from QRA and made available for immediate use
if necessarv in nonnuclear conflict to which they are much better suited.
Although the aireraft 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 indicates the number of aircraft that might be involved
in nuclear missions.

13
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Air Defense Weapons. Until now, nuclear air defense warheads have
been justified on two grounds: high effectiveness against weapon carriers
(carrier kill) and ability to destroy the nuclear elements of weapons
aboard carriers (weapon kill) in order to prevent damage if the enemy
fuzes them to detonate upon impact whether or not deliberately dropped
("dead man fuzing'). Individual Nike Hercules warheads, for example,
are expected to achieve the following carrier and weapon kill probabilitles,
taking account of overall system reliability and effectiveness:

NIKE HERCULES SINGLE SHOT KILL PROBABILITY AGAINST
ATRCRATT AND THEIR NUCLEAR WEAPONS

Although nuclear warheads are more effective than nonnuclear ones,
1 believe that deployment of large ratios of nuclear to nonnuclear war-
heads per battery is not remunerative for, two reasons. TFirst I do not
accept the weapon kill criterion for tactical 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 do not warrant the
attendant increased risk of accidental explosion over friendly territory,
or even on enemy populated areas in a limited nuclear conflict.

14
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Ixtended Range Lance. It may prove desirable to modify the Lance missile
go 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. however, 1 consider the decision to be
justified on the basis of evidence availalle. If subsequent study

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

15
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be realized by substituting Lance for Sergeant, whose $30 million recur-
ring operating costs should offset the necessary additional RDT4E and pro-
curement costs of the Lance within three or four years after the systenm
becomes operational. Because of the Lance launcher's high rate of fire
(up te 6 rounds per hour versus Sergeant's one round per hour), Lance
launchers could substitute for Sergeant launchers on less than a one-
for-one basis ané wmaintain or even increase total capability.

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

16
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Since it seems most unlikely that all of these targets would have
to be demolished in a war, 1 have not accepted the JCS recommendationms
that the ADM stockpile be increased. If warheads are released for use
in the covering area, the conflict may be resclved 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 demolitions or nuclear
artillery might be acceptable alternatives in a number of cases even
though less effective. 1 have asked the JCS to review SACEUR's ADM re-
gquirements in the light of possible substitutes.

17
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The high costs of the nuclear-only Sergeant suggest the desirabiliry
of substituting an extended range lance for Sergeant, if feasible. The
datz raise further important questions, for example: (1) Would the
greater economy of Nike Hercules to Lance warrant increasing its surface-
to-surface role? (2) Considering that Lance warheads cost more than
Honest John warheads, and 155 shells about twice as much as 8-inch shells,
do the nomnuclear advantages of the newer Lance and 155mr warheads justify
phasing Honest John and B-inch battalioms out of the inventery as is being
considered in an Army optimum artillery mix study? I 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, special U.S. commmications
have been installed to all weapons custodians, primarily through fixed
plant instzllations that are highly vulnmerable in high intemsity nuclear
conflict; a secondary system is provided by an Alternate Airborne Command
Element (AACE) scheduled to become contipouocusly airborne in 1967, 1In
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 am cancelling a scheduled
$32 million improvement of the main tropospheric scatter stations linking
ten new custodizl sites and installing low frequency equipment at 90 lo-
cations.l/

Decicion Procedures. The Nuclear Planning Working Group (NPWG) of
the Special Comzittee of NATO Defense Ministers is consideripg the problem
of deciding when use of puclear weapons may be warranted. SACEUR's political
guidance on this subject is now twelve years old and outdated since it does
not envisage limited comflict 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 suggested that
in view of the urgency of releasing nuclear weapons vhen 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. 1 am therefore di-
recting the JCS to investigate the probable time delays in processing a
request for selective ADM release in accordance with current procedures.

_ As a2 related matter, I am alsc requesting the JCS to undertake a special

study of procedures and facilities required to keep decision makers at all
levels informed of crucial events on the battlefield so as to be adequately .
prepared for critical decisions.

20
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Decision time is further related to the degree of military and
political understanding of nuclear options available. Our dual capable
delivery systems and spread of yields provide a wide range of optiunms,
ranging from the subkiloton ADMs, bombs, and accurate howitzers to the
larger air and wmissile delivered yields and ranmges. In order to stream-
line procedures and render this capability most effective, various studies
have proposed that several levels of response be planned; for -example:
subkiloton ADMs only; subkiloton ADMs, Davy Crockett and 155mm; all bat-
tlefield weapons under 2 kilotons; targets only within range of battle-
field weapons; etc. This general approach appears to be worth further
develepment, 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
mechanise for resclving divergent national views. Individual allied
officers have been integrated into NATO nuclear planning at military
levels, but to date there has been practically no pational participatiom.
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 similer conclusioms at its meeting im London
in April 1966. Such arrangements should permit continuation of fruitful
information exchanges and provide a useful srena io 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

QPPOSING NUMBERS OF THEATER NUCLEAR WARHEADS

{Rounded)
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Annex B

AUTHORIZED WORLD-WIDE DISPERSAL OF U.S. THEATER NUCLEAR WARHEADS
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Annex C .
U.S5. NUCLEAR WEAPON SUPPORT IN NATO EU'ROPEy
(End Piscal Year) .
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ARNREX D

Allied Systems Supported By U.S, Theater Ruclear 'deajonra/
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DRAFT

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

SUEJECT: Theater Nuclear Ferces (0

-
My continuing review of the vole of theater nuclear andé related
che-ical &nd biclogical forces leacs me to the following conclusiens:

1. Thearer nuclear wezpons are not a substitute for conventicnal case-
tes, The growvth of Sevie: nuclear forces has created sLTONE TEABONS,

pilizie
parriculariy in K&TC, for avoiding rhe de=zge inherent ID nuclear war
except when pur most vital intereste &Te clezrly threatenec. Wwe snoulc

progra= forces tc meet 211 but the larpes:t conventicnal attacks with
cozventional means andé chemical attacks vwith sope chexical retaliation
as well, Even agzsinst the lergest conventional attacks we shoulc not
assume that theater nuclear weapons would. be usec initially.

2. Nuclezr weapons &re B necesszTy comdlement to conventionzl forces.
Thev can be used to supporl ourl forcee if we fzil to contain large-scale
conventional aggression. .They contribute to eterring Scviet attacks with
ractical nuclezr weapons, and they will permit us to respond in kind 1if

" such wezpons are usel.

3. We buv theater nuclear forces primaerily for deterrence anc ,
if deterrence should fail, to give us an option short of strategic nuclear
war. We need to improve our casvabilities for fighting & contrclled anc
l1izited theater nuclear war. In particular, we need to imprOove our cana-
bilities for the selective use cf nucliear wezpons during the initial stages
of such a wvar.

FOI CASENO.  SO-DFo1-F67

Document__ . of Documents

1Excised Under the Provisions of (The
FreedqnoflnformationAct)5USC552
(b)__(1)




Record of Dectsion L Revised January 11, 1968

1. ROLE OF NUCLEAR, CHEMICAL, AND BIOLOGICAL WEAPNNS IN THEATER CONFLICT

A. Role of Theaster Nuclesr Forces in Eurooe

One teason we Keep tactical nuclear weanons in Eurooe is to deter
& Soviet tactical nuclear attack. This recuires enough force te make the
cost to the Soviets of launching such an attack greater than the gain., It
also requires protecting our weanons 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 conventional attacks.

Our threat to use theater nuclear weapons is more believable 1if we
can keep theilr use limited without having to go to all-out nuclear war.
Limits or restraints could take warious forms -- type and location of
targets, number and yield of weapons, extent of battle area, and type of
explosion, Such restraints, if observed, would greatly reduce civilian
casualties. TFor example, 1,000 nuclear weapons (airbursts only) against
military targets on & single corpe 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 possibility of limiting casualties leads us
to Improve our capability for exercising restraint.

Nuclear war cannot be kept limited without good command and

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

2
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plan to improve them in ways discuseed later. Even with such capabilities
there will be intense pressure to widen the conflict, 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 ocecurs, it cen be
restrained. Outr theater nuclear forces should permit us to force withdrawal
of Warsaw Pact ground and tactical air forces using thearer nuclear weaoons
in a gradual, controlled manner. The leve]l of force reguired to do this is
described on page 7 as the ''Ceampaign' force alternative., Furthermore, we
should plan for an initial conventional defense and not necessarilv for the
early use of nuclear weapomns.

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

Although we usually think of nutlear weadons as the ultimate means

of mass destruction, as the nex: table shows, biological and, in some cases
More importantly, these

chemical munitions, are cheaper and more dangerous.
munitions can be produced by many countries. Theyv are therefore potentially
even more dangerous to us than nuclear weapons. The large mumber of potential
users of these means -- particularly of bilological warfare -- strongly

motivates us to deter their use by anyone.
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1. Chenmicals

Lethal chemicals are weapons of mass destruction only against
unprotected personnel, When troops are protected, lethal chemicals are
legs effective than conventional ammunition, (However, troops in protective
clothing are alsc less effective.) Since Soviet forces are well-treined and
equipped to defend against a chemical attack, we gain little advantage bv
buying a large chemical prograxm ic addirion to our tactical nuclear forces.
Instead, we need only enough to deter Soviet use and force the Soviets to
take protective measures, More importamtly, we need to improve our defense
againet chemical warfare with gas masks, protective suits, 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
nuclear 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 s deferring a decision on JCS~recommended
additions to our chemical stockpille.

Non-lethal chemicals are useful against insurgents, particularlv
when enemy troops and civilians are mingled. In such cases, the alternatives
to non-lethal chemical attacks are ineffective conventional eperations or
hich casualties to civiliang and our own tTOOPS.

2. Biological Wezpons

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

11. ADEQUACY OF THEATER WUCLEAR FORCES

Since we keep conventional forcee with strong artillery and missile
forces to support NATO strategy, the theater nuclear cepability 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
wespons, and we have come to measure the adequacy of our theater nuclear
forces in terms of the size and balance of our nuclear stockpile, Whije
this is useful, it has led us to pay too little attention to contrel,
communications, and operationel plans in weighing the overall adequacy
of our thesater nuclear forces, '



Record of Decision ' Revised January 11, 1968

The size and desigr of our theater nuclear forces should fit their
lirited role, We should not try to provide forces for a long tactical
puclear war nor should we set aside special theater nuclear forces for
a 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 nuclear stockpile
is more than adequate.

A. Theater Nuclear Forces in Europe

s/ Includes tactical nuclear bozbs, artillery, and strike missiles,

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

The Extended War would give mweans to fipht 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 trooos 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
tolerable to our Allies,
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2. Support of Allie

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

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

3, Present Lapabilities

The nuclear stockpile authorized for dispersal te Eurove is
large enough to support the Campaign level. In mv judgment this is adeguate.
This was also the judgment of the NATO Nuclear Planning Group meeting in
April, 1967, The Ministers "acceptec that tactical nuclear weaoons availatle
to SACEUR and SACLANT appear to be sufficient in quantiry, but felr that both
the wix of weapons ancd the circumstances in which thev might be used required
further detailed study."

Moreover, other parts of our posture would fail befcre our
stockpile was exhausteé. Unless we succeed io reducing the vulnerability of
our nuclear weapons in Eurcope 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 Weanons in Europe

While we are making promress in developing means for safeguarding
nuclear weapons and can release them quicklv, we are not well-prenarec to
make ecritical decisions on how and 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 wvar. We must give civilian
and military authorities improved means for following battle situations:
better nuclear options to choose from: and mere insight into how military,
diplomatic, and intelligence factors affect nuclear war.
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2. Theater Nuclear dptions

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 confliet caused by miscalculation. They should alsc maintain the capa~
bility for carefully controlled escalation up to and through the use of
theater nuclear weapons,

We should have contingency plans ready and U.S. forces trained
te & much greater extent than they are now for the controlled use of theater
nuclear weapons. Our current war plans provide either for releasing ali
tactical nuclear wezpons or for selective release of a very few weapons,
but not for gradual and controlled release as the situation demands. The
selective release format that we have now requires so much data and staf?é
woTk to process, that we might act too late, or be faced with intense pressure
for releasing large numbers of weapons to be used ar commanders' diseretion,
We neec more prior planning in the form of a range of nuclear options linked
to a situation-following system like that discussed above, For each reglien
we should have optiens such as: (1) showv-of-force demonstration; (2) response-
in-kind; (3) discrete fire on located enemy maneuver units: (4) larger
terrain fire on poorly located battlefield targets; and (5) selective strikes
on bridges, airfields, and other deep targe:s,

C. Theater Nuclear Forces in Asia
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s

1. Capabilities vs. USSR

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

2, Capabilities vs, China

Chine presents the mzin land threat in Asia, primarily in
Korea and Southeast Asia., However, as shown in my Memorandum en General
Purpose Forces, the Chinese have a very limited ability to attack beyonc
thelir borders. Moreover, the forces opposing the Chinese have radically
improved as & result of our Military Assistance ProgTam, South Korean
1and forces alone, for example, provide & better manpowver ratio than was
needed to stop the Chinese during the Korean war. Thus, we can probably
stop & Chinese invasion without using nuclear forces.

Although China is unlikely to have a batrlefield nuclear
capability before five to ten Yyears, the use of U.S. nuclear wezpons against
inveding Chinese forces would be quite unattractive as a subhetitute for
conventional defense. Not only would such use divide our Allies, it would
carry & high risk of Soviet {nvolvement and could lead to a U.S5.-Soviet
nuclear war.

We and our Allies have enough conventional force in Southeast
Asia to block & Chinese/North Vietnamese invasion and hold the key areas,
1f we did need nuclear weapons we would have time to fly them in.. Alterma-~
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 meed to keep tactical aircraft 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. Keither
of these arguments applies in Asia. The Chinese do not have an effective peans
€or 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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3/ Time-sensitive, nuclear threat targets in China and the USSR
tast of 100° E, extracted from the SI0P.

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

D. Summarv of the Adeauacv of Theater Nuclear Forces*

The JCS TANWERE study developed a set of scenarios for planning the
tactical nuclear stockpile inm 1970. TANWERE's scenarios assume the following:
(1) we need rnuclear weapons to defeat 129 Warsaw Pact divisions in Europe,
plus $4 Chinese and Asian Communist divisions in Korea and Southeast Asia,
plus ten Russian divisions in Iran; (2) we can keep enough air bases to conduct

effective nuclear air operations against Warsaw Pact general purpose forces;
(3) Chinese divisions will continue attacking after we hit them with nuclear
weapons; and (4) tactical bombs should be stockpiled to hit Chinese militery
and industrial targets in & 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 weapcn dispersal authorizatiom.

il
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THEATER NUCLEAR WEAPONS FOR ILLUSTRATIVE SCENARIOS a/
(TANWERE Totals in Parentheses)

v

1. TANVERE reserves separate stockpiles of tactical nuclear bombs in
addition to PERSHINGS for general war ( ‘', and for attacking
Pact divisions in Europe and the other limited contingencies., My estimates
assume 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, cur tactical nuclear stockpile is more
than adequate. 12
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I11. MIX OF THEATER NUCLEAR FORCES

The next table shows those parts of our theater nuclear forces that
It alse shows the advantage for the nuclear

have high annual costs. !
mission of dual purpose nuclear/conventional delivery systems.

U.5. COSTS FOR THEATER NVUCLEAR FORCES
{$ Millions Per Year)

/ See Appendix C, ‘ _
/ Attributes total aircraft cost to nuclear mission,

a
-1
See Appendix D,

The high cost of the nuclear-onlvy svstems shows whv we trv tn 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,
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Tactical aircraft tied to the strike mission on Quick Resction
Alert {QRA) are not available 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 sircraft early whether
or not that is desirable for other reasons.

PERSHINC missiles do not have these disadvantages. Carrier-based
alrcraft are less wvulnersble thar land-based aircraft, but thev should
not be held on nuclear alert. Both systems are befter 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 phasing
out SERGEAKRT at a saving of $300 million over ten vears,

D, Nucleer Artillerv

14
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E. Atomic 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 weapeons will be used. Sites where we expect
to use ADMs are so important ‘that we must also emplace conventional high
explosive (HE) charges to hedge against nuclear weapons not being released.
For a planned barrier system, the chambers into which HE is placec can be
prepared during peacetime., Such pre-chambering greatly increases the
effectiveness of KHE while reducing the time, effort, and material needed,
Therefore, the incremental value of ADMs in a preplanned barrier is very
questionable.

The main role of ADMs should come after nuclear weapens have alreacdy
been used and the main battle line has shifred, 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 HE,

F. Theater Air Defense

15
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APPENDIX A

FY 68 WORLDWIDE NUCLEAR WEAPON DISPERSAL AUTHORIZATION a/
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APPENDIX B

THEATER NUCLEAR WEAPONS FOR ILLUSTRATIVE SCENARIOS, 1970

18
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¢

APPENDIX C

AVERAGE ANNUAL FY 68-77 THEATER NUCLEAR FORCE COSTS a/
(S Millione Per Year)
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APPENDIX D

ALLIED THEATER NUCLEAR SYSTEMS SUPPORTED BY US WEAPONS a/
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| HASTEE.
MEMORANDUM FOR THE:PRESIDENT ,,_,,.,.N-__7 ,
_ T . . Sﬂd“ﬁgat
- gURJECT: Strategic Offensive and Defensive Forces (V) . @7 /- 5-:3_3

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

1. Maintain a force of 1,000 Minuteman missiles. Plan on a
Minuteman II force of 500 missiles in FY 63, dbut replace Minuteman Is
amd IIs used in follow-on-tests (FOTs) with Minuteman IIls/ . leading

to a force of Minuteman 1I1s by end-FY 73. Delay the Initial Operational
Capability  (I0C) of Hinuteman III from December, 1969 to July, 1970.

Develop an option to deploy -Minuteman 111 in very hard silos or gupplement
the present Miputeman deployment at & costl of $40 million in FY 62 and &
total cost of $212 million in FY 69-73. Continue the previously approved
programs for buying for Minuteman missiles,

and ' for Minuteman 111.

Wwith all the above ¢changes, the Minuteman force will cost $147
giilion less in FY 69-73 than the previously prograrmed Minuteman force.

2. Maintain the JCS-recommended Titan force structurc by buying four
zissiles in FY 69 for §12.6 million and five in FY 70 for $13.6 millien and
reducing the FOT rate to four per year.

3. Continue development of Poseidon, and procure missiles in FY 69
at a total FY 69 {nvestment cost of $329 wmillion. Plan on an IOC of Npvernter,
1670, based on a (the same as Polaris
re-order lead time). Build up to & force of 384 on-line Poseidon by FY 75,
for a total FY 69-73 fnvestment cost of $4,998 million. Develop a
nd plan on

a force of 31 Poseidon aubmarines carrying &n average of " per
deployed missile. Procure :-3s in FY 69, in FY 70, and a total of
“in FY 69-73. Against expected threats, this Poseidon force will have

the same effectiveness 88 the previously programmed force with
per missile, but will cost $84 million less in FY 69 and $394 milldion less

in ﬂ 69-73.

4. Defer indefinitely the JCs recommendation to deploy -
’ at a cost of $2N0 million in FY 69 ané a

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

FOICASEND. _ 1~ Did1- G4 7
Docurent
R of Docure
Jo¥e. nts

Bzeised Uni o .
Freedox o; Iizrf;l:e ST97i8-0as of (ThbodiSe) szt Tr. 68—-C 5 ¢
(b)_(1) re2tlon Act) EUSCE52
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-5, Disapprove the JCS recommendation to start Contract Definition of

an Advanced 1CBM at a cost of

§79 million in FY 6°. Instead, continue

Advanced Development at & cost of $10 million in FY 69. Development,
deployment, and operation of the JCS-reconmended force of 350 Advanced

1CEMs would cost from §7 to §
basing.

10 billien in FY 69-73, depending on the

6. Disapprove the JCS recormendation to procure & prototype
Ballistic Missile Ship for $120 million in FY 69. Ten-year costs of
ten Ballistic Missile Ships would be about $1.¢ billion.

7. Approve the Adr Force recomrendation not to reduce the current
base program for the bonmber force.

Additional SRAMs for B-52s would cost‘“

$68 million in FY 69 and a total of $251 rillion in FY 69-73, A= & special
force for suppressing anti-bomber defenses, modify * UF, B-525 to carry
gome of the previously epproved SRA'S at 8 Y 69 cost of §54 millionm and a
total cost of $56 million in FY 69-73.

8. Disapprove the JCS recommendation for Contract Definition and

full-scale development of the

Advanced Mannec strategic Alrcraft (arse)

in FY 69. Development, deployment, and five-year operating COSLS for
150 AMSA would be $7.3 billion. Approve {nstead further development of

atreraft technology, 88 well
aids.

9, Approve procurement
which also provides an option

as & progranm to develop bomher penetration

of Sentinel, a Chinese-oriented ares ARY svstes
for the defense of linuteman. The total

Sentinel system {nvestment cost will be $4.9 billion in TY 69-73.

10.

11. Disapprove the JCS recormendation to deploy & Nike-X defense of .

U.S. cities against attack by
the FY 69 budget for Sentinel
recommend.)

12. Disapprove the Jcs r
UE F-12 interceptors for cont
¢800 million, Approve instea
continental air defense force
of 198 improved F-106X aircra
48 successful, engineering de

the USSR. (Not a FY 69 issuc; the JCS consider
an adequate first step toward the defense they

ecommendation to produce and deploy twelve
{nental air defense at & TY 69-73 cost of

d the Air Force recommencded plan for 2 nmodernizec
that includes: (a) development and deployment
ft: (b) if the Overland Padar Technology program

velopment of the Airborne Warning and Control

System (AWACS) on a schedule that permits 8 system demonstration before
substantial production £unds pust be committed; (c) development of the

Over-the-Horizon (OTH) radar,

addressing production release in September, 197
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(d) exemining 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 training wnits plus carrier-hased aircraft as
available: and (e) selective phase-dowm of the current Century interceptor '
force and portions of the SAGE/BUIC system, the Nationel Air Space Surveillance,
System, and Nike-Hercules radars. s

13. Extend the civil defense program at a FY 62 cost of §77.6 nillio

14. Disapprove the JCS recommendation for $191 million for military . v
survival measures. Continue instead the approvec pYOgram at a cost of .0
§47 millien for FY 68-73. .

1.. THE GENERAL RUCLEAR WAR PROBLEN

The main objective of our nuclear forces is to deter nmuclear attacks
on the U.S. Our ability to strike back and destrov Soviet society makes a
Soviet decision to strike the U.S. highly wnlikely. 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 pover,
the Soviets would gain little by striking first.

Although the U.S. and the USSR are strongly deterred from nuclear

attacks on each other, a nuclear war anywhere in the world could lead -
to a war —— and most likely a nuclear war — between the 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 {ntimidation of allied or neutral
countries.

3, Discouraging additional eountries from acquiring nuclear
weapons.

4, Eophasizing and maintaining the firebreal between conventional

and nuclear weapons.

Like us, to deter a first-strile nuclear attack, the Soviets main-
tain the ability to strike back and destrov our society. When they tate
steps to reduce the damage that we can inflict (e.g., by deploying ABYs),
ve react to offset these steps. I believe that the Soviets would react
in the same way to similar U.5. steps to 1init damage to ourselves.

Our analysis shows -that the Soviets can protect their second strike
capability against any threat ve might pose. Sincc a second strike
capability {s vital to the USSR, I believe they will insure the survival
of this capability. Convinced that the Soviets would counter a major
U.S. attempt to take away thelr gsecond strile capability, we have chosen
not to start a major Damage Limiting prograr egainst the USSF.

5
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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 insurance against a 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 if deterrence fatls and a nuclesr war with the USSR occurs? If the
war began with an all-out Soviet attack, including our cities, we would reply
{n kind. If the war started with less than an all-out attack, we would want
to carry out plans for the controlled and deliberate 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.

11I. SOVIET AND CHINESE STRATECIC FORCES

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

U.S. VS. SOVIET STPATEGIC NUCLEAP FORCES 8/

1968 1970 1972
.S, USSR C.S. USSP U.S. ISR
Ballistic
ﬁigsile Launchers
Soft ICEMs - - -
Hard ICBlis 1054 1054 1654
¥OBS - - -
Mobile ICBMs '
(non-add) - - -
SLB!s 656 656 650
TOTAL LAUNCHERS 1710 1710 171C
Intercontinental
Bombers 646 558 534

Total Force loadings
Weapons
Megatons (M)
1 M Equivalents

Alert Force Loasdings
Weapons
Megatons
1 1T Equivalents

a2/ U.S. programmed vs. National Intelligence Estimates (NIE) for USST.

Xumbers of missile launchers and bombers Are a poor meAsure of the
relative capabilities of U.S. and Soviet strategic forces; total megatons are

‘worse., Yet these measures are frequerntly used in draving corparisons

6
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The Soviets have conqinued to test Practional Orbit Ballistic Systems
(roBs), which would be useful in an attempt to deny warning to ouf strategic
bombers, if we took no counter actions.

A recent re-evaluation of the present Soviet submarine force indicates
sbout operational Soviet ballistic missile submarines than previous
intelligence estimates. The USSR is, however, nov making cperational a new
class of large, nuclear-powered, ballistic missile submarines to CarIy
s{xteen 1,000 to 2,000 nautical mile (¥M) missiles. Intelligence estimates
project of these ships in service by mid-1971 and
by 1976. Diesel-povered Sea-Launched Ballistlc wssile (SLBM) submarines
no longer are estimated to be part of the Soviet threat to the U.S.

The Soviets also appesr to be pursuing tvo advanced defensive prograns:
{1) a long-range anti-1CB) system around Moscovw with about launchers,
and (2) a system across European USSP -

We expect both systems to bécon& pnriiallv

The Chinese were expected to begin operational deployment of a Yedium
Range Ballistic Missile (MRLM) with a in 1967, but did not
do so. China also has under development a much larger and more complex
missile system, possibly an 1CEY.. They were expected to cormlete a large
facility for large launchers late in 1967, but did not do this either.

It appears that they are about ° the ICBY schedulc that we .
had previously estimated, which would sti1l allov an initial operational

1CBN deployment in the early 1970s.

III. ASSURED DESTRUCTION

We deter a rational enemy from launching a first strike apainst us
by maintaining a strong and secure ability to retaliate under any circum-

gtances. We measure our second strike ability in terms of Assured Destruction —=

the capsbility to {nflict unacceptable damage, calculated under extremely
conservative assumptions, on the USSP, cven after sustaining a surprise Sovicet
first strike. I beclieve that our ability to ki1l from one-fifth to one-fourth
of the Soviet people, {ncluding at least two-thirds of the people and industry
4n their large cities, {s enough to deter the USSR from launching a first
strike ageinst the U.5.,even in extreme situations. '
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However, 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 I
all times with our forces, the governments of our Allies, and, as appronr;gté;.
our enemies; and by retaining options in selecting apnropriate yesponsess. 1
we failed to deter nuclear war, we would want to be able to follow a policy. of
limiting our retaliatory gtrikes to the enemy's military targets and not .l
attacking his cities 1f he refrained from attacking ours. In most "'=}J':*
gituations we would have many aissiles surviving to attack Soviet military
targets, while withholding enough for Assured Destruction. FoT this taslk,
1CBM 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 carry out an effective second
. atrike. ' Even after a surprise Soviet first strilie 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 damage the surviving weapons could cause depends on the
effectiveness of Soviet defenses. The next table shouws that even apainst
- the high NIE-estimated threat, the U.S. Assured Destruction capahility
""" ! —4s much greater than the 20 to 25 which I believe is needed for deterrence
against a Soviet first strike.

CAPABILITIES OF U.S. PPOGFASED FORCE FOR ASSURFD DESTPRCTION
(Percent of Soviet Population Killed)

FY_6€9 Y _72 FY 76

Against High NIE Threat
Against Low RIL Threat

If we could be sure that soviet forces would stay within the range
of the NIE — both in quality and numbers — we could consider smaller
strategic forces. '

“B. Against China

thile China may be able to threaten her neighbors and 1.S. hases
in Asis by 1972, she will not pose & threat tn the U.S. second strike capa-
btlity. If the U.S. attacked China with nuclear weapons it would be solelv
4n retaliation for some lesser act of agpression, probably involving Chinecse
nuclear weapons. Rather than calling for the destruction of China, such
an act would cell for selective attacks on government, militeary, or industrial
targets. lMissiles would be needed only for attacking time-sensitive Chinese
nuclear targets. Bombers could cover other tarpets.
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force maintain &n Assured Deszruction cezablilicy ofé Our
progra=mec force cen cope with 2 grca:e:-:hzn—cxpecf?d AT'' because ve
already have programmed M hedpes -- Foseldon .

Miputeman. '

“he pext table shows thal the U.S. proprammed fcTee cer beep ite
tssured Destruction capabilily throurh TY 75 by putting - on ea
poseidon missile, even 1f the Soviets depley greater-than-expectgdshéléncei
rissile and bomber defenses. hert-Range Attack “gesfles (ST/1's)5?
decovs, &nt &L sir-to-zir rissile to pretect the borbers againsti
interceptors woulc keep our bssured Destruction
threat| ,through 16735,

- -

1.S. ASSUFED DESTIRUCTION ARLINET CRTATIR-TAn-TXPRoe R DALATZT CTTLNSTS
(Percent of Sowvier Pepulation Tilled)

FY 6 TV 70 Iy 7} XY 79 W 73 VoM OTY U5 LW

b

U.5. Prograrmec roTrce
1.8, Programmel Terce
plus o

Poseidon

af Tne first percenta:zs snouws fatazlicies 1f we are renuired tn 1ill at
ljeast two-thirds of th ooie in defendec cities. The secont

s pe
percentage shoe's ferelirdes v

Only a2ga2inst 2 corhined grea:e:-than—exjected Sovie:r ALY, air
defense, &nl accurate 103 force, cosiing the Sovicts §2~ e §30 billion al
the high NIE, woulc our wezziiztory focces neel TAOT new additions, Decav
of high cost and little Teivrs, the Soviets probably will not atterpl to as
such a posture. lioreover, beszuse of umcertzinties aboul perforrance and ¢
we should not depley new sYSLems 28 replacements for existing systens wmiil
threzt zppears which canno: be econosically met by ismroving the existing
systems. We ghould develer new sysienms only as optiann vhich woulld TestoTe
our Assured Destruction capatility should the grea:er-than-ex?ec:ed threat
occur, realizing that {4t is not 1l{lely to occur. Thus, ve should select
options with gmall initial cests. IS che threat actually materiszlizes, we
car, by later imvestment, gevelop these options fullv. (lo augmentation
1¢ needed for FY 6%-7Z. Kence, I &~ recommencing against the cenlovment
of the JCS-propesed fer Pelaris p-3s, wiich

“4dm>rove thelr capebility egainst AEM eoly 4 that time pericd.)

The follewing tatle shows the effect of the comtined grester-than
expected Soviet offensive mé cefensive threat on our Assureé Destruction
capabiliry. It {niicares the LU.5, sroprammed fotce canatitity and the
effects of buyinp SPils, SIAT decoys, an advanced bombey decey, anc an
air-to—air missile to protect borbers egzinst &= gdvanced interceptor.

11
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U.S. ASSURED DESTRUCTION AGAINST (TLATEP-THAN-EXPECTED
" SOVIET_PALANCED OFFENSES_AlD DLFENSES
(Percent of Soviet Population Killed)

FY 69 FY 70 FY 71 FY 70 FY 73 PN 74 PV 15 T 75

Programmed Forces

a/ The first percentage ghows fatalities if we are required 'to kill at least
two-thirds of the people in defended cities. The second percentape shovs

fatalities withour this restricticn.

This table shows 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. In addition, for Assured Destructirn
- we do not want to rely primarily uporn bombers which depend upon tactical
e —waming for survival., Therefere, our alternative i{s to provide our missile
forces with added protection. The degree of this protection depends unon
how much and for how long we are willing to rely on bomhers in the interim. -
on Poseidon and . ' -
when added to the sbove bomber options, result in 302 Soviet fatalities in
1976.) In any event, we should not take steps == such as reducing the nurber
of bomber bases — that lessen our confidence in the borbers' survival.

D. Options to Protect Qur Assurec Destruction Canabilitv

1. _Increased Warheads on Poseidon

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

—— -

2. Improve Our Bomber Force

Ageinst improved terminal bomber defenses we can put SPAMS
on B-52a in addition to the SPAMs on FB-1lls. By initiating procurement
in FY 70, the B-525 could be equipped with SPAMs by FY 72.

1f Soviet air defenses improved, but thelr AR did not, no
increase in the size or expense of our strategic forces would be called for.
However, for the cost of the present B-52 program we could irorove our
effectiveness by putting SPAMs on 195 B-52s and phasing out the other sixty.

«C 2
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1f Soviet air defenses improved as part of a balanced Damage
Limiting program, SRAMs plus penetration aids for the whole bomber force
would prove worthwhile and would total sbout $2.7 billion in ten-year svstems
costs above the present program.

3, Improvements to Minuteman Migsiles

As a hedge against a heavy Soviet AR system we could renlace’r,
all the Minuteman II by Minuteman III/MIRV at a cost of $1.° billion over. ™ .
the present program. As a hedge against the failure of our penetratidn;aids,
at a cost of $6.2 billion we could convert to 1,0N0 jUnuteman II1 missiles

and buy for each missile. We could have an all 1"{nuteman
II1 force by FY 76. We could develop for
Minuteman as possible replacements for the present , or provide

for additional Minuteman 1IIs as en alternative Lo a nevw 1CRY (item {16 bLelow)
if we should want more payload. This would cost ahout $200 milliion in
research and development {540 million in FY 62) for an I0C in TY 73, Procure-
ment costs would be - . of which ‘could be built per year.

- 4. Defense of Minuteman

Deployment of the 1ight defense of MNinutemar, shovm below,
might dissuade the Soviets from developing and deploying rystems vhich
otherwise could destroy Hinuteman. In any event, it would provide a useful
defense of Minuteman against the expected Soviet ICE force without accurate
_MIRVs and furnish & base for developing a stronger defense against a Soviet
force equipped with MILVs. The median defense of Minuteman would protect
against less . Finally,
the heavy defense of linuteman would guard sgainst the very sophisticated -
counterforce threat : " assurmed in the .
greater-than-expected threat for 1975 and 1976. The following talle summarizes
these three defenses.

LEVELS OF MINUTELMAN DRFFIHSY

Sprints Spartans Investment Cost g] Annual Costs
:(S Millions) ($ Millions)
Light Defense of
Minuteman £400 $10
Hedian Defense .
of Minuteman 1400 40
Heavy Defense '

of Minuteman ' 3600 . 160

;j Defense of Minuteman is cannidered an add-on to the Sentinel
anti-Chinese defense.

13
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5. lore Poseidon Submerines

We could order more Poseidon submarines wi.ich require a %289
million investment per ship and a four-year Jead time. By initiating
procurement in ¥Y 70 we could have ten nev Poseidon submarines Ly the end
of FY 75 and twenty by the end of TY 76. The mcre Poseldon misciles we
have the less we would have to rely upon Minuteman.

If ve chose to denlov additimnmal Poseiden instead of defending
or hardening Minuteman, end if Soviet ICRH’ accuracy irnroved rarkedly
vauteran would become very vulneral.le and
invite rather than deter an attacl. In this case, we should phase it out.
Thus, choosing Poseldon mipht result in unsctting the balance of our {rreces.

It would be undesirakble to be wvitheut a land-hased rissile farca as part ~f our

offensive posture because we wvoull becore potentially more sensitive te
unexpected Soviet advances in anti-sulmarine varfare.

6. Yew ICRYM

Contract Nefinition bemun in Jaruarv 1943 weuld pernit an
I10C by FY 75. We could deploy this nex rissile ir new siles pn part of =
defended or undefended fixed loand-hased sveotar. Converzely, we could deplns
it as a land-mobile or ship-based systerm or base it in a new ¢tass of sul-
marines, In order te develrp a new TCIT', we veuld renuirc a $2 to $3 billion
research and development prograr. The ten-year cost of buring a new I1CE”
tatals some $11 to $20 billion.

The fellowing tatle comares the costn of these alternatives
against the greater-than-expected Soviet thireat. Tiuc costs shom are over
end above the cost of presently prograrmed forces. All ontions provice
an Assured Destruction capability of 20¥ Ly missiles alene apainst the -
greater-than-erxpected Scviet threat in 1376, ' .

CASTS OF VAPIONS SSSILY OPTINNS TN TROTICT ASSUPIT) DTRTTVOTING
ACATNST CTLATER=TUAN-EXPLCTED TITTAT
(S Billionsn)

LD Pronrar Cests (7Y GFR-T76) .
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1f the Soviets do not react by developing and deploying small

MIRVs, We can’ defend Minuteman at less cost than we could procure Poseidons.
1f they develop 2 gmell MIRV threst, the cost of Minuteman defense would ahout
equal the cost of acquiring Poseidons. _ for Minuteman are-
not competitive with a 1{ght Minuteman defense, but they offer an alternative
to heavier Hinuteman defenses against the small-MIRV threat. A posture Lo
combining defense (calling for szall-¥IFVs) (calling 7

) * would be very difffcult to attack., Nemeiof '
the new ICBMs enjoys 2 clear cost advantage OVer defending Minuteman, putting
¥nuteman in guper-hard silos, oF acquiring Poseidons until the Soviet "ABM
becomes much stronger than the greater—than-expected threat.*® T

1¢ we choose to buy rore Poseidon, ve would have to order them
4n FY 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 capability.

To deploy the heavy defense of Minuteman by FY 76, we would have to decide
oo the light defense by FY 70, the median defense by F 71, and the heavy
defense by FY 73. Other hedges, such as moTre poseidon submarines OT the

Ballistic Missile Surface Ship, are unnecessary. can be
puilt fn respomse to the threat and they are competitive with the defense
of Minutemsn. 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. T

E. Advanced Manned Strategic Alrcraft (AMSA)

Recent studies have reviewed the value of a mixed ballistic
missile/bomber force apgainst reasonahle projections of Soviet defenses
{nto the 1970s, They show the bombers add pome 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 mome cities with missiles
only, mmd others with bombers only, ve 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 pection discussed the hedpes to our programmed
strategic offensive forces, especially to their missile components.
Since we intend to keep the missile force well-hedped, the issue is
whether we also want to hedge our bomber force with an AYSA,

—

% This might happen sometime after 1976. Thus, in order to provide
a basis for more total miesile payload against & possible heavy ABY sometime
after this date, continuing Advanced Development of a new ICBM iE still
desirable. Purthermore, the gubmarine-carried Advanced ICBM has some
promise of eventually replacing Poseidon, in the 19805, on an equal-cost basis

15
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Is an AMSA a good hedge? It is not. Against the NIE range
of threats our progrdmmed forces are adequate, Since the strategic
forces are already well-hedged, we can keep an Asgured Destruction
capability against greater-than-expected threats without the AMSA.

To counter a Soviet grea:er-than—e:pected 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 & hedge? To answer this question we
tust compare the cost of bomber forces needed to cope with wvaripus
Jevels of Soviet threat. The following two tables make this comparison.

COSTS OF ALTERNATIVE ¥R8-111/B-52 FORCES
{5 Billions)

Bomber Force Program Costs (FY 68-82) af

A. 210 FB-1llls ’ $ 7.2

B. 210 FB-1lls and 255 B-525 without SEAMs 12.4

C. 210 ¥B-11lls mnd 255 B-52s with 15.3
per B-52

—

_ a/ AMSA INC 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 2 greater—than-expec;ed 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-52s,providing the expansion
needed to meet the greater—thsn-expected threat. This option would
cost §2.9 billion more than Force B. '

The pext table compares the cost of hedping against the greater=
than-expected threat. :

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

Bomber Force Program Costs (FY 68-82)
C. 210 FB-11l1s and 255 B-528 with
per B~52 $15.3
D, 210 FB-1llle and 68 AMSAs 15.3
E. 138 AMSis 16.6

Eoth Force D and E are sbout equal in effectiveness to the
programmed force plus SRAMs against the greater—than*expected 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 more
than the programmed forces. The all-AMSA Force E costs considerably
pore then either Force Aor C, §9.4 and $1.3 billion respectively.

Considerations other than costs pake the Force D option less
sttractive than Force c. First, developing ASA requires a longer lead
¢ime than deploying SPAMs on B-52s, and imposes a gubstantial initial
{nvestment before we could determine that an increased Soviet threat
has occurred. Conversely, since the SPAJ: option has 2 shorter lead y
time, we can delay the decision to deploy this missile until tiie {ncreased;::
threat begins to appear. Secondly, if we decide to proceced with A1S4 Ly
now and the greater—than-expected threat does mot appear, we will hiave

wasted 53 to §10 billien.

In sum, to achieve equal effectiveness, Al'SA contributes only
marginally at great cost. Thus, Engineering Development is mnot
called for now. However, W€ should proceed with Advanced’nevelopmcnt
to provide aircraft technology and to keep open the option of replacing
the ‘B-52s8.

IV. STRATEGIC DEFENSE

A. Damage Limiting Against the Soviet Threat

Our Assured Destruction capability makes any kind of nuclear war
with the Soviets unlikely. Therefore, We f{rat buy enough forces to
give us high confidence in our deterrent. As ynsurance in the unlikely
event deterrence fails, ve then consider adding forces that might reduce
damage to our population and industry. Damage Liriting forces, unlike
those for Assured Destruction, cannot and need not work perfectly under .
all conditions. They should {insure against the more probable risks,
guch as wars growing out of a deep crisis, or threats posed 4 the
growth of Chinese nuclear forces. The basic Damage Limiting question
i{s whether we ghould deploy Nike-X in defense of our cities.

A defensive system tO save 1.5, cities from & Soviet nuclear attack
mist attempt to keep ghead of the Soviet threat, including their reactions

to our deployment. In this analysis we Uusé two stages in such a deplovment.

The first, "'Posture A", Tepresents & 1ight defense of cities. It has an A
area defense of the entire CONUS, providing overlapping coverage of key targets.
It has a relatively lou-density Sprint defense of cities. It is estimated
that initially it would cost about $9 billien in investment and $600 millien

a year to operate. The second, "Posture B", is a heavicr defense with a8

- higher density Sprint defense of cities. It 18 estinated that initially

it would cost $1B billion and 51.1 bi{1lion =a year to operate. Because of prok-
sble Soviet reaction, with Posture B we would also need {mproved air and 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 sbout $40 billion.

17
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The U.S. can Justify the cost of a mejor defense only 4f it could
take sway the sbility of the Soviels to k{1l Asericans. The followving table
¢liustrates the effects of these defenses if Rike-X works as designed and
{f the Soviets do mot react to the U.S. ABH., The USSP's estimate of its
sbility to strike back after a U.5, £irst strike on its forces might prove
jower than shown Lf the Soviets juige the uncertein factors pessimistically,

as we do in making our own Assured Destruction caleulations.

D.S. KILLED TK ALL-O-T STPATEGIC EXCHANGE IN 1976
ASSIMES RO SOVIET REACTION TO U.S. ABM
(In ¥{1lions)

U.5, Strikes Pirst

U.S. Programs Soviets Strike First - Soviets Retaliate
U.S. Faceliries Sowvlet Fat, U.S. Fatalities Sovier Fat.b/

Asproved Program (Sentinel)
Posture A af :

Posture B
a/ The JCS currently recormead this deployment., e
b/ Enough forces are withheld from the U.S. first strike\

‘after their retalfation. et

—_ Thig tadle shows that 41f the Soviets do a0t respond, thev lose
their deterrent. They would be forced to react to increase the ability
‘of their forces to survive and strike back. They could dc so in severzal -
di fferent weys: (1) by stepping vy deployment of §5-95 xnd SS-1ls now .
{r production: (2) by defending their present =issile force; (3)

. (4) by deploving

a nev, large ICBY (either motile er defended); or (5) by deploying a new
gubmaerine-launched missile like our Poseiden. Ther have the technical

cepebility to do my of these things by the mid-1970s. .

R )

\.-.,_ e e e SRl S L e e .

1f the Soviets thoose to respond to our ABM -

. ‘ A larger Soviet response could ralise probable U.S.
faralitieg still higher. '

U.S. XILLED TN ALL-GUT STRATECIC EXCHEANGE % 1976
ASSLMTIRG SOVIFZS ECSPOND TO D.S, AR
(ia ™illions)

0.5, Strikes Tirst
~i{¥es First Soviets Retaliate
es Soviet Fes., U.S. Fatralities Soviet Fat.

T.5. Programs Soviets
U.S. Fatel!

er [y
ta]er

Approved (Sentinel)
‘Posture A
Posture B
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As part of thelr response, the Soviets could add large pumbers of
offensive missiles that would threaten our Assured Destruction capability.

We, in turn, would have to react. Viewing es
as sn increased threat, each side would under

by 4ncreasing the costs to both with no gain in security. Therefore, I

believe deploying the Nike-X system to protec
neither wise nor effective,

8. Protection Against $mall Urban Attacks

ch other's buildup in forces
take counteracting steps, there="

t Americen cities would be

A light U.S. ABM system would protec
By protecting the U.S. against such a threat,
‘ability to deter Chinese nuclear intimidation
Much as & light Soviet AB!f system reduces the

t against a Chinese 1CD¥ attack.
it probably would enhance our
of other Asian countries.
chances that France could draw

the U.S. and the Soviet Union {into a nuclear war, & light V.S, ADM system
lessens China's ability to .do so. The area defense of CONUS would give us
a realistic Damage Limiting capability against China for the mid-1970s, as

shown in the next table.

D.5. FATALITIES IN A S

MALL-SCALF. ATTACK a/

(In Millions)

U.5. Strilkes First

(hina Strikes First

b/ Fewer than ome million U.S. dead, wvi

C. Civil Defense

Number of ICBMs - 10 25 15 10 25 15

__No Defense 0 1 3 5 . 10 20

‘Light ABM 0 b/ b/ »/ - b/ S |
a/ Assumes three megaton ICB!s, &0% reliability.

th some probability of mo deaths.

Civil Defense provides low cost {nsurance for our pecple in the
unlikely event of & nuclear attack., As a by-product it has also proven to
be a significant aid 1o natural disasters., This program should be pursued.
More effort is needed to identify useful shelters in home basements. This

can £111 a large part of the current shelter
about $0.45 per space added.

D; Continental Air Defense

The pumber of lives vhich would be s

deficit at a very low cost —

aved by air defense if the

Soviets were to attack the U.S. depends on our ballistic missile defense.
Wwith only a light wingile defense, even & Very strong air defense could not
save many 4ves. The Scoviets could simly target cities wvith their missiles.
A Soviet first strike, with missiles eonly, could kill 120 million people;
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their bombers could then add lsss than ten md1lion fatalities even i1f 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 AHACS (ten-year cost
$11.6 billion) would reduce these fatalities by less than five to eight =million

However, there are other objectives of continental air defense
which must also be considered. These {nclude defense against countries
other than the Soviet Upion, defense against bomher attacks ¢n those
strategic forces that we swithhold in a controlled nuclear war, peacetime
patrolling of our air space, discouraging Soviet bomber aspirations, and
the use of continental air defense forces in missioms outgide the U.S. We
can achieve these cbjectives with a rodermn, mOTE effective air defense
force that costs less over the next twelve years than our present force.
This modern force will comsist of 200 {mproved F-106 fighters (the F~106X},
42 AWACS, two OTH radars, and the Federal Aviation Agency National Mt
Space systen for back-up command and conttol. The cost through 1979 for
the modern force is $13.7 billion compared with $13,9 billion for the
current force. However, the lower operating costs of the modemn force
will result in substantial savings over the present force after FY 79.

Surveillance is presently the weakest part of our air defense
system. Therefore, we should proceed with engineering cevelopment of AWACS
(1f the Overland Radar Technology PTOEran 4 successful) and with dcvelop-
pent of back-scatler OTH radars. We should also develop, and deploy on the
F-106, advanced air-to-air missiles snd an advanced fire control svatem.
With these improvements to the F-106, there is 1ittle to be gained from the
high performance characteristics of the ¥-12. Thus, we can aveid the
additional $1.7 tillion cost of m F-12 force and still meet our air defense

objectives.
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