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J.:EJ.:OF.ANDUJ.i FOR THE PRESIDEHT 

SUEJECT; Recorrmended FY 1965-FY 1969 Strategic Retaliatory Forces (U) 

I have recently coi:Ipleted my revie<l of the long-range nuclear delivery 
forces ~~a their associated support for FY 1965-FY 1969. The program recom­
mended vill fo~ the basis for the preparation of the FY 1965 Budget. This 
memora~dus s~~rizes the main factors I have taken into consideration in 
Determining Uni~ed States requirenents for these forces. 

I believe we should adopt, for planning purposes, the force structure 
su=mcri~ed in the table on page two. 'mere they differ from my reco~­
mendations, the forces proposed by the Air Force are shown beneath mine in 
parentheses. In particular, I recommend; 

l. Approval, in FY 1965, of an increase in the total Y~nuteman 
force level of 50 missiles (to 1,000), at a total procUiement cost of 
$250 million, of which $167 million will oe·flli>ded in FY 1965. 

2. Retrofit of 400 of the Boo missiles in the first five Hinute­
m~~ 1·!ings -..;i.th the Ir::proved Jtinutemen at a total prc:urement cost of $279 
million of which $130 million ·will be funded in FY'65. 

3. Ap:proval of an extensive ICBH reliability improvement progr= 
at a 1965 cost of $115 million. Tne eventual costs -..Till depend on the. extent 
of the program. Tney are now esti!llatecl to be about $537 million over FY 1965-
FY 1969. 

4. Phasi.."'lg out of 27 Atlas "D" ICBW s in FY 1965 instead of Yf 1968, 
phasing out 27 Atlas "E" ICEW s in FY 1967, and phasing out 54 Tita.~ I ICEW s 
in FY 1968, for a total estimated savings of $209 million over FY 1965-69. 

5. Retrofit of the five A-1 Polaris boats -..;ith A-3 missiles. Dis­
a-c-rrv\'al of the prcposed retrofit of the thirteen A-2 boats with A-3 missiles, 
f;~ a FY 1965-69 saving of $425 million, of which $110 million is realized 
in FY i965. 

6. Disapproval of the reco=endation of the Chief of Stai'f of the 
Air Force for procurement of 355 additional Hound Dog missiles at a cost of 
... ~3 ~8 D.:; llion. 

7. Disapproval of the reco~endation of the ~nief of Staff of the 
Air Force for expenditure in FY'65 of $78 million on development of a new 
r:znned s~ratet::!.c bomber. 

8. Continuation of a relaoed classified program discussed in a 
separate enclosed menorandum. 

In addition, I reco~end provision in the 'rt 1965 Budget for: studies 
of alternative acivanced manned strategic aircrai't; continuation of conceptual 
studies leedill€ to an acivanced ICEH systen ana an acivanced sea-based deter­
rent system; ~~d continuation of the development of the }~l, which will be 
Ciscussea in my me!DorandtL~ on Rei-~c-'~~ n.:v..QJ.c.:o;~±-
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rf'ne e~tim;,ted total c":·~ie;ati:.•Dal. author :i"Ly requ.ired t.o :iffocure and operate 
thEse force a is shown in the foll0"•"i no ta'ole. 

'K:'IAl 03ici'}A~f'IC'l'AL AUT!l0RTI'Y BY FISCAL YEARr:) 
\Blllior.s f.)f l),,llars) 

1955-
~ 1963 1964 

-""---
:965 1966 ~ 1968 ~ 1969 

?:"a·•·,.ApJ4"CV~d 9,1.1 8.53 7o29 5.07 4,32 3·59 3·30 2.99 19.27 
SecD=f Recom. 7,53 5.34 4.35 3.81 3.16 2.76 19.42 
i:€:Y? Pr:;r.cae1. 7.52 6,09 5.34 3.81 3.24 2.79 2:1..27 
r::.,'SJ2 Pr=;>·;.aed.. 25.12 

The Strategic Retaliatory F"or"es I am I'ec=ending are considered to be 
o.C..=q_·:.at.e -:,y the Chai.n%le.L, Joint Chiefs cf Ste...-!'f 1 the Chief of Staff, U.S. A:-:zy, 
tr.~ C'hlcf Cif Nava..l ~rations, B.ti<l. the Commandant of the Jl.arine Corps. The 
re:~t.s of their rev1ev of my recommended forces vere summarized e.s follo-ws: 

"8, Rec.ogriizing that, in the time frame considered, it is not possible 
to assure th~ li!!il ting C'f c•~.ef'.e, in lose of life, to the United 
States to a level bela.• the criterion suggested by the Secretary 
cf IEfenae, ve c,;,r,.sider that: 

"e., A vital first cbje~tive tc be met in full by our strategic 
nuclear fc.-·ces shoulC. be the assured capability of destroying 
singly, or in combination, the Soviet Union and the Cc=unist 
eatellitee in Europe e.e national societies. In combination 
with tbeatr·e nuclear forces, they should be able to impose 
adequate p~isbment on Red Chine. for nuclear or nonnuclear 
e.&greeeicn, 

"b. Furtrer, ve should t:>a.inte.in the capability of conducting 
CD:!lpOSite strikes, d1 viding our effort betveen urban/ 
industrial and military targets according to the circum­
stancee of pre-emption or retaliation, While alve.ys 
assuring that t[,e orjective in (e.) above is fully se.tis­
:fied, ve should p:c-•"ide for counter-force e:ffort uw:to 
the poi.nt at vhicb f'u:rther veight of effort ceases t.o 
be remunerative or proauce significant added damage­
limiting results. T'nese >""ee.pons vould be used, in case 
of. retaliation, to destroy So•"iet o""ee.pons not yet launched 
frO'Jl knc-on locations against the United States, or in case 
of pre -em;>tion, to proviC.e a ::'irst strike option of 
ree.soneble size against the Soviet military targets. 

o:'nese s.nd all other cost estimates in this memorandum •.r= preliwine...-y, 
~ are subject to further refinement. Tne figures fc ~ General Ld'.9.y' s 
proposal exclude the cost of e. ne;; l!lanned strategic b II.ber. 
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''9. It is our vie>~" that the strategic :force structure set forth- ''.:'::.'-~);.~Ji~;f"{';:·.; .. 

in your draft memorandum for the President provides appropriately·c•. <. ':· . 
for the foregoing obj~:!;i ves'. ~'. . . _· : ' ..•.. ::;:: . .-::~:.<;i:,::: .• ~::.-:>r~i-i.'.~::i.(:_j;,;:., ... 

. .. : .-:~::::, ~;: ~->.:::>.: -~·: .. _ . _' .-..... ::~--~--- ~-<·:-~~-;-:--:".,::. • _ ·:-~-:~;f:X:· . _ __ · .: -·>- .. -.: : /:·._· ... ~.:~~. :·p: ~-/l~~;~~_::{~ ~--:~l~~;~~i:::t~_-f~=:~;l~~<~(~~·-· ; :· 
The Chief of Staff1 USAF, recomme-nds 1 1 950 Hinutemen by_l969 imd procurement . 

of an additional 355 Hound .Log missiles, enough to equip _.the entire B-52 f'orce •. ·· ·_ ·· 
Tne 1965-1969 cost. of the J.linuteman program proposed by the Chief of Stai'f'1 ·u~, .. · 
would be a:Pproximately $10~064 million, as opposed to about $4,757 million for lilY 
recommended program:, Tne adcii_tional Hound D:>g procurement.>~"ould cost ·aPJir.oxi·.> . .'(,'·· . 
inately.·$388.5 million: Tnis :Pro:Posal.>~"as not included in-the-program sub!rlssion'·:· 

of t~~ ~~·c·r~:~\~-~;~~g~-.~ .. ~~:jit~~-· .- . · ..• ::I,:I . . . -•-. . . : ·".~i,im;!?;:.fJG~~1,;:~:;: :; ;:·,: <::~m~:~~{\:J: .·· 
· Wit~:f_:rj_i'the .p,bjective of,~ a. :force of 1 1 200 Hinuteman missHes_ by end.-FY 1969,"':.: 

I am recommending an increase in the f'orce level of only 50 missiles in .. the··::;i-::-;;1:':· 
FY 1965 Budget, instead of. the. 2oo previously planned, f'or · seve_ral.reasons: ;::._:;;::.;;:;_ > 
First, there bas been soriie''red~(:tiori in the Soviet ICBM :t:orce_.projected f'or\~~(7;:). 
the late 196o's._, NIE: ll_-8::62, publ_i~hed 6 July 1962, estimatedr300-~oper- -.':':,'':'";' 
ational ICBM launchers in mid~:L967::~ The, rB.Ilge _is now: estimate_d 'io _be 335-52r;J /.&;:;_ 
Second,· an FY l9/)5 increment_of_50 missiles should. reduce .. the risks o. ~xtensive··,_;J 
modification" >l'hich. can" arise"' :fi-om ~icul ties" discovered in the: Irnp:rov'ed.}'}::~:';;c_'·\:"' . 
Hinuteman deVelOpment cj-cl!{ ffild' p;rnu.-ti:i'a.' more orderi:Y" depi6yment -scbedUle-/''r?X~''·: 
Horeover, because of the reliability. illiprovement program, plus a $368 mli:i:on ;_;:·::::_: 
cost overrun. for FY.l963 and FY 1964, ·and-other cost increases, the.total·-_::c;-,;:-·:._' 
obligational authority requi...-ed in FY.l965 for YJ.nuteman is. no.. increased·.:.<,._._., .. _ 
by $<:14.8 million over· the amo1.Ult previously approved.· Finally~ the over-all.-. 
force effectiveness of the·· recommended -force of 400 basic and 8oo" Improved"<:,,·:::, 
:VJ.nute=n, is greater than tbat achievable >l'ith the previously a:i!.J?roved - ... · 
;force level, of Boo basic and 500 fuproved. Hinuteman missiles •. · In ~rill~· of· _ . 
target destruction capebili tie·s 1 the recommended· force provides. 30-40 per_·;,:;_ .. '<: ·. 
cent greater ·effectiveness_ than the previousl;Y- a:p:proved force·::~::·;F :'E·-:·::.:})~-:/:-.~· ,_. 

-. L- - ,:· ... ,._ ::·::·, :/ ;\:~·-j:~;-~~~~:~~-.: :---:~::~-_::·-:~:::;_::~ .. :~~~-~:J_.~:-5:~;.}.'.:,:,~.:~: . -_ -: _:;~-~-.. _:- -~ --- · .. : ._-- .{ :.:<-· - . -~ .... ~--~~; · ~ .-:·7_:·-:~::.:: . .:..~_:--::::-~r~-~~- ~- ._.... · 
. I .also recommend that. ve ·continue development and procurement of'. the · 

Post-Attack Command and Control -System, >~"hich includes _17 KC:-135B airborne 
·command posts and 36 B~47 airborne CO!ll!llunications .relay. a.ircrai't •. · Tbis..system 

· permits the maintenance of one SAC .command post in the air at all· times,· plus· . 
one on a high ·state·· of alert at each· of tbe SAC alternate headquarters; ·These:.,:. 

_aircr.irt can launch and control the SAC force 1 including launching of'. the - : .',;· 
Improved ·Hinuteman in the event that i-tf>. Launch Control Centers have been:: 

'destroyed.::_,.-_:;·_:_:,.-(<:,-·.:.-:-'. -' ··. -- · . -· ;.~.. ·. · · _. · ·-. -~ · · · ... - ·_ 
. -:_:_~ _: \J-~_-.:;-f~}J~)-:~\f:~-0~-~-:::>~- :...: : ~---·. _:-~;'·_:\;_...~:~ ~:._~-.::~-:~·-:- ! _:~: .. :-; -~ • • ::: • ~.-~. ·_ • ·._·-:·.~~~-:(/~SF· .. -· -~:~ :~:~:~:·). ·.:~:J~-:- · 

..... 

Based on advice from thP. Joint Chiefs of Staff and General Power/ < . .;';''•' · 
I have cancelled plans for the constructio!'. of a Diep Unil.erground Head-<:~': · ... : 
quarters for ·SAc.,-·. Wh:ile there is a requirement for· an increase in the'··.._:·,_., · ." . . ·: 
survivable command ·and control· capability· for SAC 1 a re-examination of'. the'::-3 .. -.· 
operational considerations and associated· costs have led.·ioe, to ·conclude:·~-; .. :.· 

. that this center could not be justii'iedat this .time. I re.ccxinnend tr.r.-1;_',( ,:,_ , .. 
. the :rundi"Dg. preViously appr~d for FY 1965 through FY 1968; tqtalliilg)f~~:/ ~' 
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The follo·"·ing section Oescribes in greate:r detail the basis for my 

reco::;::-:1endations. I shall revie·w.· fi::-st our strategic objectives, the 
Soviet Bloc nuclea:::- threat., o:rr target Destruction capabilities, and 
general nuclear •ar outcomes. I s~a~ outline in more detail in 
Appenub: I, pages 24-29 the key decisions to be m;de this year. 

II. General Basis for Force Level ?ccommenaations 

Gene:-al Nue:lec.r War Uojectives 

The objectives for our Strategic Nu.:lea= Forces can be su::rr:rna:rizea 
under three distinct headings. Tnese objectives provide quantitative 
tests of the acequacy of our posture. 

11Assured Destructio!'ln of the Soviet Union 

P.n essential test of the adequacy of our posture is our ability to 
destroy; after a lo."'ell planned s.."1d executed Soviet surprise attack on OUJ' 

Strategic Nuclear Fo:-cec, the So-viet go-{ernme!:lt end military controls, 

I-5 

plus e large percentage cf tneir pcpulatio::l end economy (e.g. 30% of their 
population, 50% of their indust-rial capacity, and 150 of their cities). 
The p·~ose of such a capability is to give us e high degree of confidence 
that, un:ier ell foreseeable conditions, >'e ce.n deter a celculate6 cleliberate 
Soviet nuclear attack. Tne calc~ations made to test this ability are our 
best estimates of the results of possible Soviet calculations of what we 
coulcl clo to them in retaliation .if they vere to attack us. Tnis calculation 
of the effectiveness cf the U.S. fo~ces is not a reflection of our acutal 
'targeting doctri.r!e in the event deterrence fails. I will call this 
o·ojective 11Assured Dest-ru.ction. u 

":D:;.mage-Lirr..i ting '' Fo:-::oes 

beyond the force required to meet the test of 11Assured Destruction," 
addi tiCmel forces may- be jus~ified if t.he~~ could further reduce the Q:=n·''age 
to the U.S. in the event cf a Sc'\"1€-::. attock ·:1y an ai-r!.Olli'1t sui'ficient to 
justify their added costs. Such forces reight help to limit the damage to 
the Unitecl States both by destroying some of the Soviet nuclear delivery 
systems, a.TJ.d ·oy disr~pting the coorC:i.nation of the rest, thereby easLJg 
the task for our defensive forcese 

Tne rocst arr:bitious form of th-= "Dam~ge-L.:·r:~ting"objective is a 
,Full First-Strike Capability11 which js defineC. as a force so large and 
so effective, in rela-tion to that of -the Soviet Union, that ~we ~would be 
able by e f'irst-&trike to reduce Soviet retaliatory po-wer to the :point 
at ·,;hich it could not ca·.J.se severe cF"'·ee;e to U.S. population and industry. 

(Contd) 

I - 5 



A "Full First-Strike Canability"(Contd) 

Of e:o-~se, any force designed for "Assured I:estruction" and ":I:runaee-Limiting" 
ca:pe.bil.ities •"ill ine-.."itably have in it some first-strike ca:pe.bility. But 
;.>t,s.t is at issue is •'hetber our forces should be augmented beyond this in an 
atte~pt to achie-..~ a capability to destroy enough of the Soviet nuclear forces 
in " first-strike that the dei!!B.ge to ourselves and our Allies caused by their 
retal.M.tion could be considered acceptable on some reasonable definition of 
the term. 

Tee follow"ir~ analysis revieYs alternative U.S. forces in terms of their 
e:r-Ei ty to accomplish these obje::ti ve s. The conclusions I have reached are 
as f~J.lov.:-s ~ 

l. Tne forces I s.mr.eco-'-"-end~n[: are clearly adequate for the objective 
o~ "Ass=ed I.estruction" under any reasonable definition. 

2. Tne pro.opects for "ram.age_Limiting" by counter force attacks -cay 
net h~ld great pr~se in the latter part of the 196o's if the Soviets 
h~·6.er and disperse their ICBM force and build up their l::.issile submarine 
fcr~e as •~ n~• expect them to do. I believe that the recommended forces 
e.o::e:o::pl.ish what !dght reaso::>ably be able to be done from this point of vieY1 

and that the extra capability proposed by the Air Force vould make a contri­
bu.tio:. to ''de~oge limiting" too ~...all to be justified in the light o:f _its 
e;rt.ra c,ost. 

3, A "F\lll First-Strike Capability" does not appear to be feasible 
d·..rr-ing the time period under consideration vith the Yeapon systems pro­
je:·t.~d fer both sides, unless the So;"iets choose to buy strategic forces 
t:ns.t ar-e both S'"...S.ller and less vell protected than ve nOY e:>:pect. In any 
case, 2:>:; or· 750 extra Y.inute= missiles, as proposed by the Secretary 
~a. ~~ief o:f staff of the Air Force, respectively, voul.d not.signi:ficantly 
im:?: ~,-= the out come o:f the •-s.r for us. 

FTcje\::·ted. Soviet Strs:te~ic; Posture 

Tne foll~.~g table summarizes current estimates of Soviet strategic 
fur~e E in mid.-1967 and 1969. For co:npe.rison, estin:ates :for ::<id-1967 
msde last yer;:r are e.lso given. 

I - 6 
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SOVIET ~s~Cd :=:vfRY FORCES. AND IEFENS~ ~~~-~~~::?~;:w~~;z.;;~~· .. 
6 July 1962 . , Based. on NIE of 18 O~tober 1963 ;_:_._:_:.:-~ 

1-'.id-1967 !IJ.d-1967.<<·--~ . Mid-1969 --·:-:~--
. , . . .Lev Med . High Low )l,ed .. High ~'\Low .. Med High c_.;:•.: 

~:~i~~c~~: ~:;~::!, :· . . ~' , . , .. :~,;.: ,~ · .. ·. . :·~~/i.J~~-~:-~f?:~~~<: :>;!_];::/ :_ {:{-.. ~·:· 
lst & 2d Generation-~--.:; 150-' 200 25<'-..... ~~i?.}OO ---=;,?,~~t::}J?;?.; ~~d?9:-.. _.-,. 
Yery ~ge IC~'s ... _.. ... . ". \.~ ~- ._· 

·-,:· · .. -

0 ··-· 

Total : · : < · · ' .: '550 ·' 6,50 ·' 650 700 ' ~. 725 . 750 ·. 700 · 725 :::~· 7-50 c~; · . 
JIJ.ssile Su~in~s Ef . : . . . :. . .• ·' .. . :":,_. , , ~ . . ,.,., . .· 

Bs.!J.ist1c. ~ .. 
~{uc~es.r 

Diesel 
Cruise 

_.,. 

·--:. 

;· 84. 
144 

-·.:}~~-: _,_; ___ ·,·--~; __ 

··-· 

w 
144 

-------- ·-..: - - ------=-------- -----



Pro1ected Soviet St: ·.>tegic Postu=-e (Contd) 

Althc~h ~ejection< of Soviet forces in the late 196o's ere neces­
sarily s~t~ect to uncertainties, development and deployment patterns have 
made poo<Ed . .'c-l.e the identification of sooe broad trends. 

IC~'s and IF~'s 

The Soviets now appear to be deploying ICBW s in both a soft con­
t"ig\..1:"-o. ti::::-~ "~ tr. ~"'"(' .. l&.Wlcbers per site e...T"id a be.rd configuration vi tb three 
laun0he::-s (s~los) per sit.e. One aO.C.:ttional mis:;ile is probably available 
to ea·::b soft le:w..:.:!cher s b·~t not tc;,~tbe bs..:-·d. lar_JJ.Ie;t.;rs, for e. re:fire capa­
bility. Our o·.m experience suggests their silo hardness "w-ould be in the 
ra.=l..ge _. 

By :<.9E-5, th~ S::.net IR/MF.EM fo:-ce 'Will probably 
la=e::b.;:rs. C\::..-;;c:2tly a refin:. ce.pe.'toil.i ty· for soft launchers is a>ailable, 
ant t:C.d.s fc·;·c,e is cl.ep:'..~i in a four launcher per site coni'iguration. 
The Scn·~e.t: E<-"="E E.lsc: t:s=de:illr~ sorre· of their !RPM sites, and 'Vn-ile cur­
rently ·~lieved cleplC•J--et iri a two le.uncher per site coni'iguration, three 
la=cn~r·s per -s:!.t~ is possible. Tnere is no evidence to indicate that 
foil:r;:<>r. syEteJICs a.:-e bei:::;g de~-elope::.. Ho· • .,ver, a. mobile deployment of 
2. !!€\.~ s:-:-st-em is possi.ble. 

Tne Sov'iets hE.Ye un6.er devel.op:::o:nt a 700 n.lrl. subme::-ged-launch 
·t~e.l::..:i..st.::..c r~s~LlE fC':" tht!:':..r· s~.lbma:-i.ne for\:e.. Existing sub:na.rine launched 
1:-a~lis-t.i~ tn:.cs:.le.s hc:t! o:-~y e. 350 n .~. rs.nge E....'1d the sub=1:1'!"'i:1e must 
su:fa-:e to :fir~. At pr·esents Soviet st:.~~rm:..!"ines carry at most t~:ee 
ballistic mj,s::.l.es. Alt!:io'.lgh likely, there is no evidence the.t the So•"iets 
s.re bu.il.tii'l£ a new class of submarine ce.:rrying more missiles. In addition 
to 'oal.listi:: t:.::.ssiles, the Soviets else have a large number of su'trr.arines 
(beth ::m.e:leer e.r:.d diesel po-.ered) capable of launching cruise missiles. 
It is believed that the c::-uise missiles will be deployed in support of 
ant~-shi;9ing ~fare; h~•ever, the possibility that they could be used 
against land tE:gets is not ruled out. 

1- 8 



SLl'M' s (Contd) 

B.y mid-1969, the number of subma=ines carrying ballistic missiles 
is estime.ta'd to v=y between 64 and 81, and in the absence of a new 
class submarine, this force would carry between approximately 185 and 
236 missiles. 

Long Range Bomber Forces 

Although the Air Force believes that the Soviets intend to deploy a 
··new heavy bo:nber between ],965 and 1967, this view is not shared by other 
members of the intelligence COI!lllluni ty. Barring this possibility, there 
is a projected reduction 1n both the heavy and medium bomber forces.· 
Evidence· indicates that the Bear and Blinder "B" aircraft have available 
a standoff missile capability. However, the capability for interconti­
nental attack remains limited, even th~~h the Soviets have given con­
siderable ecrp~sis to arctic staging exercises and to aerial refueling 
practice in en effort .to O>~rco:ne rer~e deficiencies of their bomber 
force. 

A\~ilability of High Yield Weapons 

Tne Soviet ho:neland defenses, including civil defense, are discussed 
in Appendix II, v...ges 30 to 3l. 

Strategic Targets In the Soviet Bloc 

A projected list of Soviet Bloc targets was derived based on the 
NIE estimates of the.Soviet strategic offensive forces :for the mid-1969 
period. In addition to cities, the list includes primary military targets 
which represent a threat to t~e U.S., western Europe end overseas theater 
:forces. Tnis projection incl~des targets which would comprise the ~~lied 

. C=and Europe (ACE) Threat List. Tne number of these targets which would 
be attacked by theater forces "-"d wo-.D.d not hs.ve to be scheduled for attack 
bj• our. Strategic Retaliatory Forces is u_~certain. The total Sino-Soviet. 
Bloc 'I-e:get L~st which is of ·]?!"imary inte:-est to t!;e U.S. is sho-.tn on "tht­
follo-."ins page. 
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. USSR ~~~ . ~Ljt7:!·•, ,,: :A~~;!:t~~st 
Targets Low ~.High .-_ .. ,-.-, ~ }led ,_High. Low . Med. High 

:~:.::u;::d;co:,.]t~~'\ ·~ . . )!i~ .. . ...• ,· ••..• 
·. Oth~r Cities. · · · · · · 100 , · .. 25 ~:· 

·> ·. ·,-.: --c~-:--~---~_::.:?}·~-~-~:;·;:,- -.~:-:-.7 • ,-, •';.'·-~~;-·;;:·:· .·-. 

su::::.,.;.;t\~~~~~,i;tr :~11:/ .:.,
65 

.• ..• · 
Bo:nber Home & Stagi.rig Bs.ses ·:: 50 · 50 ·v 50 < 3Ch ' 8o :: • 8o: .. :,-;. 8o ~-;,.55/ 55 "'T 55 · 

---~--~,•~-~- _-- --- :n~!!t:~r~mcJJ~t;i;f/:_.?g··_ :·i~_,._,;~~-:}}_. 6g:.:··-1ro~- :t~·:~i~:;~:i{~-~~·t1·-
IR/).I;PJ!M Sites -Soft ·' ··>••·· : ·, :: ·125 ·125 . 125: .... 0 125 . 125 ··, 125 ·- ll5 : 115 . - 115 
IR/MREM Sites...:Hard: ·:_·-' :100 ll3 '125 0 100 113:.' 125 .· 90'-100 :·_110 
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Submarine Bs.ses ;.·_.·. _ ,·.~ .· 30 :. 30 30 ,.'. 5 35-. 35.·:': 35 :.15:~15'··•··-15 
Offensive Controls_·::<~;<(·:_ ·.:30 .. 30 ·30. 15· 45 .. 45,;:f45c'·20:c20•_ 20. 

Sub-Total- ~,.·:.;·•'"··56o 635 •870. ·_·115·· 675 7~::;i:':;5'\15••':~~5:: 435 
... 

-:-.:. :-
.. _: .. 

;. r.:;• • .: ~·. ';', .. , ~-Jtefensi ve and Other. Nili tag 
. . ·.· -:· '·"~' ·. . · .. _,· . ...- ; ... 

Air r:efensyFi~~ciszC~n~-o~s • • 65 _ 
.SAM Sites .. - .. ,_. · .. ·>·•.• .. :< 100 
Aircraft Dispersal Bs.ses. '·>:'::'·' · 65 _ ... 
strat/Ta.c. Wpns Storage 'o;.-:\:::·.:;: ·. · 225 
Other Mil/Interdiction :•_,_':~•)\. 155 

. ~. -~-·-··· -~--=,_.:·'-:.~·-:~-;;:·':'~-::;~·~; • .:; ···.--:"'··._. -~-: .. 

50 ;·-- 4o' . . . . . ··;_45 
.15 . 
- 65 .. 

.. : ~~·,:..:·~::"··<. .-~~ ' 
: 24o . (· . .... 4o .. 

. · ~o..·::rj: . . 7~ -~ 
. • ,I ','" •.. _.. . -·---·~ J.' ..•.. 

___ . Sub-Total .. __ . _ .. i··~->-S!~~;., .. _-.... 610 215 . -~25' ::~:2t}}\' .· 255 

1630 .. · 395 1715 17'90.: 2025 . 670 .···'680 
. . . : .:= . :: ... - . . . . . '~. . . ; :. -~ '·.;. . . . . 

Total -
. .. :.:;.::_ ;-_:·;_._:_·-~~-<·. . _·;·: :.\~·.---... · .• 

· -=-i:}-,-......:,In~cl::-ud-.-e_s __ ""'Chlna .... ···-~:)~G]~¥~: . -~ ... . · _ · ·,.,j:. · · 

. ~- These are included in 1;be prece~~ tot~(~}:f.·· _ .• ~~ .·~_-,:_ .. 
.· . · .... ., ·.• .... · '· ..... -·- .... ;-.. .. --~ .. : ": .. : .. 

. ij Includes Tt~,~~~-~"'i~' test range. ·_Ail hard ICW.' s ~e .:~ssumed t; be 
deployed. in atbiee ·latincber per site configuration· except" for the. high 
Soviet postilre· for Whlr.h case the follow-on ICIM is assumed to b6 ''llidely -· · 

dispersed • · ·':~::,~~--E:f:j•~§W Ji;·:->~lfr:j~ t : :,::~ }:l('~; ·..:- -; ' · ~ .-.. : ': : · ·{;~: ;. :'. :: ;~;~·:_._f: . . . · 
This number includes only those SAM's not colocated 'llith_otber targets 
and which are in penetration corridors~ ·. __ -'·.-: . '~ ---::~_-:.:, :-... . -

-&A··~-~·w>~~w - -, -; --- - . 
' ~- ·-;: 

L · .• :. _______ .. _______ ....:_.: __ 
:- . · ... ------·---­· ... ·: 
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Current Coverage of Targets :rn~eAteni~!f :WeEtern Eu:-ope 

Today tbe ACE T"nreat List consists of approximately targets, 
SACEUR 1 s l!lE.jor subord.it:ate co=s.nders also maintain a target list of approxi-
mately . additional preselectea targets for possible attack in the event 
of a nuclear ;.-ar in Europe, Allied Co:mr.e.Ld-Europe bas three programs for 
attacking then:.: 

1, The SACEUR Scheduled Progrru:, which is directed against the 
pri.m.s.ry nuclear thr-eat t.:> Eurq-e currer:tly involves about 

ta:gets (of the apprcx:im&tely targets on the ACE 
Tiu-eat List) vithin range of his forces. 

2. T"ne Major Subordinate C=ander's Regional Priority Program 
consisting of a~o~t~ly other interdiction targets 
to be attacked by SACEJR fOI'ces. 

3, T"ne ~!ajor Subordinate C=andei'' s Regional Program consisting 
of approximately ?reselected fixed targets concerned with 
the interdiction Ce.mpE..ign, the land battle, and naval targets 
vhich may reg_uire attack, 

T"nere are, in add.! tion, otre r unscheduled targets of opportunity vbich 
vould be attacked in co=ction vith the land battle. 

T"ne extent to vhich U.S. "external" forces (i.e., U.S. forces-not 
U.t1cier SACEUR' s cO!Il:D.E.Ild) are nc;• scheduled to attack targets on the ACE 
T"nree.t List is shmm belov. 

ALliED COMMAND EUROPE CURRENT Till'~LIBT · 
SACBJn's sce~duled 

ProgT&m~ 

Strategic Nuclear High Urgency 
Primary Bomber_ 
Primary Offensive Fighter 
Soft MR/IRBM Sites 
Hard YR/IRBM Sites 
J.!issile S\:bmarine lases 
Yilitary Controls 

!efenses and other Y.il1te..cv 
Aircrs..f'i: Dispersal BastE 
Strate,s1c/T=: -ifo&s Storage 
Other ~~:/Interdiction 

Urban Industrial 

Totals 

SAC'Lun SACE'"I.iR & 
Alone E:rternal 

External 
Alone 

Total 
roz•s 

'=:/ T"ne targeting of tbe assigned UK "V" bcxnber force vill change these 
results. 
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Forces Required for "Assured r:estruction" 
. . . ... ~ .. :··;.:: ,:._._ 

Retur~- riow to tb~ b~oa.d strategic objectives mentioned eadier;··;'·. ·· 
I would like to address first the forces required for ·"Assured· I:estruction," 
The effectiveness of our,posture as a deterrent to deliberate Soviet attack· 
depends on the Soviet calculation of what ;re can. do to theni in retaliation' 
if they attack us. Althou&h the so ... "iets would aouotless consider.theL·><:·.< 
p.-:_o~ctive military outcqne of 'such an attack, they would have to ·give'-':·<· , .. 
great weight in their consideration to the number of peo:ple ;re could kill·.::>: 
and the e.mou.nt o:f · d.amage ;re could cause to· their industry, · The.refore,: in,':· 
considering "Assured I:estrnction," I shall calculate. the dest,ructive: ·: ··:~.·.::,': -·~ , 
capacity of our force on· the hY.:;>othetical· assumption. that all' ot'..it'is· •,::·:;;. · :· ,,· 
targeted on cities, even though in· .fact we. would not use· our farces in that··::::,::-.:: 
manner if deterrence failed. 'I'h52:·ki:y:decision we now face is the· total. size··:· .. :. .. 
_o'f'~;our Hinuteman :force, Through the FY. i964 Budget, a force of 950 Minute- ·:·,.,·.: 
man missiles has .been authorized. In the calculations that follow; I:.;.:: .. · .· 
shall assume that all other forces are· held constant at the levels sbo;m •·:··:.:,:,:,.•··. >·· · 
for FY 1969 in the table on paee 2, and then vary the number of. Vdnuteme.ii·~:· .:;· :: .··. · 

mi ssi~:,s,.: ~s ~··~c~::~.}~:,~>~t}~~~i ':~: • 0.~~~ ~~~~~:::: ·~:\ ~.'i'i ~:-:· .. ::: ~;:;;~.;:·;F;c;5·'::·:~:r;e{ .··~· ·.: ·. . : y 
In 1969, without any lol.inutell!all missiles, ;re plan to bB.ve aboutfi;m~ .•.. 

weapons a.ndQ,85o)negatons in the alert portion of our strategic"Retiifaro'ry-': ··' 
Forces •.. Assuming that the Soviet Union, using:the· "!-ledium." force; attacks.:• .. 
our forces with a well plsnned ond executed surpris·e attack, and. that in., .. :.:-· 
all cases our expected .(i.e., most likely) ·estimates .. of .operational.factors 
(listed in Appendix III, pages 38-39) prove to be correct, the. U.S. ·force· 
targeted as )lypo~esized,.abave could.-be expecte~1to deliver alJ.o.)lt llooJ ,. ·'c.<: 
weapons and'ji,200 megatons on about \2_35] roz• s,!:/ Recognizing that such . 
estimates e.rene essarily uncertain, the "most likely" factors imply. · · 
that such an attack on Soviet cities could be e:xpected to kill approxi->· .. 
mately 115_ tirl.llion ~opl~ ,and tO. destroy about. 57. per cent of the. s6y.te_t:. :: . . 
industrial .floor space; El.On thia basis, then, tre programmed forces for.: :.• 
1969 appear' more than a.d~·qu.8.te ;ri thotit any Y..inutema.n missiles· t'o 'meet. ·· . . . 
the· test of a: cap!).bility far "Assured restruction. ". And~: 'With the'..': . . ;· . 
inclusion of. the already ·progra=ed force of 950 Y.inuteman' tidssiles~ the ._,. .- .: 

~~~~~e -~,~~~:ld1f:.;~~~Y~-.:ff'ion peo:ple. · .. · :: .. .. : . · :::' ::(_··:·. :::·~~.{~~:-~: .· .. 

. . · But these calculations depend on the assUil!J?tions made about Ina.ny·:-:·/.'.'':: .. 
uncertain variables., In fact, there'are several key Uncertainties and .. ;.'. 
possible alternative:·e,sspmptions considerably less :favorable .to ,our- · :'.··:·:·.; 

. selves than. those underlying these estimates. Because of the. critical •·,··:.. 
··importance c;>f our ability to retaliate ags.inst ·deliberate surl>z'ise: :·.;,. : ... ·:···· ... 

nuclear attack, .I believe that oilr :force ·requirements for .thiS inission .. '· 
should be tested against pessimistic assumptions as ;rell as agaiilst .. our · 
best. estimates. We Wa.nt both .fully adequate in·surance against future · ;. ~:. 
contingencic e: and to be .able to deter even an "optimistic" Soviet •<· ...... '. >·'·: · 
decision-IDaker, . ..·:; .. ·~:; .. ,.:,>. ·· . . · :.· · ·• .;.:· 
. .... :· .,; .. ',:::.: .... :[;)>,·.:':~~jLt:~~}i:>~:-· •. _, ·: ·.- .... ~:- ... :~:· ... ·: .. · ·.··. •':·.'.· ·.· .. · . .-::-:'·:··:, 

y. These ~~i~kdG~~ Zero~ (IGZ's) in:clUae[~oJussR militai-y-> . 
and government control cerite~s :!.n major urban e.reas;~otber > ... 
USSR cities 1 . and~'defense. su:ppre sllion i;~ge.ts located .. i?.: ~ .. , · 
corridors on the ;iay to the target cities,: .. ·. ·. · :. ,: ·: .... · :· · · 

"E/ ·See pasi<l?· . c, , · Sf1§kBE§m~&11 · , · ~ · ·-~~ · .. ,. · ' · 
;:, ... · ........ ·-:::·:· ·•:.. I-12 .... ··: . . -.. 

. . .. 

·--- ... - -----·· -·-· ·-·-.:....:.i~~~-~--~~)_~;_ ______ .. -·-- -------------------- . 
~ - . . ::::-. 

: :/-· . ... 
; . 
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Forces Reauired for "Ass·.zed Destruction'' (Cor:t' d) 

We recognize that it is not normally ser.sible to design -cne defense 
progr~ entirely on the basis of pessiY.~stic estimates. In fact, it can 

'·.E' be just as dangerous to overstate as to unde::-state enemy capabilities, 
for it can lead to the pricing out of the oa.:'}:et of valu.sble capabilities 
that would appear very useful ~~der realistic estL~tes of the tr~eat, 
and it can lead to the adoptioL of s~rategies of desperation. In sone 
cases, the fact that a capability exists under optimistic estimates may 
be s:.gnificant. Hq ..... •ever, deteirence oi'"' deli~be:-ate nuclear- ·attack is so 
fu.Tldf-TTiental to our whole defense p':)sture tha-t. I believe ..,.,.e shouJ.d require 
that o~ retaliet~ry power to beyond any reaso~able question. 

( 

Tne major unce~ta~Tlties affecting the assured retaliation capabilities 
of' our Strategic Nuclear Fc:r·ces can be grouped under four headings: !::! 

l. Improved Soviet.Defenses, 

2. Larger or More Effective Soviet Offensive Forces, 

3. Lower U. S. Missile Reliability, and 

4. Unanticipated Wartime Degradation in u. s. forces. 

The effectiveness of U. s. forces for "Assured Destruction" Ul'ld.er each .s:: 
clasE' of uncerts.inties is discussed in Appendix II, pages 31-33· 

The effect of m.s.king all pessirtistic ass-~tions, ho~wever unlikely 
sucb a cont~~ge~cy mig~t be, as opposed to making ~he assumptions we 
conside:: mcst likely, is s!"lcn~-r.~ for several a.lternativefl]·:inute1:nE.ll forces 
in the fo~o,"'ing t-able. In ea. cr. case, it is assu.TJled that the rest of 
our forces aS sho"'n in the tatle of page 2 fo= FY 1969. 

~/ The ra.'1ge of optimi·stic,_ expected, and pessimistic estimates for 

!;.I 

8. S. ope~ational factors discussed iL t~is sectio~ is tabUlated in 
P.ppendix III, pages 38-39. 

(Applicable -cc I·age 12) The Soviet su..rp:-ise s.ttacl'. on the U. S. to 
~Lich t~is· is a respo~se would have killed l95 millie~ &~ericans in 
t!i.e absence of an effective nation···>'ide fE.llout protectio::1 progrE..l!l .. 
120 r..illion if t!":lere -we:re a ne.tiorn·:ide fE.::..lout protection p:-ogYe.r., 
in -Doth cases assuming the Soviets i:In':6:i.E..t.e.:)..ytarget Cities. If the 
Soviets de. not target cities, U. S. "fatalities would, ·nevertheless, 
"\:ary bet..,.,·eer.. 75 million (natio:"!· ... ride fallo:.:t protec-:ion prograr:) and 
180 rr.illion (no nation..-tde fallout p:-ctection program). U. s. 
fatalities in a nuclear "'~ are discussed in more detail in the 
section on "Irc:.ma.ge LiJ:r..i ting" belo;..'. 
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In tt.!s s~:.-tiC;j t..re dis:::·:.:...=.:;e:5 the ra.s.:~s.ge- 1~.~.+ _ng" potential of 
\.c7 e.lterns.ti~·e li..:Z·~-:~~ f·::.::ces. E.~=.t_dred fc:- 6e:ond .. 1 .Like counter-military 

target:L'lg' o Of cc...:z·:s:: s !.n tbe :rc .. n.g e cf C'Cnd.i tio .... ~ most likely to be 
fs.~ed ill 1?59, a2m:st s.!.l c·f c= ICBH=: ar.d e.J...1 '..: our bombers, and 
per~s.:p; ee!:tl~ ?,:.:.i:.:'ih tu!ssiles s~cdd be e. rei w /.~e for counter-military 
brgeting. 

( 

T'n.e ~~e:t~:il·~-:..!:;~ c.~ t~e res .. !:~:,.t:::.:.:t:'=;-:=-ik~ Idssile attack 'When 
aali'!-d tc tZ.~ S~-~~ E-·:x-a.~-~si::· :~·...:-::5-.e;:.:r tai'Se't-s 6.!bd tc the cities is 
shew~ be.!.C"V' tel" t:Se-s Cte~::..:::i.x~~ tc·:-~-..:e.s, r-~r-~e I :r-~resents the 
n 1964 ll\l.!s~'; t.~ b~ !:::. I::i£~-e br E:>.C. r:: 1965. :f.:>rce II is r:;y reco=ended 
:prvgr= in.~l-.:.i:..:,.g l,a;:•: if::J::.~;,~~~=- by er.,:i !!' 1969, e.nd Force III is a 1 
So~-·•""""' ~--·-'"·""'·'· --·oo.···~ •-·' .. "r~ • ""'0 "'·--~~e~ by end FI lr.e.9 '=I __ ,. .... --o- ......... ~~~ ... \,; 1:1' gl.. """~ :.;~- ~--\,.;..J. ... .oe ... , .......... .t"...........:;U..\.·~ .... ;1-..J • 

.All Jl.!.n.'lo.~ewz;...-)?.:. I~~~ m.i.~-~:.l~c U-E ;:r-c..grs...,...:,~.d to u-tilize a nmissile-a;.ray" 
~di~&tcr c-~~~ all~'~ t~e cc~j-~ to assess vhetber the missiles 
9C>m;l~ted c-~~..::.ut-d.cr~~ u.,::3. ve:-,; l.s.::::~.:.-:::5) ~ F\1:'t;b.er.m-:-re 1 the greater 
flex!.bil! tY' of !ttt;:"-'·.7'f&i _YZ::...--':~.:u..~ is ued to e!lb.eice · the pertom.a.nce 
of the be. sic ¥.' ~~t~;l!!~~ :f'<::::c~a 'b;r a c::cl>l!.s.-:;ion of retro-fitting i:cproved 
mis6il.e& in W~ I t~.J-~ V silc; 6.:!~ cc-lo~s:tion of Improved ll..inute.zna..n - ~ 

s(iuadrons viii. ~st$,.g 112\l.-:!''"'" v<-r;gs. 

ty T.tte c,osts of t;.~~e Y..iz:=~-e-~ to=-~~~ a:re as follcvs. 
Total 

Fr 64 F£ t:= Yi 66 Y! 6i FY68 ~ FI65-69 -. 
~'I·:.;_ i~ }~illions of Dollars 

rrev. Ap;:~ (130:' J £:.21.,8 l34:j. 3 1017,3 c719-9 595·9 1327-5 4ooo.9 

F·orce 1 '9-~' \. ~~· 2~:..(/[ 0 6 J.2:.5·cl:~ 5~0.3 387-9 437-5 : ~5Q.{) . 3031.8 

For.::e II I "?0::) \~ ... ~ 
~--""=.t .. c, e.. c.·-.._:' ..J.. 15l6.2 ll81.0 lo62.9 569-l 327-4 4756.6 

Force III (14oc•) 2"2'j0.,9 2-TI-3 1 45~ ~ .-. ~cC' 949.0 669.4 457-4 5710-3 
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S3COND STRJ](E "QUICK KILL" CAPABILITIES-MID 19§9 ,::! '.~: •. ·· .. 

··· ... · 

Size o-r 
So7iet Force 

.. ·.·· . ~ Target Destruction Achieved_ ·. · 
· ·.. By Alternative u.s. Forces ,- .-. -. 

'; . 

Target Class I:GZs Force I Force II FOrce III · ·. 
. .. . . - (950 =) (1200 =) .. {1400 => .· .. 

Ind. -h~p:_.t:·:,:~·-··· ~;j; 651> . ~-~i-.·},:·!'::;)'65~- . .· 

!1~a~f~~;ear -6~~ .· ~ ~--'/f::::•_:. ~:- :·.· 
.. ~ . '··.' . ·.'•· . ',· . ·: .. : ··. . .... --:.-~::.;.'~> . 

Me~iud?J · Ind.· Cap~ -' 150 6o · · 6o . ·.··· · 6o 
· ·· Strat. ·Nuclear · · 750 . 72 .. 81_ ' : 84:. 

: .:;· · · Air Defense 65 0 90 c-: . 90 

Ilig:j./,;:'}•gJ~:;:nd.;.· ~;.:;.· ·•.150. . ... · 255.. ·•. ~5 . :.··. 25 · 
· · · </:;, Strat. Nuclear 985 41 '. ··. 49 ."; ·,·:·:,_54 .. ·· -':::., _ 

•-·· ..... o-(•;:_;ir,3jf~~=::~~- 65 ··, .. ·o ·~:>·:{\}5-j',~;:){;~~::_ ::_f~_-
___ . >.'hen targeted. ae~- the r.,.;.. Soviet posture, all alternative u.s.. · :·· · 

:forces are able.·to achieve hish target destruction capabilities. Further-·· 
~re, vhen considering the follov-on manned bomber attack, in addition to 
e~ev'-<Dg approximS.tely 95 percent destruction of the strategic nucle-ar 
ta:ro;ets 1 about 70 percent of all soft defensive and other military targets 
voulll be destroyed. For all forces 332 Polaris, 75 Improved Minuteman, 
54 Ti~ II and 72 Atlas F (tote111ng 533 missiles) vere available"for · 
ess~t against USSR urban-indUstrial areas. These forces coJ.l).d · · 
either be applied immediately against Soviet cities or vi'thheld as a 
protected -r.eserve for such an attack. These calculations assume tbaj? 1 
the entire 2-:>rce available for counter-military attacks is utilized.~ 

. . .. ·· ·,·· . " ... · 
-· :< . 

:. • .. ·· .. ". ·; . . .. :.~· ' 
.···· 

: '• -~~:.;;_, : ·.: .. - . 
: . ·;..-: •· . 

: ···.·:~·. :·· . ' .. 
The results are.based on the "Lev" Soviet force and."Optimisti~" u.s. 
operatio~al facto~. Soviet bard missile sites are assumed 100 psi . 
The results are. bas"d on the "Medium" Soviet :ro~e and "Expected" 
U.S. operational factors::. Soviet hard missile sftes are assumed 200 psi. 
The results are ba:sed on __ the "High" Soviet force· and "Pessilnistic" · 
U.S. operationa:t;:factors. Soviet bard missile sites are assumed ~±: 
Excludes 65 I:GZs in the Satellites. · . . . · · 
For a ,;light degradation in de=ge eXpectancies (les·s· tha:o. 5 percent) 
a reserve for other contingencies 'such as the attack o:r. China 'll:luld be • 

· available. The reserve 'llith Force I numbers about 75 Jlinutema:nj 'With 
· Force II, about 315 Minuteman; vhile 'llith Force TII1 about 515 Minuteman. 
If tt.e follo-•-on Soviet ICPM turns out to be deployed in a videly · 
dispersed pattezn (an additional 67 wzs) these· could still be targeted 
by U.S. missiles ·from the reserve. High target destruction vollld be 
achieved under either Force II or Force III, end for both of these 
forces, the reserve vould be reduced by-approximately 85 missiles • 

.. · • .y;? t~;:i;lk:c ;: ? ... ·.. :· .. . . .· r . ; . .. 
. . .': ~ / ~i~~#'C'IIf'CI?'~. . .. 

_ .. ::.:~. ~--··· ...... _ .. ,:.. .... I-16 
:• ., ... · 
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When targeted against the Medi~ Soviet posture, the strategic 
nuclear target destruction capability varies betveen 72 percent (Force I) 
to 84 percent (Force III). However, Force I only achieves a 25 percent 
d~e e:q>ectancy against Soviet hard ICEHs 1 whereas Force II achieves 
a 55 percent damage expectancy and Force III achieves an 80 percent damage 
expectancy. Furthermore, insufficient missiles are available vith Force I 
to cover air defense fields. Although the HamiD DOG missiles would be 

. assigned against Soviet surface-to-air missile sites end these fields, 
the HOIDf.D DOG force might not be sufficient in numbers to assure reasonable 
penetration of the bomber force. With Force I the follow-on bomber attack 
vould only succeed in destroying about 4o percent.of the soft defensive 
end other military targets and vould only increase the damage expect~~cy 
against hard mssile sites by approximately 25 percent. 'Rith Force II 

.and Force III, the follow-on bomber attack would succeed in destroying 
abOut 6o percent of the soft defensive and other military targets and 
vould increase the ·damage expectancy against hard missile sites to 
approximately 75 percent.(Force II) and 90 percent (Force III). All U.S. 
alternative forces have 533 xn:i,ssiles available for assignment against 
USSR urb~~-inoustrial areas.~ 

\,'hen targeted against the High Soviet posture (and assuming pessimistic 
U.S. operational factors), no one of the U.S, forces achieves satisfactory 
damage e),:pectancies against Soviet targets. Should this contingency occur, 
the prospects for counter-military options would not hold great promise. 

Tne fatalities that can be inflicted upon the Soviet Union by the U.S. 
forces which ere allocated to urban-industrial areas in the above cases 
are 75 million assuming optimistic u.s. operational factors, 50 million 
assumng expected U.S. operational factors, end 25 million assuming 
·pessimistic U.S. operational factors. To these figures must be added the 
fatalities from the military attacks. Ass,=ing only weapons assigned 
against hard targets are ground-bu:st, at a minim~ an additional 25-35 
million fallout fatalities (depending on the alternative force) would 
result, provideo that the Soviets have a nation-wide civil defense program. 
In the absence of a nation-wide civil defense program the fallout :fatalities 
would vary between 70-80 million. 

The importance of counter-military target destruction lies in limiting 
the weight of the Soviet attack and conse~uently limiting the potential 
fatalities that :,auld be inflicted by the Soviet's surviv-t...ng forces. The 
effectiveness of the alternative U.S. forees in limiting damage under 
secOnd-strike conditions depends on thr2e key sets Of assumptions: first, 
the circ~~ances of the outbreak of the war; second, Soviet targeting' doctrine; 
end third, our civil defense and other r,rc·tective programs. With respact 
to outbreak of the war, there are tvo significant sets of cases: first, 

. ij Should the follow-on Soviet ICE!·~ be videly dispersed, both Force II 
and Force III would have availacle sufficient missiles to assign 
one missile against each Soviet hard missile site. 
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those in \1hich the SoYiet forces ts....--geted egs.ir r t our cities e.re launched 
before our missiles e.rr1Ye on te.rgetj e..nO seco'• i, those in which our 
missiles have time to inflict attrition on th• le.nd-be.sed portion of the 
Soviet forces assisned u.s. u:rbs.n-indu.itrieJ. ·;.:ll'gets. 

Little is kncr.m about the Soviet te.rge' . .ng doctrine. The Scrtiets 
vould probably pl.an on. atte.ck1ng both mil.Le.ry 'ts....-gets and cities. But 
it is possible the.t ve Inight be able to de';~r them fi'OlL e.ttacl<"..ing cities 
or the.t the var could be ter.r.ine.tee. before> =ssive city atte.cks e.re 
executed. In th~ te."t·le o:. tb.e follo-,-lng rage, cases u-e considered in 
vhich the Soviet attack eg~5t our cities e.re either executed ~diately, 
delayed, or ~-:itbheld. With respect to the extent of U,S, active and 
passive defenF-e 1 i:f' ve he.ve fallout p:t;)tection and effective defenses, 
cou.tter-milite.ry forces cs.n ~_±.he job of crw- defenses easier ·and 
feduce directly tbe nwii::>er of vespons fal 1 i ng on_ the_ )Jnited states. 
Alternative u.s. counter-military forces are cm:pEJ"ed under alternative 
sets of assumptions representing co~ine.tions of the above conditions. 
A case is also sho;m in vhicb no U.S, forces e.re assigned So'\"iet Bloc 
military te....-gets. This case \!ill 'oe desi.g::e.ted Force A. 

Tnese ce.lcul.a.tions suggest that the as~~.ge-li1Uting "POtential of 
counter-military forces is sUbject to a•~<nishing returns: In the absence 
of a nation-rlcie fe.llcr..rt protection prve,-ram the U,S, fatalities are gt"eat 
even if ur·oE.:l-indust-::-ieJ. E..Tee.s a...--e r,ot directly involved. For all cases 
considered, the aav~tage (as measured in the reduction in fatalities) 
of second-strike counter-milite....-y attacks Vhen c~ed ~"ith attacks _ 
which do not te...-get military be.ees is clea.rly sho-wn. Ecrol'ever, the return 
essociated ~~th the 200 extra missiles proposed by the Secretary of the 
Air F·crce is sms.ll. 

Eey-o!!d these "~e-T,•,.'t!.ng" objectives, the next threshold is a 
"Full First S::r.!.ke" pos~ure, ths.t is, a force that vould en:.ble us rlth 
e su...yrise e.tte.ck to reauce Wl"iet ret~.lis.tcry po...er to the point at 
'i<hicb it could not ca-.:se se>ere d•moge -;;o u.s. poy.llation and industry. 

It llE.S ahOli!l ee:rlie:• in this m-"!"lf"\:;-~dum that ve ce.n achieve e. 
position of "AsE'Ured ~structior;." 1 .-b.ict. i5 another ;,-ay of se.y-'_._ng that 
ve can, vith high co~idence, deDy tc th; Soviets a "Full First-Strike" 
capability. But the sene mear,s ve u-e usir.g: to e.chie-,.e a po~ture of 
"Assi.U"ed D:::st~ctior..r. e.c.-e e..ls-? e.-;-~ls.~l~ to -t!:e S:rviets. In parlicl1lax1 
e.s indics.-;ed eE.Ilier, ve Q"'!J~::t t~e S:J7"leta to he.?e, a:t e tti.ni:::ru:m, 
bet--ween 135 a..'ld 236 ballistic missiles ot. G1ib:r:=ines in 1959. Tnere is 
al.so e possibility th.s.t- E. portion of their cru.ise-:clssile s-u.b~~-i.ne force 
·coul.d be assigned targets in the U.Sc Altb.o·.;,gh -,.-e can have e.n effect!ve 
capability to sink ene:m;; atta-ck slib..,.~in.es in. a p::-ot:re.cted war of i 
attrition at see., ve do:i:iot anee.r to he.Ye any realistic prospect o:t' 
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U.S. FATALITIES ASSU!{ING THE SOVTI.TS DliTIATE THE A'ITACK 

Alternative U.S. Forces 
Force A Force I Force .1.I Force III 

(FE. tali ties ·in YJ.llions) 

Lov Soviet Forces 

L •. Y~~ ~~ut Prctection in U.S. ~ 
1. u.s. ci-:ies hit i=ed. ::) 165 138 138 138 
2. u.s. cities attack delayedc 165 100 83 8o 
3· u.s. cities attack 'llithheld E/A 67 53 51 

:B. A~ented Fallout Proteztion in U.S,£/ 
1. u.s. cities hit i=ed. rf) 95 88 88 88 
2. u.s. cities attack delaye 95 66 55 52 
3· u.s. cities attack vithhe1d N/A 25 17 16 

Medium So>iet Forces 

A. YJ.ni!:T .m Fallo-Jt Protection in u.s. ~ 
1. u.s. cities hit immed. aV 195 183 183 183 
2. u.s. cities attack del.e.ye~ 195 162 150 145 
3· u.s. cities attack withheld N;:. 145 130 127 

ll. Augmented Fallout Protection in u.s. £1 
1. u.s. cities hit immed. · ::) 120 llO llO llO 
2. u.s. cities attack dels.yedc 120 92 85 79 
3· u.s. cities attack w-ithheld 11/A 48 43 40 

For<;>e A: Forces only taigeted against iirban-industrial areas. 

Force I: Includes 950 Y.in~tem•n, and achieves the target destruction capabilities 
against· So;'iet llloc tr.ili te...ry- tu-gets as pre;'iously shmm; 

Force II: Includes 1200 YJ.nutemsn, ana· achieves the target destruction 
capabilities as pre;'iously shown . 

. 
Force III: Includes J.4oo YJ.nt.-teman, eria a'='hieves the ta.-get destruction 

capa.'t-illties previously sho;m. 

~ Fifty million stocked shelter spaces, but because of limited traiuing for 
·tne~pulation, no effective U£e of these ~ces is made. 

T'ne "Augmez1ted" protection p~ assumed here for the U.S. is "' nation­
w-ide fallout protection at a cost of $4 billion and consists of 240 Id.llion 
fallout shelter spaces. 

::} The delay is assumed to be roughly 1 to 8 hours, long enough for our 
missile attack but not our bomber attack to arrive. 
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being a"ole to des"troy e. :~Mjor part of the Soviet deployed submarine 
:c:issile force in a sudden attack. Moreover, e.s indicated above, the 
Sorlets are hardening their le.nd-be.secl l!lissiles. The Sorlets e.lso 
have the further option of protecting these forces ·1.-ith anti-ballistic 
missile active defenses, e. choice vhich e.s of n~w appears uneconomic 
to us, but 'Which may be attractive to them. F'urthennore, it is highlY 
doubtt'ul that ve vould be able to achieve tactical su.rprise in the 
kinds of crisis circumstances in vhich e. "F~rst-Strike" capability 
vouJ.d be relevant. 

!n rtev of these facts, if ve vere able to achieve a nFull First~ 
str~e" capability, it vouJ.d hE.ve to be because of some special 
circu:r.st!..D.ces m.ski.ng for a lr.ajor asy;:nn~~:tz::y in our situations. T'nree 
possibilities come to mind. First, the Soviets might choose to deploy 
e. Enall poorly protected force, thereby leaving th~elves vulnerable 
to a u.s. first-strike. Second, one Id.ght e...-rgue the.t ve could hope to 
e.chieYe a satisf.actory outc=e by cambir.'ing a good first strike 
ce.pe.bili ty 'lo"i th e: coercive strategy. Or third, ve tight be able to 
out?pend the Sorlets. ·wne.t are the prospects for each1 

!s for the first possibility, admittedly the Soviets are nov 
substanti~v behind us in the si~e and protection of strategic forces. 
E~•ever, it se~ms most ~robable, in the face of a U.S. attempt to 
achieve a nFull First-striken capability, that the Sortets vouJ.d not 
continue to 'build missile sub~c-ines and to harden or other."ise protect 
their I!!issiles. As the caJ.cul.ations below vill shov, under circumstances 
very favorable·to the achievement of a Full First-Strike capability, the 
=-tre CO.\''ltrlbution of more !l.inutemen, above the recom:nencled force, vould 
be~. 

Second, by the coercive strategy is meant an ·attempt to knock out 
most of the Soviet strategic nuclear forces, vbile keeping Russian 
cities intact, and then coercing the Soviets into avoiding attacks on 
our cities (by t.b.e threat of controlled rep:-ise.l) and acceptinf; peace 
terms. In this ce.se, ve voul.d be counting on destroying their vill and 
not their a't>ilitv to 6.estroy our cities. I believe ths.t the coercive 
strategy is a sensible and desirable option to have in ,,., .. ,, .. :. ':':::-'.-":': 
circ<~stances 1n •~ch ve are t~~ to m~ve the best of a bad situation. 
T'nere the only justification it require;; is e. reasonable possibility 
that it :might VC:"k. But it voulii be foolish to C01.IDt On it working 
to the point that it vou1d form the basis ':for e. belief ths.t w-e could 
strike first ~thout retaliation. Nor noes thi& poss:.:.'bility :prorlde a 
be.s:l,s for ·;,~...ng =re missile&. 

The third possibili".;y is t!Jat v;;, might achieve a "LD.l First-strike" 
capability by outspending the So'l"iets. The key to this probl=--and. 
indeed, the key to the infeasibility of e.cbiev-1-.ng such e. postu..-e--i:S 
diminishing l:lS.Tgine.l returns. 
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T"ne follo-."ing table co=ares four alternative U.S. forces. 
Force I is a force posture ~eluding 950 Jl..inuternen. Force II is the 
reco!!l!llended force and includes 1, 200 Jl.inutemen. Force III is the 
proposal of Secretary Zuckert and includes 1,4oo JliDuternen. Force IV 
includes the 1,950 ¥.inutemen proposed by the Chief of staff, Air Force. 

US/h'ESTER!> EUROPE ?AT.Iu .. ITIES IDUER U.S, INITIATION 
And Soviet Counter-City Reteliatioil!/ 

(In Jl.illions) 

u.s. Fata1ities Western Europe Fatalities 
I II III IV I II III IV 

( 9501·~·:) ( 1200J.S:;) ( :J.liOOWI:) ( 1950l·lK). (9501 2·:) ( l200EM) ( 1400;.::.~) ( 1950M!o!) 

Loil' Soviet 
?ostur;y 50 4o 32 28 90 75 65 6o 

Medium S~et 
Postur c 95 75 65 58 100 90 85 75 

High Soviy 
Postured 162 153 148 138 155 142 138 130 

Only if the Soviets elect e mln2mum force posture ~ould there be prospects 
of keeping U.S, fatalities at a relatively 1~ le;-el. But in this. case, 
greater numbers of V.inutemen bevond the level reco!!l!llended do net substantially 
reduce U.S. fatalities. Moreov~r, the potential damage to Western Europe 
re=ins very high. For the tw·o other Soviet 'POstures U,S, end NATO fatalities 
ere high, end additional Jl.inutemen do not hold great promise in reducing 
these fatalities. For the Medium Soviet posture, even if ve vere to augment 
Force IV >"ith the NIKE-X anti-!d.ssile system at a cost of $20 billion (assu!d.ng 
the system could be de:plo;red arou.'ld 23 cities by !d.d 1969) U.s. fatalities 
would, nevertheless number about 35 r::.i:lion prcndded the U.S, has a nation­
Wiiie civil cefeose program. Hmrever, in the a·osence of a civil defense program 
and assn'"ing the High So\"iet Posture U.S. fatalities ~oulc number about 1.20 
tillion. · 

!/ All su....-viving ~-iet forces, except their bomber force, are assumed 
targeted against cities. If only military targets are attacked, U, S, 
fatalities ~ould be uncer 20 million :providing that the U.S, hss a natio:~­
Wice c:i.vil defense program. In the ab&ence of a civil cefense program 
U,S, fatalities could number betveen 70-90 million. Uncer first-strike 
circU!nsta:1ces U, S ~ r;::serve fo'!'ces greatly outnurrio-:r those of the Soviet 
Union. 

pj T"ne results 
operational y The results 

sf 
operational 
T"ne resuJ. ts 
operational 

are based on the "low" Soviet force, OptiEistic U, s, 
fa.ctors and nation-;;ide Civil Defense: program. 
are based on the "medium" Soviet force, Expected U,S, 
factors end nation-•ide Civil Defense program. 
are bal;ed on the "high" Soviet force, Pessitistic U.S. 
factors and no nation-""ide Civil Defense program • 
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It vould see:n e..J.Jrost t:T.toeliev:cble that the S:::nriets vould not react 1i' 
ve started building Force IV augtlented ·oy NIXE-X. 'rt"hat vould be the prospects 
in such an anne rece1 studies suggest that, assuming Soviet costs are si:milar 
to ours and that they disperse their hard ICEM's tvo to a point, and assu::ing 
that ve vish to assure the sun"ival of 8J percent of our population (i.e., 
no more than 4o million deed) after a U,S, first-stri..l!:e, the cost exchange rete 
is :rot:gh:cy three to one against us. T"ns.t is, if ve atte:::pt to =intein a 

· first-strL~e posture defined as no more than 4o million dead (and the Soviets 
ette:npt to achieve a capability to kill at least 4o million Americans in 
retaliation) ve must outspend them, at the margin, by three to one. And if 
ve set our sights higher than 8o percent, the cost exchange rate becomes 
even more unfavorable. 

;,-nat this and other analyses suggest ~uite clearly about the "Full First­
Strike" objective is: first, that if we ;;ere to ;;ant to make the attempt to 
achieve such a capability, the nost productive increments •"ith respect to ~xr 
current program ~culd certainly be in civil defense and possibly in anti­
missile defenses, not IOOre ICE!-!' s; and second, that the atte:::pt to achieve 
a "Full First-Strike" capability, under any reasonable definitio:: of the term 
is, to the extent that anything is predictable in defense planning, bound to be 
defeated by dir~nishing ~rginal returns. 

other Reasons for Counter-}~1itarv Forces 

Tnere ere other reasons for having strategic forces available for texgetin 
against Soviet military forces. The list includes a capability for limited 
strategic nuclear attacks,- forcing the Soviets to devote resources to protectin 
their forces, and placing significant constraints on the Soviet attack planners 
Tnese considerations are discussed in greater detail in Appendix II pages 33-35 

Conclusions 

Tne advice of the Joint Chiefs of staff, the vo.rious calculations and 
studies I have reviewed .over the past year, ~~d the analysis described in this 
memore.nd~ have led me to the follow~ng conclusions: 

1. T"ne forces I am recollli!lending are clearly 6.de~uate for the objective 
of "Assured Destruction 11 under eny reasonable definition .. 

2. T"!le prc.:Spects for "Damage Li:mi ting" by count<·rlorce attacks msy 
not hold great p~~se in ·the latter part cf the 1960's if the Soviets 
harden s.nd disperse their ICEl·1 force a.~il build "-"P their missile sub=rine 
force e.s '\.."e now expect the:-:: to Co. I believe that the recOSJ.enOed forces 
accomplish whet migh·~ ::-co:or1ably be c:~l:= to be done from this JY.)i.nt of vie-•, 
s.nd that the extra caps.bili ty proposed by the Air Force would make a contri­
bution to "damage limiting" too s!Oall to be justified in the light of its 
extra cost. 
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3· A "Full First-Strike Capability" does not appear to be feasible 
during the time period under consideration vi th the veepon syste~ pro­
jected for both sides, unless the Soviets choose to buy strategic forces 
that are both smal.ler end less veil protected then ve nov e:q>ect. In a.n.v 
case, 200 or 750 extra JIJ.nuteman l!lissiles, e.s proposed by the Secretary 
end ~nief of Steff of the Air Force, respectively, vould not significantly 
~rove the outcome of the ~~r for us. 
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JJ'PENDIX I: B'.SIS FOR RECOM!.ZHDI.TIOJ\S Oli PA.."'ITICULA.Il. w!J.J>:)N sYSTEMS 

•~thin the general ~uantitative requirements for long-range nuclear deli>~ry 
systems discussed above, the foll~-~ng are the reasons for my specific program 
recommendations. 

Atlas D, E, and Titan I 

Tne Air Force bas proposed the phase-out of 27 Atlas D missiles by end-FY 1965; 
27 Atlas E missiles by end-FY 1967; and the 54 Titan I missiles by end-FY 1968, 
and the substitution of an extra 100 ¥~nuteman missiles for them. I recommend 
that the Atlas D and E and Titan I phase-out be implemented with estimated 
saVings of $209 million. 

The Atlas D is copSigured in a soft, three missile complex end bas a slov 
reaction time. Tne ffrst missile cannot be launched until fifteen minutes 
after an execution order; the second missile not before eight minutes later; 
and the third missile after still eight minutes later. The Atlas E, configured 
one missile per site, is hardened only to psi end r~s a reaction time of 
fifteen minutes. Tne Titan I is configured three missiles per complex. 
Tneoretically, it is hardened to between psi, but the great complexity 
of the system ~~es its actual surVival potential very .uncertain and most 
probably l~.;er. Horeover, the reaction time of Titan I is also slo.,. --the 
first missile fifteen minutes after en execution order; the second missile 
eleven minutes later; and the third missile eleven minutes later, a full 
37 minutes e_~er the order to fire is given. 

Since large q_uantities of l-ti.nutemen missiles •~11 be in the inventory, it 
seems app~O?riate to phase-out these systems to realize savings in costs 
that can be applied to more effective sJ~tems. Furthermore, no additional 
fUnds ._.ill be programmed for operational improvements on those first 
generation missiles which are scheduled to be phased out •. 

I:efense Sllporession ·!J.issiles 

Tne Chief of Staff of the Air Force recommended a procurement of 355 missiles 
at an es:t;imated cost of about $388 million. Tne force I am recoo:nending does 
not in~lude a new procurement of Bound Dog missiles, but reflects maximum 
retention of the missiles already procured. I belie·ve that the number of 
Round Dogs that will be aveila"ole for tbe a1ert bo:nber force is slli"'i'icient 
ir; conjunction with our other strategic sys·::ems aci.eq_uately to perform the 
defense sup;iession mission. 

IChV, Reliability Program 

As I have mentioned, tbe Joint C".u.iefs of Staff 1 tbe Services a.'ld I have 
been very concerned about the current system reliability of our Atlas, Titan, 
J.linuteman, and Polaris forces. The Air Force bas proposed an accelerated 
reliability improvement prog:am consistent with the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
guidance for Atlas F, Titan II, ¥inuteman, and Improved ¥~nuteman. (Contd) 
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ICEif: Reliability Program (Contd) 

T"ne reliability progr8!!1 fO!" Atlas D, E, and Titan I will be carried out 
within available resources, For Atlas F and Titan II, it is desired that 
a demonstrated reliability of 75 per cent be established with 75 per cent 
confidence. This carre spends to en expected reliability of abcut 90 per 
cent. Far pla..nning purposes, 12 Atlas F and 12 Titan II, and approY.:imately 
10 per cent of the Y~nuteman force ~ould be expended annually in the 
ope:-atione.l reliability p:-ogrem. T"ne proposed progren:: should raise the 
reliability of these s;~tems. Althou&n the total cost of tbe reliability 
program car,not be accu:-ately determined at this time, our best estimates 
n~• are s~arized in tbe follo•~ng table. 

RELIABlLITY TLST PROGRAM COSTS 
(Additional TOA in Jl.illions of Dollars) 

Total 
FY 65 FY 66 FY 67 FY68 FY 69 FY 65-69 

Atlas 3.4 ··2. 9 - 2.8 2,0 2.0 13.1 
Titan 19.5 1.0 ·9 8.8 16.0 46.2 
1-li.nuteman 92.2 6o,2 8o.o 124.0 120.8 477.2 

Total 115.1 64.1 83.7 134.8 138.8 536.5 

l~nutem~~ Program 

T"ne pre>~ously approved program consisted of 800 basic Y~nuteman and 
150. Im:;>roved Ninutema.n by end-FY 1966. FO!" plar.ning pu..-poses, the force 
consisted of 800 basic ~linuteman·and 500 Improved Y~nuteman by end-FY 1968. 
T"ne first Boo Yd.nute=n (Wings I through V) included both the "A" (Wing I) 
a..'ld "B" (Wings II-V) configurations. T"ne J.!inuteman subsequent to Wing V 
are programmed for the Improved or uF" confi..gu:'e.tion. The characteristics 
of the A, B, and F configurations are co:opared in the following table. T"ne 
essential difference bet~een A and B is that the latter has a flexibility 
of two tE:gets per missile; the forwer has but one targeto In addition, 
the porier supply associated with Wir~s III through •~ng V are hardened 
to psi. 

Stored targets 
Range (n,mi.) 
Cu::rent yield (l·IT) 
CLP (n,m:L) 
Radio la<L'lCh overlay 
Post attac~ survivability· 

Yinuteuan Cbara~teristics 
A/B F 

The advantages of these improvenents •~ll be, discussed. later. 
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l·:inuteman Progr·sm ( Contd) 

As a result of the reliability test prograw, tbe A/B ~issiles e)~nde~ in 
these firings •~ll be replaced by tbe "F" missiles allo•~ng, in part, 
targeting backup flexibility -- "internetting" -- for tbe f'irst five tings 
of basic ll...inuteman through tbe use of Improved llinuteman. 

In the rec~ended program, tbe fUll internetting of the Basic and ~roved 
}linuteman force vould be obtained both by retrofit and the co-location of 
Improved Hinuteman squadrons vith the five ;.'ings of Eesic Y..inute;ns.n. A 
significant increase in effectiveness is possible. For eY~le, the target 
destruction capability of tbe recomme~ded force, including 1 1 200 Minuteman 
missiles, is 30-4o per cent higher the.n that achievable .~t!o the previously 
approved force including 1,300 Hinuteme.n missiles. Tne e:L"Pe.nsion of tbe 
reco~ended !l...inuteme.n force level is as follovs: 

Force Exne.nsion 

Co-location I-V 
Retrofit 

FY 66 

50 

FY 67 

50 
14o 

FY 68 

100 
130 

100 
&:! 

;.2th the recca3ended program the co-location of three squadrons ('oeyond the 
s~uadrons in 1~·ing VI) and. the retrofitting of basic J.finutewan silos fa= full 
target flexi'oility will by end-FY 1968 complete the internetting of Basic 
a..'ld Improved Ninuteme.n. The cb=acteristic of Improved Hinuteme.n whicb 
allovs targeting bacL-up fle}~bility is the eight stored target capability, 
and the ability to select a target rapidly if the initially assigned ~~nute­
r:::n experienced a ma1function during courJtdo-wn. To transnit th.:;s infc=-m.ation 
to the squadrons of Improved !l...inuteme.n, I recommend tbat ve install ~ssile 
a·.-ay" recorders at all }linuteme.n silos at a total cost of $14 million. 

~-.~ith the greater range of Impro'\1-ed J~nuteman all targets in the Soviet Union 
ce.n be atta~ked; and, in addition, me.ny target-s in Northe::-n Q...i= can be 
reached, Tne greater range with the payload can also be 
tr~~slated into greater payload (about lbs.) at 5,500 n.mi. A larger 
vc=head could cori~equently be utilized on Improved ll.imJ.tem.a!l. 

·Tne greater accuracy is advantageous for destruction of bc.r·d te..rgets, or 
for accurate deli very of a sm.all wec.pon against targets we ,.,~ant to cleS"troy 
~tbout causing great collateral a~~~ge. 

T:r1e Radio Lr-.u.nch Overlay :F'=!1L..its the mis6iles to be letL'1ched by the aJ:borne 
command post ir, the event til five launch co:-,trol cent-ers ir. a sg_t:adron are 
blocked out, Tne Penni ssi ve Action Link ..-lll also be inotalled and is a 
s=..feguc..r6 against unauthorized or accidental detonaticr:. of the 1-"'S..hec.ds. 
I :-e-c-::)rrm:~r1d b:."t.h C.e progre:=eC. as the besic !·!in· .. rte:--..=..:--: i'crcE- iE retrofitteG 
·"·itb Imp.r·oYe5 Hinuteman. The total costs of these flexibility II:.Cdifications 
are $60 million and $24.9 :million, respectively. O:he:r flexibility 
:modificatio:~s 1 ir.cluding status aut~e:1tication, re=·te targeting e.nd 
tir:e-over-target syst~, vill be programmed at a total cost of $135 clllion. 
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1-linuteme.n Program ( Contd) 

Because of unpr-otected p::r.rer supply in Wings I and II, apprOY.imately six 
hours endurance is possible if the diesel generators and the env:tronment 
control system art 1estroyed in the initial enemy attack. Twenty-six 
hours of endurance is possible through the use of additional batteries. 
T"ne A:ir Force believes that survivability beyond six hours is unnecessary. 
T"ney :feel that by the time this modification is completed (mid-1965), 
sufficient missiles will be avai~able, and in conjunction vith Wings III 
snd beyond, V.'ing I and II missiles would be assigned against time-sensitive 
targets. Eo-wever, tbe issue is not one o:f sufficient number of "quick­
reacting" missiles. !>=lays in decision ma...~ing, transmittal of' authenticated 
orders, et cetera are possible. It •~uld be imprudent to assume that under 
ell circumstances we •~uld be able to respond in a timely :fashion. T"ne 
recommended program includes $3.0 million in FY 1964 and $27.5 million 
in FY 1965 :for extended survi vabil~ ty :for Wings I and II. Since the po·wer 
supply :for Wings III to V are harden~d to no additional battery 

.. supply _is contemplated at this time. 

The Air Force proposed the siting of a souadron in a location which would 
c:' .,_,peacetime lau11Cbes under the nearest possible operational conditions. 
A possible location is the Hunter Liggett reservation north of Vandenberg. 
T"ne cost o:f this squadron is estimated to be $27 million (all in FY 1965) 
over the cost of a normal squadron deployed in a Wing. The basis for the 
proposal is to proVide actual operational test of missile, launcher, 
control system, human :factor, and technical data. It else prov:tdes a 
control sample :from which to determine bias in test launches, and control 
system and ~~omelies introduced by and during sr~pment of missiles :from 
operational sites to Vandenberg missile r-~ :o,;;e. 

T"ne decision to :fQ~d such a sauadron will be held in abeyance until :firings 
from Vandenberg Air Force ?as; have been acc=-oli""sbed and analyzed, and 
determination made that the results are ir~erior to results that ca~d be 
e)~cted from :firings from an isolated squadron. Further, such a decision 
should await the firm determination of the tec~~icel details to ·oe incorpo­
rated in the retrofit program to insure that_ the squadron would be repre­
sentative of the operational force to be tes~ed. This decision need not 
be made until FY 1966 , 

No additional -procurement of B missiles is reauired a...""ter FY 1964. Eo;."ever, 
in FY 1964 proc~ement of B missiles bas been -increased from 171 to 198 to 
support the relia'cili ty program for the A/B Jtissile. 

Pola:-i s Re't..:"ofi t P:rog!"e.n 

T"ne Navy had previously proposed tbat all ?olaris A-1 ~d A-2 missiles be 
retrofitted with the A-3 missile. T"ne A-3 missile has a longer r~~e 
(2,500 n.mi.)tban the A-1 (1,200 n.mi.) or A-2 (1,500 n.mi.) and carries 
a three element warhead. I recommend that the A-1 retrofit program proceed 
according to the Navy's proposal. Eo-.rever, I do not believe that it is 
necessary to retrofit the A-2 missiles with A-3's at least through 1970. 

(Contd) 
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Pol~is Retrofit Program (Contd) 

E>~n thoU¢h the raP~ of the A-3 is greater than tbe k-2, a large fraction 
of the Soviet Bloc targets are 'W'i thin rE ... \1ge of the Pola=-is A-2 missile. 
D.lr:l.ng 1970 the Polaris fO!"ce 'W'ill be c=encing the second overhaul cycle. 
At that time, if conditions •~rant it, the A-2 retrofit ·ofll be reconsidered. 
Savings through 1969 resulting from the postponement of the retrofit of A-2 
missiles •~th A-3 missiles amount to $425 million, of which $110 million is 
realized in FY 1965. 

B-52 Hodifications 

As a result of three accidents involving B-52's, the Air Force undertook a 
comprehensive investigation of the entire B-52 st~ctural program. They have 
proposed an additional modification program to correct all kno•~ faults and 
assure the structural integrity of the B-52. Preliminary estims.tes of the 
costs of these modi~ications are es follo~s: 

FY 64 FY 65 FY 66 FY 67 
( $ in !·~lli ons) 

Hods 20.0 110.0 102.8 5·3 

JJ.though I have not COJrpleted my re-.~ew of alternative courses of action, 
I have included for planning purposes the re~uirement for these funds for 
the FY 1965 to FY 1967 :period, 

Cos=end end Control 

T.~e previously approved program includes ~~ Emergency Rocket Communication 
Systen ~o.•b..icb vould prov"ide a sun"i veble means of tra.nsmi tting the ngo" 
~o~d in case other me~~s of communications vere knc~ked out in en enemy 
attack. Tne Air Force proposed to a1•snen"t "this capabili-ty by developing 
an:i procuring an extended rer.ge Eme::-;;;ency Rocke-t Co=unication System to 
serv-e the souther~:· P-irborne P.lert route no·w used by about W per cent of 
SAC b=bers. I re·:o""'"end approval of this proposal. The f:i.ve year cost 
of thls progrem would be about $15 million. 

Tne Air Fo:-ce he.s e.lso requested $44 million of e.dd.i tional funds for the 
SAC Control Sys"tem (465L), of "hich $11 million "ould be required in 
'F'Y 1955. Tne pu..rpose of thiG Sj'Stem is to keep CDiCSAC !'ully ir>.i'Ormed 
of tbe status of r.is forces, and to permit pre-attack cont~ol, and 
replaiming. $428. 5 million will have been ce>mzti t"ted to this s:ytem through 
?Y l$)64, ~~d $201.4 million has been approved fo~ FY 1965-69. I am 
d.efe::-=i::..e e.::-:.ion on the rcClu~st for add.i tional fu.n5.s until t!te pro~ em 
can be reVieved end a dete:roiD£tion ~a:ie of the jUEt~fication for "these 
proposed co~t increases, 
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Financial s~ of Reco~ended S~~c~~~ic netaliatorv Forces 

A prelimi~ary f1r~c1~l summary (TOA in ~1llions of doll~rs) of the Strategic 
~ Retali~tory Forces ~=e sbmm 1n the follow-i~g table 0 

\~ . 

c 

FI!WlCIAL SlM-!A.'lY OF F.ECO~o~£I;DED STRATEGIC FeTALIA'I'ORY FORCES 

B-52 
E/B-47 
B-58 

To"t.~l 

Hou:1d Dog 
Skybolt 

Atlas 
Ti te.n 
Ninuteznan 
Polaris 

Total 

Other Support 
Co~~d-Control­

Co::nn/Supp 
Total 

Grand Total 

(T'. . . !' '"; l 0 ) v.r-. ~n ·;~--~ons 

FY 62 FY 63 FY 61 FY 65 FY 66 FY 67 FY 68 FY 69 

1285°9 
397°3 
16606 

lB49o8 

l0l3ol 
289°9 
l53o7 

lL;5bo6 

87706 
2l0o0 
l08ol 

1195 ° 7 

874o~ 
131°2 

82o7 
l0t.l7o9 

8o4o2 
53o0 
78o4 

935°6 

68404 

75°5 
759°9 

64203 

73o4 
715· 7 

592o0 

(l24o7) (4lo4) (75o4) (41°6) (39°9) (40o0) (33ol) (22o8) 
(l46ol) (i33 ° 9) 

735°2 
1158o5 
1344°9 
2278oO 
5516o6 

464o7 
866oO 

218306 
1923°4 
5437o7 

25lo6 
374o9 

2220 ol 
1856°1 
47b2o7 

154ol l06o6 
153°9. l13o2 

161502 1181.0 
104103 792o2 
2964o5 2193o0 

81.2 
l06o5 

1063°9 . 
6l7ol 

186oo 7 

73o8 
88o7 

569°1 
56702 

129808 

74oO 
83ol 

327o4 
51206 
997ol 

67200 588o9 52305 324o8 292°6 27200 284oo 28ooo 

l072o0 1061°9 105lo1 95905 928o2 905o0 85908 820o0 
1744o0 1650o8 1574°6 12b4o3 1224o8 l177o0 l143ob l100o0 

911004 8545°1 7533°0 5336°7 4353°4 38o5o6 318503 275801 
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Tne Soviet defensive posture .• i..Tl-:l~Cing ac-t.i-~e and pacsive 6efense1. ':::0;1£-ists 
of tbe follo"ing systems. 

Gr0\1...TJ.C-t-o-Air !·lissile Syst.erns 

TrJe: :present ger;e.retit:·n Soviet gr·~C!d-tc-·-a:=.r .!!issile; tr-~e 3..~-:::.~ 1.=-. s:.:J!.. . .1:.:r 
to t!:le iLS. Nike-Ajn.x. We- ncr..r esti..-n.=.~e 7.:-.e s:;~~.i.et.s \-:~ill t.c.-:~·e ,j~J-·:.r .. :_-.,-£5 
about SP.-2 batteries by ~6··196-:·.. T.u.:.i..o e£~~t.e is :.Lcr~&s?.:. f:r~m 
le.s't :reer' s by o:bout. Tn~ syste:r: he..; a g·:lv5 ::a:po.~oili. t.? ag6.::.r: . .:.t. ·w·:·:'i:.~:rs 

a:. !!!Ode:-ate fu""l-5 hi.g't e1titudes, ·au~- i-:s ca;;a·nili-r:::- 'below e.';J.;;·.rt. 3.-0)j fee~. 
is I:i.:r:i:nel.. .An ~::_-:~::-.':~.c SJ...-2 ~:y 'ha-:rc. cs .. b"tEr:.:e;·t. ::~pa·t:ili-::-y O.!Se.i::c.:;-:. t-.igrl 
al ti tuOe ncn-·oalli st.i:: e.ir-tc-- su.r:·ae: e II!.i ss:..:es. 5·Jme o:!· the :ur;::-;.:-:-c·.~:e~ E..~.-2: s 
me.~y ·oe configured for mo-e>ile 0}1era-t.:..:;r>;. 

P~thougb the Sh-3 !'..as beerJ estir.a.-:-ec "t-c ·we :5esigr!'=0 i:-o ir.t.12r-:e~-:: l•:.¥.T-e.lt:it~.ld€: 

penetretors ( in~luding high speed }0;.--e.l:-.:-:. t:u-3e AS:"r ~). -;-L.:: f.. C.C..:;:'?.~~D ·- -; has 
not been co!lfi:rmed< 3ut whet-he:- c·:- ::.o"t the s_:... ... : r~e.s lc;~-al7-:i -:-ude ca;~abilities ·' 
Ge:1eral Po•:er believes th.at tne Ecx-: .. 6 ::A:.:e loti.:_~ ·ae &.~v:;.-: tv pe.rLet:--c.:t.~ S·:.;~rie"t: 

6efe:1ses e.t lo-...· altitude.. We ex_p~·:-.t :r·:.·-.;;!'J.:~r S.A-3 'botte=iss to be­
deployed ·oy 1967. T'nere is ev·ioer::E -i:"-c. e·~es~ ... ttc:~ .. the. SF.-3 .:.:ystem..is e 
re;·lacement for the S..t:.-2. I::"' t!!::.s is t!"JE case..- tl'?e t0-:.a:. n,., ..... -:-.~:- of SP.-2 
~'16. S.A- 3 sys-tems could ~oe ove:-sta-:.e::. 

Tne cu.r:'er:.t generati.o~. S:.vie~ :.r.-:.e:-: c;i"c:rs 1"-...a.· .. --: a :.rbc -r-r:E :....-;t..F.·r(_·.ept. !"ada.rs 
· · · \ I h ll · · · ~ + .. ,. ,.. ..&'" • • .L. "\o..l -r.h vrac..:. see.rc.. re....TJ.ges sr:a er -:. . .:.'1E...:: cc:::rrpE.?"E.:'..l.S c~er: _. L'!;. >:J ... -"- lgn .e~s. 

1967-69 we consider it vithin S·~":.E>t cs.:p5.-:"J:;.l.:~t:.~s t:c deve:.-:.·;- a. ne-..:: a::".l-
-.. :ea.-the~ fighter assigned tc- OJ:-~:-e::i.::!.:.s.: u_;j:_~.;s T:-1-? s.::-v"i'?~ :ig1-~t e:r sys-:-em is 
Qel)e:lde:::t. _on grcund ~ontrolled :_-_ter.::e;-~ =~Gs.:-s f.:;:. te.!"T';.:.l.ns.~ ~\·e:-t<~ring to 
t~gets. Like Otrr"O\-.T~- -:.r.e- grv·u..."'15 c:.rect.ic·r~ ::e:-.~.e:-.; S.TE ·v~~-·e:cio .. l€. tc.. 
ba:!.listic -cissile or ai:---fo-surfs.8<:- J:Essil:=. a7::-acf.:. Tr:e e.:f':fe-:tiver:es;;, cf 
So·.-'iet inter-ceptors e.ga.i~st air-le.U!'¥~~~d m.iss~les. a...~d to e lesser e:.-:-:.ent. 
ae_;e.i!'!S:_ borr!oers is expected to "ne· SIT2:.ll, no-=.:- ·cecs.use of t-:rm:Lna.l T•E-.rfonnan~e 
con.:iCerations.: -out because of the Ciffic·-.:..:.-t.i~s en::·:r:.rr!t'?rcQ b~r ~.-~ter:e.:;;tors 

~ s.cg_ui.ring te.r~ets -w-1. t.t.dn a degr&Ct:O g ~- :. ·.:..rJC e!:!-..riror!IDent. 'Ihe defeD.se 
-poteLtiel of Soviet fighters cc.u.lC. ·oe ea.l-Ja--::!e5 ·c·:-r deplc-j--mer.t. of a:J air~o!11e 

cc~:2..na ana Cirection system, as well E.s -o~v '--:-fOe speci.c.l Qe:plc-:;.-ment of' e. 
sE:~ -automated cor-:;;and-cowtr,,:,l syster::: so:n~i-711!::.~ co~El.ra·o:.e -:.o olL:' SA-JE system. 
At tte prese!':lt time J there is no ir.::i·.-2a.tic-::! "(.11C:"t sur.:[~ a:: ei:---DO!Tle ::o;;:-;z::~d 

system is bei.I1B Qe·veloped. Ar~ :.t:;::--:-vE->.6 ser-..l-~~t.·;):J:JZ.t:-d i'ie~·ne:r ~o:.~·:-c:~. 

syste:rr:, however; is bei:.::, ::~1tro-:h1:ed. 
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l~ti-Bellistic Yissile Svste~ 

It ncr.r appears that the Soviets ere deploying an anti-ballistic missile 
syste:Il e.rcnmd Leningrad. Tnis system, if it becomes operational, probably 
voulC. be e:f'fective e.gain~t ballistic missiles launched frcxn 300-1000 n.mi. 
but would have only cs.rginal capability against IC:PW s. Its effectiveness 
should deteri~ate rapidly vith the increasingly sophisticated penetration 
aids vhich ve plan to use. Some evidence suggests that steps may be 
unde"way also to deploy this first generation~~ system around Moscow. 
Tne So•"iets ere e.lso believed to be =ting a l!l!ijOr effort to develop a 
ne·w A:f!1..~ system caps."ole of engaging IC:PW s. 

Soviet Civil Defense ?rocre..n. 

Substantial e;"idence is available indicating that the Soviets have adopted 
the ;"iew that "Civil I:fense no·w must b: co::J.Sidered as one of the basic 
elei:tents i~ o·re:--e..ll p:-eperation of the coillltry for defense." It is esti­
mated that the e.nn~ cc;,st of the current progrem is between $100 and $250 
million compared to our Ti. 1963 eXpenditure of $128 million and a FY 1964 
prce;::e,.,ed e:l:penditure of $300 million. Toe Soviets are increasing emphasis 
on 1.:.tilizatio~ of existing strUcture~ for shelters. F·o!" example, they ha.ve 
added blast doo:-s in the l·~osccr,. sub-ways. Ho-wever, unl:i..keo.t;he U.S., there 
is no e<"idence of an extensive shelter mar}-..ing pr~em. T"ne So-viets appear 
to be relying on co-pulsory t:-aining to familiarize the populace o"ith 
location of av~ilable shelters and protective measures. 

Crtber "Ass":eC. D=;struction" Excursions 

In the memorandum the c~pability of U.S. forces to inflict high levels of 
a.~~ee;e on the Soviet.Union vas calculated on the basis of expected U.S. 
operational factors, In problems of long range defense planning, we 
al•~ys encounter substantial uncertainties about the factors that influence 
force req:cire;:,ents. Ma..~· c:f tbese uncertainties ce.n be described by the 
range of 1n·ely possibilities. F·o!' purposes of planning and analysis, 
it is oft.en uset"ul tc desc:ribe this rar,ge by three estimate!b. an tloptimistic" 
est.it.e.te, an neA"'Pected u or· most ~i:~ely estimate, and a '1pessimistic 11 estimate. 
T"~e pessimistic estimate is the estimate least favorable to ourselves of tbose 
wbicb a!"e consiste~t' with t)le e.vai:La.'b~e evidence. For exa.mple, we have so far 
achieved about a 70 per cent success rate in Minuteman ICE>! tests. Eased on 
this and our eJ:}l€rience ....,..;. t.h other missile programs, and assuming that ve 
continue reliability testing e.nd development, it is my judgment that a 

· reliability of ) ess than 50 per cent under operational conditions by 1969 
is effectively ruled o1.:<t by the data, /md tbat is our pessimistic estimate. 
In fact, by 1969 we expect to uchieve 75 per cent, and possibly as high as 
85 pe~ cent reliability under operational cond~tions. 
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Other "Assured Destruction" Excuc-sions (Contd) 

The :point here is that the relevant test is, "Is it consistent ;;i.th the 
available e"<"id~.n::e?" anC. not "Is it concei>-able?" A 1959 relia"oility of 
20 per cent, or lees, is conceivable. But it is so ,,.,,:!..kely tb.s.t it can 
be ruled out of the range of :practical :pcssibili ty. Tnis :point reg_uires 
er:::?~a.sis bece.use. there ie a mistaken tendency sometimes to test our forces 
against the mos':: ac:rez·ee circumstances conceivable. 

Tne major UPcerte.inties affecting the e.ssureC. retaliation capabilities of 
our Stre.tegic Nuclee.r- F·c=ceE can be grot:.ped U-T'l6.er fou=- headings: 

l. rm-~oveC. Soviet !Efense s, 

2o I.e...-ger or More E:rfective Sov"'iet Offensive Forces, 

3. L~wer U.S. }~ssile Reliability, and 

4. U,.•,.,ticipa";:.ed Wartime D;gradation in U.S. Forces. 

First; tbe So,.""iets may iffi?rove the protection of thei: cities and. population 
beyond what we no-~ expect. Our f:i=st calcule.tior: of expected d.aLa.ge vas 
based on the essum,tion that the Soviet populace use whatever fallout 
protection is now available, but do not have a natiOJ"->"ide fallout protection 
program. Moreover 1 e.l though we expect the Soviets to deploy P.E.c 6.efenses 
only at Lening:-e.C. and l•bsco-w, "they migbt deploy such a defense at as many 
as 10 or 15 cities, Sucb a defense would cost us from $12-15 billion. 
Asslll:d..ng a natio:1-·-ricle fallout protection pr'Ogram end. J..J?l.f defe~ses for 
15 cities, but not ass~ing Soviet offer.s~ve forces la=ger or rno~e effective 
than E-.Tltici:pated., we 'WOuld be able to destroy about 50 per cent of the Soviet 
inaust::-ie.l floor space a.Tld l'..ill about 60 million people without any l·linute~on 
missiles. With the already prograzmed 950 Hinutemar, force 1 we would be able 
to kill 90 million :people, 

Second, the Soviets may prove to have le:ge:r and mo:-e e:f'fective strategic 
fo::-ces tba..-"1 t!lose ft .. e ncr" .. anticipate~ T:1e calculation of e:x?ected damage 
sho~~ a~ove ~~s based on tbe ass~tio~ that the Soviets would bave the 
"~l=diU!!i" force of IC~J's by 1969. . 
So-vi.e"t. force is ncrw . ~]:j l·breover, tbere is u..T1certainty about So-;.""iet l!.iEsile 
accuracy ene reliability. Tne foregoing calculations ~ere based on the as-
sumption of missile reliability (forces peaked for attack) and e. l't. 
c~.;:, as suggestea by our intelligence estimates. Eowever, 1 believe it Fudent ,..

1 
to insure a,;;ainst a reliability as high as . and a CEP or as lc;• as fee~ 

The J..i.=- Force d.isse::t speaks of 75~-1000 ICE-~ 1 s U-"'16.er ce:-te.in co::d.i tions. 
Paltbovg"r-, this possibility ce.,...·~c.~ be alt·.)e;ethe:- rules out by the e.'\ra:.le.ble 
ev-.i.dence.: if the Soviets ;,·ere to ezba:k on suc]J a building progr5.l::, ;,·e 
vould. f:~n.d out about it in time to expend OU!" o·"'-rn forces enough to o:"f'set 
it. We therefore do Dot need to buy iDsur.e.nce against that possibility nov. 
It is also :possible that the SoViets ·might have multi-ole guided re-entry 
vehicles for some of their IC3!{' s by 1909, altho\l&'l there is no evidence 
that tbe Soviets have ~oegu.."l devel;::,?'!!lent. on such a ::apabili ty. O...u- o· .. --n 
stueies indicate that this would be costly and difficult, end not an 
efficient way to expend our fo:-ce. 7n!::refore, I believe ;;e can rule out 
this possibility for 1969. 

I 
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Other "A~eured. Iestru:::t1cn'1 Excure;ic:l.S (Cvntd) 

Finally, there r:.!!Y be unanticipated 'lo""S!'t!De desradation in the perfoi'1l:!l.llce 
of our forces. Toere ere se;~ral possibilities. First, ve have assumed 
that our •'"e.rning syste:ns vork and that -.-e successfully launch the B-52 
Alert Force. Hcr..rever 1 our force vill be concentrated on about 4o bases; 
the Sortets 'Will have missile launching submarines that can attack our 
b~-:>er bases vi th very 1.1 ttle '\,'"ern in(;; there are w-ays in vhicb they can 
reduce the verning •-e get froo their IC:E¥.'s (e.g., long-way around or l0>1 ~-­
angle traje~tories); and we may be slo;.- in responding. We should consider 
the pcssibili ty of tvo-thirdE of the Alert Forc,e being caught on the ground, 
lee.vi.ng us a force of a"t>out 100 B-52' s surviving. 

Another possibility is that, for one of several reasons, ve might be 
unable to launch our ICK>!' s before a Soviet follcrw-up bomber attack. One 
reason for this might be disruption of our high-level com:na.nd or commur..i­
catio!!S. Another might be that fear of the effects of gamma radiation on 
the ewidance systems, if we e~ose the missiles soon ~~er an ICHI. attack, 
would cause us to ·~t to hold the miss~les in their silos until the 
radiation pulse has passed- Therefore, we sb.m;¥ consider our retaliatory 
capab~li ty on the assU!!lptiOll that the ICEW s must ride out the Soviet 
b~1er attack. Yet another uncertainty ve face is the precise blast 
res~sta=~ce of our IC:Pl>! silos. We have designed our J.',inuteman and Titan II 
s~los to •"i "thstand . vi th high co~idence. However 1 there are veapons 
effects 6uch as the electromagnetic pulse whose lethal radii ~e uncertain. 
Tnerefore, it may be ~uaent to test o~ retaliatory power under the ·as-
SUDption tbs.t our ICH~ silos fail at the eq_uivalellt of For a 

J.:J· weapon, this would increase tte lethal radius from to 
feet, and the single shot kill probability for a reliable missile vith a 

. CEP fro:n . tc . · 

Tne resclts show-n in the memo:-anch.m: co=bined e.ll feu:- groups of pessimistic 
assn~ti ons. 

Some otDer possible reasons for pc'ssessing counter-military forces are as 
follcrws. 

=es~ces the ones already mentioned, ~bere are other reasons for haVing 
str~tegic forces av~ilable fer targeting ag~nst So1~et military forc~s. 
One is to give us the possibility of' e:r.ecutir>.g limited strategic attacks. 
Admittedly our understanding of this range of possibilities is very limited 
and inadequate at this point in t~e. But it vill doubtless become more 
impo~tant relati~~ to other forms cf ~ber~vnuclear ~~ es both sides deploy 
secure -;.-ell-protected nuclear delivery systems. Wnat I have in mind he:-e 
are colltrolled deliberate demonstratio~s of intent to escalate to strategic 
nuclear ._.ar, to back up ultimata, and to do so in such a way that the ver 
might be able to be controlled and b:-ougbt to a close. 
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Lid.teC. St:-etegic I~uclee: Options (Contd) 

AssUlDe, for eXB.njple, tl"'~t a cor.z..flict ever :Berlin, or else,.,..!'lere in the Nto.TO 
a=ea, has expanded into a la=ge scale non-nuclear •cr and that ve are losing 
P~though I do not believe that ou= loss at the non-nuclear or small-scale 
tactical nuclear level is as inevitable as commonly supposed, it is clearly 
a possibility that must be considered. In these circumst~~ces, it may be 
desi.ra.bl~ to have, e.s an alternative, the possibility of a strike at a 
gr~~ of So,~et b~ber bases or staging bases. Such a strike might require 
on the order of 25 V~utemen. Toe reco~ended force clearly pro<~des us 
enough missiles. for such contir~en~ies~ 

Forc<ng the So\"iets to Harden 

Another reason for a counter-military force, one that might argue for 
ha\~ng the capability of detonating one reliable •~bead over each military 
target, is that it forces the Soviets either to harden their forces or to 
accept a position of ·great ~~rability. Forcing the Soviets to harden, 
or oth~->·ise protect, their forces from u.s. missile·attack has at least 
;_,"" .. o adVE.1:ltages fo:- c.s c T"ne i"irst is tbat it forces the SoYiets to incur 
a very heavy cost •·hence, out of ru:y given budget, they cen afford fewer 
fo:- ce s. 

we de not ~~~ detailed studies of the cost of protec~ing our forces, but 
tbe!'e ere n:.e...ny ind.ica:t.ions that it. is high.. For example, ve maintain 
50 :per cent of our SAC b=~rs on alert. Tnis means e. 1.8 instead of 
perhaps a 1.2 or even 1-to-1 ere~ ratio, •~th proportional increases in 
fl;y~ng ho1L.--s. And the non-alert bom~rs are not considered survivable 
unU=r a Soviet missile attackp If we did not' have to ·wa~~ about attacks 
on our bcrn~r bases, we could plan on setting :perhaps 85 per cent of our 
·cor:ioers into the var. Tnus, the req_uirement to protect our bo:nbers 
e.z;::-oximately doubles the cost of a scrvi ving bomber. 

A Polaris submarine, •~th its missiles, costs roughly $200 million to buy 
~'"lc about $10 million per year to operate. Allowing for a 55 per cent 
on-station factor, a Polaris missile on-station costs about $28 million 
over a five year period .. If we had no re1:1uirement for protecting our 
forces we could do the same job ·.~ th soft VJ.nutem?-n missiles. A hard 
l·~nutemen on-alert (assuming 85 per cent on-alert) costs about $7 ~ion 
over tbe ss:ne period; e. soft l{:;_rr~t.emE.n on e lcr-wer state of ale_rt would 
p:-oba·oly cost less than $.4 million. In the Hinuteme.n system itself, the 
cost of hE.rdeP..iD£ exceeds ~he cost of tbe silo; it means shock absorbers, 
hardening po·wer supplies, multiple launch control centers ( 

) 1 · under&round cables •~th special 
resisto~s to stop elect~~netic pulses from nuclear detonations, backup 
con-trols to periid t. la1:ncb :f:-o:I ai=·~o::-ne CCT:!I!!lB..T'ld posts) et cetera. 

Tnese factors suggest th~t the program of ~otection of our Retaliatory 
Forces frorr. nuclear attack has ro'.lgf>~y doubled their cost. If the ssme 
factors apply for the Soviets, and we have no reason to suppose the 
contz-ary, forcing th= to llarden would halve the number of veapons they 
can deploy. 
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Forcin£ the Soviets to Rerden(Co~td) 

!f..o:-eO'V'er 1 ve have found 1 t '-ery clifficult to her den ou= le:g~ liquid 
fueled t:issiles to the point that \o""e can have high coni'idence they •'ill 
survive ground. shocks and still operate. T'nis is one of the :f'actcrs th.e.t 
led us to Minuteman. A Soviet liquid-fueled missile ce:pe.ble of delivering 
e. 100 }!I' ve.rhead vould have e. g:-oss ;.-eight of ap:p::-o>:inostely 66o,OOO pounds. 
This represents a veigbt tWice that of Titan II, e..nd we and on-half that 
of Atlas F. While this So>'iet missile could be hardened, assurance of 
'!llaking the silos ;."i thstand high ove:rp:-essu::-es could be difficult. By 
forcing the~ to he:-den, ve ~y force them to go to swo'le:- missiles with 
lO"" ... ~er pa.ylos..d.s. 

Finally 1 forcing the Soviets to harden =Y be desirable from the point of 
vie·• of creating a more stable posture 1 reducing their incentive e.s vell 
as their ability to make a p:-e-empti ve st::-ike against us. !io-we;rer 1 in 
'"iev of the fact that the rec~ended U.S. force provides us with between 
a 1.9 and 3.3 n=erical superiority in ICB'~'s alone C - vs. ), 
I do not believe that a further increment in our forces is required for 
this purpose. 

Const~aints on So~~et Attack Flenner 

Our possession of a counter-milita::-y fo:-ce puts significant constraints 
on the Soviet attack planner. In the cost of their b~r operations 1 

the Soviets can get substantially more out of their inte:-continente.l 
bomber force if they can stage it through peripheral staging bases. 
But this is a ve::-y vulnerable operation.- I:!' they have to te.ke seriously 
the possibility that ve might cut off their bomber atte.c~ vitb ¥inutemen, 
they must plan e. far less vulnerable operation vhich vould deliver fe•-er 
·oc:>:lbe::-s to the United States. In the case of their soft ICBM le.unche::-s 1 

estimeted to have a refire capability, ou::- possession of !finuteme.n missiles 
fo::-ces t~•"iets to discount very hesvily all those soft missiles that 
ca:mot be lau...Tlcbed in about an hou=. T!le:::-ef'ore, they mU£t have a larger 
force than othe~·ise re~uired to meet e given set of counter-milit~~ 
objectives. Eowever, it is clear tsat the rec~ended U.S. fc::-ces vill 
provide enough missiles fa:- this pu::-pose. 
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A."'PP:KDIX m: STRATB:liC TAR}E:rS IN TRE &Cli'IET BLOC, U.S. FORCE L.A.YIXJ.m, 
AKD U.S, O?.i.:.!lATIOI"..AL FAC?ORS (u) 

.-:-·. 

This appendix lists in a grer.ter detail s=e 
underlying the ~alysis of the erfectiveness 
general nuclear var missiOns. 

Distribution of Ponule.tion end Indust:r:v 

o! the najor assumptions 
of alternative U.S. forces in 

\ 

The follO'liing table cOJ:!"_...s.res the 
in the Soviet Union end the U.S. 
considerable more dispersed than 

distribution of ~~tion and industry 
As indicated, the Soviet population is 

is our ow. 

CIDWLATIVE DISTRIBUTION OF POPULATION PJID INWSTF.IAL CAPABILITY: 

USSR ( Cu:nuJ.ati ve) US ( Cu::ru.lative} 
City & Population Industrial Popul.e.tion Industrial 
Rank Cspacit;v Capacity 

lV~llions) (Percent) (Hillions) (?ercent) 

l 6.4 8.2 14.1 11.2 

2 9·5 13.1 20.1 17·9 

3 10.7 14.7 25.8 22.7 

10 17.4 23.9 43.4 36.8 

20 24.6 34.0 55.4 47.2 

50 37·9 51.0 72.4 57·6 

100 49.5 62.8 84.6 -68.1 

200 61.6 71.0 95·5 78.8 

U.S. Force La 'V"Ci o-.m s 

As an ex~le of the allor.ation of U.S, veapons to ta.-gets, the table on the 
next pe:ge (III-2) sho-ws the alternative force l.a;vdo-.ms against the :medium· 
SOYi et Bloc 'I"E.r,;et Struct-.ae. 
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SOVIET BLO:: TARGET S',:mrcrURE AS OF END FY 1969, . . :;-.:·:· . 
.. •. ,. . ·.·. --

Targets 

Urban Industry & 
Gov't-Controls 
Satellites 

strategic Nuclear 

of 
Targets· 

150 
65 

.. :-.:- . 

SSM Force 
I II III 

·- ~ . 

53~ ,533r, ;533r,j 
. ():2 27 :!J 29" 

Bom"oer Bases 210 309 309 · 309 
ICBM Sof't _:·_ ... _ ·· .. 122_ 179 179· 179. . . 
ICBM Hard · . . . ... 100 ' · .. · 100 .. 147 · 294 .· 

·' 

.·:: ,_ IR/MRB,'l-Sof't ._ . -.· .. · ' 125 , ·. 184 184 : ·184 ·. , 
I 86. 66 66 .· · ... .,,. 

IR 1-lRBl·l-Hard . ll3 . · ; 1 ;> 1 ·:··,:,- .. ,:•. 
Sub Bases . ,_. _· · 35 51 51::102 .. ,.., · · · 
Offensive Control ·. 45 66 66 :- 66 

. . . . ; . 
. . ··-· - .; .... 

Defens've end other ~.ilitary · 

Air Defense Fields ll5 
Ur-ea-located SAM 140 
Aircraft Disp. Bases 110 
f.t.rat/Tac Wpns Storase24o 
other ~lil/Interdicticu.220 · " · 

·:-· .. -;. 

t·,·:. 

65 65 
""28o . 28o 

. ~- .· 
:.·· .... 

,~, .. 
. : : _-: -· 

65 . '·i <.: -·co<· .. · .,-.-". 

. 28o.' ' 
.. 220 220 220 

. 249' 249 349 
. 220 220 220 - --·-· 

·- ,-..-

.· ·-· 

-·::_ · .. 

Total 345 • ll50 ll50 .ll50 ' ·. 
.. -. .. . -· _.-. -~~- ~~-: :.<-!-~.::.:;-~~--::;:.. . . . . . ... . .:·;~-:_ :·: .' .. 

.. . , . . _ . alert bomber f'or~e has the following . Tbese.calculaticns'assume.that the u.s. 
loa'-~;_ngs. •i-t;;· ~- ~;\::~,;~~-\·~~:_~·:,:·~,;~,~~t·,;,_:;_ ··.· . ,q· . '· . ;;, ~:~:i/:. ·; t. . . 

: ·: ·' 900 ,, •-- ' MT gravity bombs_>: '· · . .. / ~ 
-~-- -).- ... - •.. ..-:.:·-,·-.);·,:·.· .: :.-::~- :_-!:-~{~' :_;~:~:t·_. .. :-',<-:1-~-, .. ~~~F~:;~:;,:.,_:-.o---~-_, - ·- -· -- ---

._., .. 
____ .. -: : .··· .< .: 130 c\,'-~h.rr. gravity bombs ~~~··:-;~<>:;: ' < •: 

·. ,;~._-.::.·;·< \~~(.~i- ~ . _ _-· ;-~-. ·:·· .. ~----~~-->;_-~;."'~:}::O·.<_:L.·.-.... ·: _;_ ·-.:;·~ :(!..· .. ·. ··. _ _-·./.· . 

··120 ':(;:c~MT gravity bombs .... _, .').oc__,•, ·,.c_:----
.. ···" ----- . . :_- ·. ··. . ' ~,.._.·: .. 

~ '.:2st.0 HI ·. ··' ·.-_:: . . , ' ;, .. ·.. . ': -.::·. 

y T'ne air-to-surface missiles ~d gravity bombs are associated 'With "the·-~ert . 
bomber .force: only •. - , ., .. · · ··· ·: · · · .. 

EJ :These ~p~c~s·.:~~~i~s:s~~iy~~t~;.;~~ented by missiles in -~:_,~~~rgency·~~at 
. condition, pert ofthe ~lert_bom1J.erforce, and the,bcmber positive control 

. b•:' <o~r_·--~-!·i·~·-'~if1¥JJ~t;[J~f_,_\ilt '.·· · ... ' ;c 
. ---:· ' .... 

~--~->·~:-~~--··:-.-: .· :----· ,.·--·· ._>~~--- ··~>~ ---- · ... ·. '.: ·, .. ' 
... :.; . . . -. _ .. -. . . _._ . 

. , -.-~: ·-. : ~ -: . ' .... : . -· 
.· ··. · .. ~- .. :_ ~~-~~' ·_..:_/:{_:-~~:-~_ .: . : .. 

·::·· . ·-
~--- .... 

,· ... -- . . , "': 

., .. ,_._ ~ ... 
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The table on p!>ge II!-4 sb0'\1& the ope::-ation!!.l factors used ill the ane.lysis. 
The :probs.bility of a missile or e..ircraft delivering its veapon to te.rget is 
expressed ~s the product cf four factors: 

e.. Pee.cetil:!e re6-d.iness rate of the alert or on-station:.forc~, ·or RR. 

b. Su.."'"'Vive.l rate under enen:y attack, or SR. 

c. :Relie:!:lil.ity rate, or R. 

d. Penetration rat.e t'!:u·ou,gh enemy defenses, or FR. 

For any given Soviet force level, the survival rate of our forces vill 
vary vith our force· size. The factors shown here were calculated on 
the basis of the &..'"'Viet force projections, vith the optimistic factors 
corres:;:>ond'ng to the Jov Soviet foi·::e, the pessiListic cor.esponding to 
the high force. The survival rs.t.es e..re ce..lculated under tbe e.ssUIUptioo 
that the Soviets allocate 200 IG~'s to United States u:r'oan-incustrial 
te.re;ets. 

The ASH's, Atlas, Tite.n, Jl4nute~""• e.nd Pole...'"is missiles s.re assumed 
to carry cu.."Tently progr<>...mmed weapons. 

Little is knuon concerning the technical characteristics or potential 
effectiveness of Soviet a.nti-missile defenses. For the analysis developed 
in the memorandum a 15 city Soviet defense vas postulated consisting of 
3000 interceptors having e.n unli~ited rate-of-fire capability vith each 
interceptor having a kill probability of 8o percent. In order to haye 
e. high assure.:oce of penet::-ating the system 150 reliable l!l:issiles were 
e.ss-u:ned e>~eoded. Each of these missiles ce..r:ried a three element 
•~head, enc, in additio~, six effective decoys. Tne contribution of 
c!taff =d EC¥. vas reflected in the effective decoys _and ai'fects ·the 
"qu;lity" of the 6efense system. For ex~le, the Polaris A-3 is 
:ple:med to h!!ve this ca?Bbility, 
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