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Decerber 6, 1963
YEMORANDAYY FOR THE PRESIITENT

SUBJECT: Recommended FY 1985-FY 1959 Strategic Retaliatory Forces (U)

I have recently completed my review of the long-range nuclear delivery
forces and their essociated support for FY 1965-FY 1959. The progrem recom-
mended will form the besis for the preparation of the FY 1965 Budget. This
memorendur surmarizes the main factors I have taken into consigeration in
determining United States reguirements for these forces.

I belicve we should adopt, for plenning purposes, the force structure
sumerized in the table on page two. Vhere they differ from my recom-
mendations, the forces proposed by the Air Force are shown beneath mine in
parentheses. In particuler, I recommend:

1. Approval, in FY 1965, of an incresse in the totel Minuteman
force level of 50 missiles (to 1,000), at a total procurement costi of
$250 million, of which $167 million will be-funded in FY 1965.

2. Retrofit of LOO of the B0D missiles in the first five Minute-
man Wings with the Irproved Minutemen at a total prccurement cost of $279
million of which $130 million will be funded in FY'65.

3. Approvael of en extensive ICEM reliability improvement Trograwn
965 cost of $115 million. The eventuel costs will depend on the extent
program. They ere now estimeted to be sbout $537 million over FY 1955~

4. Phasing out of 27 Atlas "D" ICEM's in FY 1965 insteasd of FY 1968,
shasing out 27 Atlas "EY ICEM's in FY 1967, and phasing out 5k Titan I ICEM's
in FY 1668, for a total estimated savings of $20% million over FY 1965-69.

5. Retrofit of the five A-1 Polzris boats with A-3 miesiles. Dis-
srrrovel of the prcposed retrofit of the thirteen A-2 boats with A-3 missiles,
for a FY 1965-69 saving of $425 million, of which $110 million is realized
in FY 1965,

6. Disapprovel of the recormmendetion of the Chief of Staff of the

7. Diszpprovel of the recormencation of the Chief of Staff of the
Lir Force for expenditure in FY'65 of $78 million on development of a new
renned strategiec bomber.

8. Continuation of & releted clessified progren discussed in &
separete enclosed memorandim.

In eddition, I recormend provisicn in the FY 1965 Budget for: studies
of zlternative edvenced manned stretegic eircraft; continuation of conceptual
studies leading to en advanced ICEM system end an advanced sea-pased deter-
rent system; end continuetion of the development of the MREM, which will be
¢iscussed in my memorandum on Regaszckesnsd Develcopmant— :
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... The forces proposed 'by;
- Recommended Forces, _a.re shown in perentheses
The Milti-Lateral Force (MLF) 1s still: ‘under discussi

io
} Assigr:ment of nuclear Weapons of the. U.K:, France, or a "Mul‘bi—La‘beral 'Force; "
4 " to FATC in ‘accordance . with the terms of the Nasse.u Pac*‘ “mEY lead 1o adjust-
" ments in the U. S. force structure. 753.-,-7-: Vx ek P 5
'Bombers have, ﬂexibility in the choice of gravi
P ses of” th:Ls table ;. a.veragg; plenned loadings’ of 1. 5 wea.po
for the’ "B LT 7303 eapons and) . ML for the B-52's, and 3 Weapons ana\
£or the B-58's’ “afe” assumed.” Het bning in FY 1962, 50% of. the B-52's, ;
_Polaris ; and, 854 of the ICEM's on ‘operational launchers are "aspumed, £o be'io
““alert or on-station. A.:1 agditional 12% of "the Po would, be- in-

N transi‘b to pa',.a;@




The ectimated total etligaticney evthorlitly reguired to procure end cperate
these forces is shown in the follmwing table.

TOTAT OBLIMATIONAL AUTHORTIY 32 FISCAL YEAR e/

f: {Billicns of Dollars)
-~ 1965-
1962 1963 19%h 1965 1956 1967 1958 1969 1969
Prev ipproved 9.1 8.53 7T.29 5.07 k32 3.59 3.3 2.99 19.27
SecIef Recom. . 7.53 5.3% k.35 3.81 3.16 2.76 19.L2
Zenk¥ Propised T.52 6.09 5.3 3,80 3.2k 2.79 &a.27
¢/sk? Froposed 25.12

Tne Strategic Retaliatcory Forzes I am recogmending ere considered to be
edzqiste by the Chalrmewn, Toint Chiefs of Steff; the Chief of Steff, U.S. A=y,
tre Cnief of Favel Operations, ené the Commandent of the Marine Corpe. Tbe
resuits of their review of oy recomended forces were cummarized as follows:

%8, Recognizing that, in the time freme considered, it is pot possible
to essure the limiting of éemege, in loss of 1ife, to the United
Stetes to & level belov the criterion suggested by the Secretary
of Defense; we cousider that:

ve. A vitel first cbjestive to be met in full by our streteglc
puciear forces should e the sssured capability of destroylng
singly, or in combination, the Soviet Union end the Communist
gpetelilites in Eurcpe &€ pational societies. In coxbinstion
with theastre nucleer forces; they should be eble to impose
edequate punishment on Red Chine for nuclear or ponnuclear

eggressicn.

"p., Furtber, we should meintain the capability of conducting
composite strikes, dividing our effort between urben/
jpdustrisl and military targete according to the circum-
stences of pre-emption Or retaiiastion. While always
pssuring thet the ohjectlve 1n (&) sbove is fully setis-
£ied, we should provide for counter-force effort upito
the point at which furiher weight of effort cesges to
be repunerative or produce significent edded demege-

1{miting results. These weapons would be used, in cese

of reteliastion, to desiroy Soviet weaponé not yet lsunched

from known lecations egainst the Unlted Stetes, or in case

of pre-expiion, tc provide 8 ~irgt strike option of
ressoneble size ageinst the Soviet military tergets.

-_‘m————-—"—,__-—

(:, g/  These end =11 other cost esiimetes in this wemorandum (X2 preliminery,

ani ere subject to further refipepent, Toe figures fcr Geperel LeMar's
proposael exclude the cost of & new manned strategic b nber.
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_ would be approximately $10,064 million, as OppoOse

one on a high state of

" gestroyed.: : 0 CE A s

" that this center could not be justified at this time.

4106 willion, be

"g, It 1s our view that the strategic force structuré.géf'fgfth‘_.d 2
in your draft memorandum for the Presigent provides Aappl_‘_t‘:)}ir_li__ate_ly
fo;“tpe_foregoing 9?359¥1F¢5}"&:;--- AU R

-
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ends'l,9SO'Minutemen_by;l969 and procurement .
of en edditional 355 Eound Dog missiles, enough to equip the entire B-52 force.’ LT
The 1965-1959 qost.of_theiMinutemﬂn progren proposed by the Chief of Steff, USAF, .-
d to about $4,757 million for wmy
recommended program. . The additionsl Hound IOg procurement would cost approxiiii.
metely. $388.5 million.’ Tois proposel was mot included in "the progrem submission’ -
of the Secretary ofﬁ@he_ﬁir]Fcrce}; R T TeEn e T

fﬁiﬁﬁiégghe.§bJ¢Ctive_o£ha force of 1,200 Minutemen mwissiles by end-FY 1969,%.

I em recommending an increase in the force 1evel of only 50 missiles in the A

FY 1955 Budget, instead of the 200 previously planned, for" several reesons.’

First, tbere_has'beeﬁ'sbﬂe‘redﬁbtioﬁ'in the Soviet ICEM force projected for =
ighed 6 July 1562, estimated 300-600 Joper - %

the late 1960's. . NIE 11-8-62, publ

ational ICEM launchers. in _t_ﬁi_c_i;l9_6T:."'j_'iThe_.ra.nge'is now_estimated To be 335-525 1%
Second, an FY 1965 1ncremént;o£_59:é;ssiles'shou;d_redﬁcgfthe”risks'd_ extensive
modification which can arise from, difficulties af{scovered in the: Tmproved. . i
Minuteman development éjclé”éhd'pefmiﬁéig'mbfé’drdérlj'deplbyﬁent"bchédﬁlé;
Moreover, because of the reliebility improvement programn, plus a $368 million
cost overrun for FY 1963 and FY 196}, end other cost increases, the total-:%
obligationel authority required in FY 1965 for Minuteman is nov {ncreased il
by $274.8 million over the emount previously approved.  Finally, the over-all.. -
force effectiveness of the recompended force of 400 basiec and SQQ_ImprdvedV;:b7‘”if
Minutemen, is greater then that echievable with the previously epproved oo o
force level of 800 basic and 500 Improved Minuteman missiles. In terms of:
target destruction qapabilitié55 the recommended force provi@ps‘30-h0 per
cent greatér'effgqtiyepégs“ihan the previously approved‘iqrge}’”“ ey

' pe Gndes. of Staff, USAF, recoms

er g,
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éﬁﬁéﬁd-%ﬁé%:%é;Eéﬁtinﬁgmdéﬁelopméﬁtsgﬁd procurement of .the:
which includes'lT‘K311353_airborne
ations relay. sircraft.’ This .system -

Bk i :
Post-Attack Command and Control System,
‘command posts end 36 B-UT airborne copmunic

permits the maintenance of ore SAC command post in the air at all times, plus’ ;
alert at each of the SAC elternate headquarters. - These.:.--

trol the SAC force, including Jaunching of the -
‘that its. Launch Control Centers have been

_aircraft can launch and con
Tmproved Minuteman in the event

Cniefs of Steff and General

T have cencelled plans for ike construction of a Deep Underground Eead- !
quarters for SAC. " Wnile there is a requirement for an increase in the = v L
survivable command and'coptrolfcapabilityjfo; SAC, & re-exemination of the’:.
operational consideretions and associated costs have led me,to conclude it
' : T recommend the®

approved for FY.1965 through FX 1968; totalling
d,frgm:thgﬁp;QQr?g Lo e

‘ipe funding previously
" delete
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The following section describes in greater detail the basis for my
recozmendations. I shell review first our stretegic objectives, the
Soviet Bloc nuclear threat, our target destruction capabilities, and
general nuclesr war outcomes. 1 shall outline in more detail in
Appendix I, pages 24-29 the key decisions to be ma2de this year.

II. Generzl Basis for Force Level Focommendations

General Nuclear War (Ubjectives

The objectives for our Strategic Nusleer Forces can be summarized
under three distincet headings. Toese objectiives provide gquantitative
tests of the aceguacy of our posture.

"Acsured Destruction” of the Soviet Union

An essentisl test of the adeguscy of our posture is our ebility to

destray. efter a well planned and executed Soviet surprise ettack on our
tretegic Nuclear Forces, the Soviel government and military conurole,

plus e lerge percentege cf their peoulation end economy (e.g. 30% of their
population, 50% of their industrial cepacity, end 150 of their cities).

The puwrpose of such & cepabliity is to give us & high degree of confidence
that, under ell foreseesble conditions, we can deter & calculated deliberate
Soviet nucliear attack. The calculaticns made to test this a&biliiy are our
best estimstes of the reswlis of possible Scviet celculetions of what we
could do to them in retsiistion..if they were to atitack us. This ecalculastion
of the éffectiveness cf the U.S., forces is not & reflection of our acutal
targeting doctrine in the event deterrence fails. I will call this
objective "Assured Destruction.”

"Demsge-Limiting” Forces

Beyond the force reguired to meet the test of "Assured Destruction,”
adgitionel forces msy be justified if they couwld further reduce the damage
to the U.S. in the event cof & Scviet atteck by arn amount sufficient to
justify their asdded costs. Such forces mignht help vo 1imit the damage o0
the United States bot:k by destroyinz some of the Scoviet nuclear delivery
systems, and by disrupiting the coordination of the rest, thereby easing
the task for our defensive forces.

A2 "Puil First-Strike Cepzbility

Tne most arbitious Form of the "Camzge-Limiting’objective is =
fPull First-Strike Capability" which js definecd as a force so large and
so0 effective, in relation to that of {he Soviel Union, that we would be
able by & first-strike to reduce Soviet retalistory power to the point
at which it could not cause severe cdamege to U.S. population ané industry.
{Contd)



A "Pull First-Strike Capebility"(Contd)

0f course, eny force designed for npseured Destruciion” end "Pamage -Limiting"
capebilities will {nevitably have in it some first-strike capability. But

vhat ie at issue is whether our forces should be augmented beyond this in en
attezpt to achieve 8 caepability to destroy enough of the Soviet puclear forces
in 2 Tirst-strike that the damege to ourselves and our Allies caused by their

retalgstion could be copsidered acceptiable on s0me reasonable definition of
the term.

Tpe following aneiysis reviews glternative U.S. forces in terms of thelr
aritity to accomplieh these objectives. The conclusions I have reached are
as folilows:

1. Tne forces I emrecoTzmending are clearly adeguate for the objective
o "hesured Imstruction” under any reesoneble gefinition.

2. Tne prospects for "pamege Limiting" by counterforce sttacks may
n~t hold greet promise in the letter part of the 1950's if the Sovieis
narder and disperse their ICBM force and build up their missile submarine
forze as we now expect them to do. I believe that the recommended forces
gecorplish what might reasonebly be eble to be done from this point of view,
end that the extra capability proposed by the Air Force would meke & contri-
tuting o “dezege limiting" too smell to be jusiified in the light of its
extre cost.

3. A "Full First-Strike Capability" does not eppear 1o be feesible
Guring the time period under consideration with the wespon systems pro-
jeztsé for both sides, uniess the Soviets choose to buy strategilc foreces
inet sre both smaller end less well protected than we now expect., In any
cese, 200 or T50 extra Minutemen missiles, as proposed by the Secretary
end Cnief of Steff of the Air Force; resp=ctively, would not significantly
izpz vz the outcore of the war for us. ’

Frejected Sovied Strategic Posture

The following teble summarizes current estimstes of Soviet sirategic
soroes in mid-1967 end 1959, For comperison, estimetes for mid-1957
mede lest yesr are also given. -



——— i
et i e

s e e et et e

. SO\rIET S"‘R.A.TEGIC REIA._.IATORY FORCES AND JEF"‘ SIVE FORCES
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Projected Soviet Stiitegic Posture (Contd)

Although projections of Soviet forces in the lete 1950's ere neces-
sarily sutizct to uncertainties, development and deployment patterns have
made poseitie the identification of some broad trends.

ICXE's enc IREM's

Tre Soviets now appesr to be depioylng ICRM's in both a soft con-
figuratizs with Wwe lsunchers per site end & herd configuration with three
launchers {silos) per site, One additional miesiie is probably eveilable
to eszh acit launcher, but not tcsthe berd launshers, for e refire cape-
bitity. OCur own experience suggests their siio bardness would be ip the
r&asges ..

1955, the Soviet IR/MEEM force will probebly _

levncharR. Cu-Tently e refire cepsbilily for soft launchers 1s svailable,
ané trie force is deployed in e four lsuncher per site configuretion.

The Soviets gre elst rardening some of iheir TREM sites, end woile cur-
rectly velieved dspleyed i e Uwo leuncher per site configuraticn, three
leunchers per .eite is possitie. Tnere {s no evidence to indicate that
follew-0n Eystems &re being developed. However, & mobile deployment of

o nav sysiem is possivle.

Tne Soviets heve under devslopzent a TOO n.zi. submerged-launch
Teitistic miseile Tor their sutmarine force. Pxisting subzarine lsunched
hellisiiz mlesiies nave only & 350 n.mi. renge end +the submerine must
su-fa~e to firs. At present; Soviet submarines carry at most three
beilistic mieziles. Although 1likely, there 1s no evidence thet the Scviets
ere builéing & new cless ol submarine cerrying more missiles. In addition
to barlistic missiles, the Soviets elso Lave & lerge nuzber of suocmerines
{bcih nucleer acd diesel powered) cepedle of launching eruise missiles.

T+ ic believed thet the cruise missiles will be deployed in support of
ant! -shipping werfere; however, ihe possibility that they could be used
egainst lend tergets is not ruled out.



