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The quesl!on of how 
the Un•ted States would employ us stod<ptl~ of nuclear weapons In the event 
ol war w1th the Soviet Umon has been a subJect surrounded by considerable 
mystety, specula\!on, and controversy for more than three decades Dcsp1tc 
ndb1ts of mfonnatiOn provided by Defense Department reports, tesumony 
to Congress. ~nd news leaks, the bas1c pohcy g1.udance, coui'St's o! act•on, 
aod prospectiVe pomls of attack contllmed Ill, rcsp.,.hvely. the Nud~ar 
Weapons Emplorment Pohcy (NUWEI'), Smglc Integrated Opera\!Onal Plan 
(SlOP), and National StrategiC Target Ll~l (NSTL) remamamong the r10t1on's 
most closely guarded secrets Earlier war plans and target lists from as far 
back as the 1940s have been kept classified as well, 11'1 part because they 
prov1de clues to current target selection cntena, strategy. nuclear weapons' 
effects, and mtell•gence sources and methods 

This contmumg dassdicatwn of past and present nuclear plannmg en· 
deavors makes evaluation of recent developments m nuclear strategy d•ff•· 
cult The ongoing controversy over the •mphcat1ons of Pres•dent J•rnrny 
Carter's July 1980 approval of Pres!denhal D~recl!ve 59 proV1des a good 
il\ustrallon Accordmg to officral sources, PD·59 endorsed a "countcrvaJlmg 
strategy" toward the Soviet Umon. destgned to deter the SoVJet leadership 
from startmg a nuclear war by countenng what American strategiC planners 
believe to be the objecbves of current Soviet nuclear doctnrte To con111ncc 
the SoVJets that no use of nuclear weapons, "on any scale of attack and at 
any stage of confl•ct, could lead to VJctoty,'' the counterva!lmg strategy 
mandated mcreased flex•b•bty on war planmng. tndudmg "the controlled use 
of nuclear weapons" 10 hopes of restrammg escalatron, as well as mcreased 

D«utd Al4n Rosmbtr& rJ an rtultptnd~li hJ:Siornm ond dt~ltsr (l)lfSult4111 wlto tS annplttmg d ~ 
Toward Artn'geddon The- foundai,OM of Amtrlc•n Atomic Stratesy 1~-l~~. 111uf •s wmmg 
•l>wg,.pl•y •f Mmmd Arlttgh Burt< 
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d~rt'<:lor ol Op-36, Rear AdmJtal George C Wnghl Moore w.1s a 1930 Naval 
Ac~demy graduate who had spec1al lrammg m ordnance enganeenng and 
had commanded destroyers dunng World War II He provzded a detaded 
report on both the (ormal SAC bfleling and the follow-up queshon and 
answer penod w11h General Curtas E LeMay. tile SAC Commander HIS 
acxount IS notable not only for the subject matter 11 conlams, but for the 
manner m wluch 1! IS presented Lll<e many other naval offrcers mvolved m 
war plannmg and nuclear weapons matters during the early post-war penod, 
Moore was dearly skepltcal regardmg lhe w1sdom o€ SAC's pnonhes and 
plans, as w£>11 as •ts cla1ms about Its capabihbes ' Dcspate thas l:nas, h1s 
rt•countmg ol l!le br~cllng IS careful and accurate No ma1or misstatements 
w~re found m Moore's m~morandum by etlher General LeMay or John Bohn, 
SAC's omCJal hastonan, both of whom recently reviewt.>d at at !he request of 
th1s author • The memorandum contaans det;uled mlormatton about SAC 
w!uch IS pubhcly ava1lab!e nowhere else, sln<:e A1r force war planmng and 
Strategtc Atr Command files from the late 1940s on remam dasslfied 

Th" second documen11s a summary of the findmgs contamed m a Defense 
Department Weapons Systems Evaluation Group (WSEG) report of February 
1955, WSEG 12, "Evaluation of an Atomic Offenstve in Support of the jomt 
StrategiC Capahthhes Plan "• The document IS m the form of a bnelmg by 
Lieutenant General S..muel E Anderson, USAF, the WSEG Director, to the 
)mnt Ch1efs of Stall (JCS) on Apnl 6, 1955 The report liSelf was commis
Sioned by the Jomt Ch1efs m July 1954, m order to assess the probable tmpact 
of the currently planned combined atomrc olfensives agamsl the SoVIet 
Umon, which would be earned out by SAC and the tact.1cal nuclear forces 
allocated to Amencan command~rs m Europe and the Middle East Two 
prevmus studres of aspects of the atomic offenswe had been completed hy 

------------~----·--·-
'l ThE> bottkg.round «>Navy cof'k:t'ms about Aft Force- blon'nc Jtrat~y m'y be found an Paolo E 
Col~tt.~ Tlu Umttfl Stlft(1 Mtv; lftul Ck{tn~t Untfit#IIDn (Newark. Ot:l Un1Vt-1'1ity ot De-f.aw.tre 
Plus, 1981), •nd O•vtd A!an ~~rg. .. Amtrican. Postw.u Alr Doctrine •n.d Otpni.Utlon 
Th< N•vy E><pernmar' "'Alfred f Hurltry &nd Robert<: Ehmort (<dltct), ,.., l'IJOI<r •>td !II•Tfrir~. 
Tht Promdmt• •f tht lth Allllt•'!l H~>toty Spril"''"'"'' 11 S Atr Ftm:t! Aord.my, Ottri>tr !978 (W .. h· 
lnglon. DC Government Printlng Olflcil, 19;19), PI' 245-:17(, 
S l<tl<rs, Go.,.nd Curtis I! LI!May USA!' (R.I )to !he author, OctoiJor :9, 19SG, an6 John T 
Bohn, Cocnmarn! Hlltornon, Str.tegl< A!J Ccmmoncl, to tho author, Aprll2 on<IJuM 25, 1981 
? Tht WSEC 12 bnotlng Is OJ>pondod 10 MemoraJI<Iqm, Colol'l<'l}•met l! MJUor USAF to Vice 
Adml,.l M II Catdn<r, Doputy Chlel of N•v•l 0!"""1loi!J, 0!"""1lono, t1 •I, Subject T .. n. 
""'?! of Romarl<o ol D•rec!Or. WSI!C. to JCS on WSEC R<pon No U, Apnl8, 1955, In fc>ldrt 
At6-to, ''Atomk W•rl'.re OpHJbOA!" Jn the IUII!'S of 1M Stnt~~c PlAns DnrlttCn (new <k:tli" 
na<ed Op-60) for 19~5 Tile paper wu d<dn•!liod by the lotnt Clt..,ft of Sl•fl Do<l .. alficallOn 
Branch Octobc!r lO~ 1980 

l 
I d SAC'S capability to P"netratc 

WSEG m 1950 and t953 The first an•J:rgets the second exammed tbe 
Sovret alf defenses and attack assig~e tnaltargets m the Sov!el bloc '"The 
e><pected results of attacks on fixe'!;~.:~ 11 not only outlmes the antiCipated 
1955 report IS espeetally valuable d s hllherto unavailable lnforrnal!on 
trects of the atomic oflenstves, but proVt e I 

e d 1 re ol u s nuclear targe s fi \ 
on the number an na u d h WSEG 1:l. bnefmg constitute a stgnl •can 

The Moore memorandum an I e The l'tsca! Year 1954 SAC offensive 
sbce of Amencan nuclear plannt~· the same as the Ftscal Year 1956 o!fen· 

descnbed by Moore IS {undamenta y •Ad •round the same set of 
SEC The two were organ•~ ~ 

51ve anal)'%ed by W · onhes and categor~es, desp1te changes m 
nuhtary objectives and targetmg pn . ear Dunng that penod, SAC 
U S nuclear strength m the lnte!'/~n~ng .;,t!lthe phasmg out of prop~Uer
achleved a s•gmlicant mcrease m cdap~Ar ty nment of the (irs! gtant elghi·Jfl 

~" d 6 50 bombers an ""' assig 1 1 nded dnven s ...... an • " The U S nuclear stoclqn e a so expa 
B-S2s to operational squadrons. be f weapons rerna1n classtlred, a 
dramaucally Although the exact numf " rs :.V su<>~>esls thai the SIZE' of the 

d by the Department o ""ne. "' .,., 55 " 
graph release d between July 1953 and July 19 
stockpde approxtmately double me mtereshng evtdence relatmg 

The documents presented her<!lac;:~:~::nsaves which could be mounted 
to stockpile stze. "Both desatbe ~n then-currently available fon:es, weapons, 

1mmedtately If necessary, based 'de a reabstlc gu1de to operattonal 
and del1very systems They thus proVI Ia descnbed b ' Moore 

. f h u The SAA~C:..!o~ll~m!!u~m!)_i~~~=~~~~~;;; 5 capablbues o I at me 
1 

ckptle ol approx1mately 1000 weapon 
ca~mos, sugges mg a so I ss ~se with regard to bomb 
m 1953-1954 The WSEG 12 bnefi~ lsf te ,...:ts mdudm& 615 auUelds aJ)d 

ld Uies a large num..,.r o a . ., ' "' C' e-
n umbers, but ent ' le for multiple stnl<es. Gwen SA s requn 
118 c•tws. whtch wen: su•tab ------

ff -;:1'\dS of Str•lt-gtc Alt Operations .. 

10 The .. wor< WSEG Rep<~rt .r~Jvalu~;:o~::o~ E"::tuollon of th• ~~~:"~:;f ~.~tJ~ 
rompletecll'cl>rUOJ)' slrSO, ~~gainS! F::s lndutlr\01 Targ•to In~~ tvrts !9!UI L f•bru1ry 
1'1,.1 Fl'!l$0 ~loa~•:;'.::;:'y be found, along wllh Endo••;':J,. U~llod Sa.tnloint Ch,.f> ol ro"f.i: ~m (10.'13-~), So< 16~~':,!1~::;,;,•~ ••JCS l'&per>l WS'EG 10 ,.mains 
S~. ~nl croup llS, N&«o"' 11<1",..,« In S<a 4. 1. arul 8, ollbJd til{ Sf"'ltJ"' ""' 
c!uoi!ied but lo ,.{Onod 10 In ..,...opa Slralqlc Air Comm>nd, Dtwf"'"""' 1c Air Com· 
tl OW" of 11\o Hlotor\On, tie~""~ ollh< Hlotorion, H•adquan•n. Straleg 
O...tt•md, 194&-1976 {Om>ha. 944 1971 opperulod to 
maru!, \9761, PI' e-eo Offen>~•• ••d Otl<notv• W•m.,.6s. 1•rch tnl oeveropmcnl 
ll Cnp~. Com'oln~ ~~~ ol O .. s>flcaiiOII, U S Energy R• .. bo .. d on m<asurcm••" 
letter. lohn A Grintn, OctOber 15• 1m Th ... ukulai\On5 .,.. 
A<ltl\lnltlratlon, lo

1 
the .::~.:t th• onglll>l sr&ph 
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Although these code names dated from early 1952, the three ob1ectoves had 
been formally estabhshed by the ICS on August 1950 The DELTA rniSsoon
dostructoon of the SoVIet urban-ondustnal base-had been the focus of u s 
planmng cst1mates and approved war pJans smce 1945 The rL>Iardahon 
obJective was ass1gned to SAC, 10 the absence of any tactrcal nuclear capa· 
btltly, followtng the stgnmg of the North Atlanhc Treaty on 1949 Estomates 
of the weapons needed to blunt ombal SoVIet atomoc capabohty had been 
developed even pnor to the SOVIet atomoc explosoon of 1949 The bluntong 
mossoon was fonnally assogned to SAC on 1950 Because of consoderatlons of 
t11nc urgency, the )CS assogn<>d hoghest pnonty to the bluntong mossoon and 
Sl'cond pnonty to retardation of Sov1et advances mto Western Euras1a 19 

Moore noted on hos memorandum that the SAC officers govong the bneling 
he attended repeatedly poonted out that theor plans were desogned to omple
ment mohtary ObJectives and pnontoes assogned to them by the joint Choefs 
Ncvt>rtheless the SAC planners exerosed cons1derable d1screhon an Inter· 
pretong that guodance Accondong to Moore, SAC had prepared lis own 
nuclear annex (SAC-NNEX) whoch went "well beyond" the targ<>t lost as
sogned by the )CS The SAC target lost oncluded 1700 Desognated Ground 
Zeros (DGZs), oncludtng 409 aorloelds 

The SAC optomum plan also gave less attentoon to retardation than the 
Joont Choefs may have ontended The great bulk of the planned offensove was 
ontended for a combonatoon of DELTA and BRAVO targets, woth the fanner 
outnumbenng the latter In fact, General LeMay had never belteved that 
SAC forces should be utolozed for attacks on battlefield targets From 1949 
on, the retardahon targets odentofied for attack by the strategoc a~r offensove 
were apparently pnmanly fixed ondustnal soles such as petroleum refinenes 
on Eastern Europe whtch could be used to fuel Sovtet motonzed forces 
LeMay thus dod not ObJect when responsob~oty for retardation was progres
sovely transferred to the Amencan tactocal nuclear forces assigned to NATO 
begonnong on 1952, although SAC contmued to claom a role m tmplemenlong 
the retardation ob1echve through 1956, on order to maxtmoze its allocation of 
nuclear weapons :zo 

J9 lbrd . lor • dl"SO'Ipt1on of r•rl~r .aromrc w.ar pl•nnlng, sn Dnul Abn Rose-nberg. ''Amrnan 
:9•~').·~;''~l~ Jllnd th~ Hydrogt"n Bomb Dtt1s•on," JounraJ of A.nrrnotll H1story Vol 66 (June 

20 ~mmer Tlrr A.~r Foret and Sualtgrc: Dtlrrrtncr, pp 55-56, Robert Fnnk Futrell,tdms, Co11rrpls 
Doctn•rr. A. Hrslory of B1s1C Ttrintmt 111 lht US A.r forcr, 1904-1964 (MaJr.wrll F~/d, Ala' 

l 

I 
A Smokmx Radoatm.~ Rum In 

The most sJgntfiCclnt aspect of the SAC optimum plan IS the way m whiCh 
operational consoderatoons blurred the doshnctoons between dofferent types 
of targets The optomum plan descnbed by Moore was desogned to maxomoze 
the efficoency and effectiveness of the nuclear offensove, and to reduce U 5 
losses to a monomum The best way to achoeve thos, SAC planners beheved, 
was to stroke the entire target lost on a songle massove blow, thus enablong all 
the bombers to enter and leave Sovoet aor space as rapodly as possoble Tht> 

lan called for an ontensove, toghtly coordonated operation whoch would, on 
~aore's words, leave the Sovtel Unoon "a smoktng, radlattng rum at the end 
of two hours" The rationale for thos approach os descnbed on an offocoal A or 
Force hostory, whoch deals woth SAC plans of the late 1950s, but os equally 

apphcable hero 
Such an all-out attack would provode the largest degree of protection to SAC 
crews By a predommant use of Jarge nuclear weapons, moreover, ont! crew 
could be counted upon to destroy many ondovodual targets woth songle weap
ons thus achtevong a "bonus effect" that was thought to be quote tmportant 
on ,/1ew of the many targets requonng destruction and the hmoted soze of the 
Strategoc Aor Command 21 

Thus whole 1t was possoble to separate out BRAVO and DELTA ob1ectoves 
on war plans and strategoc analyses, these dostmctoons all but dosappeared at 
the operatoonallevel II ondlvodual weapons were to be used agaonst multiple 
targets. and 1£ the entire offens1ve was to be delivered wtthtn a matter of 
hours, the nme pnonty assogned by the JCS to bluntong and retardatoon, as 
well as the dofferenttatoon between classes of targets, became somewhat or
relevant The aor olfensove was essentoally homogenozed by what Moore 
descnbed as SAC's "bomb as you go" system 

11 was the JSCP nuclear annex, not SAC's operatoonal plan. whoch was the 
subJeCt of the WSEG 12 analysts Under assognment from the JCS, WSEG 
utthzed a refined and restated versoon of the BRAVO, ROMEO, and DELTA 
m15s1ons The goal of the atomtc offenstves, the JCS stated, was to support 
ground, sea, and atr operations to achteve the followong spealic obJechves 

A~tros ~ Studrrs Institute, 1971}, pp 278, 390 By the end o( 1954, then!' wen!' over300 nudr•;
opabf: tactical 1ir weapons systems In lhe US Air Forces In Europeo. more;~~ e;~~h h~ 
deliver the 175 weapons allocated to European defenR In WSEG 12 Thtte Inc · 1S 
bombers f-84 fighter·bomben. and 114 M.lltador mlss•lrs Staff Sergeant M1rtln E fame~, 
H11ror1CIIi H•slrfr~lltf, Untltd Sl41n A1t Form 1n £1m111t 19-45-1979 (Offici:' or History. US A r 
Forcr1 m Europt>. November 1980), pp 34 
21 Fut~ll. il11d pp 551-552 
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11UimC \vt~apons, no mon.? spec1f1c guadance was provided to war planner u 
The E1s~nhower AdmtmstratJOn was similarly vague about cntena for w~ 
,,nd w'hether the nation's atom1c arsenal would be employed The pohcy :~ 
massl\c retahatJon Ia ad out m the October 1953 national secunty pohcy paper 
NSC 162/2, and 1n Secretary of State John Foster Dulles' famous speech of 
january 1954, left open the question of what Sov1et act1ons would bnn 
<tbout a nucle.n response g 

The 1953 "New Look" at Amencan m1htary strength was predicated on 
the propos111on that the U S could substantially reduce the SIZe of 1ts con
vt•ntJonal m1htotry forces by platmg pnmary rehance on nuclear weapons m 
the event of war But lh1s propos11l0n was not exphc1t1y mcluded m formal 
~latemcnts of nat1onal sccunty pohcy for several years Followmg an exten· 
m·e dt•b.Hc Wllhm the JCS over the WISdom and necess1ty ol plannmg for 
conventional as well as nuclear strateg1es an general war, Pres1dent E1sen· 
hower ruled m February 1956 that m the event of a confl1ct where Sov1et 
forces attacked e1ther the Umted States or U S forces, there was no doubt 
that the Umted States would usc atom1c weapons 26 Th1s was reflected m a 
rev1s1on of the approved Basic NatiOnal Secunty Pohcy (BNSP) for that year 
whtch now stated, 

that II IS the pohcy or the Umted Stales to Integrate atomic weapons Wllh 
other weapons m the arsenal of the Umted States, that atomrc weapons wdJ 
be used In general war and m ml11tary operations short of general war as 
a.uthoozed by the Presldent, and that such authonzat1on as may be giVen m 
odvance will be determmed by the Pres1denl " 

SJgJllfJcantly, the concept of "prevenhve" war was reJected m the new BNSP, 
11s 11 had been m all prev10us ones smcc 1954, but the quesr10n of prt•empflon 

25 Truman AdmmJ5Ir.iollon pohcy Jdlons on lhe poss1hle u~ of nudrar weapons uc brst 
summanzed In Memorandum, EvereU Cleason to the Presadent, October 23, 1952, wath June 
11. 1952. study appende-d, NSC-Atom1c Weapons-ProceodurM for Use Folder, and Memoran 
dum, James S l..ty, Jr • to the Pres1dent, Septrm~r 10, 1952 (approwd by thr President the 
same dolle) wuh pape-r "Agreed Concepts Regardang Atomac Weapons" appended, 1n NSC
Atom'c Weapon.s-Agrrtd Conc·epl$ foldf't, both In NSC AtomJc Fde, Pr~sldl!nl's Srcretary'J 
rLle, Harry s Trum~~n Labrary 
26 The JCS dehberattons arc extenJavely documented in the CJCS (381 M11Ua Strate and 
Posture) folders for 195$-1956 m lhe "Ch.auman's File" of Admiral Arthur w .gdford ~ d 1 
JCS 2143/56. Apnll2. 1956, and Det:JSIOn on, Apnl 17, 1956, and substquent papers m ccS 38~ 
(I 1 -29-...49) Sec 30, both JCS Papers Eisenhower's deaSJon 15 nored 1n Lemmer, Tilt Atr Furcr 
aurl Stratt~IC Dtttrrruc:r, pp 26-27 
27 Th1s stalement JS cx:ctsed from the dccl.aS5J.Iird vrmon of NSC S602Jl M.Jrch 15 1956 
NSC P.apcrs F1le, MMB, but •I 15 con tamed, tn lhas form, 1n JCS 2143/56, ,b;d ' ' m 

was not addressed lB The d1shnchon between the two concepls was well 
understood by ml11tary planners, as reflected an the LeMay comment on 
preventive war c1ted above PreventiVe war IS waged 111 the behef that war 

15 mev1table, although not 1mmment, and that del.1y \-\•ouJd bL' a disadvan
tage Preemptaon occurs m the expectatiOn of an 1mmment enemy attack 
Under Etsenhowcr as under Truman the deCISion as to whether a preemptavc 
first stnke wa. called lor was left ent~r~ly to the Pres1dent 

President E1senhower had never doubted that usc of nuclear weapons 
would be appropnate m the event of general war w1th the SovJet Umon In 
a June 1954 NSC mcetmg, he stated that the U S could "under no meum· 
stances hold back punchos because of some fel'img that total VICtory 
m1ght bnng greater problems th,ln 1f v1ctory wen.• obt,1mL•d through hm1ted 
war " 2,. He was certamly aware or the bluntmg obJt'ctlve asstgned to the 
atomic au offens1ve, as well as the operational consaderatlons wh1ch made 
1t des1rabJe to p)an for a stngl~ mass1ve stnke ltl He was furthermore awi!.re, 
as staled m the strateg1c cst1mate of the 1956 BNSP, that the lime was 
apparently approachmg when the U 5 would have the ablhty to dehver n 
"deCISIVe" nuclear slnke against the Sov1et Umon ono which would reqUJre 
only a matter of hours or days to complete, and whtch would essent~ally 
ehmmate Sov1el ab1hty to stnke back, or reduce CIVIl, pohllcal, and SOCial hfe 
m the Sov1et Unaon to "a cond1hon of chaos " 31 Nevertheless, E1senhower 
may never have considered preemption a senous pohcy opt1on He noted In 

h1s d1ary m january 1956 that there would be seemmgly msunnountable 
problems assoCiated w1th launchmg a surpnse preemptive attack agamsl the 
Sov1el Umon, even 1f such an attack seemed nect'ssary to prevrnt totally 
unacceptable levels of damage to the Unated States Such an attack, hl' wrote, 

wou\d be not only aga\nst our trad1t1ons, buill would appear to be ImpoSSible 
unless the Congress would meet m a htghly secret sess10n and vote a dcc
larallon of war which would be Implemented before the session was temu
nated It would appear 1mposs1ble that any such thmg would occur " 

---------- ·-- ----- --·-
28 NSC 5602/1, Much 15, 1956, poragroph 17, NSC 550t.)onuol)' 6, 1955, pmgroph 35. NSC 
5440/1, Deamb(or 28, 195-C, par•gr.aph lS. •II In NSC P.aprrs file MMB 
29 Richard NJXon, RN, ntt Mtmol,., of Rtdund Nu:etn {N Y Grosset & Dunlap, 1978), pp 376-
377 
30 Samuel F W~lls, Jr , 'The Orlglnl of Mass1Yt Relallatlon/' Pofthcal Samet Quarttrly, Vol 
%, (Spring \981\. p 39, Witham Brags Ewald,lr, El"t'lllrllll'l'r lltr Prrc1d~rt, Cruc1nl lMV'. 1951-
1960 (Englewood CIIHs, N I rrentrn' Hall, 1~1}. pp 96 
31 NSC 560211, M,uc:h 15. IYS6. NSC Papen Frlc, MMD 
32 Robert E Ferrell (rd1for) Tllf' ElNIII,ttl'l."' D14nl'c (NY W W Nortun, 1981), pp 311-312 
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frtllll o,. >6C I 
T<> Op-36' 
I'm Op-36/l' 

Document One ML'mOrtlttdtmr 
Op-36C/Jm 
18 Marclt 1954 

Sub1 Br~cfiug 81t•en to tile repr.sl'ntatrws of all servrc-s al SAC HMdqrtnrlrrs, 
Offutt Arr Force Base, Omaha, on 15 March, 1954 

I On 15 March SAC g•vc 
,, brodmg understood to be the s.>mc one s•ven to the new JCS last July. to al>out 30 
ofl•ccrs of all Scrv•ces. rndudrng several from OI'NA V • The brrcfing lasted from 0830 
t>nlll about1500 It was gn~en by MAJGEN A I Old, the Drrector of SAC Operations 
General LeMoy. COMSAC, conducted a question-and-answer penod for about 30 
m1nuttts ,at thL• end 

2 Ttw hr•dmg was done 1n 21n cxccUenl and skrllfuJ manner ut1h:ung many cho1rts. 
i.h\\~r.:\ms, pmj<:C~ur shdcs, t'tc The- rap\dtty wtth whlth lt was gwen made tt d•ffu::uh 
hl 111kt.1 more than htghhght noteS The gua o( thest' follows. LHHng the s.-unl• brc.lk~ 
dm, n of nHlJnr topu:s tlS was U$("d by Gcncr'l Old 

/ln,•smtmd 
Tht• (uo;t 'iltr.lh~s•c a1r rTllSSion was cunducted an August 1942 when a group of R~J7s 
<;orttcd {rom U K to attack targets m France 

The f1rst n-29 stratcg1c atr mtsston occurred on the same day Guam was mvaded 
and CMSIStcd or 50 B-20s attackmg J•pan from b<>ses rn Ind .. 

Rrsume of World Wnr II 
Dunng 49 month~ of World War JJ 22,(00 bombers were lost m stratcg1c au attacks 
,1gamst Cormany (10.000 U S and 12,000 RAf) Stmrlarly dunng a 14-month penod 
485 B-29s were lost rn slrategrc ••r attacks agarnsl Japan 

Tho above data were rntendod to mdtcate the ll"'at drflel't'nce betw<'<'n the scale ol 
strategic lllr warfare .agamst Germany as compared w1th Japan m World W<'!r U 

lvfiSSI0/1 

Gcnoral Old showed a chart hshng the BRAVO, ROMEO, and DELTA ob1echves and 
,t,1fcd that rho JCS had established these as havrng pnonty rn that order He sl>led 
that although SAC has been "assrgned" only a certarn number of targets by the JCS 
the<r plannn'g has go..e well beyond !hiS number A cun~nt plan, 1nd1cat•d on a 
.hort .s SAC-NNEX, covers up to 1700 DGZs wh~eh rncludes 409 arr (jelds Gcntr.tl 

rht' two documents preseoted here are quoted In tht'ir entirety. with minor ed1tona1 changes 
na.de for the sa\:.e of c:onststency Sequentta1 number of paragraphs In Doc:urnrnt Two has bren 
felctcd 

Capfam Wilham B Moore USN. Exll'cutiw Assistant to lhe Dlt'fftar of Op-36, the Atomic 
nergy OlviS~on, Olficc! o( tM Chief of Navaf O~r•ttons 

• Rear Admuat George C Wnght USN, Oir«lor o( Op-36 

~ i~~~:;~c~~~~7 .~~~:! ~!NOr~!:?'teO:~~ :~ ~~!1 Optralions 
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Old siMI!<! thai SAC 1s not much concerned ovor curront nr pmsp«l""' !CS •il<'catton• 
of weapons "because we kno\v we wd1 get tht' w~;·arons when tht' ~~~ rutgt." or 
words to that rfrcct He stresst"d, however, that th..:tr pumary cor\Ci!'rn 1s • Wl1ttt ttrt• 
thru ''""''""' which they .. p«l to be allocated' .. That "· rn what sues ant! th•y 
located so that SAC can plan hrs prck-up schedule'S accordmgly This aspect of SAC's 
philosophy, rndrffercnce to JCS allocallons, was repeated later by G•noral LeMar 

Orgammlum 
Charts flrrr•'<~ by qurckly wh•ch shuwod tnat the SAC "'"'"'' 11f 3 .. Arr For<t'S · rn 
the Un~ted States as follows Socond Air Furco i-.1wd at Borhdolo AfB, LouiSIOna, 
Erghth Arr Force ot Car<well AFB, Fort w,uth. and FrftL-I!nlh Air Forco at Man.h AFB, 
R.IVt>rdale. Cah(otnJa SAC has 5 dcrul\' Comm.'lnd .. •rl!i U\'t.•f"''t.•l'lll'\ di."i1~natcd a"i rollllW" 

X-R•y-O.,puty CommonMr f,u E.1't 

VICtOr-Deputy Commander Alaska 
Yok...-Deputy Commander French Morocco 
Zebra-Deputy Commander U K 
Oboe-Deputy Comrnandrr Northeast 

Yoke and Zebra ore mtcndcd for the support of 5ACEUR (A NATO commn!\dcr) 
Other untls ovc.-,('as w~rt' sttown, huwC"vcr I dtd Ot\t Mvl.' tu11e In take! any notd 

onth..e 

RLsources 

AI!!CMFT 
SAC now cons<sts of 

-5 Heavy bomber wing• (30 ll·36ll per w1ng) 
-13 Mcdrum bomber wrngs (all composed of 45 B-47s per wrng. except one wrng of 

B-29s) 
--1 Wrngs of heavy strateg•< ti!COnnalssance B·36s 
-2 Wings of medrum !lrateglc rcct~nnalsoanr. 8-47s 
-14 Wings of aircraft rt'fuebng tankor planes (42 squadrons) ' 
-5 Strategic fighter wings, 
-and a couple of more types 

As of 15 March SAC consisted of 2,131 combat planes of which 835 ant! bombers, 
315 l'('(Onnalssanc~. 540 tankers, 3251ighters, 50 strategrc support, 35 alr·11'5CUe and 
1 few oth•rs Of the total of 2,131 planes 2,095 were "combat capable" on 15 March • 

5 A naval olftcer In Op-30. tho Stralt!llc Plans Otvtslon. romm•nrrd on thl• Rgu .. with thrH 
.. di!Nitlon points (Ill) In pond! on tho onclnot docum•nr 
6 1 hn T Bohn Command Historian ol SAC, notrd thor thl• dall Is not bom• out by RAu"'s 
In SAC m .. In l~lt .... to Oavld " P._...,.,., "P"' 2, and June 25, 191!1 A'l"'fdlng 10 7•1· 
opmmt of Sl,.lf!IC Arr c ... moud l!H6-l976. pp :\11, 0, SAC a>ntalncd tho lollowl"!! alm-o rln 
o.c.mbor 1953 1 a30 tolal.lndudlng 762 bombo" (1~5 B·:IM. 32'1 1147• 133 B·SO., 110 B 29>), 

.. 



rt•mmed from the1r commands because of thear poor leadersh1p quahhcs revealed by 
th1s unusu"l tl'SI 

RASES 

SAC now h,,s 31 operation"! and stagmg bases for 2.005 a1rcraft m the u 5 and 
m cr~£'as In 1950 SAC had 18 such bases for 850 aucraft The ultimate plan IS to have 
om· ht>d\1.' bomber wmg per opl'rilfJOnal base, or two med1um wmg~ 1 d1d not get 
tht.• brl•akdown between opcrallonal and stagmg brtscs Later Genc.•ral Ll•May re
m.ukc.•d that he.• Will be h<\pp1er \\hen he has ,, few more b.1ses ,. 

COMMUNICATIONS 

SAC has an elaborate teletype system b~· wh1ch dar~ct commun1call(.)n to many places 
1" po._c;,l,-1\c Ry relay over network" or other agennt.•s sllll mor~ of h1s outposts can be 
rt'.1l ht.•d The Cmumumct11tum Control Ct.'nlc.•r as m tht.• b.1:.cmc.•nt of lht.• bu11d1ng 

10 
\\ hKh \\C Wt.•rt.• bnd<"d Pn addltron SAC usc.':. lhc RCA tdt.·phnln system by wh1ch 
riCturcs can be flashed to Omaha verv qu1ckly darcctly from U K • Japan, Guam, and 
North Alr1ca Secunty for th1s CirCUit as under de\clopment It as prcsumf:!d these are 
Intended pnm.1nly for mtelhg~nce purposes A sample of such a pacturc transm1ttcd 
•n CJUI!e ,, c;hort hm(' was very clc<H 

Capablill~rs 

RANCE 

Consaderable data on combat ranges were presented General Old remarked that the 
A1r Force w1ll be delighted when 1et tankers are a\•a1lable so that heavy bombers w1H 
not have to slow and come down to lower a1t1tudes to take a dnnk Thrs, of course, 
cuts dO\\ n thc1r overall range Je-t tankers wall be requued to refuel8-52s due to thelf 
h1gh speed The1r range wdl be mcreased 1,000 m1les w1th one refueling or 2,500 
rmll"!'i \\'lth 2 refuehngs when the fueling as done at 30,000 feel Oes1gns of 1et tankers 
M<' berng developed •o 

ln-fl1ght refueling of all plane types as now a rouhne and easy operahon, day or 
n1ght SAC now makes a wet hook-up every 5 mmutes some place m the world Wet 
hook-ups are 99 percent suClessful Refuehng a-s usually done at 18-20,000 feet at 600 
gallons per mmute 

MOBILITY 

General Old stressed that the performance of the B-47 is not hm1ted by the plane 
1tsef( but by the crew's endurance Vanous studJes arP gorng on to detennlne JUSt how 
much the crews can stand and also how their profiCiency m bombing, naVlgaUon, 
etc falls off after prolonged operahon S1mdar stud1es are conducted for the crews 
of othor SAC types Examples of a few long-range mass fl1ghts of SAC planes were 
cued ancludmg the famous round-the-world n1ght by the B-50 "Lucky t...ady," whach 

9 AC'cord•ng to 1brd , p 38, there were 29 achve C'Ontlnrntal U S bases end 10 IC'tlveo overst"aS 
bases (m North Afr~ca, Puerto R1co, and England) avatlable to SAC In December 1953 
:l?rd :~ l1rst KC-135 Jet tanker (a converted Boeing 707) wu dehvrl'f'd to SAC In June 1957 
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passed over Washington at the height of the 8-36 controversy Later General LeMay 
remarked that SAC can go anywhere in the world and h1t any target des•gnated by 
the JCS" 

NAVIGATION 

SAC bombers use the "K" system which apparentl}' is quate wonderful and rehable 
General Old d1d not elaborate on just what thiS system Is and I hope to fond out 
more about It Apparently 1t Is tied In with the bombing oqu1pment Itself and actually 
releases the bomb at the proper moment wtthout the touch of human hands General 
Old stated that SAC can "bomb within 2 percent of the diStan~ run bhnd (I presume 
this means b\• dead reckoning) by the 'Sharkey' system " A question was asked as 
to how the fii;.httrs navigate wh('n they are not a.ccompanyrng larger planes He said 
the-y uc;c a \'ery rapad system of cclesual nav1~atlon for which pr~-comput~d data 1~ 
prov1dl!d for each fl•ght 

BOMBING ACCURACY 

General Old stated that 1f the target can be &t.~m thcar bpmblng errors will be 800-100 
feet less than If radar bombmg has to be used The current CEPs tCucular Error 
Probablo, tho rod1uS w1th1n which SO percent of all bombs dropped will fall] lor all 
bomber crews using Simulated radar bombing from 25,000 f~t liS lndustnal targets 
IS about 1,400 feet For Vtsual bombing this drops to 600 feet Tests were run on their 
Lead and Select crews only to see how much better they were than the average The 
measurements of 202 Simulated drops from 25,000 It gave an average CEP of 1,390 
feet for radar bombtng and 352 feet lor visual It IS presumed that these tests were 
conducted us1ng the RBS ground equipment previously m('ntloned 

SAC's "radar prod1chon technique" was descnbed a! some length Th1s consists of 
makmg "plates" using old mtelhgence data on Russ1an targets These plates consist 
of square p1eas of dear Judie about one·quarter Inch thick on which have been 
etched, or buUt up with a metallic substance, outhnes and solid block·tn areas ol 
topographical features by technicians In such a manner that when th1s plate is viewed 
m a spc:oclal tra•n•ng dev1ce It shows up c:oxactly as would th(' radar scope of a bomber 
flytng over the actual target ThiS technique has been developed to a fine art, largely 
by usmg <tid data on U.S dtles to prepare such plates and then check•ng them with 
pactures of the radar scope of the actual c111es today In other words, takes, nv"rs, 
ccc never change, lnduslnal areas do not move but nonnally lust c:hange size and 
shape shghtly SAC has prepared ouch plates for 90 percent of the "assigned Russian 
targets" It was Ulustrated how these plates can be used to establish ••ofrset aamlng 
points •• In this system some prominent point on the plate such as a bend in a river 
or other easily ldenhfoable point within 10 miles of the DGZ. IS selected as the actual 

11 The flight of the 6-SOA ''Lucky Udy II," the fint .,on•stop, elr-refueltd, nr\11 dn:umna
vigarion of the slot» ocrumd briWftn F~bruary 26 and t.hrch 2, 1949 The 23,452 mile ntght 
took 94 hours JamH N Eotmen, Jr, ''Filz,ht of the Lucky Udy II," At,.,_p«t HrJIDmn, 16, 
(Winter 1969}, 9-11, 33-35 LeMay's comment thet lhe United Stat.:~ now could "deliver an 
atom bomb ro any spot on earth where U may be required" was ~rted In nit Nnu Yort Tlrfrt'l, 
March 3, \949, pI 

;c:k·-94- h~~~~ Tam" N E .. tmen, Jt , ''FIIsht of the Lucky uay u, llrrtJJJ'II"T nrm ............. . 
- -- -- -- • •• •- ------• •'-•• ... _ rl .. u .. .t ~ •• ,_now could "dcollver In 



Sun'll'nl 

Thts rart of the bncfmg was an effort to answer the question, "How well could SAC 
!'>llnt\'l' a Pearl Harbor type of attack?" SAC presumes that Russ1a has the BRAVO 
(bluntm~) objecttve as top pnortty JUSt as we have Fam1lmr charts \\Cre shown to 
mdtcat~ the depth mto the Un1ted States that Sov1et planes could penetrate on one
;,::t..~ISStons from dlf(crent startmg pmnts Some or these overlap the enhre Umted 

In m.1ktng attacks on thl! U 5 SAC estimates that USSR would have to ptnn on the 
followmg operational factors 

,,) 10-30 pen:ent aborts 
b) 0-30 percent losses £rom U S de(cnses 
d c;-20 pl'rccnt gwss crroro; 
d) 5-15 pt.•rccnt dud5 
e) 1000-10,000 feet CEPs 
f) 30-100 KT bomb y1clds 
~} 25-75 weapons alloctt..~d to the1r BRAVO ob1rctJyc 
h) 0-36 hours alert hme m the U S 

General Old then d1splayed a whole family of charted data to show the estimated 
effects on SAC of vanous combmatlons or the above 1tems Assum10g conditions 
among the atems above most favorabl~. ltast favolilbl~. and averagely fauora"l~ to the 
Russ tans the followmg eshmates were g1ven (see F1gure t] 

lf•gure 1 ] Amount of Alert Time In US 

Most f•vorable 
Least favorable 
Aver•gety favorable 

0 hrs 2 hrs 8hrs 

(percentage of SAC Destroyed) 
90% 35% 15% 
89% 

69% 
24% 

23% 
12% 

10% 

36 hrt 

5% 
03% 
34% 

All <1/ tlus pomts up tl1af tl1t amount of tdtrt tunt IS tht most Important faclor as fnr as 
SAC IS conctnrtd It Is behcved that these survival data are based on Rand studies 

General LeMay has pulled several surprise exereses at vanous o££~11mes, such as 
late Saturday afternoon, In which the idea was to see how quickly all SAC planes can 
get an the air and go to certain orbit points or to other fields Some of these dnlls 
were done under one of two assumptions, either the planes should take on fully 
manned and equipped and ready to go on a stnke miSsion, or simply take orr with 
skeleton crews as soon as poss1ble to get away from the threatened home fields 

This concluded the bnefing by General Old 

Qurs11on and Answtr Pmod Conducttd by Gtntnll LeMay 

~l'MJJf !\lt.Jgtc.l".mJ!~J!.'f!U.Il!!~-•,J<t~JgO_<fe!)~f~l.k~-~Y_!~S!!!~ed_ 
__ T.ble~""dtut.-rl Jh.- Wrrfincr hv r.,.nPral OJtt • 
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Q What penod O( lime do you COMider \Ye should plan for to nght a "short wou"1 
(Asked by a Navy Capta1n ) 

A About 30 days SAC has ~n compthng contmuous data on critical parts 
requtred to k~p the planes operational These parts arc kept tn ''fly1ng ktts," one for 
each plane whtch are taken with the plane wh!!n 11 departs for a mission I consider 
these cntlcal parts so Important that I have never allowed them to be taken out of 
flytng k1ts for local usc Nt.-ccssary parts have to be gotten from somewhere cl~ other 
than Ike! flying ktts or else the plane stays on the ,:;round until the pllrt Is obtained 
(Note It Is understood that Genoral LeMay has In tho past Indicated a 60-doy pemld, 
later dropped to 45 days, and shlllater to 30 days This question was apparently an 
eHort to see If he had rt'ached any lmvL~r L~sumatc by mnv It s..~mcd appnrent frnm 
General ~May's ans,.,•er that he 1111 nrmly convancL•d that 30 dayo; ts long ~nnu~h In 
conclude World War Ill ) 

Q Is SAC prepared to condu1.1 stratt.•g&c air '"'ar!Me In cao;c lht.• u't.' uf :ttum•t: 
weapons 1S outlawed? (Asked by a Navy Captam ) 

A You "sailor boys" are always asking this foolish qucshon (or words to that 
effect) It is lnconcetvable to me that this situation will ever arise 

Q How do SAC's plans fit In with the stated national pohcy that the U S will 
never strike the first blow? 

A. 1 have heard this thought stated many limes and II sounds very fine. However, 
It 1o not In keeping with United States history just look back and note who started 
the Revolutionary War, the War of 1812, the Indian Waro, and the Spamsh-American 
War I want to make 11 clear that I am not advocating a preventive war, however, I 
beheve that if the U S. is pushed In the corner (ar enough we would not hesitate to 
stnke first (or words to thiS effect) 

Q Could you say a few words as to your thoughts on how to fight a war In lndo
Chma? 

A I could talk £or 2 or 3 W1.'t'kS on th•s In fact, I wouldn't fight a war in Indo· 
China because this Is a squabble that could be 5Citled by political action ThiS may 
necesSitate ofrenng independence to tho~ people ultimately. 

Q What would you advocate In case hostihtles are renewed In Korea? 
A There are no suitable strategtc air targets 1n Korea HowevC!r, I would drop a 

few bombs In proper places In Chtna, Manchuna and Southeastern Russia In those 
"poker games," such as Korea and lndo·Chma, we (U N , I presume) have never 
raised the ante-we have always JUSt called the bet We ought to try ra1s1ng sometime 

Q We have heard a lot of optimistic statements today about SAC's capab111tles Do 
you have any reservations about these capab111ties> (Asked by a Navy Captain l 

A. No, 1 would like to have a few more bases, however 

Add111onal lnttrrsting StatrmMIS Madr by Gr11rral LeMay 
SACs mission 15 to conduct strategic air warrare agams.t the targets "assigned ~y lhl• 
)CS " I hope that someday all the atomic weapon targets tn the Spv1et complex w11l 

--• ._ •• _,_. __ c ... , ......... ,c Mntl" hu Grutrnl LtMau 

.! 



FAGfS 
DECLASSIFICATION OF CERTAIN CHARACTERISTICS OF THE 

UNITED STATES NUCLEAR WEAPON STOCKPILE 

The Department of Energy and the Department of Defense have jointly 
declassified certain characteristics of the Nation's nuclear weapon 
stockpile. 

SPECIFICALLY: 

1 The Department of Energy and the Department of Defense have jointly 
declassified the total megatonnage of the nuclear weapon stockpile 
for the years 1945 to the present. 

1 The Department of Energy and the Department of Defense have jointly 
declassified the total number of nuclear weapons in the stockpile for 
the years 1949 to 1961. 

1 The Department of Energy and the Department of Defense have jointly 
declassified the total number of weapon builds by year for weapon 
systems fully retired. 

• The Department of Energy and the Department of Defense have jointly 
declassified the total number of weapon retirements for the years 
1945 to 1989. Disassembly of weapons for disposal from 1980 to the 
present is also provided. 

1 See attached charts for detailed descriptions of the declassified 
stockpile characteristics. 

BACKGROUNP: 

1 The size of the stockp1le has changed dramatically over the past 
50 years. In recent years, a large number of weapons have been 
retired in response to treaty obligations and unilateral commitments. 

U.S. Department of Energy 
Office of Public Affairs 
Contact: Sam Grizzle 
(202) 586·5806 

• l "' nf'panm .. nl of Enl!l'fr\ 

(More) 
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YEAR TOTAL MEGA TONNAGE BUILDS RETIREMENTS DISASSEHBLIES 

1945 2- 0.04 2 0 
1946 9 0.18 7 0 
1947 13 0.26 4 0 
1948 50 1.25 43 6 
1949 170 4.19 123 3 
1950 299 9.53 264 135 
1951 438 35.25 284 145 
1952 841 49.95 644 241 
1953 1169 72.80 345 17 
1954 1703 339.01 535 1 
1955 2422 2879.99 806 87 
1956 3692 9188.65 1379 109 
1957 5543 17545.86 2232 381 
1958 7345 17303.54 2619 817 
1959 12298 19054.62 7088 2135 
1960 18638 20491.17 7178 838 
1961 22229 10947.71 5162 1571 
1962 12825.02 4529 766 
1963 15977.17 3185 830 
1964 16943.97 3493 2534 
1965 15152.50 3519 1936 
1966 14037.46 2429 2357 
1967 12786.17 1693 1649 
1968 11837.65 536 2194 
1969 11714.44 684 3045 
1970 9695.20 219 1936 
1971 8584.40 1073 1347 
1972 8531.51 1546 1541 
1973 8452.00 1171 544 
1974 8325.22 959 807 
1975 7368.38 748 2240 
1976 5935.51 427 2181 
1977 5845.00 221 998 
1978 5721.16 so 1148 
1979 5696.34 170 730 
1980 5618.86 0 904 732 -
1981 5382.91 30 1887 1577 

172 



'' , 

' ' ' ~ 

\ 

1 •• -. 

Qi'C:I'-:'· "C) 

[_, J:r. !.--. 1!, 1~1 

[•." :,''liP'"~~·~-~~ 

; - ~ 

' '-'--'· -
- ' ... -·~ ·~ 

\. .::...:. 
_.. ..... 

, ' ' .L. -

-. ~ • ..:. • ..L ~ •• 



'' ' I 
I 

i' 

\fi£CtASSif1£D J 

cs.su.lltie~> - re:Je.rka'bly aii:lllar in boC! eOtmtr1cs; t.raDsportatiCI:l and 

~te%7 force:~-~ knocked cr.:t ar ,.,....obillzeC. Tod.:ly ve hnvc 

tbt: CC.p:lblli t;; Q!' .illrJ.ietixl,:: :c.are ~e .1n a:lC ms.:;iCXl t,; .&n V.:.D do:;.c 

'IOU::.:;>=· l:..t ::::::..:;s:..o::. c=.brt.ccr. ~.rcc :pr:..:,c.:r::J. t.:;,.:Jko: tl.c 'Ll.tu1til.c or 

I!r::.vo t.c.lll:# v:Uc!.. is to de::t:'o~· ~1e So~let. 6 td.c force 011 t!lo ground; 

tht; re'w:l:~t.ia::. t.~-;·:, to pre\'"ent. the e:.::::ir.,: o.nd lat~ o!' 3odet 

JC: c=::u•r-::;, T..c 1;...!k o!' the t.::rcc~:l e:c in t..'>~ dc:!tr.JCti~ e:lt.c:;ory. 

LJ.~.Ot~!:. bl1mt.iJJ,:; ilz:.:; t!,c; i':1r:lt pr:.or:t:· !J:. pc!.nt o!' tine# Vt t.re 

t.:. .. · --· 
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r• ... • 
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!!ext, a quiek look at the prescmt cr(;3niuti1Xl or the cmmnd, 

Ee:.d:luc.rtars is located at Cbl..'lc.. We have tvo overs~ 6ir divisio:u; and 

t!lrce c~t air tarcE>s, The 5t!l J.1r DiviaiiXI is i.u French Morocco; t!l1 
. \fl; rr' 

?tl.. .6ir DivilliCXJ. i.u ~d. The 2:1:1 Air Farce......_ !le:;.q\:l:rterc at 

United States and Puerto Rico, The 8th Air ForcE>, v1t!l hG:ld~cr:; at 

Fort.!l '.:art!!, cca:=c!!; tao. bo.ao:: cc.-:.cr-..J.ly a1t~.£ted i.u t!.e cctrcl pw.rt 

linited stAtes. 

l:l1ch 6ir farce ba:; a cccpo:rl. te urra1 o: aircr:l.1't1 Ir.:l.l:inc it 

:core or leas tacticcll,y ael..r-B".rl'!'icict. Fa:- 11"""?1 e, t..'le l5tl.. Air 

Force haG hec.vy ba:lbcrs at Spokll.ne, l:lf:di'LC bcobcrs at Mlrch and 

reca::llltissance at tratis Air Force &.De. ~ ~ditr:: ~ ~ hes its 

Ill c=cctim with the retard:lt!cm ta:;k i.u S".!pl>Ort o!' the 

t!lo.::tc:- c=dm-s, it is neccsB3lJ to J:lB.inte.in overso:1s ccrr.~"c. 

cle=.cuts to tacllitAtG and flX?Cditc later.U CCY.li"dii:atio:l wit!. the tho::.ter 

UDder Jo!nt C!-.iC::; of SWf co:1trol vi t..'l t!u; Cu-ee cccllat air farces. 

:,,(; o~i'.:.c(;.:; o: t.:.c;c 'c;J":.:t:. co:,_•,dcrs 
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the enemy may take against them, our forces are not a genuine deterrent. 

lly "llinning" is meant achieving a condition wherein the enemy cannot 

impose his will on us, but we can impose our will on him. 

The Joint Chiefs of Staff have directed SAC to destroy, as a matter 

of first priority, "the Soviet capability to launch weapons of mass 

destruction against areas or forces vital to the United States and allied 

war effort." In my view, our deterrent strength resides primarily in our 

recognized capability to win the Air Power Battle. Unless and until the 

Air Power Battle is won, there is no hope of successful operation by 

rajor surface forces. This reQUires, of course, a successful strategic 

rir offensive. No presently known defensive weapon systems can prevent 

khe success of a properly planned and executed air offensive. This is 

~ot to say that air defense systems are worthless! but at the present 
I 

/

state of the art, the most important contribution of air defense systems 

is provision of warning to enable the air offense forces to get underway 
' 
' /before they are destroyed at base. 

L IVi thin the total Soviet target system delineated by the JCS to its 

/Commanders, SAC has identified a list of targets which we call the 

( "Ah Power Battle Target System." This system includes the Soviet 

long range air arm1es (their SAC in being), the1r bases, their support1ng 

POL and materiel resources, governmental and military control centers with 

their allied communication networks, and nuclear weapon stockpile and 

\ production facilities. Destruction of this Air Power Battle Target Syste:n 

\ is currently based on 1539 desired ground zeroes, of which 954 requue 
' 

immediate attack in order to minimize the enemy's capability for initial 

strike. I anticipate a substantial increase in the number of DGZ's during 

the next five years, inasmuch as our national 1ntelligence estimates 

indicate that the Soviets are pointing toward a peak in their air offense 

and defense capability in 1962. 

In addition to the number of targets, a primary concern of the opera-

tional commander is the toughness of the target-- that is, its resistance 

___ _ r _._L _____ _ 
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to the effects of the weapons under his control. As you can well 

realize, the targets mentioned above lie in the category of targets 

requiring high over-pressures for reasonable probabilities of destruction. 

This means that weapons must be delivered with either very high accuracy 

or very high yield, or both. 

III. 

ATTRIBUTE$ OF AIR OFFENSE WEAPON SYSTEMS 

Keeping in mind the job to be done as deta1led in the Air Power Battle 

Target System just discussed, what are the characteristics of air offense 

weapon systems which would afford the operational comnander the highest 

assurance of being able to do his job? They area 

A. Adequate range 

B. Penetration capability 

c. Accuracy/yield relationships 

D. Speed of reaction 

f. Rellabill ty 

F. Confidence 

1 will d1scuss each of these in turn. 

Adequate range. ln View of the possiblity that overseas bases could 

eventually become untenable through either military or pol1tical action, 

the ideal air offense weapon system should have range adequate to strike 

all targets from its secure day-to•day locat1on in the cont1nental United 

States. 

Penetration eapabilit~. This is the ability of the air offense 

vehicle to cope with the enemy's air defense system. It 1s the product of 

such attributes as speed, high or extremely low altitude performance, 

all-weather operation, electronic countermeasures, and compat1bility Wlth 

other penetration aids. 

Accuracy/yield. As I mentioned earlier, the probability of ach1ev1ng 

the desired level of target destruction depends not only on the probab1l1ty 

of the~apon reaching detonation point, but also on tne accuracy with which 

4 
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3-~tfJ. 
MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRE~ARY 

Subject: Oral Presentation of the 
Annual Report of the Net 
Evaluation Subcommittee 

l, I understand that.fOU will receive the 
same briefing given last week to the President 
and to the NSC. 

2. I submit the following observations 
based on my hearing this briefing and asking a 
few questions last week in the Pentagon. 

a. The claim that SAC plane to 
over-destroy targets seems to be borne out. 
For example, I understand that the assumptions 
used in this study in regard to target Moscow 
called for weapons having a total explosive 
yield of 100 megatons, of whicl1 some 66 mega
tons are aasumed to have actually reached the 
target. For comparison, 100 megatons is the 
explosive equivalent of 5,000 Hiroshima-type 
bombs. I was advised that the study assumed 
that Moscow would be hit by IRBMs, fleet 
ballistic missiles, air-to-surface missiles, 
and ICBMs before being hit by SAC airplane 
delivered bombs. You may wish to address some 
questions to this point. 

b. You will note that the study assumes a 
destruction of targets throughout China. I 
believe that this was based on an assumption 
that the ~orth Koreans had attacked the-South 
Koreans. 

3. You will note the heavy fatalities from 
fall-out. This will not be limited to the Soviet 

.. - __ .. - -- ... - - .._I__-
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or \be United States. Huolear weapons will be used 1n y( 
general war, and 1n m111tar;y operations short ot general 

war, ae agtbor1ae4 by the Prealdent. Such authorisation 

as aay be given 1n advance will be deterained b7 the 

President. 

2. Purauant thereto, and 1n order to provide ror 

1~ed1ate detena1ve rea~~•• ot us rorcee aga1n8t 

hoat1le assault e£ euoh character tbat time or damage 

tactora preclude noi'IIIB.l Pres1dOJJI01al cona1derat1on and 

decision to expend nuclear weapons, I hereby authorise 

the armed forces or tho United States, ln conformity 

with implementing 1~truot1ona eatabl}ehed under para

graph 3 hercot, to expend nuclear weapons in the to1low-

1ng eaaesa 

a. For the defenae or the United States, ita Terri-

tortes arK! poaoeaa1onsa 

(1) In ths United States. ito Territories and 

p¢aaeeu1one and 1n coastal a1r defense ident1t1ca-

tion zonee, against attack by air; 

(2) In 
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territory, to exiatin~ or future agree~enta or 

underatandtnge with the countries concerned. 

3. To give effect to the foregoing authorizations, 

tmpleaeottng instructions relative to the defons1vo and 

rotal1atory uses apec1t1ed herein will be worked out b)' 

the Department of Defense, subJect to the concurrence or 
the Department or State in aucb 1natruct1ona aa apply to 

operations outa1do the sovereign boundartoa of the 

United States, 1ta Terr1torlea and posaeaa1ona, and will 

be submitted to the President. 

4. The following de!1n1t1ona, ope~at1onal 11m1ta

t1ona and prccedure• ror L•plementat1cn apply to the 

authorizations contained 1n paragraph a above:· 

a. Defin1t1onar 

(1) "U.B. forces" refers to t~Major 

organi~ed units of u.s. military forces co~pr1s1ng 

the essential operational military mtrensth of the 

United States. including the numbered field &~lea, 

fleetu, and a1r forces. 

(2) ~Attack~ rcfere to ~ ~Jor hoo~1lc ascault 

or attack cr such ma;;n1tude ami n.ga tnst ::such areas 

and torct!'IS as to ccns t 1 t10te an imu.-:!diate and vtt&.l 

m!lltary threat to the B(tcurlty or t.he Un1ted States 

or to the li:la.Jor u.s. c111tary forcee. 

b. Operational 

TOI' SECTI.E'l' 
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THROUGH 

FROM: 

/ .... , ~ ("" (/!" 
(( ,.. - • ' I 

.A,prll 241 1958 

~Secretary 

S/S 

G - Mr. Murphy 

It is :aot m:1 understanding tbat ;you subscribe to the 
"strategic concept" mentioned by Mr. Blllith in his attached 
memonmdulll of April 231 1958, as incl.ud.ing the dDctrine that 
a:rq signU'icant owrt e~nt between the Ull1ted States 
aDd Soviet forces vill br1Jig about all-out nuclear war. This 
question voul.d seem to be basic in the attached instructions 1 
but whether the instructions are for the use of nuc1ea.r weapons 
Ill starting an all-out nuclear war or merel,y for lim1ted-type 
warfare, Jeelrage to the preaa of the nature of the proposed 
instructions voul.d make for a major c01111110tion. Certainly 1 in 
the European area the understanding that the President retains 
control of the use ot nuclear weapons is of great political 
adftlltiSBe to us. It proTides an excellent argument against 
Soviet charges concerning the clansers to popul.a'llons of 
reckless decision at the military level. 

I agree With Mr. Smith that it would be desirable to 
postpone a grant of advance authorization awaiting a more 
favorable period. 

Attachment: 
sf liE file re: Instructions 
With Tabs A through E, 4/22/58; 
Memo from S/P to the Secretary 1 

4/23/58 regarding same. 

G:rul/vh 

SECllEr 

l v I 



REPRCX)IJCEO AT THE NATIONAL ARCHIVES ; 

MAMORANDUM FOR THE Sj,;CRJ::l'ARY 

SubJect: Instructions for the ~xpenditure 
of Nuclear W~apons ln Accordance 
wlth Presidential Advance 
Authorization dated May 22, 1957 

1. In considering these inatructione, one 
should keep in mind the ''strategic concept' 
which includes the doctrine that any significant 
overt engagement between the US and Soviet forces 
will bring about all-out nuclear·war. 

The attacks referred to in the "instructions' 
-are defined in paragraph 3 in such a way as 
apparently to fit well within the "strategic concept'. 
On their race. therefore, these instructions are for 
the use ot nuclear weapons to start an all-out 
nuclear tear. 

If this analysis is valid, I am concerned 
about the example given on page 12, paragraph 3a, 
where it is pointed out that a situation warranting 
emergency use of nuclear weapons might be aa 
limited as an attempted penetration by a single sub
marine into a harbor of a US possession. 

2. In view or demonstrated lack of ability 
in the US Government to keep secreta from the press, 
one should assume a high degree of likelihood that 
the fact of Presidential advance authorization for 
the use of nuclear weapons will become known to the 
public. $uch a lEak ir. the present circumatancee, 
when the 3ov1ets arc trying to glve the tmpression 
tnat the US military is engaged in provocative acts, 
would be very unfortunate. It may be desirable to 
postpone any grant of advance authorization for a 
few months. 

Gerard C. :>n.t th 
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