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APPENDIX I TO THE MEMORAliDUM FOR T"rlE PRESIDENT 
,. 

SUBJECT: Recommended Long Range Nuclear Delivery Forces 1963-1967 tiC 

This Appendix summarizes the main fac~ors I have taken into 
consideration in determining United States' requirements for Long 
Range Nuclear Delivery Forces in the years 1963-1967. The Appendix 
includes: 

I. Recommended Force Levels and their Fiscal Implications; 

II. The General Basis for My fu.ca:nmendations on Force Levels; 

III. The Basis for My Recommendations on Specific Weapon Systems. 

*********** 
I. Recommended Force Levels and Their Fiscal Implications 

I recommend that yo~ approve, for inclusion in the FY 1963 budget, 
the procurement of the folloving operational missiles and aircraft to 
supplement our Long Range Nuclear Delivery Forces: 

a. 100 Minutemen Hardened & Dispersed 

b. 50 Mobile Minutemen 

c. 6 Polaris SUbmarines 

d. 92 Skybolt Missiles 

e. 100 KC-135 Tankers 

Total for FY 1963 Decisions 
Total Funding Requirement~ from 

Prior Years' Decisions 
Total for FY 1963 

Total 
Purchase 
Cost to FY.l963 

Be Funded NOA 
(Millions of Dollars) 

$ 461 $ 284 

935 270 

1,072 963 

347 200 

287 210 

$3,102 $1,987 

$~:~~* 
Moreover, I recommend that we adopt, for planning purposes, the. 

force structure summarized in the table on the next page. In those cases 
in which the forces I am recommen~ing differ from those recommended by the 
Navy and Air Force, the latter are shown in red beneath mine. 
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F.EC~ roRci:S !!:/ 

E:r.d-J'hcal Yaar 

Bt:zber• 
1@ £§ 1~3 1961:. 19#>5 ~ 1067 

l>-52 555 630 630 630 630 ,30 ~0 
< 

:s-47 1,~ 855 585 450 225 
B-58 4o 8o 80 so 8o 8o 8o 

ToteJ. ~era 1,720 1,565 1,295 1,160 935 710 710 . ·c· ,-; . 
.:;._. :il . . ' .. ~"'".· . 

Jd..r-Le.uncited ¥.iss lies ,:· .. · 

HC1.1Dd Dog 216 450 522 522 522 522 336 fl.:: 
·; _, . 

SqboJ.t lli 690 ~ Total GAM's 216 450 522 522 1,212 ' 
ICE.!! end Pala.."'i s !tis s lies 

Atlu 36 75 135 135 135 126 117 
Titan 6 51 78 ll4 114 lllt 114 

Y.imlteman :s:&D 150 lf.)() 700 800 rpo:./ 
lf1' m• eeon K,-:,bUe 50 100 100 

Pole.rll 8o 96 11;.4 288 480 56o 656 

Total ICBX/Pal.arls l22 222 507 1,137' .111;~ l_,roo 1 887 . . 1. . 
.. 

Other· 
Quall 224 392 392 392 ~ 392 392 
KC-l35 4oo 44o 520 62o 64o 6l!o 

KC-97 6oo ~- 34o 24o l20 
BB-47 45 ~o- 45 45 

... 
.;;> 

RC-135 ~ l3 23 23 23 _, 

Alert :Force Wea'Oons ~ ., 

No. of Weapons 1,390 2,350 2,450 3,050 . 3 ,.lt4o 3,870 4,180 

Megatons 1,530 2,750 3,3o:> 4,350 4,74o 51lJO 5,450 

!/ Rl.tmDers of e.ircraft ani missiles are derived b)" IICll.tipJ.P.ng s:uthorlzed 
squadron unit equipment by the n:m:J:,~rs a! ~.adrcma. !hey do Dot i,nQ.lu.ae 
B&D1 Ca!ihe.t ~i.uillg Lsnnr-b or ll&il%te=e p1}'tJ.1Ds l:.$.11sllea or c• -m 
sc;pport aircraft. Eftective 1 ~ 19611 lqlp::'O%iu.~ ~ a! tht • 
bCGll:>ers Till be an 15 JU:oate g:rund eJ.ert. ICllK rD:D:Den represent o;per­
&ticmal. J mmebers. lhmbe.ra a! Pola:ris !dulles reprell'u:rt the total llrO:r.ber 
a! missiles 1.n operational ~~. ~:"'%1mAt.el1 1S~ a! these trab­
llarl.nes v1ll be an S'tatian or at sea. ~e ta:b1e excl:aas 17 Begulu 
:aisslles i.n·.-oPe:ratianal ll'tlbl::&rl.nes trcm e!d-:ri 61 to e:M-YI 64 ani 5 a.t 
e:M-YI 65. . 

([) 

w. 'rll.is dit'terenc:e is & c:msequ.ence of th!. dit'reren::e in r&e• rnded l>-52 :r=z. 
'ij_ 1 1 000 b)" erd-1'! 68, 1 1100 b)" end-:ri 69, IUld therea.rt.er. 

' ' !/ Ba!l>era bn'e :O.extbllity 1.n c:ho1ee of veepon!! c4 ;rj•Jch, l'or :po,nKlBell 
of this c:cq>a:r'ioon, 1-t vu aaa:ulied ~ .B-52' • e.art:7( . - ·'bam•, 
plu &ir-J .,.mcbed. Dd.sslle.. 2 . , --~--·-. ·- · 
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The estimated Total Obligational Authority required to procure and 
operate these forces over this period is sho~ in the folloving table. 
The difference between the Total Obligational Authority required to 
finance the forces I am recommending and that required to finance the 
forces recommended by the individual Services is sho~ on the second 
line. Over the five years, 1963-67, the cost of the aircraft and 
missiles recommended by the Air Force and the Polaris recommended by 
the llavy exceeds the cost of the forces I am recommending by approxi­
m.ately $10 billion. As will be sho~ later in this paper, the extra 
capability provided by the individual Service proposals runs up against 
strongly diminishing returns and yield5 very little in terms of target 
destruction. In my judgement, it is an increment not worth the cost 
of $10 billion over the five year period. 

FY 62 

Secretary of Defense 

FY 63 FY 64 IT 65 FY 66 FYb7 FY63-67 
(Billions of Ibllars) 

Recommendations 9-3 8.9 8.0 5.6 4.7 4.1 31.3 
Service Proposals over 

Secretary/Defense +.6 +1.5 +1.6 +3.0 +2.2 +1.4 +9.7 

The forces I am recommending for procurement in FY 1963 are compared 
with the recommendations of the Service Chiefs in the following table. 
Tne numbers represent operational aircraft or missiles. 

Secretary Initial Recommendations of Chiefs JCS 
of Chairman Navy & Air 9-ll-61 ~-

Defense JCS !::"!:& US Jot: Force Recom.s. 

B-52 Aircraft 0 0 ~ ~ 4')!/ 45 
Skybolt.£1 92 92 0 0 92 92 
KC-135 c 100 100 100 100 120 100 
Titan 0 18 I 0 0 18 18. 
Minuteman H&D 100 30~ 100Y 10r# 6oo 300 
Minuteman Mobile 50 50 0 0 50 50 
Polaris 96 96 96 16o 0 128 

45 B-52's recommended by the Air Force for 1962 procurement. 
The Chief of Staff, tEA, agrees "to a limited procl.ll'ement of the system 
to minimize engineering and economic risl!".s. " The CNO and Col:!'llandant, t.EJ.C, 
believe "research and development should continue", and· "budgetary planning 
should proceed, but the decision to allocate substantial funds for production 
should be delayed • • • " • 

.£1 The Secretary of Defense, along with the Chief of Staff, tEA, the CNO, · 
and Commandant, t.EJ.C 1 recommend a total strength of 64o aircraft; the 
CJCS recommends 76o, the Chief of Staff, USAF, 800. In each case, 
command support aircraft would be in addition to the numbers shown. 
These recommendations are for "at most" the stated number of missiles. 
During a discussion between the Secretary of Defense and the Chiefs, on 
September 111 1961, they stressed their concern about the reduction in our 
nuclear capability as the B-47's were phased-out. The Secretary of Defense 
therefore added 5 Wings of B-47's to his recommendation for FY 1963 and 
FY 1964, bringing it to the 1evel sho~ on page 2. 
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The aircraft and missiles recommen<i.ed fo=- procur<!llent in F'Y 1963 by 
the Air F'orce and the Polaris submarines recommenued for t:rc.curement 1r: 
FY 1963 by the Navy would cost apprc.:.<.imately $::;.1 bill~.on: ~o:-e too buy 
than the aircraft and missiles I a:n ::-eca;.;mending. Of this, approximately 
$2 billions would require funding in FY 1962 and FY 1963. 

As well as these forces 1 I will recor.l:Ilend at a later date that the ·· ;\({' 
· Air Force be authorized to procure and operate a secure command and control 

system for SAC. Except for 20 KC-135's which will be available for use:::::·.\.,· 
as airborne command posts, the cost of this system has not beeu included' 
in the figures on page 3. 

II. General Basis for Force Level Recommendations 

The forces I am recommending have been chosen to provide ·the United 
States with the capability, in the event of a Soviet nuclear attack, first, 
to strike back against Soviet bomber bases, missile sites, and other 
installations associated with long-range nuclear forces, in order to reduce 
Soviet power and limit the damage that can be done to us by vulnerable 
Soviet follow-on forces, While, second, holding in protected reserve forces 
capable of destroying the Soviet urban society, if necessary, in a controlled 
and deliberate way. With the recommended forces, I am confident that we 
•~11 be able 1 at all times, to deny the Soviet Union the prospect of either 
a military victory or of knocking out the U. S. retaliatory force. If the · 
most likely estimates of Soviet forces prove to be correct, the forces I am 
reco~nding should provide us a capability to achieve a substantial military 
superiority over the Soviets even after they have attacked us. 

The recommended forces are designed to avoid the extremes of a "minimum 
deterrence" posture on the one band, or a "full first strike capability" on 
the other. A ''minimum deterrence" posture is one in Which, after a Soviet 
attack, we would have a capability to retaliate, and with a high degree of 
assurance be able to destroy most of Soviet urban society, but in which we 
would not have a capability to counter-attack against,Soviet military forces. 
A "full first strike capability" would be achieved if our forces were so 
large and so effective, in relation to those of the Soviet Union, that we 
would be able to attack and reduce Soviet retaliatory power to the point 
at Which it could not cause severe damage to U. S. population and industry.· 

We should reject the "minimum deterrence" extreme for the following 
reasons: 

a. Deterrence may fail, or war may break out for accidental or 
unintended reasons, and if it does, a capability to counter­
attack against high-priority Soviet military targets can make 
a major contribution to the objectives of limiting damage and 
terminating the war on acceptable terms; · · · -·-

b. By reducing to a minimum the possibility of a U. S. nuclear 
· attack in response to Soviet aggression against our Alliesj 

a "minimum deterrence" posture would weaken our ability to . 
deter such Soviet attacks, 



. . . . . 

( 
' 

··-

On the other hand, we should reJect the ~<tte!I•pt to acllieve a "full 
·(:!J·s~ atr lke capability" f0r the fo1lcv! ng renH;,l!&: 

a. It is almost certainly infeasible. The Soviets could defeat 
such an attempt at relatively lnw cost, For example, we do 
not now have any prospect of ·t:.ei;,g abl" v~ destroy in a sudden 
attack Soviet missile submarines at sea. Nor would ve be able 
to destroy a sufficiently high percent&ge of " large bard and 
dispersed ICEM force. 

b. It would put the Soviets in a p.::-sition which they would be 
likely to consider intolerable, thue risking the provocation 
of an arms race~ 

c. It would be very costly in resour:es that ~re needed to 
strengthen our theatre forces. 

The forces I am recollll!lending will pr::-vide major improvements in the 
qu.slity of our strategic posture: in its survlV!ibll.ity, its flexibility, 
and its ability to be used in a controlled and deliberate way under a 
wide range of contingencies. 

Target Destruction Reauirements 

~e following list of high priority targets (aim points) in the 
Soviet Union has been derived from studies ped"ormE-d in Jun<' 19G1 by the 
Si.aff of the Net Evalu.stion Subcommittee, ur;:it.r i hF di:r~ct ion of Lieutenant 
General Thomas Hickey. (The estimates hev<" l·~~.r. r ~unded to the nearest 
50 in each category to avoid a ::-.:a leading imp~· a, s ion of accUl'acy.) 

End-Fiscal Year 
1965 ·::oo 

Urban-Industrial Aim Points 200 200 

Bomber Bases } 5l' 150 

support Airfields ... __ 50 50 

Defense Suppression 31!(: 300 

Nuclear Storage and Production 50 50 

Naval and Sub11Brine Bases 50 50 

Soft IIUM Sites (4 missiles ;per site) 100 100 

Soft ICB-1 Sites (2 missiles per Eite) 100-300 50-2QO 

Hard ICB-1 Sites (1 missile per site) 200-500 4oo-1100 

Total l?(o(l. 17f'0 1350-2200 
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. , · ~ '!'here &M b · 1 i:'="b 1 7 1=-u b!Witte., 
eapec1a.l.l7 &.bout det!Ula1 \!be lookin& ao :ru into tlle t.m.o.--.. .lbwt;u, 
tc.lten u a 1lbo1e 1 I ca =.till :tied vith th1a ~ qabuli u a lluia ~ 
force plc!!!!17JC• 

The 200 Orba.n-Industr1&l.' tarpta and tbe ~50 baSbeT "taM• 1&ft tbe. 
hi.gbeat pr1or1t7 1n tha a-mae of required~ of Ut~ t!:r:.t w · 
ec.n deatroT th!:a. 'tile ca.pr.bU1t7 to deatro7 tbe Tlrb!l.U-IMu.etr141 t=..r;ata -
a oar pouer to 4eter attz.eka on oar 01!!1 citi.eo. '!'he 'Jt::¢'>?tr ~ CQirt;!.1u 
the put of tbe BoT1et J'orcea tm.t ca.n cauae ua the 111108t &tmGI' 1t not 
atta.eb!:d, &nd al.ao the part :aoat TUlllerr.ble to attaek. In the nv:zt of 
tbenonucleer -zr, it 1a ~ tbll.t 'A 4eatroT thll •r1"7' :pecaS])le 
nUI'iber of floT1et laa4 ·l"'UUGGI 'b< I u·a. ibe ~50 ~..e 1.1ate4 b!re ~ 
a h.b-17 pnerow~ ~ far th1a purpo6'e• 'rbef :lncl.ude &bout 50 'buH 
nov li:::D.om or eati.Jate4 to be •uppcu:ti.ng l.azl&-rs.oe: air ~t1Qna1 ~ 
6o nov kno':-m ar eati.BLte4 to be ~ tine llght bo?iber oper&ti.o:la 1 1'IOGt 
of Wieh 'IIOUl4 be ''"b' e u reCQVer7 'buea far the lccg-r&nG! b !E~•tu1 
and a'bclllt 30 •t&&'n1 buea on 'llhich the ~u& 'b<:ebe11 depend for rQ(,'III 
enough to reach the t1n1te4 Statea. 

lbwe v e:z 1 the other targets are a.lao potent~ ~ an! v::.rth 
att&cki.n&. 'l'hs ~ tille Airl"1e1da (potential l'eCOftrT d. ~ 
bs.ses), !flrlev ~ &nd Production s1tes, and kn.l ~ &uhm.ri.Do 
bs.Be-a- &ll can ~to dellTU7 of nuclear Yea,pona on the !hited Statea. 
The IRlK litea repre""-t a threat to our Allies end our theatre forcea1 
and are .oat ecanl"'lf'1e•JJ7 attacked 'b7 & a)'lltea a~ u IU.nutelilszl. 'Die 
Ilefe1111e Su;;rprealion tarseta, &1r ~6 cOI!trol eaten, 1nterceptor 
b&ses, and IIUZ'faee-to-e.ir li!Uaile 11tea1 ean be efhcti-nlT attael:lld 'b7 
tl:ie air-l&unebed ~Jiles Round nos &nd ~t. ~ir deatrlletion 
would drastieall.T reduce tbe dcfenae opposition ~ 'b7 our m:zme4 
bombera. 'nle ~ 3X> ah01111 b!l::'e 1a ~17 a pneroua allaumce 
for the purpor.e. for ez:simp1e1 SAC a nov eatimtin& :a ~t to 
destrcy 16o <le:tensc suppresaion tare;eta 1n 1968. 

The size and b&sin& (i.e. de~ of lard.=ill£ Uld d1sponal) of 
tb~ Saviet IClK force 1n 1965 and ~967 iJs JI.Oif a Jmtter of c=ai&uthle 
uncert&illcy. Bnqthi.!lg- lmoY about the Sarlet ~-~ rmelea.r 
deliveey posture to date suaest. that the K>St H!rel7 c~tion 
for first-generation IC1I( aites Y1ll be 2 :d.8silea per dte ..:14 .aft, 
Such lites would present attractive t~Lrgets fcrr our forces. ILwe;u, 
b&rd and diapers~ ba.sire far their nat pnuation at ~·• 1FOIIl4 
be aueh a 1oPeaJ. c:boice for tbe s.c:.n.et. tlat the po .. 1bil1t7 mwt be 
considered reasonabl7 1.1.kel7 enn thou&h there 1a no erl.4mlce now to 
suggeat tbat the Sovieta &re bardenillg their JlliuU ... 
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There are also uncertainties about the performance of.our forces in 
striking back after a Soviet attack--uncertainties associated with the 
veight and effectiveness of possible Soviet attacks, the ability of our 
forces to survive under attack, the reliability of our missiles, and the 
ability of our forces to penetrate Soviet defenses. But these uncertainties 
are not unbounded. One can place reasonable quantitative limite on them 
and estimate the effectiveness of our forces under alternatively optimistic 
and pessimistic assumptions. 

This is >'hat has been done in the follmring analysis. The survival 
reliability, and penetration factors used are all based on the general 
assumption that the vex begins with a well planned and well executed 
Soviet attack, with limited warning, against our forces in a state of 
normal peacetime alert, and that we are hitting back after being attacked. 
Thus the following estimates do not represent maximum capabilities under 
the most favorable circumstances. For example, they exclude cases in Which 
we strike first, or cases in Which we are attacked during a period of tension 
and alert. These cases have been excluded because we are testing the 
adequacy of our forces, and therefore must look at unfavorable circumstances. 

Within the general assumption of a well planned Soviet attack, opti­
mistic, median, and pessimistic survival, reliability, and penetration 
factors have been chosen to reflect the range of uncertainty. It is 
possible to imagine outcomes lying outside this range, but their likelihood 
appears small. The optimistic factors represent favorable, but attainable 
pe:trormance. The great weight of likelihood appears to be between the 
optimistic and median cases. The combination of all of the pessimistic 
factors describes a very unfavorable and relatively improbable case. For 
example, it is assumed that in 1967, only 1-1/4 per cent of the manned 
bombers reach the bomb release line and 90 per cent of the Titans and 
70 per cent of the fixed Minuteman missiles are destroyed before launch. 
These factors were chosen to produce an answer to the question '~t happens 
if everything goes badly"1 (The details of the assumed factors, together 
with an explanation of their choice can be found in Annex 1 to this 
Appendix.) 

The pessimistic factors do not include an allo•~ce for attrition by 
Soviet anti-ICB~ defenses. We recognize that the Soviets de have e large 
R&D program in this area~ However, we are pursuing a vigorous program of 
development of penetration aids (decoys and multiple warheads) and we 
expect to be able to penetrate Soviet defenses in this period. Moreover, 
if attrition by Soviet ICBt. defenses appears at all likely, we will be able 
to compensate for ·it in large measure by concentr&ting our forces on the 
top priority targets. 

The following results ere shown in terms of expected percentages of 
the targets or value in each category destroyed. In the case of Urban­
Industrial Floor Space (and. Urban Blast Fatalities), the est~tes are 
of damage to the contents of the 170 largest cities (down to a ~opulation 
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of 901 000) 'Which contains approx1Jnately 8o per cent of the total. industrial 
floor space of the Soviet Union and-approximately 50 mi1lion out of a total 
of 210 mi1lioil people • 

The estimates of total population fatalities are percentages of the 
Soviet total. The "Unsheltered" case corresponds to the effects expected_,-_ .. 
in a population without extensive civil defense preparation, but taking _·;} 
advantage of 'What shelter is normally svailable. The "Sheltered" case :: s.X,':,;: 
corresponds to fallout shelter for 4o per cent of the urban population e.Ddc': 
20 per cent of the rural. The "At least'' reflects the fact that the esti..:_-· · 
mates do not include fallout from attacks on isolated military targets.· 
(The effects on surrounding cities of atte.cks on naval bases are included 
in the estimates.) 

The assumed number of Soviet ICBM sites varies between the optimistic 
cases (in vhich the loY end of the range is used) and the pessimistic cases 
(in 'Which the high end is used). Therefore, the percentages shown should 
not be interpreted as representing fractions of the same numbers. 

Two forces and tvo years are shown on pages 9 and 10. 

I. Those forces I am recommending for End-Fiscal Year 1965 and 
1967, and 

II. Those forces proposed by th~ individual Services (though not 
jointly by the JCS) for the same years. - . . 

The calculations suggest that either force would provide us 'With a 
powerful capability to carry out the objectives mentioned earlier. 
However, as I indicated earlier, the extra capability provided by the 
individual Service proposals runs up against strongly diminishing returns 
and yields very little in terms of extra target destruction. 

Moreover, the theatre forces were not included in these calculations, 
though SlOP '62 includes about 270 alert aircraft and missiles from these 
forces. On the other hand, 'With the exception of the defense s~~ression 
targets, no targets in_China or the other satellites were included. 
However, we do not now expect China-to develop a significant long rarge _ 
nuclear delivery force in the time period under consideration. ~f she 
does, and a change seems indicated, there Yi11 be time for us to increase 
our forces appropriately. 

8 
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C()(!lJJUSON OF TA.klt"L' ll!SL'RJ(;'l'lOil CAPABILITIES 07 
Aiii'ERiiiATIVE FORCES 

Elm nscAL YEAR 1965 

Qptil!i5tie iWLln hu11:1stic 
I II I :II I II -- -- --

Pop:1l!t101l &M Indu.strz 
t1rbAD.-ID!hlstr1&l. !'l..oor Bpt.ce 

(or t1rbe.zl Bl&st Fat&llties) 88 88 80 80 

Total. ~ti.Oil ht4llt1es, 
thuheltere!, at J.eut 
h.rtl.T Qleltuei, at 1esat 

bber Bs.aes 

· Defense Ellppresaiol:l. 

!iuclea.r etore.ge a. Pro4uetiol:l. 

Nav&l. a. fbbnarine :&ses !/ 
Sort I~ Bites 

Sort IClM Bites 

Bard IClM Bites 

Alert Force 
Weapons 
B!:m!rz .. 

1~ : 

Alert Force 
Tota.l. 

I II -
Weapons~~ ~ 

Megatons ~rqo 

~3 
35 

99 

'IT 

99 

99 

76 8T 

96 98 

98 98 

96 1.00 

99 100 

71 75 

93 

T6 

38 

69 
62 

80 

88 

19 

58 

7 

7 

6 

T 

5 

lli 

'1 

8o 

Jr 

T 

5 

T 

5 

59 

1 

Delivere1 Oil 'I-e.rn-et 
~itrlstic Med1•n ~uid.stie 

I Il I II I II -- -- --
2482 2993 

3386 4ll2 

1107 1487 

l56o 2017 

399 

574 

691 

951 

!/ fbeeesst'ul. attack would render the bMes inoperable but, c1f course, 
would leave untouched missil.e sul:c&r1.nes at sea.. 
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CXI<PA!U.BO!J OF ~ ~011 CAPABILl'.I'Il:S OF 
~POK:::a:l 

:mo FISCAL nAR 1967 

Percent !!xJ;>eete:i nll · · :.,. 

Pov.;I&ticm &lld !Mwrtrz 

tJr~-~ria.l Floor ~ 
(or Urbl:.n l!l.Ast h+...allt1es) 84 

Tcta.l. Populatian htalities' 
llnshltere!, at lsst n '51 
hrtl:' Bhelterd, ·at le&st 30 30 

lW.it&rz Tarpts 

98 99 

99 99 

88 95 

JiJ.clear fltora6e a. Production 95 95 

:&a.val a. Elu.l:lil:arine Bues lJT lJT 

Sort IRE!!( Bites 99 99 

Sort ICBl B1tea 99 99 

Ha.rd !CR.: Bites 54 TT 

Alert Force 
Weapons 
atlrmj•rr 

Weapons 

Megatons 

f If 

4l&l-. ~ 

545o 762G 

lO 

79 79 

99 

96 

61 

79 

54 

92 

lJT 

25 

68 

25 
19 

68 

25 
19 

81 99 

T 79 
9 .lO 

0 

l2 

2 

43 

l 

l2 

96 

lJT 

5 
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n, lui. "io!lSbi"D of Reco!:l!llended Force 1..0 Sovie-t F'orc:t· 

Tne direct co=?ar!son of force n~~ers as such is less ~ortant 
th~U~ the 'lo:ays in which ;.re base and opera1..e our forces. For er..e.=ple 1 'Ire 

could ou~-n~ber the Soviets three to one in ICB"'s and still have en 
inadequate deterrent posture if cur ~ssiles vere soft and .concentrated. 
However, the force increments which I ~ reco~ending are all in a 
protected mode, hard and dis?ersed, or mo~ile • 

. Given a well protected posture, relative num~ers are still important 
for several reasons: 

a. A large Soviet superiority in ICB~'s ~o~d overcome the protection 
afforded our ICB~'s by hardening and disp~rs~1 and make it possible for the 
SoYiets to destro~~ most our fixed-base f'o:-ces in e tdssile attack. 

b. A large Soviet superiority in ~ssiles would worsen the outcome 
of a thermonuclear ~~. 

c. A large Soviet superiority in IC3'.' s would be likely to have a very 
~favorable impact on Soviet aggressiveness in the cold ~-

Therefore, we have no intention of lett;ng ourselves be serio~ly out­
numbered in ICEM's by the Soviet Union. 

Eow Dl!l.ny IC:EM' s will the Soviet Union have in the mid-196o's? The 
answer is intrinsically uncertain because it is still subject to Soviet 
decisions which may not yet have been made, and which will be influenced 
by a~. o~n decisions. However, we do know a good deal about their posture 
today. We are able to est~te that the Soviets now have from 25 to 50 
operational Ir::EM launchers. Their IC:Ef.l build-'...'J' appears to be deliberately 
paced, not a crash program. On the basis of what has been observed so far, 

1 · · . . the Soviets vill have from 200 to 4oo ICIM's in mid-19:)4. 
:&Jt even if the most pessimistic (Air Forr.e) "~ti.!llates prove to be valid, 
in mid-1964 we •'ill still equal the Sovie'; Union in IC:EM's at about 850 
each. Tnis will be combined ~'itb a subs"tantic.l U. S. superiority in all 
other categories of long range nuclear de~ivery systems. 

Moreover, if the Soviet Union exceeds our most pessimistic estimates 
an5 builds up a much larger force by 1965 or 1967, ;re are confident that 
\IS will find out s.bout it in time to e:r.:;>a:1d o= prog:::a!l) appropriately. 
!-_s a hedge against this u:iilikely possi'bili ty, we a.'<'e expe..nding our 
Minuteman production capacity to over 6o ll:.is~:i:cs a month. wnen this is 
done, the lead time for hard and dispersed Y~ute~ ICR~'s ~~ be about 
26 months . Tnerefore, we will have a great 'ie!:!.l of :!'lexibili ty. to expand 
the progr~ at a later date if it should proYe to be necessary to do so. 

In other categories of long range nuclear delivery syste=s, we ..-ill 
have a substantial superiority. Soviet long ra!';ee aviation now CO!Dprises 
about 1 000 medium bombers (or "ankers), and about 150 heavy bombers (or 
tankers~, equipped with air-to-surface missiles. The heavy bomber category 
is far more significant than the medium bomber category. We wil;l. have 630 
he:avy bombers, plus almost as many tankers. ~cause the Soviets would have 
to use some of their bombers as tankers, this ..-ill mean an effective U. S. 
heavy bomber force approximately four or IX>re times &.s l&.rge as that of 
the Soviets. 
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1'he 1.SSl! nov bu ~bout 20 convent1o!l8l.ly po11ered suh!:ari.nes 'llhich 
are prob&'bl7 eapa.ble of launching short-range 'b&llilltic minU.ea 
("pprOXU&teJ.T 150-):)0 n.=.utieal miles), though not Wlle aubm!!rged. 
'% 1963, the Sarl.eta could. prob&bl7 introduce nuele= powered aub-
~1-ri.ne• with a •ubl:lerged la.uncb &ystem e~loying mediUII ~ """ htio · 
rte&U.eJ. 1'here is no evidence to suggest tba.t the Ba>"iets bsve a 
pro€;l'11Jl appros.ch1Dg our Polaris pro~, either in sille or quallt7. 

III. :&!.de for Ree=ndations on S:peci:fic Weapon Szytem Choices . 

Within the general qU&Dtit&tive requirements :for addition&l lal6 
~ nuel.ea.r deliveey ~~;;retem, suggested by the above conlidera.ticmaj 
the :fol.J.ovi.n& c.re tbe reuona :for rq spec11'1c pr~ reeOIII!e~tiolla: 

B-52'• 

The. l.u 7crce btl.a propoeed the proeurellent of 52 additiOD&l B-52'• 
(45 v1ng unit equipl:!:llt p1ua 7 come.nd support) :with n 1962 t\mlh. '1'be 
c:cat at procuring and operating these a1rcra.:ft 1 with (30) usoc1ated 
tculkers and SQW1t abeU.es 1 for a 5 year period 'WOUld be about $1..~ · ..... . 
bUlionJ. Jq- reutiZIA tor reca=ending ac;a1nat this procurement &re 

tbe toll.oYil:l.s: 

a. Ve aJ.rea.q have a large :foree of intercontinental lx:lmbers. 
In mid-1965 it v1ll COI!i'r'iae 630 B-52's, Eb B-58's and, 1t 
we do not decide to phase them out sooner, 225 B-47's. 1'he 
alert B-52's and B-58's &lone v1ll be able to =17 about 
1500 bambs plua 1 1000 air launched missiles. The alert B-~7'• 
v1ll be able to ca:rey another 200 bOZDbs. 

b. An ~tion of the target system shows that D:Jat tarset;11 
·and all o:f those of the highest priorit7, &re best attacked 
by missiles; :first, because the targets are soft,· fixed, and 
ot knovn location, and therefore vulnerable to missile attack; 
second, in the case ot the military targets, the misaU.eJ 
reach their targets much taster toon do bombers 1 and therefore 
wouJ.d be more e:f:feetive in catch~ encm;r ~rs and minU.ea 
on the ground; and third, our missile syr,teLI£' hr4ve c much 
greater survival potential and endurance 1u the --..-ti.Die 
eiiVironment, and therefore can be..uaed :with 1ll0re. control 
and deliberation. 

c. The· bombers are soft and concentrated and they depend 'WCID 
-.rniDg and quick responae tor their survival under &tte.ek. 
'l'hia i1 a lest relia.ble means of protection tb&n ~ 
and d11perMl or 1110b111cy. Moreover, it l!e&DII t.b&t the 
bomber• ~~~at be cCIIIRitted to &ttack. verr esrl7 1n the '11111" aD4 
c•nnot be beld 1n reserve to be used 1n a controlled aD4 
del.iberate WT• 
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d. B::l::lbers &re expensive •. ; lor the ~ cO§t (111 tct&l ftn 
:r-r &)"Stell eoata) u,i& 'lliilg ~ B-52'e Yith +anJ:en c4 
Sk;rb01ta 1 11e can b\:1 250 X1l1ute:::= ~d &nd lli;ezp d1 
or 6 Polaris 11ub:sr1liea. · 

,. 
' : 

Air deten&e studies 111d1eAte tl:at the Elli'w effective ~ tar 
r-:oetra.t1ng air defenses ere loY altitude psretret!.o:l ll:ld ~fe:ae 
s~aaicm1 'b<:r..h ot lbicl:! are :ore eff&c:tiv:c t!:El a~:l.!:li to o:...-t­
r= the de!e::oAea &t hislJ. Llt:!.tude. The SQ't>:llt 15 in~ to pz-orl611 
& _Jaja: ~ 111 the pe=tratico ~ty o! t.be ~ 
B-52 tcree &t & rC&ti~ 1o1r cost. 'r'll': Eoo Slcy"::olt 11::15sUea en 
a.l..ert b ..e >en ~ to 'be &ble to OTerCczae eJ..=a t. 1!101' Soriet drlel::ae 
e.nd eke it pouibl.e !or the 'tx-Jsh-ra to go into their ~t. cni &ttack 
the:m Yi th gr&Ti ty 'l:lo:lba • Tr.e tcr..al cost tar 1150 ~tl tar tbe 
period n 19'52-1957 i.a eE.ti=.ted to be $1.6 billioo. 

E:C-135 

1'w=t:'-~n aq~ o! XC-135'a (5l;o c;>ertiticmal. &iren.tt) l&Te 
been procured t.hroue;h T! 1962. Air l"arc.-e studies 1n•Heate ~t 8:lO 
KC-135 's a.re required, Yith =st af the ir.Cl12!:Ut goiDg to 8llP".tOZ·t tbe 
B-52 force. (.t.bout 70 l'X-135's ere~ to ~t TAO, 20 far 
e=d :posts, &nd 8:l to suppo: t the B-58 fi.eet.) li:>iiG'Ja 1 'beJaA. 
s.~te~ 470 +ankera 1 .l!l:lre E:C-135 are IY.1t ~to ...,..),Je tbe 
B-52'a to reach their t&rgets. Ba.ther1 the 'b!i&a fa: tbe J.ir l'arce 
stated requir=ent far :ere ta.nkera i.a. to ~-we ~ &bUiti af tbe 
'bo:bers to :penetrate ~ de!enaes 'bT e..ll0\!in:3 tbGa to chose .:Ire 
favorable rcnz'-...ea or to !ly mare at lcT.r alti~. k(ju'OYf>d penetrat1.cn · 
eApsbUicy achieved this -uq and SQ'bolt tar ~~ ~a&ioD are 
not 'b<:r..h req:uired. Moreover, Slcyt>ol.t a:ppesr.o to be~ eft'ective. ·' 
Therefore, 111 'II!¥ j~t, the a:penditure o! ~ $l.l 
b1.lliCllll to procure lto e:rlr& t.anken a.ud ~te tb9 far 5 ~ 
1B not requ.ired. The :toree ar 6ilo t.an'l:ers ~el: I ~~ Y1ll 
prorlde 470 to support the B-52's; 8:l for tbe 3-;;8'tJ; 7d to ~ 

.. ·· TA.C; and 20 for cO!IIlBlld posts, ______ ... ·- ____ ...:. -··-- ________ .. 

Titan II 

The 18 extra Titan missiles propoa~d by t::le ~~ J'orce ¥:JUld c:»t 
approx:ilzte~ $372 mJ]1oT18 t:. procure and oPe:'-.:o.~ !or 5 ~· The :·-·- -
Titan II bu a sub5tant~ l&rger payl.cc.d ~ :U.U·~ •. It Y1ll. 
be able to deliver[ .. __ . - rathe:r t!:e.n[ . · ~w..""besdd DOY 
prov&=d tor K1l1ute:an. Ut the tots.!. &Totem cost at a TitaJl II 
i.a &bout !our til:les that ar & Xi.nut.emn mrd and di.apened. J.t equU _,. ··;. 
co•t1 t= MiznzteEen &re to be :Preferred to cme Titsn 'becluae1 ftrst1 

thq a.re leaa vulnerable, and aec=d, they' prorlde a:n-e t&rget ~· 

13 
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~reuver1 we already plan to have a subst&nti&l. force ~ Atlu &D4 
Titan which should be adequate for those special pu:rpoees req,uir!.q 
large payloads, Therefore I do not recoz:=nd procure=nt ~ 
additional Titans. 

Mi.nutemm Bard and Dispersed 
··-l 

Minuteman H a. D bas the lowest 1711tem cost of ury ~ our IClK 1a · · -·; .. , 
at about $5.5 millions per missUe 1n 5 ,-ear costa. It 1s cle&rJ.7 ·"':~': .. 
the preferred lla7 to acquire more ICB4'a , Rawever 1 I &lll not 
rec0l:l!!lend1ng that ve procure 1110re than 100 1n :ri 1963 'beca38 our 
over-all force requirelllenta do not m.ke it necessar'7. The dit'ferenee 
between the Air 7oree propoaed procurement ~ 6oo m1811.les 1n :rr 1963 
and the 100 I - recC~~~~~ending1 1n 5 year a)"'ltem costs, 1s llpprc:IXil=teJ.7 
~. 75 b1ll10illl. 

~bUe MilnztenJ:I 

MobUe Killutem.n voul.d sel"V'e e.s a hedge agr.inst our being h=rtl7 
outnumbered by tbe Sorl.et IClK force 1 a lov Sarlet CEP 1 or Uik ',ected 
taUure of the hardened :N1nutellan to meet estuated blast res1stance-­
cond1t1ons lavering the survival potenti&l. ~ b&rd and disperoed 
Minutemn. It liOUl.4 also serve as a hedge ~1nst unex:peeted'a4-n.nee• 
in SOY"iet anti-sulmari.ne w.rhre cape.bUity th&t vould reduce the aeeurit7 
of Polaris. However, KobUe Killutel:an 'll1lq have troubles of its am, · 
including wartime fallout (which '1JA7 reduce substo.:atiAlly its -.rtil:le 
endurance) 1 peacetime sabotage and espioJ:111.8e and ope::ational preble. 
associated with the transport of el:plosives and at~d raz~l!ca 
operation. Moreover, 1t we were to complete the Air Foree reeCJ~E:en4e4 
program of 300 MobUe Minutemen, MobUe Minutemn vould coat a'bollt 
2.5 times as IIIUCh per missUe as l'.inutel:an bard and dilperlftd. s, ..... 

Therefore, we are not yet certain that MobUe Mi.nutemn will be 
required. The action I am recomzll!!nd1ng is in the n&ture ~ le&4 
ti.D>e reduction on the miesUe production program. If the combination ~ 
contingencies favoring Mobile Minute& does not ooeuz-1 I shall reeoaail!er 
the decisioz: and recc:mnend cancellation ~ the prod:uction program. 

Polaris 

This system bas the most survival potenti.aJ. in the wartime 
environment of any of our long range nuclear delivery systems. Polar1s 
missiles do not have to be launched early in the -uar, the7 can be held 
in reserve and used in a controlled and deliberate 1!IQ" to achieve our 
wrti.me objectives. For ~le1 Polaris 1s 'ideal for counter-cit)' 
retaliation. However, as the calculations shown abOY"e indicate, tbe 
force already progralll!led is large and can e&use great daage to tbe 
population and industry of the Soviet Union. This reduce• the urgeDC7 

.. . .. ; . '::; .. ·.· . ~ ·~: ;'-;; ...... :;;_ ·.~:::: i 

: . . .. ::. : .. 
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of D:Jre Pol&ria zi.uUea. Ccmaequent.q, I recCII!il:limd tb:lt w p:oocnzre 6 
more Pol.G.rill sula!.rinea 1n n 1963. ~ coat, em a 5 r.sZ buS., 
of the 6 1ulr:l>-.rinea Y1ll be abollt ~30 lllillicma leu th:.n t.be OOFt of 
the lO a~inell propooed 'bT the ll'a"7o 
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APPENDIX I 

ASSUMED OPERATIONAL FACTORS FOR 1965 AND 1967 TAJlGET 
DAMAGE CALCUlATIONS 

All assumptions are characterized alternatively as Optimistic, 
Median, or Pessimistic. 

I. Assumed Soviet 
.. --o.:: ;-: 

ICBM Force 

~im:l.stic Median Pessi:!U.stic 
1 1967 1§ :00 12€£ llii 

lfumber of: 

ICBM's 400 500 750 lOOO .u.oo l$00 

Soft Sites (3 psi) 100 50 200 125 300 200 

H&rd Sit.es (.300 psi) 200 400 350 750 500 llOO 

Yield 7Mr lOMT 7Mr lOMl' 7Ml' lOHT 

CEP l n.mi. .8 n.mi. • 7 n.mi. 6 n.mi. .5 n.ai. 

Reliability ·7 ·75 ·75 .8 .a 

Tbe Soviets are assumed to apply their forces against ours in a ~ 
optimal fashion. Tbus, for example, Titan I will have a consiC.era.bl:y lm;er 
survival rate than Atlas F of equal blast resistance because the concen­
tration of missiles makes it a more attractive target. Only the effects of 
a Soviet missile attack s.re included in our force survival .rates. It is 
assumecl that we launch our surviving missiles before Soviet bombers arrive. 
Tbe valiclity of this assumption does depend on our having a survivable 
high level c=and a:od. control system • 

. . 

A-l 
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.5 n.mi • 
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II. As6Uitled Survival, Reliability, ancl Penetration Factors 

The :probabiU.ty o:r & aissile or aircraft delivering its weapon 
to the target can l>e thought of as the product of three factors: 

Survival Rat~ under eneny attack or SR, 

Reliability Rate or RR, 

Penetration Rate through enemy defenses or PR. 

For any given Soviet force level, the Survival Rate of our forces will 
vary w:l.th our :force size. '.rhe ?orc:es ::.oroposed ·. y the individual 
Services will thereiore have hi3her survival rates than the iorces 
recommended uy the Secretary of Defens~ because they &re larger. In 
those cases in which th":" -1.Jffer1 ·che Survival Rates associated with 
the forces I am recommendinr, E'.rc desisnate<l by (I), those associated 
with the individual Service proposals, ·uy (II). 

The a.Bsu~ed factors are shown· in the ta~les Which follow. To 
avoid a misleading i"'pression o~ spurious accuracy, aJ.l :factors 
have been rounded to the nearest .05. An e:><planation of the 1:-asis for 
the assumptions follows the ta't>les. 

A-2 



·.-

·--

t ., 
'/ 

Tc."ole I - As5'..::ed Survival. Reliabil!.:.:r a!:~ P~~~,_ '!"~-~.; nn F·P~ctors, by 'Pl'eL]??ll 

Sys•em, End-FY 1965 

Alen- B::E!.bers 
s:.-. 
RR 
PF 
Y1e1d./CEP 

Atls s D (Soft) 
5F. 
FH 
}- .. :..; 
Yteld CEP 

At4c l., 

p.r; 

.. 

YielMcEP _ J 
Atla.<: Fl.-· ·. 
-,:::g- . . ... -. --­

n •. 
r.R 
PR 
Yie1d/CEP ~ 

Ti-t=_I L . ·. -. 
SR ·- · ____ , .. _____ · 

RFI 
PR 

--¥--'~ t ld / CEP 
• • -r•...,_•~ 

T:1. t.sn IJ \ . 
-Si~-~-- __ -..:.:._ ______ _: -

RR 
VP 
Yiel.d/CEP 

' -. 

MiJ::u-:.eL.E<ZJ ( Avg . or :&!.!1 & Mobile) 
SR(I) 
fiR{II) 
R.~ 

!':-< 
Yi.t:ld/CEP 

Pu:!-7.:-l.s A-3 

p;; 
Y._dd/CEP 

lio-=!i Dog oo Alert :8-52 ; s 

RR 
PJ: 
Y-:ud/CF:P 

Sk;ybcl t 00 J.l.ert :B-52 , 8 

Sl< 
RR 
I':t 
Y1cl.4./f$P 

Cro::;:i::l.stic 

1 . 
-95 

1 

1 

-75 

.10 

.eo 

.20 

.80 

1 
.eo 

1 

-50 
.eo 

1 

1 
.85 

l 

1 
1 
.85 

1 

l 
-75 

l 

1 
-75 
.8o 

1 
-70 

l 

r·--
1 -

L_ 

\~_ 

[ __ 

[ 

!•ledl.an 

.05 

.70 
.1 

.20 

.TO 
1 

.6o 

.65 
. l . ..---, 

-
-30 
-65 

l 

l 
-70 
-65 

l ., 

l 

;75 
.85 
.65 

l. 
.6o 

l 

.so 
-75 

, 
! 

-- • 70 .:"' 

l 

-- ----- -'" ·' 
.so 
-55 

Pessi!Ustic 

.lO 
-90 
-~5 

. ... 
.()5 
.,s ~-, 

l 

.10 
-55 

l 

·30 
-~ 

l. 

.10 
-~ 

l 

.40 
-50 

l. 

·5 .ro 
•.50 

l. 

l 
-50 

l. 

.10 
·15 
.6o 

.10 

.4o 
l 
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!II. Basis for Assumed Operational Factors 

No g:.·eat precision <::lin be r.lailued for these factors. The use of 
an optimistic-pessimistic range is inten~ced to indicate the existence 
of uncert6inty. However, the ranges can be taken to include all values 
having a sul:-stantial likelihood. 

Alert Bomber Survival Rate 

In the optimistic case, we receive tactical warning and act on it 
fast enough to laun~h all of the alert bombers. In the pessimistic 
ca.se, for any of a number of possible reasons, 90 per c.m·t of tl1e alert 
bombers are caught on the ground. In the median case, half the alert 
bombers get off. This can be taken as an approximation to the results 
of a 25 per cent airborne alert, though in the case of &l airborne 
alert, the fact that it is known whir.h bombers yill survive attack 
should make more efficient targetinc; possible. 

Bomber Penetration Rate 

The range . 75 - . 50 is roughly consistent vitb SAC estimates. 
The improvement to .80 in 1967 is associated with eff'ertive a~r de:fcm;e 
suppression. The .25 pessimistic assu:.1ption descril es a r.6se in which 
the Alert Force has been mostly caueilt on the ground, in which only a 
small force survives, penetrates in an uncoordinated way, and vithout 
effective air defense suppression. · 

JCBM Survival Rates 

These are expJ6ined by the assumed Soviet Forces. 

~~ssile Reliability Rates 

The optimistic· num-;;ers are Se!"Vi ce estimates or desizn objectives. 
The pessimistic numbers are based on est:LLlates made in l<SEG Study No. 50. 

A-5 
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September 23, 1961 

APPEl1"DIX I TO THE H:i:MOR!ili"DUM FOR THE P?SSIDENT 

ra- FtJf- -.-"' t 
;iFL..Jv~ 

' . 
r.~-}1 ~,., ,~ ,G 

SUBJECT: Recommended long Range Nuclear D=livery Forces 1963-1967 ~ 

This Appendix summarizes the main fac~ors I have taken into 
consideration in determinu,g United States' re~uirements for long 
Range Nuclear Delivery Forces in tbe years l963-l967. The Appendix 
includes: 

I. Recommended Force Levels and their Fiscal Implications; 

II. The General Be.sis for My Reco:mnenda':ions on Force Levels; 

III. The Be.sis for My Reco~endations on Specific Weapon Systems. 

*********** 
I. Recommended Force Levels and Their Fiscal Imolications 

I recommend that you approve, for inclusion in the FY 1963 budget, 
the procurement of the following operational missiles and aircraft to 
supplement our long Range Nuclear Delivery Forces: 

a. •100 Minutemen Hardened & Dispersed 

b. 50 Mobile Minutemen 

c • 6 Polaris SubiM.rines 

d. 92 Skybolt Missiles 

e. 100 KC-135 Tankers 

Total for FY 1963 Decisions 
Total Funding Re~uirement!ll from 

Prior Years' Decisions 
Tota~. :or FY 1963 

Total 
Purchase 

Cost to 
Be Funded 

(Millions 

$ 461 

935 

1,072 

347 

287 

$3·,102 

FY 1963 
NOA 

of Dollars) 

$ 284 

270 

963 

200 

__ 270 

$1,987 

$~:?~~ 
Moreover, I recommend that ve adopt, for planning purposes, the. 

force structure summarized in the table on the next page. In those cases 
in vbich the forces I am recommending differ from those recommended by the 
Navy and Air Force, the latter are shown in red beneath mine. 

F<J I 1CA 33 i\J. _ _,c, .. ·"'c-' ...:· .~0"-n..::'-'c.:''-· -'~l=b'-'7 __ _ 

!loc:;r:oent__,_, __ l __ of 8 Docu:nents 
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' F..EC~ roRci:S !'!:.' 

R:z:d-!'i ~cal T &!II 

llii 
E~a 

~ 19:63 . 17b'!:- 1965 1966 1067 

:B-52 555 630 630 630 630 630 630 

B-1;.7 1,1.2!) 855 585 450 225 
B-58 l;o 8o 8o S? 8o 8o 8o 

ToteJ. 3-....-·,ers 1, 720 1,565 1,295 1,1&5 935 no no 
Ai=-Leuncned ¥issiles 

336 E./ Eo.md Dog 216 450 522 522 522 522 

S.cybalt 322 690 1z150 
T·ot<.l CUY.' s 216 450 522 522 844 1,2.1.2 , 456 _, 

ICR'! =.i Palerl s Missiles 
A.~ 36 75 135 135 135 126 117 
TiUU:l 6 51 78 ll4 111;. ll4 114 

¥inute..c.e..n :s&D 150 6:0 700 Boo 'PO~ 
Pi :rr'· t:.i' c. n l" .. :ioile 50 100 100 

?ale... --:Ia 80 96 1!;.4 238 !;SO 56o 656 

Totel IC:a¥/?al.e...-is 122 222 . . 507 1,137' .114~ l_/(00 l 88; . .l. . 

otber 
I<.!Eil 224 392 392 392 3~ 392 392 
E:C-135 4oo 4-40 520 62o 6l;o 64o 6lio 

:KC-97 Goo lt6o . 34o 24o 120 
E:B-47 45 ~:.- 45 45 ... 

·' RC-135 -. 13 23 23 23 .., 

..Uert Force W es:!> on.s EJ 
No. of Weapons 1,390 2,3.50 2,450 3~0.50 . 3,44o 3,870 l;.,lBo 

~ge.tons 1,530 2,750 3,30? 4,350 !;.,74.0 5 ''20 ,_ 5,1;.50 

li'u:l:ioers ot eircn.f't ani missiles ae d.erlY~ by =ltiplring r;;nt'non;od 
sq=Cron unit equip:nent by the ~e;ra c:! ~~. ~ey <io not i.n::J.tcie 
B&.D1 Ccnbe.t ~i:l.i.ng !.Eal.ncll or ~._eu.-n.-e pi~ ~-tlsiles CT ecr:m•""<'l 
s-:::pporl ei...-c~"t. ~ec-tiv-e 1 .C..,--u:-'~ 1961, a;ppro'D..l:atel1' ~ a:: tl:l4 
b ccl>e~ rl.ll. be en 15 rlmte g. =A. uert. Ic:BI{ ~ e.l'1S npre sent oper­
e.t1an.el , •r:mebers. R-.llWers ~ Pcla:ia :zrlniles ::"epre!So'~nt tbe totu ='::>er 
~ d.ssiles 1n ope::-atio=l ~-i.:le~;. .4p::-orl=.t--_q t5~ at thue lrob­
=..-ines vtl.l be cn IT"~t1cn or a.t ~e.. me table =J.n~fl 17 :B.eg-ulu.s 
lU.s!Ues in·:open.t1Clru!.l ~--:l~s trc:a; etd-IT 61. to e.z:d-F! 64 ani 5 ~t 
e.z:d-IT 65. 
Tb.ts d..L."'t'e...-ence :!.! a c~rce ot tM. d.L.""!ere=e 1n ~=z.-n5eil B-52 f~£ 
1,();)0 b]' e::xi-1'! 68, 1 1100 b;r en:i-IT 69, =d. tl:l.e~..e:r. 
~e:ra M:T'e :r.lexillll1ty 1n clloice of veeyCI:\.!! end a 
of thi B C a:::;>e---:1 CCQ 1 i 't va.!. IUI3<.:a;""" tl:&,.~ . E-52_' II' I 1 
plu. ~-J~nched ~~s1le~. 2 
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The estimated Total Obligational Authority required to procure and 
operate these forces over this period is sho•n in the folloving table. 
The difi'erence bet "\ole en the Total Obligational Authorl ty required to 
finance the forces I am recommending and that required to finance the 
forces recommended by the individual Servicec is sho"loln on the second 
line. Over the five years, 1963-67, the cost of the aircraft and 
missiles recommended by the Air Force and the Polaris recommended by 
the llavy exceeds the cost of the forces I am recol!l!ll8nding by approxi­
ms.tely $10 billion. As "lolill be sho•n later in this psper 1 the extra 
capability provided by the individual Service proposals runs up against 
strongly diminishing returns and yield~ very littte in terms of target 
destruction. In my judgement, it is an increment not "lolorth the cost 
of $10 billion over the five year period. 

Tota1 Obl~~tional Authoritv 
FY 62 FY 63 FY 64 FY 65 FY 66 FY 67 FY63-67 

(Billions of Dollars) 
Secretary of Defense 

Recommendations 9·3 8.9 8.0 5.6 4.7 4.1 31.3 
Service Proposals over 

Secretary/Defense +.6 +1.5 +1.6 +3.0 +2.2 +1.4 +9.7 

The forces I am recommending for procurement in FY 1963 are compared 
"lolith the recommendations of the Service Chiefs in the follo"loling table. 
The numbers represent operational aircraft or missiles. 

Secretary Initial Recommendations of Chiefs JCS 
of Chain:a.n Navy & Air 9-ll-61 !;) . 

Defense JCS ~ US !or: Force Recoms. 

B-52 Aircraft 0 0 021 021 4~ 45 
Skybolt.£1 92 92 0 0 92 92 
KC-135 c 100 100 100 100 120" 100 
Titan 0 18 I 0 0 18 18 
Minuteman H&D 100 30~ 100V 1oOY 6oo 300 
Minuteman Mobile 50 50 0 0 50 50 
Polaris 96 96 96 16o 0 128 

45 B-52's recommended by the Air Force for 1962 procurement. 
The Chief of Staff 1 USA, agrees "to a lil!:.:i ted proc=ement of the system 
to minimize engineering 11nd economic risl'.s. " The CNO and Co=andant, USMC, 
believe "research and development should continue" 1 and· "budgetary planning 
should proceed, but the decision to allocate substantial funds for production 
should be delayed • • • ". 
The Secretary of Defenee. along "lolith the Chief of Staff, USA, the CNO, 
and Commandant, USMC 1 recommend a total strength of 640 aircraft; t!::e 
CJCS recommends 76o, the Chief of Staff, USAF, 8oo. In each case, 
command support aircraft "lolOuld be in addition to the numbers sho"\oln. 
These recommendations are for "at most" the stated number of missiles. 
During a discussion bet"loleen the Secretary of Defense and the Chiefs, on 
September 11 1 1961, they stressed their concern about the reduction in our 
nuclear capability as the B-47's "lolere phased-out. The Secretary of Defense 
therefore added 5 Wings of !-47'B to his recommendation for FY 1963 and 
FY 1964, bringing it to the level sho"\olD CD page 2. 



-. 

The aircraft and missiles re::ommenued f'o:· procur<~r.t in F'Y 1963 b~· 
the Air :r·orce and the Polaris subnoarl nes recommeni.ted for -::rccurement 1I: 
FY 1963 by the Navy would cost appro:><.imately .$:; .l bill~.on: 1'!0~-e -co buy 
than the aircraft and missiles I a:n :-ecre=nding. Of this, approximat<:ly 
$2 billions would require funding in F':i 1962 and FY 1963. 

As well as these forces, I will reco~end at a later date that the 
Air Force be authorized to procure and operate a secure co~nd and control 
system for SAC. Except for 20 KC-l35's which will be available for use 
as airborne command posts, the cost of this system has not bee~ included 
in the figures on page 3. 

II. General Basis for Force Level Recommendations 

The forces I am recommending have been chosen to provide the United 
States with the capability, in the event of a Soviet nuclear attack,· first, 
to strike back against Soviet bomber bases, missile sites, and other 
installations associated with long-range nuclear forces, in order to reduce 
Soviet power and limit the damage that can be done to us by vulnerable 
Soviet follow-on forces, while, second, holding in protected reserve forces 
capable of destroying the Soviet urban society, if necessary, in a controlled 
and deliberate way. With the recommended forces, I am confident that we 
•~ll be able, at all times, to deny the Soviet Union the prospect of either 
a military victory or of knocking out the U. S. retaliatory force. If the · 
most likely estimates of Soviet forces prove to be correct, the forces I am 
recommending should provide us a capability to achieve a substantial military 
superiority over the Soviets even after they have attacked us. 

The recol:!!llended forces are designed to avoid the extremes of a "minimum 
deterrence" posture on the one hand, or a "full first strike capability" on 
the other. A "minimum deterrence" posture is one in which, after a Soviet 
attack, we would have a capability to retaliate, and with a high degree of 
assurance be able to destroy most of Soviet urban society, but in which we 
-....ould not have a capability to counter-attack against.,Soviet military forces. 
A "full first strike capability" -....ould be achieved if our forces were so 
large and so effective, in relation to those of the Soviet Union, that we 
·.•ould be able to attack and reduce Soviet retaliatory power to the point 
at ;;hich it could not cause severe da:nage to U. S. population and ind'.:.stry. 

We should reject the "minimum deterrence" extreme for the follo-....ing · 
reasons: 

a. Ieterrence may fai:'., or ;;ar may break out for accidental or 
unintended reasons, and if it does, a capability ·to counter­
attack against high-priority Soviet military targets can make 
a major contribution to the objectives of limiting damage and 
terminating the -....ar on acceptable terms; 

b. By reducing to a minimum the possibility of aU. S. nuclear 
attack in response to Soviet aggression against our Allies, 
a "minimum deterrence" posture -....ould weaken our ability to 
deter such Soviet attacks. 
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On the ot.her hand, 'li'e should reJ.:c,; T.he E<ttr:rr•pt to acilieve a "full 
'\ :i.J·s ~ etr ike capability" f'Jr t.he fu ll.c•1 ng renL·l!fi ~ 

a, It is almost certainly infeasible. The Soviets could defeat 
such an attempt at relatively lnw c.ost .· For exemple_. -we do 
!JOt. nuw have any prospect. of ·u~i.:.g a-bl,:.... ·vJc dec troy iu. a sudden 
attc.ck Soviet missile subroa.rinee &"\... ees.. N0r vould ve be able 
to destroy a sufficiently bigh pt'rce.-nt.cgec of b large :hard and 
dispersed ICEM force. 

b. It 'li'Ould put the Soviets in a posnJ.on 'llhich they 'li'Ould be 
likely to consider intolerable, thus risking the provocation 
of an arJDS race;. 

c. It 'li'Ould be very costly in resour::es that a:re needed to 
strengthen our theatre forces. 

The forces I am recommending 'llill prcwide m&jc'r impr.::>vements in the 
g,u.slity of our strategic posture: in itc surylvabil.ity, its flexibility, 
and its ability to be used in a controlled and deliberate way under a 
'llide range of contingencies. 

Target Destruction Requirements 

The follo'lling list of high priority ta.rgd.s (a :lm points) in the 
S'Jviet Union has been derived from studies perfcr~d in Jwoe 19G1 by the 
Si.aff of the liet L'valuat.ion Subcommi tte~, Uli:'itr 1 n~ di:-'Od ion of Lieutenant 
Gen~ral Thomas Hickey. (Tne estilll8tes hev~ Ye~.,-, T ~·u:;,d~d t'J the ne&rest 
50 ln each ca-tegory to avoid a :::-.:sleading imp,Eosic-n of acc\LJ:·acy.) 

End-Fiscal Y~ar 

Urban-Industrial Aim Points 200 200 

Bomber Eeses J 5t' 150 

Support A:Crfields 50 50 

Defense Sv.ppre ss ion _i()(: 300 

Nuclear Storage and Production 50 50 

Naval and SubllBrine BA.ses 50 50 

Soft IRiM Sites (4 missiles ;per site) 100 100 

Soft rem Sites (2 missiles per eite:) 100-300 50-200 

Hard IClli Sites (1 missile per site) 200-200 4oo-ll00 

Total 1?(10- 17("0 . 1350-2200 



- r ~ ,..re &re Ldi1~ ..... ~w. 
eGpeC1s.llT e.bout 1Set!rl.la1 1!bc:n l..oold..l:iS SO fi.r ilrto t.bQ fd;Q;-e • !OWti!%'1 
t..~Jo::n " a Oole 1 I ~tc":l ~til:fied vith ~ ~ QJ>l:et.! llJI Q 'b:£14 ft1r 
:Coree pl.J;r.n~ng. 

The 200 Urb=-~tri.U ~""G'!tA B.lld tb9 150 ~ 'tc.e41 ~ the 
h.4>he11t priori tT in tba &en&e of re<r.zi.red 6esree of u~~ tl:c.t w 
e= deatroT ~. 'rhe e&psb1.llt;r to des.trey t.bt! Ur'rell-b:fut;tri.al ~ 
1u o= pcr0er to deter A~ on our em~ eiti.ee. ~ ~ ~ cc:r.ain 
the put of the e.an.et :l'tl=ea tla.t c= e:au&e ua the c:t ~ if not 
c. tt&eked, a.nd ll.l.ao tbe put Jl.OI>t TUl.c.err.bl!5 to c. t teek, In th1l CITCI1l'i; of 
~leer=, it a ~ tb:r.t 1.'3 de~;trar tb! En,., :pcuible 
nur~ of EloTiet ~ r=.ge "b<Elba 1. ~ 150 ~,.. l..1ned here ~ 
a !LirlT s=e:rouc ~tor th1& ~· ~ i.ncl~ ll.l:out 50~~~ 
nov kncn:n or erli=ted to be ro~ti.ng l.ona-~ a.1l" ~ti.OOB1 a.ho1zt 
6o nov knO':'t!1 or et~timted to be su;pporting liGht ~ op=tio::ta 1 I::lGt 
or Wieh "WOuld be uuble u ~cm--e:17 ~ea tor the lccg-~ bda111 
e..nd ~>bout 30 r;tsginc 'l:luea em W.ich the ~\m ~ depend tor~ 
en.ou(;h to reseh the United SUI tea. 

Hol--nr, tbe other tut;:rts are a.l.llo pot=tia.ll7 ~ ~ =th 
s.tt&ekillg. ~ s~ ~i..c.g Airfields (potentiAl. ~r:tnr7 and~ 
bases), :ltuelear ~ &.lld Pro<metion sites, ro.nd &.TI!.l c.nd ~1= 
bU~es &ll can lru;""..,o:rt dellTUT a! J:IUClee.r "F-e.pa:lS on tbe lb.iWd Bt&tea. 
~ IR:K 1itea repres.ent a threat to our Allies c.nd our thea.tre roreea, 
s.nd are =•t econwcnJJ;r r.ttacl:ed cy c. Q"S'.:e2 11u:lh u ~. '1ha 
Ieferu;e ~uion ~~air ~6 co:Itrol ce:ntero, i.rr~ 
bases, !l.Zld r;url'a.ce-to-c.ir l!d;aUe dtes, = be effecti~l:' ~:.tu;.el;;ed 'b7 
tC.e air-l&unched :UsaUea Round Ibs t.nd Sl::yVolt. 'nnir destrueti.on 
would drutiCAl.l;r reduce the detenae 07.>00ition ~ 'b7 our =e4 
bo:::ben • 'fue ~ 3:)0 &hO'Cl he."'e 1a prob:l.bl:T a ce=rous e.~ 
for the purpor;e. "'or ~le1 SAC ia nov estimit~ :a re-qu.irel:=t to 
destro;r 16o :le:tensc sup:pression tzrc;eh in 1968. 

The size e.nd bs.si.ng (i.e. de~ of b=d.=inS E.1ld ~-c.:-:.1) of 

the Bcr.·iet ICE( force in 1965 a:nd 1967 1£ ZlO'If 11 c.tter of CY-::l~16.:;z;:'~jco 
uncert&int;r. ~-we knoT c.bout ths bartet ~-~ =l.L:;.r 
dellver;r posture to d&te s~sta that the rost ll.ke1T ccmf'i.s;'.Iration 
for firet-geners.tion ICPX Bite a v1ll be 2 l:il!eiles per 81t_, ~ IJOf't. 
Bu.ch Bites wou1d pre~;ent at'-..rective t&rgets :tar our 1'oreea. ll>we•er, 
bs.rd e.nd. d.ispe:r~>~ baaillg for their. next. ~tion o:t IC'Elt'& ~ 
',)e au.eh & l.o"~ choice :tor the Sort...--ta tl'£t the p:>:s1b1.llt;r E:::JSt be 
considered rea.so=bl;r lfiel;r eTen ~ there 1a no ev!.6.en::e noT to 
auggest tb&t the Soviet• a...-e bs:.rdening the~: JldJ&i.ln. 

6 
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There are also uncertainties ab~ut the performance of our forces in 

striking back after a Soviet attack--uncertainties associated ~th the 
veight and effectiveness of possible Soviet attacks, the ability of our 
forces to survive under attack, the reliability of our missiles, and the 
ability of our forces to penetrate Soviet defenses. But these uncertainties 
are not unbounded. One can place reasonable ~uantitstive limits on them 
and estimate the effectiveness of our forces under alternatively optimistic 
and pessimistic assumptions. 

This is Vhat has been done in the f~llowing analysis. The survival 
reliability, and penetration factors used are all based on the general 
assumption that the var begins ~th a vell planned and ~ell executed 
Soviet attack, ~th limited ~rning, ageinst our forces in a state of 
normal peacetime alert, and that ve are hitting back after being attacked. 
Thus the following estimates do not represent maximum capabilities under 
the most favorable circumstances. For example, they exclude cases in ~ich 
~e strike first, or cases in ~ich ve are attacked during a period of tension 
and alert. These cases have been excluded because ~e are testing the 
ade~uacy of our forces, and therefore must look at unfavorable circumstances. 

Within the general assumption of a vell planned Soviet attack, opti­
mistic, median, and pessimistic survival, reliability, ~~d penetration 
factors have been chosen to reflect the range of uncertainty. It is 
possible to imagine outcomes lying outside this range, but their likelihood 
appears small. The optimistic factors represent favorable, but attainable 
performance. The great veight of likelihood appears to be betveen the 
optimistic and median cases. The combination of all of the pessimistic 
factors describes a very unfavorable and relatively improbable case. For 
example, it is assumed that in 1967, only 1-1/4 per cent of the manned 
bombers reach the bomb release line and 90 per cent of the Titans and 
70 per cent of the fixed Minuteman missiles are destroyed before launch. 
~~ese factors ~ere chosen to produce an answer to the ~uestion '~t happens 
if everything goes badly"? (The details of the assumed factors, together 
~th an explanation of their choice can be fo~~d in P~ex 1 to this 
Appendix.) 

The uessimistic factors do not include &n allo~~~ce for attrition by 
Soviet anti-ICRt. defenses. We recognize that the Soviets do have e large 
R&D program in this area: Hovever, we are pursuing a vigorous program of 
development of penetration aids (decoys and multiple ~rheads) and ve 
expect to be aole to penetrate Soviet defenses in this period. Moreover, 
if attrition by Soviet ICRt. defenses appears at all likely, ve ~ll be able 
to compensate for it in large measure by concenrr&ting our forces on the 
top priority targets. 

The follo·wing results are shovn in terms of expected percentages of 
the targets or value in each category destroyed. In the case of Urban­
Industrial Floor Space (and Urban Blast Fatalities), the estimates are 
of damage to the contents of the 170 largest cities (dovn to a population 
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of 90,000) "Which contains approximately 8D per cent of the total industrial 
floor space of the Soviet Union and approximately 50 million out of a total 
of 210 million people • 

The estilnates of total population fatalities are percentages of the 
Soviet total. The "Unsheltered" case correEponds to the effects expected 
in a population vithout extensive civil defense preparation, but taking 
advantage of .mat shelter is normally available. The "Sheltered" case 
corresponds to fallout shelter for 4o per cent of the urban population and 
20 per cent of the rural. The "At least'' reflects the fact that the esti­
I!l.'1tes do not include fallout from attacks on isolated military targets. 
(The effects on surrounding cities of att&eks on naval bases are included 
in the estimates.) 

The assumed number of Soviet ICBM sites varies betveen the optimistic 
cases (in Vhich the lev end of the range is used) and the pessimistic cases 
(in wilich the high end is used). T'nerefore, the percentages show ahould 
not be interpreted as representing fractions of the same numbers. 

Tom forces and tvo years are show on pages 9 and 10. 

I. Those forces I am recommending for End-Fiscal Year 1965 and 
1967, and 

II. Those forces proposed by th~ individual Services (though n~t 
jointly by the JCS) for the same years. . 

The calculations suggest that either force vould provide us vith a 
powerful capability to carry out the objectives mentioned earlier. 
However, as I indicated earlier, the extra capability provided by the 
individual Service proposals r~~s up against strongly diminishing returns 
and ~~elds very little in terms of extra target destruction. 

Moreover, the theatre forces vere not included in these calculations, 
though SlOP '62 includes about 270 alert eircraft and missiles from these 
forces. On the other band, vith the exception of the defense SUI~ression 
~argets, no targets in China or the other satellites were included. 
However, we do not now expect China· to develop a significant long rerg e 
nuclear delivery force in the time period tmder consideration. Lr she 
does, and a change seems indicated, there •~ll be time for us to increase 
our forces appropriately. 

8 
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C<K!'ARlBClll OF TA!l1rr lJ!:8£n.JUTl<JR CAP/JllLITIES OJ' 
AlJI'ER'\AiiVE l"ORCES 

!:"''!> FISC.~YEAR 1§5 

Perecnt E;o>ected !'aU 
Optiltl~tie l¢11en -~~Tc-

I II I ~n I II -- -- --
Popule.ticc ~ Indlutq 

Urb=-!Mu.str1e.l Floor Sp&ee 
(or Urbe.zl. Bla.st ~t&llties) 88 88 

'l'otal ~ti.on ht&llties 1 
thu>helterd, &t le~U~t 
~17 Sllelteni, ct last 

Bc:r!lher &.sea 

Support Airfields 

Defense Suppression 

43 
35 

99 

97 

76 

43 
35 

99 

99 

87 

Nuclear storage & Production · 96 98 

Iia ve.J. & ~b:nar ille lb.s es !I 98 98 

Sort IF»! Bi tea 96 100 

Soft ICIM 51 tea 99 100 

Hard ICBM Sites 71 75 

/>.lert Force 
Wee pone 
s..=s..:z 

weapons !::i 

Megatons 

Alert Force 
Tote.l 

..1_ II 

2482 2993 

3396 41.12 

so 

33 
26 

so 

93 

T6 

38 

69 

62 

so 
88 

19 

llOT 1487 

1560 2017 

25 
20 

1 

399 

574 

~ ~ecessfi.U attack VOlll.d rend-er the bMes inoperellle but, Clf' =se, 
would lesve untouched Jnissil.e sub!l:&rines at sea., 

9 

So 

37 

T 

5 

T 

5 

59 

1 
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CXIa>JJUSa! err TA..~ ~orr CAPJ..BILITI!:B (8 

.~Jm:Rl!.k.T!VE ~ 
r:'ffi"FiB.i. 'WJl 1957 

Fe:rcent l!I;t>eete:i Ull 
Ocrtilrlstic -i Pessid..rlic Hrlir;,n 

I II I II I n - - - -
Fc;,-::JJ..t,t1CI:1 t.ll.i ~rz 

Urb=-~ril!l. Floor Sp5.ce 
(or Urbc.n ll!l.st Yl:""~ties) 84 79 79 68 68 

'I'Otal. Popul.e;t ian :f'l;;tcl.1 ties, 
lln~helterd, e;t l.e<-..st 37 37 32 32 25 25 
PL.rtl7 Shel.tere:\1 ·~r.t les.st 30 30 26 26 19 19 

!ali t.r.rr T!!.rgets 

~r !lues 98 99 94 .99 81 99 

~:-t J.irt'i.elLg 99 99 T2 96 7 78 
' I Dai'e:r..se ~esion 88 95 50 67 9 lO 

" -
~cle:uo ~-e a. Prodll.ctiCID. 95 95 46 79 0 3l 

!i::.vul & &~ine ~es 97 97 54 54 l2 l2 

Soft I1":E! 81 tes 99 99 85 92 2 96 
Soft Ic:El( Sites 99 99 82 97 43 97 

' 
'E1s.rd ICR: Si tea 54 77 7 25 l 5 

Alert ?or-ce 
\icspons J.lert Force ·neu·;en-'<1 0::1. '!~~ 

B:=ary 'I'Qtal Optimistic H<><iicn Pes s il:'.iEt ic 
f II I II _L II I li - - - -

Wee. pons 41Sl 5~ 3028 4578 1508 3&,.::>6 638 1912 

~g&tO!lS 54)0 76zl 3417 52515 1726 3320 T40 2:2T2 

l.O 
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!"k Jnt 'io!lsh!-r· of Recor:;:nended Force 'L::> So.vie;: F'nrc:~· 

Tne direct co~~arison of force n~~:rs es such is less ~ortant 
thc.n the \o."E.ys in \;:'1iC~ Ye bese a:1d ope rete our fo:rces. For e:Y.e.::ple, '\.'e 

could out-n~ber the Soviets t~~e~ to one in ICB" 1 s and still r~ve an 
i~ade~~~e deterrent posture if cur ~issi}es were sof~ and concentrated. 
F~wever, the force incremeDts ~~ich I ~ recomrne~ding are all in a 
protected mode, hard &n1 dispe~sed, or mobile. 

Given a vell ~rotected posture, relat:ve num~ers are still ~~orte-~t 
for several reasons: 

a. A ls.:rge Soviet s1.--rperiori ty ir! IC31 r s, ::ocld overco~e the protection 
affo~Qed our IC~l;'s by ~rde~i~g and disp~~s~l a~d ~Y.e it possiCle for the 
SoYiets to des-troy most our fixed-base fo:--ces in a. !dssile attack. 

b. A large Soviet superiority in ~ssiles would ~orsen tne outcome 
of a thermonuclear ~ox. 

c. A large Soviet superiority L'1 IC3:~ 1 s ~ould be likely to have s. very 
~favorable ~ct on Soviet a~~esEiveness in tbe cold \T~. 

TnerefoTe, ~we have no in~ention of letting ourselves be serio~ly out­
n=bered in ICB:o\ 1 s by the Soviet Union. 

Eo;,• IIeny ICEM 1 s •'ill the Soviet Union have in the mid-l96o 1 s? The 
ar,s·•e:- is intrinsically tmcertein because it is still subject to Soviet 
decisicns w~icb may not yet have been ~de, and ~~~icb vill be influenced 
by our o~~ decisions. Eowev~r, ~ ao }~o~ a gqod deal aboUt ~heir posture. 
tocia.y. We e.re able to est-ir.-ete ths.t tbe Soviets now hs.ve fro:D 25 to 50 
operational ICJM launchers. Tneir IC1H build-up appears to be deliberately 
paced, not a crasb program. On the be~is of what has been observed so far, 
iJ:llt#Jilii$it$lilM¢1 the Soviets •'ill have f':-om 200 to 4oo ICEM 1 s in ~d-1964. 
B-J~ even i:f the most pessimistic (Air Forl"".e) t>.~titr.~tes prove to be valid, 
in mid-1964 w-e ;,'ill still e~ual the Sovi"t Union in IC1M 1 s at about 850 
each. Tnis >.'ill be combined >.'ith a substa.Dtio.l U. S. su.-periority in all 
other categories of long re.nge nuclear delivery systems. 

l~oreover, if the Soviet Union exceeds our :most pessbist:ic estimates 
a.n::i ·ouilds up e much larger force by 1965 or 1967, ;re are confident that 
·w= "'"ill find out s.bout it in ti.!De to e:-:::;a.."ld oli..:..- prog:-e.!I· a:;;-propria.tely. 
J._s s. bedge against ihis UlillkE:ly :poss11:·ili t.y, -~e e.:~e e:qn:.nding our 
Hinuten:en production capacity to over 6o m.it'r:~c:. a ~nth. hib.en this is 
done, the lead time for herd and dispersed Y~<ute~ ICR~'s -~ be about 
26 r:Jont.hs. Tnerefore, -we vil.l haVe e. g=-ec.t 1e~ of :'lexibili ty. to expand 
the p:rogr~ e.t a later date if it should :wrcy·e to be necessar-y to do so~. 

In otber categories of long range nuclear deli very syste=.s, "'We v.-j_l.l 
r£ve e subste~tial supe~iority. Soviet loug r~1ge aviation now co~rises 
about l 000 mediill!l bOillbers (or -:;a..'1kers), =d abo'.lt 150 heavy bo:obers (or 
tankers), equipped w~th air-to-surface missiles. Tne heavy bo=ner category 
is far more significant then the medi= ·oon:ber category. We will hs.ve 630 
heavy bombers, plus al=st as m.ny te:nkers. fuceuse the Soviets ~ouJ.d have 
to use some of their bo~bers es t~~kers, ~nls vill me~ an effective U. S. 
hea;7 bo~ber force approximately four or more t~s as large es that of 
the Soviets. 
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The tBS1< nov ba.s t.bout 20 CoiiYentiona.l.ly povere!i sulx:=.ri.Des '!Oicb 
u.re pro~bl:f upa.ble or 1Aunchin8 sbort-r...nge bs.llhtic lduiles 
(cpproxllr'.tel.T 150-m ~utical miles), though not wile slllm!!reed. 
'SF 1963, the Scwiets could pro'bc.bl.y introduce nuclear powered sub-
t.' r~a vith a s:ul:mert;ed l.&uncb 15ptem e~lOJing :::ed1Ulll ~ P.....l.l.15t1c 
l ·.,~iles. There 1B no evi~nce to suggest that the Soviets bs-.e a 
l,l·oa;r-...m &ppro&ehin8 our Poll!.ris pros=-e-m, either in eir.e or cv.nUt7. 

III. :E!:::~<h !or R!!eca=nMtims on Specific Weapon System Choices 

Within the genera.J. qU!I.Iltitative requirettents !or a.dditiOMl lo:lg 
re.nse nucl.ee.r de l1 veq t ys te-a; 1 suggested. by the above c o!lll idera; tiODB, 
tbe !ollOYU!g core the reuons tor 'tf!Y specific prouam reccm~en&.t1ona: 

B-,52'11 

~·Air l'orce b::.a propoeed the prcx:urement c4 52 e.dditiOMl B-52'• 
(45 v1n8 unit equi~t plus 7 eo=nd support) :v1th FY 1962 :ruod:J. 'Dle 
"est or procuri.ns c.nd openoting these aircrafi, vith (30) usoci&ted 
tc.nk.era snd Blcy'oolt z.issiles, !or a 5 yeu period vould be about $1.4 
billions. JV reucca !or rec=nding a.g&inst this procure=nt ue 
the ro~: 

a. We ~ b&ve a large force or intercontinelltcl. \J.ccbera. 
In z:id-1965 it rlll CCG'I"iee 630 B-52's, So B-58's c.nd, if 
we do not decide to phr.se the: out sooner, 225 B-47'•· The 
alert B-52 ' s &nd B-58 'a &lone v1ll be able to es:J:"I'f a bout 
1500 b=be plws 1,000 air launched lrl"lsiles. The aJ.ert B-47'• 
v1ll be able to c:ar:ey I!.Ilother 200 bombs • 

b. A:n em.'Zin&tion or the target system shOVB tJ:;at =st t&rgeta, 
. BDd eJ.l Of th05e of the highest priority, are be~t G.tt&cked 
by missiles; first, because the targets are sort,· !i.=d, e.nd 
or lmo'lill location, Blld therefore vulnerable to mieeile attack; 
&econd, in tbe e&se of the military tArgets, the milll!ileB 
reach their targets much taster t!= do bombers, &.nd therefore 
would be l!Llre e:N'ective in catclliL<; en~· ~rs &.nd ms~;iles 
on the ground; l!l.!ld third, our I:i&s Ue s;,-r;~ rove E. n:teh 
(;l"e&ter surviva.l. potential s.nd end.ur&!lce ill the v-"'-..-til!ie 
eoviro=nt, and tb!:re!ore ca.n '00 .. used .vitb. =re control 
and deliberation. 

c. The· bombers are so!'t =d concentrated I!.Ild they depend ~ 
ll'!!.l"Ding and quick response for their survival under ~rott&ck. 
Tbia il a leu relU.'ble ==a of Ill"Otection tlnn h;-..Mn1ng 
and d1Eperl!ll.l ar ll:lbility. Moreover, it~ that the 
'bo:!ll:>ers =at be cc:a::szitted to attack ve:.ey e&r~ in tbe var and 
cannot be held in ::-e&erve to be t:aed in a. co:rtrolled and 
deliberate 'ill7. 
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d. :B:x:l:>=s a.re ezpe~ive. l'or tbe s= CO§t (ill tata1 fin 
:re= ayste.ll eoata) u " rlilg ot B-52'~ Yith tv>rera &:14 
S".r;;ybOl ts 1 'VIe ea.n bey 250 Ji..i.':rut= ~d r.nd ~~ 
or 6 PolAris s'Lll:=.r 1ne s • 

GAM-87 Si:;rpolt 

AU de!en&e 11tudies 1ndie&te tl:at the ==t eff~ive ~ for 
~netnting air defenses U"e loY e.l:titude ~ttt,t~ fi:ld ooi'eue 
s~uion, "txr-...h ot ibieh a.re z:o...-e effe;eti;o;: t!E:!l c.tteq;;t;~ to e<.:".,­
ru:l the defe=ea s.t b.1.g::l utitude. 'nle sqb::;lt 1.5 :!..n+=1e1 to prorl'­
& 'IQjr:: ~ 1n the pe=t:r&tico ~t;r o! tbe ~ 
B-52 f~ ct & re.l&ti~ loY eost . '!:!>'; &::x:l Sjcy'XU.t ~::iss ilea rr. 
ILl.ert bcnrb-ra ~ to be r.llle to crrerccee eJ-=6 t f!Z1 Sorlet d.~ 
lUl.d =ke it ~Bible for ~ 'basber11 to go into ~ir t=gata ~ •ttl&ek 
th!:ll l11 tb gr&rt ty '!x:::::fla • ~ tif..al CO§t ror 1150 ~ta tc: tbe 
:p=iod 'TY 15'62-1957 is eEOt~ted to be $1.6 billi=. 

!C-135 

Tw=t;r-a.even ~ua.dro::lll ot J'X-135'• (~ ~ti:mal. a.irera.tt) l:&n 
been procured throue;h !'! 1~....2. AU :P'orc~ studies 1n6icate tbz.t 8::o 
K.C-135's a.re required, Yitb =st of the iL=t going to su;p-,t¢t.t tbe 
B-52 roree • (!1=.-t 70 lX-135 'a a:.re nQ.uired to ~.>y.JI t rrA.C 1 20 for 
c=d post!!, c:~d ao to s~t the B-58 rl.eet.) li:J.a,e:I, beJaA 
e;.~tel.J' !;.70 tankers, ·_I!Cre !C-135 &re Ilf.lt requ.ired to en<;);Je tbe 
B-52's to reach their t&rget11 • &. fuer, the bs6a fc: t.be J.ir :rcrce 
stated requir=nt fc: =-e 't:axlken is. to ilri;;;u-•e ~ &l:!Uitt cf the 
b=bers to ~netrate eneey defenses 'bt" ~...D.:3 tbe:a to clJos.e :a::.re 
h.vonble rtnr-...ea or to :ny =re s.t lcr.r al.ti~. k(;i:-wed p;:!l:letr&ticn · 
=~'bility achieved this ~ a.nd Slcy'.xll.t for ~f..,•·M~ ~ssiotl a.re 
not 'txr"...h required. !&::lreover 1 Slcy't>ol.t appes:r.; to ·oe ~ e!fectin. " 
Therefore, 1n rq jU<38==t1 the ~ture of ~..el.T $!..1 
billiO!lli to procure Hio e:rtr& tan"rerz ILUd ~te t.1:1es for 5 ,-e=-c 
11: not required. The force ar 6l;.o tan1:ers ~cl! I ~,..,ey.oo '¥ill 
provide 470 to support tbe :B-52's; ao tor the 3-;;8'a; 70 to ~ 
TAC; &nd 20 for crmrnand p:~stll_. _____ .. ____ . _ __ ___ __ _ ___ . __ _ 

Titan n 

The 18 e:r'-...ra. Titan missiles prCJP06<:d 'by t::le P~ 7orce would eo.t 
CJlProxi.m& tel.J' * 372 rrl 1 H 0!1 s t.:;:, procure a.nd op;r-.:;."te :!0: 5 ;;r:ara • 'J:be . 
T1 tan n bas a. s~talltial.lJ' la.rger pay~ ~ ltiu·~·-· .It Y1ll 
be able to deliver[, ·_>. - rather tm.nj · · ~wa.~ WY 
pr--....gra=d for Kin.utemn.- Ut the to't&l sr.;t= coa1< ar a Titan n 
is &bout four ti=s tbe.t cf & Mi.:nrve=n b=d and ~. .l.t equal. -·' · ·:;, 
cost, fo= ltlinute:sen a.re to be :Preferred to cme Tit.!m ~, !1rat1 

they a.re len vulne..'"&ble 1 e.nil see=d, they prortde = t~srget ~. 
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)l.orec.rver > we al.ree.cy pla.n t.o bs.ve a sul:>st&ntial. force ot .At.ll:.s s.nd 
Titan which should be adequa.te for those eyeci.e.l. purpoees ~uir!:ac 
large payloads. Therefcre I do not rec=nd procur=nt of 
~dition&l Titans. 

Minut= Hard e.nd Die;persed 

MinuteJ:s.n H & D baa the lowest system cost of lllr1 of our ICE('• 
at about $5.5 millions per misaile in 5 year coet9. It 1s cl.ear~ 
the preferred wa::r t.o acquire =re IClM' s. liov:?ver 1 I am not 
rt:c~nding tba.t we procure :ore than 100 inn 1963 ~;ae our 
over-all force reqlli.remeDts do not mke it necea5a:ey. The difference 
betveen tbe Air 7oree proposed proc'L!I'elllent ot 6oo rlssiles in n 1963 
=d. the 1.00 I as rel:CI:II!lending, in 5 yeror system coats, 1s ~<pprc:r;:im.te~ 
$2.75 bUl.ions. . 

MobUe~ 

MobUe Min1..-te= YOUl.d a.erve r.s & hedge ~inst our being~~ 
outnumbered 'b7 the Sarlet ICE( force 1 a loY Sorlet CEP 1 or uoa;peeted 
fe.Uure of the bs.rdened Jtinute=n t.o =et estiwt.ted bl&st resist&nee-­
conltitioos lovering the survival. pa'"..enti.e.l. ot ~ and dispened 
Minutems.n. It would also serve u a hedge a,gainst uoe:pec~ 'a4n.nces 
in Soviet a.nti-sul=.rine -.rt&re e&pe.bUity th&t vould reduce the secilritT 
of Polaris. However, MobUe Minutel:an ~ bs.vc troul:>lea of its ovn, · 
including 'll!U"time tall=-t (Wich :c.:r reduce sul:>stwrtiAlly its ~1= 
endurance), peacetime BAbotcge and eSJ?ionz.ge M.d ope=t>tiODal. problem 
associated with the transport of aploaives A!ld at~d razi.,CZi! 

operation. Moreover, 1t -we were to co::;>kte the Air :Force reeacended 
progra.m of 300 MobUe Minutenen, Mobile Minutemn vould cost about 
2.5 times as I:JUCh per m1ssile as Y.inute:J::ao hard l!.lld dllpe~d. 

S: .,, 

Therefore, 'lie are not yet certain that MobUe Minure= Yill be 
re~uired. The action I am recomend1ng is in the n&ture ot l.esd 
t.in>e reduction on the mis,sUe production progrc;.tr.. It the coribin&tian of 
co:itingencies favoring Mobile ll'.inuteman does not OCC".l:!' 1 I sMll recO!llli!i= 
ihe decisio~ and recommend cancellation of the prQduction program. 

Polaris 

This system hss the m::>st survival potential in the wart1me 
environnent of any of our long range nuclear delivery systei:IS. Polaris 
lr.issiles do r.ot hsve to be h:,nched early in the \tar1 tb~T can be heM 
in reserve a.nd used in a controlled and de~ilierate """Y t.o &chieve our 
wrtime objectives. For example, Polaris 1s ·ideal !or counter-city 
rev...listion. Ho'oleVer, as the calculations shown above il:uUcate, the 
force al.rea.dy progrem:r:ed is large and can couse great ~ t.o the 
pQJlulation and industry of the Soviet Union. This reduces tbe urge~ 

·.· .·. 
'· . _, 
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ot =e Pol.E.ria J::isail.e•• Co:ae~tl71 I ree=nd th::.t w procure 6 
=re Polc.ris sul:=.ri.nes 1n :rr 1903. The eoct, on & 5 J'tl= 'b::.sill, 
ot tbe 6 •~.rinee Y1ll 'be l7obo1.tt ~30 :cillionJI l.eu th:.n tb3 COFt ot 
th~ 10 Duh.:r.riDes propQied 'tq' the t's17. 
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APPE!illiX I 

ASSUMED OPERATIONAL FACTORS FOR 1965 A!ID 1967 TARGET 
DAl"JiGE CALCUlATIONS 

All assumptions are characterized alternatively as Optimistic, 
Median, or Pessimistic. 

I. Assumed Soviet ICEM Force 

,ooixlistic Hedian PessilU.stic 
1 1967 Of§ 12§.1 195? Ollii 

!lu1:.ber of: 

ICEM's 400 500 750 woo ll.OO lSOO 

So:rt Sites (3 psi) 100 50 200 1.25 3:xl eoo 
He.rd. Sites (300 psi) 200 400 350 750 500 uoo 
Yield '/M1' lOMT '/M1' lOMI' 7MT 100' 

CEP 1 n.:cU.. .8 n .mi. • 7 n.mi. 6 n.:cU.. ·5 n.m.i. 

Reliability .7 ·75 -75 .8 .8 

The Soviets are assumed to apply their forces against ours in a roushlT 
optimal fashion. Thus, for ex=ple, Titan I will have a cansiC.era.bly lO'Ifer 
survival rate than Atlas F of e~ual blast resistance because the concen­
tration of missiles me.kes it a more attractive target. Only the effects of 
a Soviet missile attack are included in our force survival .rates. It ·ts 
ass11llled that "-e launch our surviving missiles before Soviet b=bere arrive. 
The validity of this aas~ption does depend on our having a survi~le 
high level co ond e.nd. control system . 

. . 
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II. AssU!:led Survival, ReliAbility, and Penetration Factors 

T'ne probabill.ty o:\ c aissile or aircraft delivering its weapon 
to the target can "t>e thought of as the product of three factors: 

Survivo.l Rat·~ under enemy attack or SR, 

Reliability Rate or PB, 

Penetration Rate through enemy defenses or PR. 

For any given Soviet force level, the Survival Rate of our forces •~11 
vary w:i.th our :force siz'?. '.Phe :::·o:rces !Jropos~.:!.:l ·, y the i:mlivirlue.l 
Services will therefore have bi3her survival rates than the forces 
rec=ended i.ty the Secretary o:f Defens-e :,ecause they c.re larger. In 
those cases in which th"':' ~J.:(':\er, the Survival Rates associated with 
the forces I am raco=endin(l e.rc desi5Date<C. 1y (I), these associated 
with the individual Service proposals, ·uy (II) o 

The al3su,..ed factoO':'S are shown· :i.n the tables vhich follow. To 
avoid a misleading i"lpression o~: spurious accuracy, a].l factors 
have i.teen rounded to the nearest .05 o An eo:pla.'1ation of the 1:.asis 1'or 
the assumptions follows the tables. 
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Aler-c. ~ers 
s:..~ 

N\ 
PF 
Y:i el 0../CF::P 

A'clss D (Soft) 

At 

},R 

PJ\ 
T:i 

J.tl.s.r.:· 

RR 
PR 
YitlO./CEP _, 

~-:.niiiiJ.l 
S1·. - · 
RP. 

Yield/CEP 
~?"'-Eiio:.:l (Avg. of 5&0 & M!:>l:>Ue) 

SP.(I) 
G:R(II) 
R'l 
P:-< 
Y'.~:M/CEP 

.?.:;2"·..::-ls A-3 

p;: 
Y:.::lG./CEP 

Eo-'-'-".6. Dog on Al.ert B- 52· s 

RR 
PJ'. 
Y:dd/CEP 

S);fbc 1 t on A1.ert 1>-52 's 
G.t( 

rs 
I':< 
y~ 

1 '' . ,I. 

l· 
·95 
. 75 

l 

.10 

.eo 

.20 

.eo 
1 

l 
.eo 

l 

·50 
.Bo 

l 

l 
.8; 

1 

l 
l 

.85 
1 

l 
-75 

l 

l 
·T5 
.~ 

l 
0 70 

1 

.50 
·90 

.05 

.10 

Feseil:..istic 

tm•k41M_ 
.o; 
-55 

.1 

.20 

.70 

.6o 

.65 

/ --~ if~EZII' 

.ro 
-65 

-75 
.85 
.65 

l .., 

~:k-~ii.ilt.t1J 

·50 
-75 

/"' .TO ~ mw:m•if(.rm 
.50 
-55 e 1 , ?g}titttM~~· 

.10 
-55 

1 

·30 
.)0 

l 

.10 

.50 
l 

.4o 
·50 

1 

.; 
·70 

. ·.50 
l 

l 
.)0 

1 

.10 

·T5 
.6o 

.10 

.4o 
1 
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'hble II - .L.s ==::!. a.m. 'o-ti, 
We.= f3.rs-::.e::. • 

F,.,l..is.bi"t;, "Tl~. P:n~t~ticn hct~ 1 ·'b:r 
I.:n.C. -If l 9S i . 

A1£=t :E::::::.be r s 
SR 
RR 
Pl'l 
Yielt./CEP 

!::!.22 o D ( 5oft ) 
SR 
?.:3. 
PR 
Yield./ cr.p 

Atl.e.~RE­
RR 
l:'R 
Yield./CZP 

Atl=F-
SR . 
F.R 
PR 

P.R . 
PR 
Yield/CEP 

W :1u'.=s.n ( Avg. of B.!.D s.:ld Mobile) 
SR(I) 
SR(II) 
P.R 
FR 
Yield./ en> 

?ols.rls A-3 
SR 
J;R 
l'R 
Yie1d/CE.P · 

Hou...~..::. Doe; ou ..Uert B-52 • e 
6R 
RR 
Pl'l 
Yield/CEP 

S!;rbolt em .llert B-52' s 
SR 
RR 
Pl'l 
Yield/cr:P 

1 
-95 
~80 

.10 

.Bo 
1 

1 

1 

.10 

.eo 

.15 

.80 

.10 

.80 
=1 

-30 
.85 

1 

-95 
1 

.85 
1 

1 
-75 

1 

l 

-75 
.80 

1 
-75 

1 

·-- 1 

-05 
·T5 

·05 
-75 

.65 

.85 

.eo 
r::::: 1 ...., 

#JIIttir¥11111 
.1. 

-75 

.)0 
-75 

- .. 70 _, 

@lwiii!i:ril 

1 

-50 
.'(0 

l 

.10 

.so 

.25 . 

-05 
-70 

.05 
·70 

l. 

.lO 

.70 
1 

-05 
.70 

.1.. 

.10 

.70 
.1. 

-30 
-T5 
-75 

1 

1 
-T5 

1 

.10 
-75 
.60 

.10 

.60 
.1. 
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III. Basis for Assumed Operational Factors 

No gi·eat precision ~R.n be ~lailued i'or these factors. The use of 
an optimistic-pessimistic range is inten<'ced to indicate the existence 
of uncertainty. However, the ranges can be taken to include all values 
having e. sul,stantial likelihood. 

Alert Bomber SurviYal Rate 

In the optimistic case, we receive tactical warning and act on it 
fast enough to launch all of the alert bombers. In the pessimistic 
ca.se, for any of a r...unber of possible reasons, 90 per cent o:t the alert 
bombers are caught on the ground. In the median case, half the alert 
bombers get off. This can be 'taken as an approximation to the results 
of a 25 per cent airborne alert, thou£h in the case ol an airborne 
alert, the fact that it is known which bombers yill survive attack 
should mak<: more e:tficient targetine possi"ule. 

Bomber Penetration Rate 

The range . 75 - . 50 is roughly consistent vith SAC estimates. 
The improvement to .80 in 1967 is associated with effertive a:~r de:fcnze 
suppression. The .25 pessimistic s.ssu.cipticn descrii e:S &. ~ase in which 
the P~ert Force has been mostly caugilt on the ground,· in which only a 
s::Iall force survives, penetrates in an uncoordinated way, and vithout 
effective air defense suppression. 

JCR~ Survival Rates 

These are expJ~<ined by the assumed Soviet Forces. 

Y~ssile Reliability Rates 

The opcimistic num'uers are Se:!"'rice estimates or desizn objectives. 
The pessimistic numbers are based on est:l!.lates made 1.n l>SEG Study No. 50. 
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