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· 1. Basic Consi~erations Use~ in Analysis 

a. Purpose. To develop effective balance~ forces 

l 

2 

which are modern, flexible and consi~ered both es.sent1al 3 

an~ reasonably attainable in the mid-range period in 4 

or~er to support US policies. Specifically, the analysis 5 

will ~evelop: the levels or strategic retaliatory forces 6 
t 

an~ continental air an~ missile defense forces recoavnended 7 · 

tor the ye~rs 1967 through 1974 with primary emphasis 8 

upon those torce! which must be supported by the PY 1967 9 

bu~get and the impact upo~ tuture programming actions. 10 

Recommended systems developcent and objective force 11 

levels are provided and reflect the period end YY 1965 12 

through F'l 1974. 13 

b. Basis of Offensive and Defensive Force Requirements 14 

{1) US force level objectives have been derived tc 15 

support the strategy and accomplish the objectives 16 

stated 1n Parts I-V or JSOP-70. 17 

(2) The~Program I and II analysis has considered 18 

the Joint Chiefs or Starr, Service and other agency 19 

studies and, in part, is based on the CJCS SSG study 20 

----ot Alterna-ti-v~r War Postures (AGNWP), • 21 

as revised in targeting methodology and by recent 22 

changes in Soviet Intelligence estimates and revisions 23 

in weapon system performance for both US and Soviet 24 

systems. Studies or this nature are considered to 25 

be useful devices for examL,ing the critical areas 26 

1n force compositions. However, since the conclusions 27 

or such studies are particularly sensitive to the 28 

··assumptions upon which they.are based, they_ cannot 29 

• lcs 228o/28 
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1n themselves be considered 1n isolation nor can they 1 

be directly converted to force level determinations. 2 

The analysis that follows is intended to be illustra- 3 

tive 1n order to provide a background tor the force 4 

levels recommendations contained 1n JSOP-70. These 5 

force levels have been determined on the basis or 6 

military Judgment and 1n the view or the Joint Chiefs 7 

or Starr constitute requirements necessary to achieve 8 
. ~ . 

a balanced lJ'S offensive/defensive force miX. 9 

(3) The more significant changes 1n US offensive 10 

weapon system performances are repreeented by a three 11 

to five percent lower probability or arrival tor 12 

POLARIS and MINUTEMAN. and the introduction or the 13 

POLARIS B-3 by the 1974 time period as a follow-on 14 

to the A-2. A-3· The desirability or employing a 

multiple warhead configuration 

a-significant HIP/HAWK deployment 1n CONUS was 

22 

23 

24 

examined for the 1974 period. US Programs I and II 25 

system deployments. operational factors and models. 26 

submitted by the Services and examined 1n force inter- 27 

actions of JSOP-70 are indicated 1n Appendix A and 28 

AppendiX a. respeetively~ The USTarget List is in- 29 

dicated 1n TABLEB-21 Appendix B. 30 
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c. Sino-Soviet Strategic Posture 

(1) Oftensiye Porces. Intelligence estimates 

obtained from the current JIEP* primarily differ rrom 

those in AGNWP in that there is a maJor reduction in 

the number or 100 Mr missiles tor the entire period and 

a reduced long range bomber threat tor the latter period 

(1974). The Soviet bomber threat is maxtmized tor 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

purposes or analysis, by employing the Soviet medium 8 

bombers against the United States target systems on 9 

one-way missions. TABLE C-1, Appendix.c, shows a 

comparison of the Soviet threat used in the AGNWP 

study with that contained 1n the current JIEP and 

10 

11 

12 

used in this analysis. It is asswned that Co:rr::~nist 13 

China Will develop a limited 

lists used in A 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

analysis. It will be noted--that there is 21 

a reduction in the number of ABM defended Soviet cities 22 

for the earlier ?eriod (1969). 23 

(2) Soviet Threat Model. The Soviet missile 24 

multiple tlarhead/decoy configurations to be employed 25 

against a ballistic missile defense are as prescribed 26 

by DDR&E. 27 

* Por ~omplete lnte~l!gence, see current JIEP, 1964. 
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(3) Soviet Operational Factcrs. So•tiet weapon 

system performance estimates contained in.the JIEP 

are degraded trom those 

1 

2 

3 

4 Doe 

5 be~) 
6 

7 

JSOP-70 from a 3,000 f~. CEF to 2,000 ft. CEP. The 15 

Soviet ABM model kill probability is l1~ewise degraded 16 

from .85 {for each arriving warhead) to .80 in JSOP-70. 17 

Soviet weapon system operational factors are tabulated 18 

in TABLES C-2 and C-3· 19 

(4) Soviet Ci~il Defense. DIA estimates that a 20 
---------- :;;----;--~~;---;--~-:-;-------;:c-=..--..~---...~ 

Soviet fallout shelter program of 25-28 million spaces ~I 

for the urban population could be in effect by 1969- 22 

1970, together with continued emphasis on rural do- 23 

it-yourself fallout protection. This level 24 

comparatively is between two alternative US civil 25 · 

defense programs developed by OCD, and designated 1n 26 

the AGNWP study as Shelter Posture 1 (no formal pro- 27 

gram) and Shelter Posture 2 (continuing fallout shelter 28 

pr~s~~ :.:·go iUiiiioil-sheiter spaces)~ Eiamination or- 29-

Section A 
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US "Assured Destruction" 1'orce variations has, there- 1 

fore, been based upon a Soviet posture equivalent to 2 

US Posture 2, although this is somewhat 1n excess of 3 

the DIA estimate. 4 

2. A~3ut~ti~n; ~nd Fr~c~duras 5 

a. Assumptions. The basic- assumptions employed 1n 6 

the JSOP-70 analysis are: 1 

(1) Soviet Lonp;-Ranc;i Aviation 8 

(a) All strike-aircraft or the Soviet Long- 9 

Range Aviation were committed to attack of the 10 

North American cortinent. A detalled bre~~down 11 

of aircraft types and weapon loadine,s is c.,.1~ained 12 

in TABLE c-:.. hppendix C. 13 

(b) Prepositioning of Soviet ;recliu:.: bombers - 14 

was limited to the 300 aircraft stagine base capae- 15 

ities indica~ed 1n the JIEP. With the exception of 16 

ANADYR, all 11 staging bases were assumed to be 17 

available for thr~e hours (after the initial Soviet'" 18 

bomber launch) fer staging purposes when the USSR 19 

initiated. 20 

(c) !n ~he So7iet initiative case, it was 21 

assumed that all ready Soviet bombers were launched 22 

m!.ssile attac t 

was as~umed 

on home and dispersal bases were launched on BMEWs 

23 

24 

25 -

26 

type warning. Due to the location or the Arctic 27 

S~l!g~g __ !?~~~-s, _':.~_ -~~~- -~-~-~umed that there \>rould be 28 

insufficient warning ttme for the launch or bombers 29 

from these bases prior to impact of US missiles. 30 

Section A 
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(d) In order to obtain adequate target coverage, 1 

BISON, BAOOER and BLIND.ER aircraft were used on 2 

one-way missions. BEAR aircraft were launehed 

on one and two-way missions • 

3 

4 

(2) Soviet Missile Submarines 5 

(a) All or the in-~ommission Soviet ballistic 6 

missile submarines and one-half or the "E" class 7 

cruise missile ,ubmarines were allocated to the 8 

attack or the-United States. The remainder of 9 

the cruise missile submarines were assumed to b.e 10 

emplofed against naval forces or targets outside 11 

or CONUS. In accordance with the DIA estimate, 12 

85 percent or the missile submarines were assumed 13 

to be in-commission. 14 

(b) Eight ballistic missile submarines were 15 

maintained on-station· orr the United States coasts 16 

and committed to the attack or SAC bomber bases. 17 

For ti'il.s analysis, it was postulated that this 18 

number or on-station submarines would be below the 19 

United States alarm threshold and would not result 20 
___________________________________________ i_n __ an ___ iri_c_r_e_a_s_e_d __ d_e_r_e_n-se--r--eadtness-postUre or hostile 21 

i I ·. 
L :.. ... l 

' 

ASW attacks prior to war outbreak. The remainder 22 

or the in-commission missile submarines were at 23 

.·or CONUS 24 

ASW the 

just prior to "E" hour. 

{c) With the exception or the on-station SLBMs, 
- ··- ---··. -----~- --- ··-·----·------~--- ·--~·-- ----- ~-----~--- ------ -

all at sea submarine missiles were targeted against 

US urban complexes. 

Section A 
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(3)~~ 

(a) The Untto!;! Stat.::! bon:ber ro:r·::P. WP.S in a -. 
nct•mal stat~· or alert 1n ~:v1e!: 1n1t12:tnn ~nd in 

-~ ~' 
In the r::)r.:n3l p:_a to! c:tf ftl.art, all uorr.La.r R wu·e 

,.. 
wo:-'.lld iJ~ L"!·:·: .. :'i.:ier.t ·.:3:'111.'.¥. ::t,..a Of. &~?., 5L·&J\'\ 
;1tte;:k. T.-:. '; .efc:ore, tne bon::e:~<: l~t~J .la1 ; ;;.; 

, 
laurac~aeJ '!J!'.:.ur '1-!i ~~:r111!li or .1~~·~3-

1 
,.._ 

" 
3 

4 

n -
lt' 

11 

lZ 

13 

14 

17 

19 

~0 

21 

22 

24 

1.~ ~~r;~~·~::::e with the ~~~-~·J.n~·J~ •:c the :"':_ll~~--1~---- 23 

war:: ass\lllled that th'!re tlo~o:ld be no S:v1et ASW ?9 

attritien of tt:c POLARIS SSBNs at sea prior ~o 30 

launch or ~ll !:liessn~s. '31 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

6 

7 

cu:es_, ~ 

except~tor MINUTEMAN forces which were not attacked 9 

1n this analysis, the retaliating ICBM forces suffered 10 

the tull measure of prelaunch attrition tram the en!mY 11 

missile attack prior to retaliato~y missile leunch. ..... ..... 12 

was assumed that neither side would launch on a ~~s 13 

type warning. 14 

b. MethodolOI!jY 15 

(1) R~sults or the JSOP-70 analysis, when measured 15 

1n terms or fatalities and industrial damage, are 17 

~ generally consistent with those contained in the 18 

AGNW? study except that damage to.the United States 19 

is less as a result or wider terminal defense deploy- 20 
-----:-------::----,-,-------,-------:--=-~-=----- - - ---------=-:,---

ments and or the decreased Soviet threat. Becaus~ 21 

ot the similarity :!.n results, it was not consider~d 22 

necessary to repeat the large number or war games 23 

associated with each or the possible strategies. Two 24 

scenarios have been selected tor detailed examination 25 

in order to illustrate the general ran;e or damage 25 

which might be expected in the periods 1969 and 1974. 27 

A Soviet initiative attack with combined military 28 

Section A 
A-6 Part \~, JSOP-70 
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and immediate urban targeting has been selected as 1 

representative or the higher levels or attack options 2 

which might be expected. The lower levels or "the 

spectrum ot possible a 

by 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

task are affected by the shelter posture assumed for 16 

the Soviet Union. Offensive force requirements are 17 

based on a Soviet program which equates to the 18 -
United States "Continuing Shelter Program" and would 19 

be greater if t~e Soviets should elect to develop a 20 

full fallout shelter program. Conv~rsely. weapon 21 

requirements would not be reduced. although fatalities 22 

Section A 
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10 

- 11 

and missile c~fan~e sy=tems 12 

currently deplc:·~d and those proposed by ~h<: ~·,:·•rices 13 

for limiting da~ge to the United States are those 14 

required for ballistic missile, submarine launched 15 

missile, area b~mber, and terminal bomber defenses. 16 

Complementing these Program II forces ere anti- 17 

submarine warfare forces, a ~ounter-military force 18 

bL t) adequate 

_________ P~l~u~s"---'a"---''-=---==---"~==-=--=-== 

taliatory options, 

out shelter program. 

19 

20 

(6) Service--proposed de:;~loyments or defensive 21 

forces examined in the later period (FY 1974) are not 22 

numerically the s~~e as those examined in the AONWP 23 

except for AS~l forces.· This analysis illustrates 24 

employment of proposed new systems but does not address 25 

the effect or variations in deployment numbers or each 26 

proposed new system. Rather, the methodology was 27 

intended to determine the development and initial 28 

~~~~:yme~~-~;·-~ ~~~~~~ ~~n~~~~~~-~~ ~~1~~~;:-~ ~~~~1;;~~nt~9 
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Therefore, 1n order to determine the damage limiting 1 

capabilities of existing and proposed defensive systems, 2 

and alternative mixes or these systems, four d~fterent 3 

defensive force options were employed 1n th~ 1974 4 

Soviet initiative exchanges. These deployments are 5 

intended to be i!lustrative to show the damage limit- 6 
' 

1ng capabilities or the respective defensive 3ystems 7 

and are 4escribed as follows. 8 

(a) FORCE A. A basic fo~ce con~ist1ng of the 9 

programmed defensive fo~ces for FY 1969 in the DOD 10 

Five-Year Force Structure and Financial Progra~. 11 

Thes~ progr~ed d~fensive forces have been employed 12 

in the 1969 force 1nterect1o:ls as well as constitut- 13 

1ng one alternative mix f~r the 1974 nuclear 14 

e.:tchanges. 15 

(b) FORCE B. The basic force, \';1th the 1974 16 

Air Force-proposed area bomber defenses substituted 17 

ror the currently programoed area defenses. 18 

(c) PCRCE c. The basic force plus deployment 19 

or a NIKE-X ball1et1c missile defense at 47 1netro- 20 

pol1tan complexes. _____ 2]___ 

(d) FORCE D. Deployment of NIKE-X with the 22 

1974 Army-proposed terminal bomber defense and the 23 

1974 Air Force-propos_ed area bomber defen~e. 24 

(7) In order to compare results of force inter- 25 

actions, blast equivalent and gross megatonnage curves 26 

.were developed from selected AGNWP war games. These 27 

curves were used to estimate US damage and fatalities. 28 

Iri -aiBit!on; ·tne mtcssc- provided mach1n~ run damage- 29. 
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and fatality data for TABLE l and 2 (Damage and Fatality 1 

Summaries. pages 19-20) which generally validated all 

data derived froc the blast equivalent and gross 

2 

3 

megato~ge curves. To develop the offensive torce 4 

requirement tor meeting the assured destruction 

criteria or this analysis 1n the Soviet Union. one of 

the AGNWP force variations 1n US Retaliation to Soviet 

Initiation was selected which nt Soviet 

damage 

to Soviet MVA. A JSOP-70 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

delivered the identical total blast e~uivalent was 11 

then developed ror FY 1969 and FY 1914. 12 

13 

bll) s1m1lorly d~veloped. 111 

15 

16 
3· ;;...;;,;;...;;.._~.;.;;...;;.;..;;.;;~~ 

a. General. Interactions between the United States 

offensive and defensive forces and the Soviet Median Force 17 

were examined under the two conditions of~war outbreak -18 

selected tor analysis. These forces are described in 19 

Appendix A and B, ~·P.sper.Uvely. 20 

b. Pattern of" At;;ac 1(S. Targeting philosophies and the----~ 

pattern or attacks employed by the USSR arid·the United 22 

States are similar to those used in the AGNWP~ except in 23 

the adjustment of some Soviet t3rgetin;, to US defensive 24 

postures. Weapon applicati~n summaries or the more 25 

significant cases are contained in Appendix D. A brief 26 

description follows: 27 

_ ... tH._soviet Initiative. All Soviet initiative attacks 28 
-· --- ---~ ... -·- - ---- ---~--------·--· 

involved concurrent attacks on US urban and military 

targets with US forces 1n a normal alert posture and 

Section A 
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30 
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Soviet rorces generated and 1n a high state or readiness. l 

The Soviet counter-torce attacks were principally 2 

against the sort military targets; e.g., SAC a~tields, 3 · 

submarine/naval bases, command and control targets and 4, 

defense suppression targets. 5 
(a) Soviet Military Attacks 6 

l• SAC bases were targeted by ICBMS and 7 

by on-station SLBMs. SAC alert bombers located 8 

on the bases targeted with SLBMs were assumed 9 

to sutter the rull measure or attrition rrom 10 

the SLBM attack prior to launch. However, those 11 

alert bombers surviving the SLBM attack were 12 

assumed to have launched prior to arrival or 13 

ICBMs, based upon BMEWs warning. 14 

~· Naval bases, offensive controls and 15 

defense suppression targets were attacked with 16 

ICBMs, as were the TITAN II hard missile sites. 17 
18 

19 

20 

MINUTEMAN sites were not attacked. Soviet 

bombers were programmed against nuclear 

storage and production targets. 

.l· The military attack- 1-n--par~graph (l}_j_ll~__~ 
above, was employed 1n all or the Soviet initia- 22 

tive attacks with but one variation. In FY 23 

1969/ and tor the Soviet attacks in FY 1974 24 

not involving US deployment or NIKE-X, TITAN II 25 

sites were attacked; tor those in FY 1974 26-

involving NIKE-X deployments at urban complexes, 27 

weapons employed on TITAN II were diverted to 28 

the urban a ttacit-: 2.9 

A-13 
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{b) Soviet Urban Attacks. Soviet urban attacks l 

have been optimized against each US defensive array 2 

1n order to maximize fatalities. Since those in the 3 

FY 1974 time period are ot special interest, they 4 

will be discussed 1n greater detail 1n paragraph 5 5 

dealing with Defensive Forces. 6 

{c) US Retaliation. In retaliating from normal 1 

alert, the strategic retaliatory rorces generally 8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

criteria-in the Soviet Union 14 

tta:k force was developed as outlined 15 

in paragraph 2. The United States rorce was con- 16 
17 

18 

* See paragraph 4. a. {5), page A-22. 
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The 'py 197~ force shown above is based upon attack 

nd no preferential 

should 2 military £ttack 

be ·~de, the~3ttack 
force requi~~ments would be high~r. 

high state or readiness. 

Nuclear threat;targets were preferentially targeted 

by £lert weapons so as to 11mit 

one reliable 

missile. Offensive controls and defense suppres

sion targets were_His~W.~~e_ taken under missile . .. ------ ---- ~ ·----· _h ___ ·-- . 

attack. These missiles were followed by bomber 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

For each time period.. 6 

developed which met the 7 

specified damage and fatality criteria tor the 8 

assured destruction task. However, execution ot 9 

attack by this force was withhel.d until after the 10 

Soviets retaliated. In view or the tact that the 11 

Soviet -12 

13 

14 

programmed against the US urban-industrial 15 

base, no attrition was surrere~ by the US retaliatory 16 

force. Cooposition or the alert or at-sea force tor 17 

Section A 
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20 
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(c) Soviet Retaliation. All Soviet weapons 1 

surviving the US missile strike were programmed 2 

against US urban targets. This type or response 3 

is illustrated ~~cause it represents one or the 4 

possible options available to the USSR if their 5 

command and control system is sufficiently respon- 6 

:ive and survivable to execute such an attack. 7 

Only .. the alert heavy bomber force escaped the US 8 

ICBM attack, assuming a :eMEWs type warning, 9 

virtually all aircraft prepositioned at the 10 

primary staging bases were destroyed. The surviving ll 

1969 ICBM force was targeted together with the · 12 

SLBMs and SLCMs on the major US cities. The genera- 13 

tion of the US ASW force raised the rate of Soviet 14 

submarine attrition from 25 to 75 percent. Surviving 15 

bombers were generally targeted on cities having a 16 

population of at least 150,000 people. Retaliation 17 

by the 1974 Soviet force was examined only against 18 

the best US defensive mix. Because ·or the over- 19 

all US defensive ca~a~i1~.t;,r, the surviving Soviet 20 

-weapons· were generallY tar~eted against US citi-es · :- 21-· · 

not having an ABM_defense. This i~teraction and 22 

the r!sults are described in b~eat~r detail in 

paragraph 5· 

23 

24 

c. War Outcomes 25 

{1) A summary comparison or the industrial damage 26 

and fatalities 1n the United States and Soviet Union, 27 

which resulted from the various force interactions, 28 

Section A 
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are shown tor ease in reference in the tables 1mme- 1 

diately tollowing. Fatality results have been estimated 2 
,· 

tor blast only, and tor combined blast and fallout 3 

under each or the three civil defense fallout shelter 4 

postures tor both the United States and the Soviet 5 

Union. All results are expressed 1n percentages or 6 

the national population'and industry destroyed. 

. (2) ~It will be noted that damage and tatal1t · 
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ALL-URIW! RETALIATION. 

AFTER SOVIET RESPONSE. 

UNITED STATES 

SERVICE PROPOSED FY 1974 
SOVIET ALL-URBAN RETALIATION 

1974 DEFENSIVE FORCES. 

UNITED STATES 
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TABLE 2 

A.. Bo.sie Foree; .46 73 59 l;.C' 
; 

i.e., rt 1969 
progrommed area apd 
tendlllll. defenae 
force•, 1Delu41ng 
ASW. 

54 B. BGI1e force, 43 70 55 ·L~S 
&4J111ted to 1ub• 
.t1tute 1974 USAF 
proposed mrea. 
defeDse. 

C. B•uie force 37 61 4S 39 
v1 th 1974 us Arrll:! 
propo1ed ABM de· 
teDse added (less 
SAM D). !./ ]/ 

D. Bo.sie force ~7 44 34 30 
replsced b;y 1974 
US Army ABM &Dd 
tendlllll. bomber 

AD exeursioD \1:1.1 mde el!lplo;ying the propoaed Army deploymeDt of SAM D 
forces tor FY 74 vith Foree C,ioterloeking termin31 deteD•e vith the 
HIKE X 

deployed vith Foree c. Although the Advanced M:umed IDterceptor w.s 
Dot o.pplied ngninst 1ubcariDe laUDehed eruiae miss1lea, the kill 
probo.bilit;y 1nd1e3tes that the results would blln been silllil:J.r to 
those tor t~! ;>AM D, h:l.d the deployment beeD opt11111zed a.loDg the 
Cotlltl. YY~ 

1/ See CSA view, Tab A, Appendix E 
'Z/ See CUO view, Tab B, Appendix E 
J( See CSAF view, Tab C, Appendix E 
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4. Strategic Offensive Systems 1 

a. Introduction 2 

(1) There are three major issue~ involved with 

respect to strategic offensive systems. First is 

the size of the MINUTEMAN force. The second issue 

is which manned bomber should be developed and/or 

deployed in the later JSOP'time period. The third 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

is the number of POLARIS B-3 (POSEIDON) that should 8 
r / 

be deployed in the later time perioa. 9 
-

(2) Requirements for strategic offensive forces 10 

are affected most by alterations in the Soviet target 11 

list (particularly missile. targets), deployment and 12 

performance of a Soviet ant1m1ssile system, qualitative 13 

improvements in Soviet missiles, such as improved 14 

accuracy and deployment of Soviet "Multiple Independent 15 

Re-entry Vehicles" {MIRV), and the improved capa- 16 

bilities of US strategic offensive systems. In the 17 

interim, there is planned development tor increased 16 

accuracy, yield and MIRV for MINUTEMAN and POLARIS B-3 19 

which might also dictate changes in the ballistic 20 

· m1sa1le-ror.ce_t.:>~.perio~:u~~ _h.~e _ ~s _1974.. 21 

(3) With respect to a new bomber development, the 22 

point at issue is whether existing aircraft such as 23 

the B-52 and/or a strategic'bcmber version of the F-111 24 

can be made to serve the purpose in the later JSOP time 25 

period without development of a new bomber. Because of 26 

the long development time associated with an aircraft 27 

such as AMsA (Advanced Manned Strategic Aircraft}, it 28 

is cons1Elere<1 neeeaaaey. to make c.ertUn_d~y~],~pneJ!t 29 
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decisions as early as possible. Determination or the 1 

ultimate bomber force size tor 1974 and beyond might 2 

well be influenced by ruture·"sov1et developments 1n 3 

missile defense, bomber defense and submarine defense. 4 

-.- - .. ··-- --

(4} Strategic offensive forces developed in this 5 

analysis contain a mix or ICBMS, submarine launched 6 

m1.ss1les and aircraft. 7 

both d~ge limiting and is illustrated 

in recent studies. It is_est1mated that at present 

8 

9 

the Soviets have abo~t 400,000 Een assigned to air 10 

defense. It is estimated also that they are allocating 11 

the equivalent or about $4-5 billion annually on air 12 

defense. The significance or a Soviet expenditure ot 13 

such magnitude can be appreciated by comparing it with 14 

planned US offensive and defensive budgets for the 15 

next five years. For example, the projected average 16 

PYPS&FP annual budget for all US strategic offensive 17 

forces during the next rive years is ebout $4.1 b!llion, 18 

or about equal to what the Soviets are spending on 19 

bomber defense alone. By contrast, the projected 20 

average FYPS&PP&nnuil tiilaget for all US continental n • 21 

defense forces for 'the next five years is about $1.6 22 

billion or approximately one-third of that being spent 23 
' 

by the Soviets on bomber dete~se. 24 

(5) For reasons or mathematical simplicity in 25 

calculating missile requirements, POLARIS missiles 26 

have been programmed predominantly against 27 

while MINUTEMAN has been programmed predominantly 28 

against_ Tfii deiira~111ty or ustng a - 29 
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I 

mix or these two systems againat 

targets is recognized 

tor the other against appropriate targets without 

a1gn1ticant1y affecting 

1 

2· 

3 

4 

5 

6 

b{ I ) or developed ,7 

same priority ias those forces 8 

required tor damage _limiting. Both types or forces 9 

are baaed on estimates ot weapon systems performance 10 

as provided by the applicable Services. 11 

(2) The size and compositions or the 12 

s intluenced bJ the objective damage level, 13 

·~·-··" or estimated shelter effectiveness~ estimated 14 

numbers or defended urban complexes and the estimated 15 

quality of such defenses. Downward revisions 1n some 16 

or these factors, to which the offensive force ia 17 

sensitive, have resulted in an 18 

which is noticeably smaller than that developed in 19 

the AONWP study. 20 

21-

22 

23 

Soviet Union· would develop a tull,·tallout shelter 24 · 

program while this analysis assumes a Soviet shelter 25 

program more nearly comparable with that or the 26 

"Continuing Shelter Program" in the United States. 27 

Offensive force requirements have also been decreased 28 

·t,-y- a:· rev1aeCi b!i "eiHiiiti ·wlilc:fi ·1nereasu the 29 -
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Part VI, .T SOP-70 

11r 



-- -------

~ 

BY ATOMIC ENERGY ACT OF 
TOP SECREl' 

-TOP SECRET 

penetration rate of US missiles against the Soviet 1 

ABM trom.er cent t.per cent. The number of 2 

ABM defended co~plexes is assumed by DIA to increase 3 

trom.in ~he period 1969 to 4 

period. A sing 5 

used 1n the force interactions tor 6 

and in the AGNWP study. The chart 7 

below nts 8 

-b (.!) of increasing the 9 

the two periods 10 

postulated Soviet ABM is, in both cases, inferior to 11 

the United States ZEUS system and in no way comparable 12 

with the estimated capability of NIKE-X. Requirement 13 

calculations are based on no prelaunch damage to US 14 

ICBMs. Should the Soviets selectively target US ICBMS, 15 

particularly the TITAN IIs, the urban targeting capa- 16 

bility of Soviet ICBMs would be substantially reduced 

POLARIS A-3 328 TITAN II 54 

POLARIS A-2 105 ,· POLARIS B-3 146 

MINUTEMAN I 32 POLARIS A-3 303 

MINUTEMAN II 48 B-52 28 

B-52 28 

TOTAL delivery vehicles 541 531 

!I See CSA view, Tab A, Appendix E 
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' .. The above chart indicates that total offensive 1 

delivery vehicle requirements are approximately the 2 

aame tor the different time periods, even though 3 

the number or defended complexes has increased rrom 4 

This 1s made possible by the use or 5 

TITAN II in a multiple warhead configuration and the 6 

introduction of the POLARIS B-3 missile between the 7 

period 1969 and 1974. 8 

additional weapons would be required t~ replace 9 

the force. Should the Soviets deploy 10 

an ABM with HIKE-X capabilities, however, an increase 11 

or~erended cities would create a requirement tor 12 

a significantly large increase 1n the total number ot 13 

delivery vehicles. Should they elect to target the 14 

TITAN element of the 1974 force and should they achiev~ 15 

per cent destruction before launch, the remainder 16 

ot the would have to 17 

achieve 18 

19 

20 

requirement unless the number of 21 

ABM defended cities is s1gn1f1cantly less than estimated. 22 

It seems clear that development or improved missile 23 

penetration capabilities is e!sential it.the'Sov1ets 24 

develop a significant 

Soviets 29 
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would be increased if the Soviets had a lesser shelter 6 
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d. Damage L1m1tins Offensive Forces 

(1) On the same priority with the requirement for 

forces necessary to assure destruction or the 

the requirement tor damage 

offensive forces. The utility or offensive missile and 

bomber forces 1n this role has been considered in the 
r 

most recent damage limiting studies by the DDR&E and 

the qJC~ Special Studies Group.* lf Altpough missile 

requirements are often calculated in different ways, 

* "A Summary Study or Strategic Offensive and DefensiVe 
Forces of the US & USSR," dated 8 Sept 1964- Prepared 
for the Director of Defense Research and Engineering 
"AlternatiVe General Nuclear War Postures" dated 
lS Sept__].96lL_prepaNd .. ~~tbtLCJ.CS SR.e.c1al S~y<U,~s Qr.QliP~ .. ___ . 

!I See CSAF view, Tab C, Appendix E 
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this force could be programmed to contribute to the 10 

total requirement. Successful development of MIRV 11 

capability in MINUTEMAN and POLARIS B-3 should also 12 

increase.. the ... target programming capacity in -the alel"t . . 13-

force. 14 

1/ See CSA view. Tab A. Appendix E 
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e. Mid-Range Ballistic Missiles. Neither ot the two 

previous calculations have taken into account the 

possibility or probability or deploying offensiv"~ forces 

such as land-based MRBM3. 

ot connand and control and guidance 
/ 

sub-sy:ltems 8 among other reason:;; because the system is 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

not politically acceptable·at this time ror the United States.lo 

f. POLARIS B-3 (POSEIDON) Development 11 

(1) Development or the POLARIS B-3 {POSEIDON) missile 12 

can significantly improve the capability or the strategic 13 

offensive force in the later JSOP time period. In 14 

addition to having twice the payload of the present A-3. 15 

it is estimated that the POLARIS B-3 (POSEIDON) against 16 
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(2) The B-3 (POSEIDON). with its increased yield 1 

and improved accuracy, should also have a significantly 2 

greater capability against hard targets than the A-2. 3 
_.' . 

Moreover, assuming US development or a successful MIRV. 4 

the POLARIS B-3 (POSEIDON) would carry multiple re-entry 5 

vehicles. 6 

(3) The actual extent ot retrofit with B-3 (POSEIDON) 7 

will depend on the extent or the ant1miss1le deployment 8 

in the USSR, the Soviet threat. and the success of the 9 

United States MIRV development. 10 

g. Advanced Manned Strategic Aircraft Development 11 

(l) The utility of manned strategic aircraft is 12 

illustrated by a DDR&E study,* which stated "a mixed 13 

force or ballistic missiles and aircraft ~an exploit 14 

weaknesses in enemy defenses and errors in defense 15 

allocations, allows accommodation to an unexpected 16 

strength in one element or the defense system, and 17 

forces the ene~y to divert resources to multiple types 18 
-

or defense." Cther recent str;.;tegic studies support 19 

these basic poi~ts. 20 

(2) One or the s!snficant observations in the DDR&E 21 

study with respect to the assured destruction task is 22 

that a mixed force or aircraft and ballistic missiles 23 

as distinct from a pure missile force -- could increase 24 

the enemy expenditures on terminal defenses by about 25 

12 per cent to 25 per cent. Soviet costs in this case 26 

were based on a SAM D type terminal bomber defense. 27 

These costs would increase by 25 per cent to 60 per cent 28 

~! __ th~-So!~!!~-~!~~pte~~~_lll_ai~ain_~_co~~:'-~b]! ~~~~.: _. 29 

bility with a less effective termina~ bomber defense. 30 

4 The Utl!lty ot Future Manned Strategic Aircraft - Prepared 
for the Director or Defense Research and Engineering, dated 
9 October 1964. 
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(3) With respect to damage limiting forces, the 

DDR&E study suggests that, in general, a mixture of 

one reliable missile per target followed by 

reconnaissance strike aircraft shows a cost-utility 

advantage when relatively high damage expectancies 

are desired. For moderate ICBM and SRAM kill 

l 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

probabilities (Pk - 0.6) destruction or enemy targets 7 

is significantly less expensive with reconnaissance- 8 
r r 

strike aircraft than ~ith missiles. 9 

(4) In. the DDR&E study a cost effectiveness comparison 10 

or different reconnaissance-strike aircraft indicates 11 

that in most applications AMSA is somewhat more effective 12 

than an RS-111, and an RS-52 has a cost advantage 13 

relative to AMSA. Fbr damage limiting purposes, however, 14 

it is necessary for the B-52, when converted to an RS-52, 15 

to be equipped with the necessary avionics to provide 16 

5) Perhaps the most important consideration with 

respect to AMSA development is the structural life 

17 

23 

expectancy of the B-52 force. ',l'he most recent study 24 

of B-52 life expectancy (prepared by OASD and ODDR&E) 25 

concluded,inter alia, that further major structural 26 · 

modifications have been identified for each series 27 

which, if effected, would provide reasonable assurance 28 

· of &truotural life. e~tension thl'ough.l975. An important. . 29 
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consideration with respect to the B-52 is that aircratt 1 

structural lite cannot be predicted with any degree 2 

or accuracy. As stated in the OSD study "our ability 3 
,/ 

to predict the fatigue lite or a particular airplane 4 
structure is poor." 5 

(6) Considering the uncertainties regarding extension 6 

ot the lite ot the B-52 until FY 1975 or beyond. and 7 

the time required to develop and deploy a replacement 8 

aircraft. it appears desirable to complete the Project 9 

Definition Phase tor AMSA as soon as possible so that 10 

the Joint Chiets ot Start can decide whether AMSA or 11 

another manned strategic aircraft should be developed. 12 

h. Reduced OS Bomber CEP. Subsequent to completion ot 13 

the JSOP analysis. JSTPS advised that the United States 14 

-errect the CEP reduction by-JSTPS would 

have on this analysis. and it ~as determined that there 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
was no appreciable difference. 

------ __ 2_1__ 
5. Defensive Systems 22 

a. Introduction 23 

(1) In order to discuss the ettects or the various 24 
/ 

defensive systems. a series or calculations has been 25 

made to show comparative war outcomes tor both the , 26 

United States and USSR. Since fatalities and industrial 27 

damage are arrected in a maJor way by the conditions or 28 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

war outbreak and targeting philosophy or both sides, 

the comparative war outcomes are shown for certain 

scenarios in addition to those basically examined. 

The types or exchanges illustrated include a spectrum 

ot possible attacks and probably represent an extreme 

in urban targeting at the higher fatality levels. 

There is little evidence on which to base a Judgment 

ot Soviet targeting philosophy; therefore, the 

possible c~ri~equences ot a large urban attack should 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 
at least be recognized. ·. 10 

(2) Comparative war outcomes tor FY 1969 and PY 1974 11 

will be shown separately in subsequent charts. fhe 12 

deployment of improved defensive systems for CONUS 13 

cannot, for the most part~-be completed until well 14 

after 1969~ the base yearwith which JSOP-70 is primarily 15 

concerned. Nevertheless~ that budget year at which 16 

JSOP-70 is aimed will be concerned with certain develop- 17 

ment and procurement deci~ions. Consequently~ Soviet - 18 

US nuclear exchanges with improved US defenses- were 19 

conducted for the FY 1974 time frame in order to 20 

illustrat.e_the_ damage-.limlt1ng capability or such aystems. 2x-· 

The nuclear exchanges were conducted to assist in 22 

evaluating defensive deployment levels~ and to shed light 23 

on development and early deployment de,cisions. 24 

b. Relative War Outcomes, FY lg6Q 25 

(1) The following chart shows relative war outcomes 26 

for FY 1969. Defensive system improvements in this 27 

time period, even if decisions.were made soon~ could be 28 
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expected to include only a fallout shelter program 1 

and perhaps a very limited improvement in air defenses. 2 

Fbr thia· reason, the FY 1969 calculations include 3 

fatalities only tor two US shelter programs (no shelter 4 

and tull tallout shelter) and tour scenarios. Soviet 5 

fatalities are shown tor three shelter programs equivalent 6 
l 

to US programs. 

US Fatalities 
(Shelter as lridlcated) 

Case I!/ All Urban (Soviet 
initiation. No US 
shelter) 85 

Case II!/ All urban (Soviet -
initiation. OS tull 
fallout shelter) 62 

Case III Soviet All Urban 
US Combined Retal. 
(US full fallout 
shelter) 

Case IV Soviet Combined 
IA1t1at1on-US 
Combined Retal. 
(US tu fallout 

55 

shelt 48 

7 

I 

(2) Case I illustrates the high level of fatalities 8 

which might conceivably occur without improved ~etenses. 9 

No shelter program tor the United States is assumed in 10 

this case. Even though a shelter program has been ll 

~~~~!'~!~~l-~he ~~~r~t•!'Y_.Q~ -~-r~nse __ !o4 tiJ!l.JP1DL ___ l~ 

Chiers or Starr, the probability or attainment by 1969 13 

is becoming increasingly more doubtful. 14 
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. (3) Case II shows the effect. in terma of reduced 1 

US fatalities, which might be achieved by a full 2 

fallput shelter program. Weapon applications. are 
/ 3 

identical with those of case I. The net result is a 4 

US fatality reduction or about 23 -per cent for a five- 5 

year investment ot about $5 billion. All of the 6 

remaining cases include a full fallout shelter program 7 

for the United States. 8 

ci) Case III adds to the U/I attack the effect of 9 

using a portion of the United States offensive forces 10 

against Soviet nuclear threat forces. Destruction 11 

of Soviet residual weapons in this case reduces US 12 

fatalities about seven per cent even though all Soviet 13 

weapons are programmed against urban targets. Soviet 14 

fatalities are reduced about 17 per cent by the changed. 15 

targeting. 16 

(5) Case IV shows comparative war outcomes which 17 

result from a Soviet initative attack which includes· 18 
·' 

combined military and immediate urban targeting. 19 

Military targeting in this case includes attack or all 20 

sort nuclear tn.I"e_aLta.rget.s_1n-the United States as------2-l--

well as the 54 h~rdened TITAN II sites. This case, or 22 

variations thereof, with either more or less weapo~s 23 

applied to military targets, represents the mos~ 24 
,- l 

b (: ·j a Soviet attack on all or the so 

TITAN !I reduces US fatalities by 
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/Soviet retaliation with weapons which survive the 

United States missile attack applied to US cities. 

The US urban attack is executed following Soviet 

l 

2 

3 
4 

5 
retaliation. US fatalities in this type attack can· 6 

be reduced another 22 percent or to a level of about 

25 - 30 percent. 

· (7) Two points might be made from this series of 

7 

8 

9 
FY 1969 nuclear exchanges. The first point is that a 10 

full fallout shelter program can result in signincant ll 

fatality reductions even in the most severe type of 12 

urban attack. It would appear that increased effort 13 

should be made-to complete this program prior to 14 

FY 1969. as a first step in the achievement of a 15 

balanced damage limiting force tor the m1d-l970s. 16 

The second point to be made is that a portion of the 17 

offensive force can contribute to damage limiting 18 

irrespective or the- conditions ot war outbreak. 19 

c. Relative War Outcome, FY 1974 20 

(1) The following chart shows relative-war outcomes 21 

tor FY 1974. Assuming that timely decisions are made 22 

and that weapon deployments follow. soon after each 23 

new weapon system demonstration. _FY 1974 represents, 24 

very nearly the earliest time per~od in which the 25 

United States could achieve a balanced damage limiting 26 

posture. Shelter assumptions for both the United 

States and USSR are identical with those indicated 

ter-n 1969-;;·--·- -- -- -- - - -
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a/ 
Case I- All Urban (Soviet 

initiation •. No us 
ehelter) 84 

Case II!IAll Urban (Soviet 
initiation •. us tull 
fallout shelter) 61 

Case m Soviet All Urban 
(US Combined Retal. 
and tull fallout 
shelter) 54 

Case IV Soviet Combined 
Initiation (FY 
1969 Approved US 
Det. lorce and tull 
fallout shelter) 51 

Case V Case IV I NIKE-X at 38 
47 cities 

Case VI Case IV I NIKE-X at 
47 cities and 
Improved Air De f •. 
Forces "32 

I through III in 1974 are l 

almost identical with those for 1969. US fatalities 2 

in each of the three cases are about one percent lower _l 

in 1974 primarily due to a smaller bomber threat ~ 

estimated tor the later time period. 5 

(3) Case IV shows the result or a Soviet initiative 6 

attack which includes an immediate attack on urban 7 

areas in combination with arr attaek on an· sort iii1l1tary 6 · 
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targets. A comparison or US fatalities for Cases III 1 

and IV indicates that the Soviet weapons required for 2 

attack or all sort military targets would, 1f.retargeted 3 

to urban areas, destroy about four percent more or our 4 

population (both assume a US full fallout shelter 5 

program but no other defense improvement}. TITAN II 6 

missiles were not attacked in this case, which might be 7 

considered somewhat unrealistic in view of the large 8 .. 
urban destruction capability or this large payload, 9 

limited deployment system. Por this illustration, 
.· 

targeting has been treated in this manner in order to 

10 

11 

keep the urban attack force constant with improved 12 

defenses, thereby providing a more meaningful measure- 13 

ment -of NIKE-X capability. Should the TITANs be 14 

attacked, a force of 80 inventory SS-9s would be required 15 

and US fatalities would be decreased by about· three 16 

percent. 17 

(4) Case v shows the effect or adding a 47 city 18 .-
NIKE-X deployment (about 14,000 SPRINT interceptors) to 19 

the PY 1969 defensive forces of Case IV. It can be 20 

seen that an antimissile defen~e of this type would b~eL-__ ~2~1~ 

expected to reduce US fatalities by about 13 percent. 22 

(5} Case VI shows the effect of adding an improved 23 

bomber defense and NIKE-X de~loyment of Case V. With 24 

the Soviet bomber and sub-launched missile threats 25 

currently postulated to~ the PY 1974 time period, the 26 

fatality results indicated here might reasonably be 27 

achieved by the deployment combination of SAM D, 28 

ad.llanc.ed manned .illte.rcep.tars ... including AWACS. and. 29 __ 

improved ASW forces including Phase II SOSUS. ..sa.ttld 30 
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there be any s1gn1t1cant improvement in the threat 1 

in terms or speed or ASM capab1litr~ the c~mbination 2 

or improved air defense and ASW systems would 3 

undoubtedlr provide distinct advantages. The chart 4 

indicates that with the estimated threat~ an improved 5 

combination or terminal aQd area bomber defense and 6 

ASW forces can reduce US fatalities by an additional 7 

si~ percent. 8 

(6) Case VII shows the result ot 

attack with the United States having 
-l .. -

y p y . 
9 

10 

and balanced damage limiting force. In this case, all 11 

Soviet weapons surviving the United States missile 

attack were programmed against urban targets. The 

l2 

13 

calculations indicated on the chart suggest that in 14 

this type attack, US fatalities might be reduced to a 15 

level or less than ten percent with a balanced damage 16 

limiting posture. The contribution of improved active 17 

defenses at this lower end of tfie spectrum can be 18 

measured by comparing the 1969 results (26 percent 19 

US fatalities TASLE, page ~4), with th~ 1974 results 20 

{less than ten p~rcent fatalities TABLE, page 37.). 21" 

This case might also be fairly representative of 22 

certain other scenarios involving relativery low order 23 

urban attacks. For example, a Sovi~t l'i'rst strike, but 24 

with urban attacks delayed, misht result in fatalities 25 

no greater than indicated above. It is also possible 26 

that the Soviets might employ a significant portion or 27 

their ICBMs against hard US missile sites in which case 28 

fatality levels should be lower than those or the Soviet 29 
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initiative attack cases above. Other examples could 1 

consider the possibility of controlled urban_attacks 2 

in which only a limited number of key cities would be 3 

hit. Impr~ved defenses would be particularly meaningful 4 

in this type attack, or in a similar attack or limited 5 

size by an emerging nuclear power 1n tuture years. 6 

(7) Several points might be made from this series 7 

of 1974 exchanges which are in addition to those 8 

already mentioned with respect to the 1969 games. The 9 

first point is that without improved US active defenses, 10 

Soviet war outcomes 11 

12 

relationship holds trve even when 13 

the United States has a full fall9ut 14 

shelter program and the Soviets have only an intermediate 15 

shelter program. Adverse war outcomes for the United 16 

States result in large part from the greater concentra- 17 
_, 

tion and vulnerability of US population and can only 18 

be overcome by greater investment in damage ~miting 19 

20 

(8) The second point is that deployment of a 21 

balanced darr.c:.t;e limi Ung force (inc ltlding a full 22 

fallout shelter program) will_ reduce US fatalities 23 

sub3tant1all7, ~~ s~~wn on the chart, 24 

page 37, 25 

d. Defense Against Submarine-Launched Missiles 26 

(l) Naval ASW forces used to counter the submarine- 27 

launche<Lm1ss1.le.. threat.- and. employed -in the. analyai& -. 28 · 

are the same as those provided in the Navy input to 29 
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the AGNWP study. These forces are included under 

Program III, General Purpose Forces. 

(2} The effectiveness ot ASW torces in reducing 

US fatalities is particularly sensitive to the 

targeting ot submarine -launched missiles. Further, 

it is extremely ditticult to measure the contr.~bution 6 

ot any area defense in an 'urban attack employing many 7 

different 

b ( 1 ) estimates 

DIA 

the 

8 

9 

Soviet inventory 10 

ot a more formidable capability to destroy the United 11 

States industrial base. In exercising the Soviet force 12 

in aggregated war games, the higher yield weapons were 13 

targeted on the more heavily populated urban areas, 14 

with the result that the Soviet missile submarine force 15 

with its lower yield weapons was targeted against cities 16 

next in priority. When NIKE-X was deployed in the 17 

FY 1974 period, only the cruise missiles had a real 18 

capability against these cities, but this capability was 19-

countered by the deployment or the SAM D. Although 10 

not employed in th1Lro~IL.in.__th1s analy-a1s, the advaneed---2&--0 

manned interceptor also could have been emp~oyed against 21 

cruise missiles.]/ Therefore, except in selected cases, 22 

submarine launched ballistic missiles were targeted on 23 

the intermediate cities because of their capability to 24 

penetrate th~ HAWK and HERCULES defenses. This method 25 

of employment for weapons targeted against urban areas 

was considered to provide the highest return in US 

_ -0· .ratal1t1es.rar.. Soviet-SLaM capability.-

1/ See CSA view, Tab A, Appendix E. 
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(3) To gain a better appreciation of the submarine 1 

potential, it should be recognized that anoti&er 2 

Soviet targeting philosophy might be considered which 3. 

employs the ICBMs and bomber delivered weapons against 4 

the United States nuclear threat and associated command 5 

and control installations and the submarine-launched 6 

weapons on the major urban ··areas within range. Such a 7 

philosophy might be characteristic ot a Soviet 1969 8 

military-attack option with a delayed, rather than a 9 

combined, urban attack. Using all 67 Soviet submarines 10 
' at sea in the urban attack role and not considering 11 

attrition by ASW torces, the combined total or 292 12 

missiles could obtain the following industrial damage 13 

and fatalities for each or the three civil defense 14 

postures expressed in a percentage ot the national total: 15 

MVA 
Fatalities (%) Destroyed (%) 

CD 1 CD 2 CD 3 

48 36 26 '23 

(4) Using the Program III ASW t~rces which normally 16 

would be engaged in CONUS defense at the time ot a 17 

Soviet surprise attacl<, attrition or 25 percent Soviet --~-· · 

missiles was assumed in the analysis. On the other 19 

hand, in a period ot crisis with ASW forces tully 

generated and-positioned to·best advantage, the 

attrition or Soviet missiles was assumed to be 75 

20 

21 

22 

percent. Results of the Soviet attack under these ASW 23 

postures are tabulated below and compared with the 24 

preceding case of no attrition: 25 
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MVA 
Attrition Fatalities· {~} Destro:t:ed {~} 

CD 1 CD 2 CD~ 

0 48 36 26 23 

25 45 33 24 22 

75 35 24 16 15 

(5) It may be seen from the above that although 1 

the Soviet missile eubmarine force may not possess the 2 

weight of effort of the strategi~ rocket rorce 6 it 3 

still represents a formidable capability to damage the 4 

United States. It also shows that even with 75 percent 5 

ot the at-sea weapons destroyed 6 a few weapons penetrating 6 

the defenses and impacting in the large cities can 7 

inflict as high as 35 percent national fatalities with 8 

no fallout thelter posture. This estimated performance 9 

of the AS\~ forces is creditable 6 but a requirement to 10 

attain a greater capability is still or prime importance. 11 

The Navy's capability against the submarine-launched - 12 

missile force employed against the CONUS could be 13 

improved by increasint the effectiveness of ASW forces 14 

assigned to the CONUS defense role. Unless additional 15 

ASW forces w~r~ authorized, this would necessarily be 16 

at the expense of other tasks. In addition, improvement 17 

of current ASW t.,eapon systems and increased research 18 

and developmen~ !n the ASW field 6 should be supported 1~ 

1/ 
in order to increase effectiveness a[ainst this threat.- 20 

( 6) The SOSUS system with Phase n completed was 21 

essential to obtaining the attrition factors employed 22 
···- -------- -·- ~----------- ------------------ _________________________ _.. _______ _ 
in this analysis. In turn 6 these factors were based 23 

17 See CSAF view, Tab C6 A~pend1x.E 
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upon results of the Navy's CYCLOPS II study and 1 

Damage Limiting Study • which evaluated the etfectiv,.eness 2 

ot SOSUS against reduced Soviet submarine noise levels. 3 

and based on localization and detection capabilities 4 

which were derived from actual 5 
i 

studies concluded that with Phase 6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

missiles located and destroyed in force interactions 15 

trould be anticipated it Phase II is not completed; with 16 

correspondingly larger damage and :atalities to the 17 

United States.Y 18 

(7) In summary. under the targeting philosophy 19 

_ ____ _ _ ____ assumed and__cond1.tions__exam1ned, __ submar1 ne launched------- 20--

missiles constituted a relatively small portion or the 21 

total destructive capability of the Soviet Union as 22 
' 

long as the United States had no defense systems tor 23 

use against ICBNe t:ith their higher payloads and limited 24 

capability against ~ombers. As the latter two threats 25 

were countered by deployment of FY 1974 area and 

terminal defenses. the submarine-launched missile 

_threat became.. relatively more s1gni.t'1cant. - In -the 

Y See CSA F view, Tab C, Ap.~·endix E 
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·py 1974 force analysis, SLBMs were applied against 

undefended cities, except that those on station at 

initiation of attack were applied against US bomber 

bases and resulted in a reduction of US bomber 

capability. The threat or such emplol~nt exists 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 
today and will exist 1n the future unless effectively 6 

countered by ASW forces and missile defenses.1f 7 

e. Advanced Defensive Systems 8 

{1) Antiballistic Missile Defense 9 

(a) The HIKE-X deployed at 47 major complexes 10 

in the analysis represents one variant of a LO-MAR 11 

deployment concept. Multifunction-Array Radars . 12 

(MAR) were deployed at 16 (or the 47) high-value 13 

urban complexes. The number of SPRINT defensive 14 

missiles distributed at each or the 16 complexes 15 

is indicated in Tab F to Appendix B. At the 

remaining 31 complexes, Missile Site Radars (MSR) 

only were deployed; these defenses excluded MARs. 

At each of the latter 31 cities, an inventory of 

160 SPRINT missiles were assigned; this inventory 

16 

17 

18 

19 -

20 

was selected based on the SS-9_ tt:tr~~t model_of __________ _2.1_ __ 

61 re-entry objects. Such an inventory permits 22 

engagement ot warheads and decoys from two arriving 23 

. S~-9 payloads, forcing the USSR to allocate over 24 

three ready SS-9 missiles in order to obtain a 25 

high assurance of exhausting the inventories. 26 

1/ See CSAF view, Tab C, Appendix E 
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(b) In the various Soviet attacks against 

any given urban complex, it was assumed that 

the USSR programmed a quantity or ~ultiple 
' 

warhead/decoy missiles (SS-9 or SS-7) adequate 

to provide a 90 per cent assurance or exhausting 

the known defense inventory at that complex. 

It was also assumed that the Soviets knew the 

ABM system performance and tiring doctrine. 

-Following the probable exhaustion ot defense 

missiles at an urban complex, high-yield missiles 

were launched tor destruction or the complexes. 

assurances in this manner by ICBMs varied from 

14-22. 

(c) Unlike submarine-launched cruise 

~ssiles, it was assumed that the submarine-

launched ballistic missiles could not profitably 

be programmed against ABM defended cities. 

l 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

ll 

12 JD~ 
13 r>IJJ 
14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 
----------· 

The penetrat1onal capabilities of the latter 22 

against the ballistic missile defense were 23 

inferior to that or the high payload multiple 24 

warhead ICBMs and their use against non-exhausted 25 

defenses was considered impractical. Likewise, 26 

their use against cities, following exhaustion · 27 

attacks by ICBMs, did not appear suitably 28 

remunerative in that the cost of exhaustion 29 •'- -------------- ·--- -- --·------~---------·- ------ - .. ---r--- -·---. ---- -- -
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in terms or offensive missiles was such that 1 

ICBMs with higher yield warheads were called 2 

for to exploit the situation rapidly and to 3 

produce damage commensurate with offensive 4 

expenditures. 5 

(d) Throughout this study, it has been 6 

assumed that the NIKE-X system cannot dis- 7 

criminate the Soviet decoys from the multiple- 8 

warheads. This assumption represents a judg- 9 

ment by DDR&E that decoys or the type and 10 

weight used in this analysis will not be 11 

distinguishable from small warheads and will, 12 

therefore, have to be taken under attack by 13 

NIKE-X. The prospects tor discrimination of 14 

low cross-section decoys is, however, not yet 15 

determined; there are competent adherents to 16 

both views as to the feasibility of discrimina- 17 

tion of such decoys as were used herein. 18 

Because there are uncertainties with re~pect 19 

to decoy discrimination, an excursion was con- 20 

ducted to ascertain the effects or such a 21 

capability on war outcomes for tte United 22 

States. These results are tabulated below 23 

tor the' case or Soviet Initiation with a 24 
I 

combined military and immediate urban attack. 25 

A ba~anced damage limiting force with a full 26 

fallout shelter program is included for 27 

both cases. 28 
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NATIONAL 
FATALITIES (~) 

NIKE-X {No Discrimination Cap.) 32 

NIKE-X (With Discrimination Cap.)*less than 10 

MVA (~ DESTR.) 

33 

less than 10 

From these data, and trom corresponding 1 

excursions or the AONWP, it can be observed 2 

that a discrimination capability, it attained, 3 

would result in a significant reduction or 4 

national damage. 5 

(e) It may be possible ·to approach these 6 

lower levels (associated above with the discri- 7 

mination capability) in the detended cities even 8 

without assuming a discrimination capability. 9 

Only a single tiring doctrine was employed in 10 

this study. It is probable that various 11 

alternative tiring doctrines would be available 12 

in the NIKE-X computer, each to be adopted in 13 

accordance with the type or attack seen by the 14 

NIKE-X radars, and with changes in tiring 15 

doctrine to occur as the missile attack 16 

______________ -------~greases. As the inventori~~~ach pre- 17 -------' 

determined levels or expenditure, an alternative 18 

tiring doctrine might be adopted such that the 19 

defense.would cease tq tire SPRINT missiles 20 
I 

reprogram:ned tor "late aborts." At some higher 21 

level or expenditure, perhaps the defense would 22 

I The excursion assumes that the·soviet decoys are 
substantially identified as such, and are therefore not 

by NIKE-X. It follows that the SmiN'l' inventories 
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fire a single unreprogrammed SPRINT missile at each 1 

undiscr1m1.nated object. Each such sh1tt 1n tiring 2 

doctrine conserves these missiles at · 3 
4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

a case (without assumption of a discrimination 14 

capability) would be at some point intermediate 15 

between those tabulated for the discrimination case 16 

and those based on no discrimination. 17 

(r) There are, or course, many major and minor 18 

areas or sensitivity involved in developing studies 19 

or ruture force requirements. Discussed below are 20 

some or the areas or uncertainty which have an 21 

important bearing on the effectiveness of the NIKE-X 22 

system. 23 

!• There is no urgency tor the USSR to 24 

develop and test multiple warhead/decoy payloads 25 

ror ICBMs until a us ABM is in the orrihg.!,l This 26 

may account tor the lack or intelligence evidence 27 

on which to base Soviet threat models. For this 28 
------~------ --~-------~- ----------------·---- -·· ·-·- ------------·-- ~- ----

reason, the Soviet multiple-warhead configurations 29 

1 1 See CSAF view, Tab C, Appendix E 
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1 

~eve~~ped ~Y ~DR&£ ba~ec ~n jud~~nts as 2 

to US state-·~;. -t:'lP.-t>.rt ir: ~he 19·, Cs. 3 

This c·~-ar:B-oi'-t'h'l-art .:!!'." then spp11eti 4 

to intelli~~r.~~ ee~1matL~ of ~~Vie~ :tssile 5 

threPt wO!.:els, in COi•JuncU.on with his 8 

Jud~e~t that thP. NIKE-X c~nnc~ discriminate 9 

. the Soviet ciec:>ys i'rom t~.:: malt1ple war- 10 

hesds_. lll~ni!:Lca:'ltly ~x·rects tiae tata::.1t¥ 11 

and c!2JI'.a:;! resultf' :'li the ca'3el" 1m•olv1r..g 12 

NIKE-X ~cplo3v.o::ntc. 'l'he t.~·~.'< of the 13 

u~mage 1~ these CPSeS r~3Ul~s r~~Q ICBM 14 

att;acltS t':JllOW1ng eY.hau:::;ti?n or t::, ABI•l 15 

aeiensea. Should eitl~'!r O!' both ot theee 16 

oo-c 
'o ( 3) 

·-·---- --·--- - ---- - ~~nt~Lusc.IL_il!_:~ne r.~~~:t.t1on nt this 

F~~1y (as ~o threat. m~t\E~ co::ttisurat1ons 

17 ----
18 

cr Al3M d1scr1minati)n ··~1'abi11ty) prove 19 

~. ~n the devel~~m=~~ ,~ tr~~e ~uclear 23 

ex::~a.1ges 1nvol v1.~~6 m:.~'3l.j,e defenses, 

25 

threat mocie!s, have been r.ro:;rammed to 
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obtain a 90 percent probability or 1 

exhaustion at each complex attacked. It 2 

should be recognized that these calculations 3 

are based on exact knowledge of US defensive 4 

missile inventory and distribution, US ABM 5 

performance factors and defensive firing 6 

doctrines. It is certain that exact 7 

programming for exhaustion is not practically 8 

attainable. If penetration by means of 9 

defensive inventory exhaustion is desired, 10 

overproBramming must be carried out to 11 

obtain an actual high assurance or achieving 12 

the fatality and damage levels presented 13 

herein for the cases involving NIKE-X. 14 

The offense must overprogram to some 15 

degree to ~rctect against unce~tain know- 16 

ledge of hls own offensive missile perform- 17 

ance, and to a further extent to account for 18 

a probable lack or knowledge of defensive 19 

f!ring doctrine (as discuss~d above). 20 

If he fails to overprogram to accommodate 

these variables, he runs the risk of an 

actual under:;rogram:ned attacl: and 11 ttle 

damage would result from an already large 

21 

22 

23 

24 

expend~t~re of missile forces. If he over- 25 

pr~grams, however, he cannot attack as many 26 

major com~lexes as were attacked on a 27 

purely mathematical basis in the calculated 28 

furce luteracLloms herein. 29 

!A 
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(g) In summary. 1f any of the foregoing 1 

uncertainties concerning discrimination, 2 

alternate !iring doctrine5, overprogr;;mming, 3 

and poorer Soviet threat models occur, meaningful 4 

reductions in US damage and fatality f1gure5 5 

would result. If they occur in combination, 6 

the reduction would indeed be significant • .!! 7 

(h) The NIKE-X system has been. designed 8 

to permit deployment in a modular or building 9 

block approach. The specific deployment alter- 10 

native need not be selected at this 11 

time. Deployment decisions are keyed to phases 12 

and can be made at essentially yearly intervals. 13 

At this time, a decision is required to preserve 14 

the option to deploy NIKE-X at the earliest 15 

initial operational capability (IOC) date 16 

for the first defense complex. 17 

(2) Bomber Defenses 18 

(a) Both terminal and area bomber defenses 19 

have been examined in this analysis. In order 20 

to gain a better appreciation of the US defense, 21 

a Soviet 1974 targeting excursion was examined 22 

which, because of the NIKE-X deployment at the 23 

47 most important US citi~s, applied ICBMs 24 

and SLBMs to the military attack, and only 25 

the bomber delivered weapons and submarine 26 

launched cruise missiles to the attack of the 27 

metropolitan areas defended by NIKE-X. This 28 

might also approximate the situation ln an ~~ 

all-urban attack if the uncertainties concerning 30 

1/ See CSAF views~ Tab C1 Appendix E 
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NIKE-X work in favor of the United States. The 1 

interaction or this force with various combina- 2 

tions of area and terminal defenses is shown 3 

in the chart below in terms of percentage of 4 

national MVA destroyed and fatalities under the 5 

three US fallout shelter postures. 6 

DAMAGE AND FATALITIES WITH 47 METROPOLITAN 
COI1PLEXES DEFENDED BY NIKE-X, FY 1974 

NATIONAL 
FATALITIES ~ 

DEFENSIVE MIX 

Case I 
NIKE-X plus 
F'i 69 Air and ASW Area 
~f~~~~ ~r~n~~,ss 55 

Case II 
NIKE-X plue 
F'i 69 Air and AS\<l 
Area Defenses plus 
NIKE-HERCULES 
Terminal Defense 
at 24 Cities 

Case III* 
NIKE-X plus 

46 

F'i 74 ASW Area Defense 
plus F"l 74 Air Force 
Area Defense (less 
terminal defense} 40 

Case IV* 
NIKE-X plus 
F'i 74 Air Force 
and ASW Area 
Defense plus SAM 
D at 47 Cities 

less 
than 
25~ 

42 

34 

28 

less 
than 
15~ 

32 

25 

20 

less 
than 
10;-~ 

NATIONAL 
MVA tf. 
DESTR 

28 

22 

18 

less 
than 
10% 

Referring to the chart a~ove: 7 

l· CGze I. Indicates damaGe and fatal~ties 8 

in the 47 HIKE-" defended complc;:cs resulting 9 

fr':'m )enetration of the FY 1969 :,:>rr;grar.uned 10 

arc c. defense':'. Fnr illustrative .. ·ur;Joses 11 

* In Cases III and IV the F-12 \'laB not programmed 
against SLCMs. 
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and although required, no terminal defenses 1 

have been considered in targeting Soviet weapons 2 

or in computing damage. This case provides the 3 

base force necessary to evaluate the NIKE HERCULES 4 

contribution in reducing fatalities shown in 5 

Case n. 6 

g. Case II. Indicates that NIKE HERCUlES 7 

terminal defenses are deployed around the 24 8 

most important of these urban areas, which also 9 

contain between four and five times as much 10 

population and industry as the balance of the 11 

47 urban areas. Weight of Soviet effort has 12 

been programmed to consider not only terminal 13 

defenses but target importance. This provides 14 

a measure of effectiveness of 1969 terndnal 15 

defense, which amounts to about seven percent 16 

reduction in fatalities under a full fallout 17 

shel~er. 18 

1· Case III. The substitution of an 

Advanced Manned Interceptor for programmed 

19 

20 

~FY ~1969 inTerceptor forces- virtually eliminates ~- · ·~ 21-

the manned bomber and ASM threat. Fatalities 22 

and damage can be attributed almost entirely to 23 

the submarine-launched cruise missiles. In this 24 
' 

instance the AMI deployment reduced fatalities 25 

12 percent in a full fallout shelter posture 26 

when compared with Case I. For illustrative 27 

purposes, no terminal bomber defense forces 28 

29 
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i· C&se IV. This case shows the effect of 1 

the FY 1974 proposed air, missile and ASW defense 2 

forces in reducing US fatalities. In a full 3 

fallout shelter posture, fatalities and industrial 4 

damage are lowered below ten percent by the 5 

deployment ot the SAM D. 6 

(b) The above cases illustrate that the best 1 

defense is achieved by a combination of both area 8 

and terminal defenses. The JUP/HAWK deployment 9 

proposed by the Army for 1974 as a terminal defense 10 

for the 175 US cities of over 30,000 population was 11 

not exercised 1n the Case III example. Had a portion 12 

of the bomber-delivered weapons and cruise missiles 13 

been programmed against HAWK defended cities, 14 

virtually the same force interaction as in Case rv· 15 

deploying SAM D would have resulted with somewhat 16 

lower damage and fatality figures. Terminal and 17 

area defenses are discussed specifically in the 18 

following paragraphs. 19 

(3) Tenninal Bomber Defense!~ 20 

--(;,-The NIKE HERCULES is the principal terniinal- -· 21· 

defense system currently deployed in the CONUS. 22 

Changing offensive tactics has caused this system 23 

to lose a large measure of its original effef-tiveness 24 

and changes in the Soviet threat and weapon systems 25 

has made many of the deployments obsolete. There 26 

will, ho\'/ever, remain a serious deficiency in low 27 

level terminal defense irrespective of the eventual 28 

1/ See CSAF view, Tab C, Appendix E 
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decisions on the redeployment or HERCULES. The HAWK 1 

missile system was designed to redress degraded 2 

capabilities or NIKE HERCUIES at low altitudes 1n 3 

the t~:aters, but has not been generally deployed in 4 

that manner 1n CONUS. It has 1:1m1ted high altitude 5 

capabilities, however, and must be deployed in 

combination with HERCULES. It has a capability 

6 

7 

against cruise missiles and other air supported 8 

threats but no capability against submarine-launched 9 

ballistic missiles with the range capabilities 10 

postulated. 11 

(b) The advanced terminal defense system considered 12 

in thl.s analysis is the SAM D which could provide a 13 

relatively high capacity defense against bombers and 14 

cruise missiles as well as a derense against ballistic 15 

missiles of medium to short ranges. The latter 16 

capability would include terminal defense against 17 

the Soviet S~~systems of currently estimated 18 

characteristics. The system would be designed for 19 

defense against lo\-1 altitude, as well as high altitude 20 

alP-supported threats_ and would serve to supplant_ 2:1. _ 

both the NlKE HERCULES and the HAWK systems. For 22 

this analysis it was deployed and interlocked with 23 

NIKE-X at 47 major urban ccmplexes 1n the United . 24 

States. In addition, the next 175 largest cities 25 

were defended by the HIP/HAWK. The HAWK defenses 26 

considered for this deployment represent a redeploy- 27 

ment in the 1970s of 84 HAWK batteries currently 28 

programmed for theater defenses (plus a small number 29 
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of battery equipment sets from other sources). It 1 

was assumed for this purpose that more advanced air 2 

defense requirements 1n the th~atcr would be met 3 

by theater deployment of SAM D thereby releasing 4 

the mobile HAWK units for use in CONUS. This 5 

deployment of HAWK involves employment of single 6 

platoon defenses at intermediate cities. 1 

(c) If success~~l 1n development and test 8 

the SAM D system offers prospects for a signifi- 9 

cantly 1mpro•1ed terminal defense capability against 10 

current and more advanced threats, including 11 

multiple target threats. Introduction of the 12 

phased array radar would permit a single defense 13 

to take under attack up to 24 simultaneously 14 

arriving vehicles in contrast to the HAWK capa- 15 

bility of defending against a single object at 16 

any given time. The SAM D would also offer a 17 

significantly 1mpro.yed terminal capability for 18 

defense of CONUS if the future Soviet bombe!' 19 

threat should include such weapons as short-range 20 

attack missites-{sRi\r.tr:· Developed-as a mobile- 21 

system, the SAM D should have world-wide appli- 22 

cation r,r a number or years in the future. 23 

(d) While addition of HAWK to the HERCULES 24 

deployments might be desirable on an interim 25 

basis against the currently estimated Soviet 26 

threat to CONUS, the SAM D combat performance 27 

would be a far superior follow-on capability 28 
- -- ··- --- ·- . ·----- ~-------· ·-----··----·--·--

and would avoid early obsolescence of newiy 29 

depl~yed defensive systems. 30 
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{ 4) Area Bomber Defense 1 
2 

(a) The principal area bomber defense of CONUS 2 

currently consists of Century series interceptors 3 

and BOMARC missiles. Both have a limited capa

bility against low penetrating vehicles. The 

4 

5 

CONUS defense force has been reduced from 56 active 6 

Air Defense Squadrons or about 1,200 interceptors 7 

in 1959 to 39 squadrons or 838 aircraft today. 8 

Currently, the Air National Guard interceptor 9 

force totals 22 squadrons or 481 aircraft. Some 10 

of the reductions were proposed by the Air Force 11 

on the assumption that a more effective interceptor .12 

would be introduced into the inventory concurrently 13 

with phase-out of the obsolescing interceptors. 14 

Reductions to the forces were approved ~t~out 15 

the corresponding deplo~~ent of a new ffi2nned 16 

interceptor. 17 

(b) The USAF "Contin~ntal Air Defense" and 18 

"Blue Dart" studies show that of the two Advanced 19 

Manned Interceptors under current consideration, 20 

both significantly improve our damage limiting 21 

capability. The choice is between the F-12 and 22 

an interceptor version of the F-111. The "Blue 23 

Dart" study concludes that: 

"The TFX and IHI are highly competitive 
against a small-unimproved subsonic threat. 
A qualitative improvement of the Soviet 
threat by introduction of standoff ASMs 
would cause a substantial reduction of the 
TFX capability. The TFX and IMI are com
petitive against a large subsonic threat 
(such as the DIA/OIEP), but the IMI has 
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an advantage. The IMI is significantly 1 
more effective than the TFX against a sub- 2 
sonic threat employing ASMs. The IMI is 3 
markedly superior to the TFX against an 4 
advanced supersonic bomber threat such· as 5 
the AMSA. 11 6 

A comparison of aircraft performance indicates 7 

that the F-12 is superior to the F-111 1n certain 8 

characteristics significant 1n Air Defense. Speed 9 
is one of the most important characteristics and 

the F~l2 i~per~ent or almostllllll~ per hour 

faster (MACH 3.·2 VS-. The F-12 can 

sustain MACH 3.2 1n excess or 701 000 teet for 

its 

can make an intercept at 1 1 300 nm and return to 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 
16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 
1n time and place of intercept and in number or 24 

sorties is provided with the F-12. In addition, 25 

the F-12 will carry twice as many missiles ·inter- 26 

nally as the F-111. A choice based on combat 

capability as well as cost effectiveness~ ~11 

have to be made between the two manned inter

ceptors • .!/ 

11 See CNO views 1 Tab B1 Appendix E. 
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(c) In summation, the point to be made with 1 

respect to area bomber defense is that an early 2 

decision between the F-12 and F-111 is necessary, 3 

if a balanced damage limiting force is to be 4 

achieved by 1974, to preclude prohibitively high 5 

annual budgets in the later JSOP time period. 6 

6. Consideration of Requirements or Unified and Specified 7 

Commands 8 

a. General 9 

(1) Force requirements of the various major commands 10 

have been considered in the development of JSOP-70 force 11 

levels. The absence ot a recommendation to ~~velop 12 

certain ad~anced systems is not intended to ~r~judge 13 

the utility or future requirement for these weapons. 14 

In some cases, final decisions cannot be made at this 15 

time, 1n others it has been found necessary to 16 

restrict the number of new weapon developments in 17 

order to remain within reasonable b~dget levels for 18 

forces. .19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

which have not been included in this analysis for 26 

early development. 27 
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b. Mobile MINUTEMAN 

(1) MINUTEMAN 1n the mobile configuration is not 1 

recommended at this time due to higher system costs 2 

and estimated high survival probability for the hard 3 

and dispersed MINUTEMAN 1n the JSOP-70 time period. 4 

Five-year system costs for the rail mobile version 5 

or MINUI'EMAN are estimated to be about 1.8 times 6 

the cost of the same system in the hard and dis- 7 

persed configuration. So long as the Ur~ted States 8 

retains numerical superiority 1n ICBMS it might 

reasonably be expected that each added US missile 

will survive. A comparison or the current Soviet 

9 

10 

11 

missile force with the large target list represented 12 · 

by MINurEMAN suggests that the CINCSAC estimate or 13 

90-100 percent prelaunch survival for hardened 14 

MINlT.I'EMAN is reasonable and is supported by the 95 15 

percent factor used in SlOP planning. Should 16 

intelligence conrirm that the Soviets in~nd to 17 

develop a significant MIRV capability, it may be l8 

desirable or necessary to deploy either additional 19 

sea-based missiles, a mobile version of MINUTEMAN, 20 

or other versions of mobile missile systems. The 21 

size of such a force, if it were developed, would 22 

be influenced by the missile force capability, US 23 

success with MIRV development and Soviet target 24 

developments. 25 

c. ICBM-X 26 

(1) T~e increased capability of a large payload 27 

MINUTEMAN to penetrate a sophiStlcated antlmissila 28 
system is recognized. However, it is not possible 29 
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at the present t1me to predict either the qualitative 1 

characteristics or quantitative deployments of future 2 

Soviet antimissile systems. It would appear that the 3 

time required to make a significant deployment of a 4 

Soviet defensive system like NIKE-X would be sufficient 5 

to allow the United States to deploy an improved 6 

capability ICBM, POLARIS B-3 or both. With anti- 7 
cipated improvements 1n CEP and yield for MINUTEMAN 8 

II, the ICBM-X 1n a unitary warhead version would 9 

provide little additional improvement in hard target 10 

damage expectancies. A successful MIRV development 11 

1n combination with the increased payload capa- 12 

b1lity of lCBM-X would make a large improvement 1n l3 

the military targeting capability of the US missile 14 

force. Development decision for ICBM-X need not 15 

be made pending further intelligence regarding 16 

Soviet weapon developments and development of new 17 

~~~My ~ 

d. Airborne Alert Weapon System 19 

(l) The AAWS is not recommended for early develop- 20 

ment. High development costs for advanced strategic 21 

aircraft makes the concurrent development of two such 22 

systems almost cost prohibitive. A recommendation 23 

has been made by the Air Force in favor of the AMSA. 24 

There are a number of features which tend to support 25 

this recommendation: 26 

(a) The look-shoot capability of the AMSA 27 

permits target discrimination and the achievement 28 
-· 

of high damage expectancies on residual forces. ~9 

1/ See CSAP views, ·Tab C, Appendix E. 
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(b) AMSA provides an inherent reconnaissance 1 

capability which is not available with the AAWS 2 

standoff launches. 3 

(c) The AMSA-launched SRAM would have a better 4 

penetration capability against improved air 5 

defense such as SAM D or HIP/nAWK. 6 

e. Additional B-58s 7 

(1) Structural problems associated with retention 8 

or the B-52 fleet into the 1970s are recognized. In 9 

view of B-58 production termination, however, a bomber 10 

version ~f the F-111 is considered a better hedge 11 

against catast~phic failure of the B-52 force. 12 

Further study ··1ill be required t~ determine "1!1ether 13 

or no~ an F-111 version should be procured. 14 

f. CINDnNAD Interceptor Force 15 

{ l) CINC,NAD 1 s submission of an interceptor force 16 

structure for FY 1969 and FY 1974, consisted pri- 17 

marily or 198 and 216 IMis, respectively. However, 18 

for the purposes of this analysis in the FY 1974 19 

time period, the Air Pnrce pro~sed force level 20 

of 144 F-12s was used t~ develop force interactions. 21 

1. Key Uncertainties 22 

a. Des'=riocd l1ereafter are maj~r uncertainties 1n 23 

the assunp~io~s, 1n context of which the JSOP-70 analysis 24 

sh~uld be vi€~'led. ,..nl.y those which affect the results 25 

adversel7 for the United States are mentioned in detail. 26 

(l) If th~ Soviets deploy a c~mb1nat1on ~f 27 

imPr~ved defe~ses; e.g., achieve a missile defense 28 

similar t" ND<E-X, area b"mbcr defenses simi.iar t, 29 
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the Advanced Ma~~ed Interceptor or Te~inal Defenses 

similar ·to St.M D and HAWK, or a major treakthrough in 

ASW capability, US stratebic offensive forces a~ now 

envision~d w~uld be inadequate. 

(2) One of the principal uncertainties affecting 

US offensive forces in future years is the possibility 

1 

2 

3 

4 

or Soviet development of a MIRV capability. Surviv- 7 

ability or us land-based systems has been largely e 
assured through hardening of missile sites and 9 

numerical superiority 1n delivery systems which 10 

constitute a target list of such size that only a l~ 

fraction can be targeted with the s:naller im•entory 12 

~or Soviet weapons. If th~ Soviet:: develop a MIRV 13 

capability on their larger payload missiles, it 

could require the United States to take additional 

action to incre~~e Ica~ survivability.l/ However, 

the number of SS-9s required to attack the entire 

nuclear threat list in the United States \iould be 

large even with a MIRV capability; and, for any 

given Soviet missile force, might well reduce the 

number of missiles employed on urban targets. 

(3) Or1c of the uncertaint!es affecting a US 

defensive ;~·::•·::e in future years is the possibility 

of s~vl~t develop:nent of improved aerodynamic systems. 

{4) JSOP-70 analysis results a~e predicated on 

th~ ass~ptio~s that operational capabilities for 

U3 ~·:eapcn z;,r:::tem~ will be within the state-of-the 

art. Th13 becomes especially lmportant in the 

ll See CSAF view, Tab C, Appendix E. 
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1974 period. System performance may be degraded by 1 

certain effects found from past nuclear testing 2 

to be associated with a nuclear environment. Among 3 

these are interference with electronic systems and 4 

communications through ionization, electromagnetic 5 

pulse'· radar blackout, etc., as well as ~ JBSible 6 

effects about which nothing will be knc~·:.: r .. , long 7 

as the atomic test ban treaty is in fo:rce. !n 

this latter category are those ass~·cia-:=ed with 

extremely high yields. 

8 

9 

10 

8. Summary of Recommendations. Considering requirements 11 

to obtain a balanced program of strategic offensive and 12 

defensive forces, recommendations concerning major systems 13 

examined in the foregoing analysis are summarized below: 14 

a. Offensive Systems 1/ 15 

(1) Advanced Manned Strategic Aircraft (AMSA). 16 

Engine development, advanced avionics development, 17 

and the AMSA project definition phase should proceed 18, 

as recommended in the Air Force PCPs to assure that 19 

a timely decision can be !:lud: on the development 20 

of a follow-on manned strateg : aircra.rt. 21 

(2) B-52. The currently approved B-52 modifica- 22 

tion program includes three major structural 

modifications (ECPs 1124, 1128 and 1185). ECPs 

23 

24 

1124 and 1128 are estimated to extend the life of 25 

series C through H aircra.rt to FY 1969-1972. ECP 26 

1185 was approved only for G and H aircraft and 27 

is estimated to extend their life to end FY 1975. 28 

1/ See CMC views, Tab D, Appendix E. 
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Further major modification or phasedown of the ~52 1 

fleet should be dependent upon the actual structural 2 

life of the aircraft and the decision on development 3 

and deployment of a follow-on manned strategic aircraft. 4 

(3) MINUTEMAN.1/ JSOP-69, this analysis and the 5 

recent studies which have addressed the Strategic 6 

Retaliatory Force requirements provide appropriate 7 

data, rationale an~ judgments which f".Jlly support a 8 

1200 MINUTEMAN force. This 1200 MINUTEMAN force level 9 

is in consonance with the attainment of a balanced 10 

offensive and defensive force structure and funds 11 

should be all~cated in the FY 1967 budget to ensure 12 

attainment of this level by end FY 1970. 13 

( 4) B- 3 PO~ARIS Missile (POSEIDON). Funding should 14 

be provided in FY 1967 to support the continued 15 

development of the B-3 missile in recognition of the 16 

need for r2placernent missiles for the A-2 and A-3 17 

missiles, achiev~!:'.':!nt of the N!RV capability, and 18 

increased missile penetration capabilitl' to counter 19 

improvements in ballistic missile defenses which may 20 

develop.. 21 

b. Defensive Systems £/11 22 

(1) UIXE-X. An effective ABf.t deployment is con- 23 

sidcred a c~it1cal item for atta1~~ent of a balanced 24 

strategic posture and it is particularly important 25 

that no avoidable sli,page be permitted. The Joint 26 

Chiefs of Staff, less the Chief of Staff, US Air Force, 27 

supp~rt the development and deployment of NI~-X: they 28 

defer decisi:m :m scope of deplO"ftlE!nt pe!'ld~ng deter- 29 

minat1on of a specific deployment configuration; 30 

they consider that required funding should be provided 31 

in the FY 1967 bcc~et to in~ure ICC in•FY 1970 and, 32 

CSAF vie\·r, Tab c, .hppcndi:{ E. 
C:·JC viel·Is, Tab B, .t.p!,lcnr:: !.:: E. 
C!lC vieus, Tab D, Appen-:ax E. 
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acc~rdingly, r~rce levels bey~nd IOC are for planning 1 

purposes. The Chief of Staff, US Air Force,believes 2 

that the required funding should be provided in the 3 

FY 1967 bucge;; to preveni; sli;.,p::~t;e ox' IOC; final 4 

ceci::i-:m f?r pr:>d"..:ct~.on :::hculC be subject t':l JCS. 5 

review of .!-:LO~-:~ development and testing pr~gress, 6 

and determinati~n of specific deployment c~ncept. 7 

(2) Advanced Surface-to.:Air f.tl.ss1le System. ]} 8 

Funds for engineering development of SAM b sh~uld be 9 

pr~vided in FY 1967, to permit an uninterrupted 10 

development r~r this advanced terminal b~mber defense 11 

system. 12 

(3) Current !-lanned Interceptors. y It is recom- 13 

mended th<:!.t int·~rcept:>r f::>rce le'!els be retained 14 

essentiall~· at the current levels until advanced 15 

intercept systems are deployed operationally; or, 16 

until the threat has decreased pr:>portionately. 17 

(4) .O.cv:m::eCJ l"l:mned Intercentor. y gj Jl 'n':e need 18 

for an edvanced interceptor is also integral to the 19 

concept of a ~alar.c2d defense. It is necessary to 20 

mocern1ze ou:o Clefense forces as tle attain a balanced 21 

offensi ve/de!'ensi ve force, w1 th a \·leap on sys tern which 22 

takes full advantage of the state-of-tne-art. The 23 

F-12 ai~~r~ft is reco~ended f::>r this role and should 24 

pr~vide a significant increase in our defensive capa- 25 

bility and deterrent posture. The required funding 26 

for pr:>duction should be allocated to pr:>tect the 27 

optior. for deployment and earliest initial operational 28 

capability {IOG)~ 29 
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(5) Airborne Warning and Control System (AWACS). 1 

Funds for the development of AWACS should be provided 2 

1n the FY 1967 budget to permit an uninterrupted 3 

development for this system. 4 

(6) The HAWK Improvement Program.!/ An improved 5 

HAWK system should be developed, with funding 6 

adequate to permit operational deployment without 7 

delay 1t the development program achieves its objective. 8 

e. Civil Defense. This analysis and other studies 9 

indicate that a full fallout shelter progrbm is vital 10 

1n a balanced posture of offense and defense and 11 

should be tully supported in future budget actions tor 12 

completion in the early 1970_ period. 13 · 

!/ See CSAP view, Tab C, Appendix E. 
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US STRATEGIC RETALIATORY FORCE 

1. 

against the Soviet Bloc 

employed 

this study 

1 

2 

are tabulated in Table 3 

2. FY 1969 forces approximate levels recommended by the 4 

Joint Chiefs or Starr. FY 1974 forces reflect submissions 5 
.• 

by the proponent Service. 6 

3. Operational factors used in the analysis are tabulated 7 

1n Table A-2. 8 
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JSOP-70 BASIC US STRATEGIC RETALIATORY FORCES USED IN 
FORCE INh.RACT!ON,::, 

SYSTEM END Ff 1969 

AIRCRAFT 

B-52 585 

B-58 70 

AMSA 

TOTAL 655 

AIR LAUNCHED MISSILES 

HOUND DOG 483 

SURFACE-TO-SURFACE MISSILES 

TITAN 54 

MINUTEMAN I 400 

MINUTEMAN II 800 

POLARIS A-2 208 

POLARIS A-3 448 

POLARIS B-3 

TOTAL IcBM/FBM 1,916 

A-70 

END F'l 1974 

360 

60 

~ 
501 

483 

54 

1,200 

448 

208 

1,910 
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APPENDIX i3 

US CONTINENTAL AIR AND MISSILE DEFENSE 
• FORCES AND US TARGET LIST 

1. A summary of the US Continental Air and Missile Defense 1 

Forces employed in this study are tabulated in Table B-1 2 

below. FY 1969 forces approximate Program Package II levels 3 

recommended by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. FY 1974 levels 4 

represent projections and submissions by the Service having 5 

budgeting responsibility. Program Package III ASW f~rces 6 

employed are not listed herein but are the same as those 1 

gamed in the CJCS SSG Alternative General Nuclear War 8 

Postures (AGNWP) study. 9 

2. The US Target List is contained in Table n-:. This 10 

list is the same for FY 1969 and __ FY 1974 excer,Jt in the number 11 

of ADM defenjed and undefended complexes. 12 

3. The following para£raphs contain a brief discussion of 13 

the source of the operational factors or system models employ- 14 

ed for d~fense of CONU3 in JSOP-70. In essentially all 15 

cases, this source was the Alternative General Nuclear War 16 

Postures study. Details or operational concepts and employ- 17 

mcnt, not addre~sed hereiri.for brevity reasons, may be 18 

found in Appendix D of that study. Paragraphs pertaining 19 

to these systems ar~ Tabbed as follot'ls: 

A. PROGa~D AIR DEFENSE FORCES, FY 1969 MODEL 

D. NDCE-HERCUU:S DEFENSE SYSTEM MODEL 

c. ANTISUDMARINE WARFARE ATTRITION MODEL 

D. HIP/HAWK SYSTEM MODEL 

E. ADVANCED MANNED INTERCEPTOR MODEL 

F. NIKE::x·sYSTEM MODEL 

G. SAM-D SYSTEM MODEL 

H. AIRBORNE ".'.V:J-::Fl AE~ C0NT!\~L S"IS'r'EL (AFA:S) 

I. CIVIL .:"EF!:NSE rr.3'IU!"..E MCJrEL 
4. Operational factors us~d in the analysis are tabulated 

1n this appendix. 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 
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TABLE B-1 

JSOP-70 BASIC US CONI'INENTAL AIR AND MISSILE DEFENSE 
FORCES USED IN FORCE INTERACTIONS 

SYSTEM END FY 1969 END FY 1974 

MANNED Im'ERCEPTORS 

Air Force 

P-101 270 90 

P-102 196 

F-104 24 

F-106 204 90 

Advanced 144 

Air National Guard 

P-89 200 

P-101 162 

P-102 336 72 

P-106 108 

Tor AL fNTERCEPTORS 1,2)0 666 

SURFACE-TO-AIR MISSILES 

BOMARC 188 

NIXE-HERCULES (Reg) 1,548 396 

NIXE-HERCULES (NG) 972 108 

NIKE-xY 
( - - (SPRINT 14 I 152 

( - - . (ZEUS 490 

HAWK (Reg) 576 (HIP/HAWK) 450 

HIP /H.A~IK ( ARNG) 3,240 

~~· D a/ .:l ••• -
2,176 

SOSUS ARRAYS 35 52 

i/ Forty-seven complexes defended by mid-FY 1974 

rmp SFCUW 
A-73 
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TABLE B-2 

US TARGET LIST 

CATEGORY 

Bomber Home Airfields 

Dispersal Airfields 

ICBM Sit~s: 

TITAN II 

MINUTEMAN 

Submarine/Naval Eases 

Offensive Controls 

VLF Radio Facilities 

Defense Suppression: 

Air tefense 

sosus 

ASW Airfields (4 CONUS) 

Space System Facilities 

Nuclear Storage 

Nuclear Production 

Hard Alternate Govt/Mil Controls 

Urban/Industrial Complexes: 

ABM Defended 

Undefended 

t'!&i- SECBFP A-74 

As DEFINED BY ATOMIC ENERGY ACT 

-~P SECRET 

FY1969 
0 

226_ 

54 

1200 

10 

6 

2 

8o 

19 

10 

8 

20 

rx?974_ 

179 
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AS DEFINED BY ATOMIC ENERGY ACT OF 1954 
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TAB A TO APPENDIX B 

PROGRAMMED AIR DEFENSE FORCES, FY 1969 r.mDEL 

1. The air defense forces programmed for FY 1969 employed 1 

1n JSOP-70 force interactions were gamed in the same manner 2 

as in the AGNWP. Attrition factors were adjusted with 3 

4 assistance of CONAD representatives and were based upon 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

c. Soviet bomber attack is spread over three - four 11 

hours 12 

d. A ition in NW US is based on at least 80 percent 13 

of the Soviet bomber force employed against hard ~issile 14 

sites or targets short of Ellsworth Air Force Ease. 15 

e. Air defense suppression attacks were given a 16 

90 percent probability of target destruction. 17 

r. Heavy bomber combat attrition is generally lower 18 

than medium bombers due to longer low altitude profile. 19 

g. Combat attrition against bombers attacking hard 20 

missiles· in NW US is low due to limited time bomber force 21 

remains in air defense contiguous cover. 22 

h. Combat attrition on "other" targets is higher due 23 

to larger air defense forces and smaller bomber force 24 

considered. 25 

,..;or SECBE'l' A-75 
Tab A 
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i. An ECM degradation factor of 25 percent was con- 1 

sidered. 2 

J. Factors are based on extensive wargames of pro- 3 

grammed forces conducted by NORAD and represent average 4 

situations. 5 

k. Suppression factors are based on 20-35 targets in 6 

NW US and 50 targets in other areas as listed by type. 7 

1. Terminal defenses have not been considered in 8 

this model. 9 

2. The chart below depicts attrition factors in Soviet 10 

initiation which were based on Soviet suppression of US 11 

air defenses. In Soviet retaliation the 12 

factors reflect the inability or the USSR to conduct any 13 

defense suppression with her !imited surviving forces; 14. 

add . . ... . 
---= 

in 

- -
DEFENSE 

WAR CONDITION 

Soviet Initiation 

Medium 

Heavy 

......._ '1:02 iiiSRE1 

defense forces are fully generated 

A'ITRITION OF SOVIET BOMBERS 

TARGETS IN 
nORTHWEST US 

.10 

.10 

.43 

-35 

A-76 

TARGETS 
ELSEWHERE 

.25 

.20 

.85 

.75 

Tab A . 
Appendix B - Section A 
Part VI, JSOP-70 
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NIKE-HERCULES DEFENSE SYSTEM MODEL 

1. The NIKE-HERCULES is the only terminal air defense 1 

system deployed 1n the earlier period (1969) of JSOP-70. 2 

By FY 1969, it is deployed at 24 of the 47 major metro- 3 

politan complexes listed 1n the 1974 force model, plus two 4 

intermediate-size complexes for which HAWK is proposed in 5 

1974. 6 

2. For the purposes of this analysis, the system is 7 

credited by FY 1969 with improvements that will provide some 8 

capability against low altitude (approximately 1000 feet) 9 

bombers and submarine-launched cruise missiles. 10 

3. Operational factors employed are as follows: 11 

TYPE TARGET 

Bombers 

Bombers (low altitude) 

SSN-3 

AS-3 

AS-4 

PROBABILITY OF 
DETECTION AND 

ACQUISITION 

.90 

.so 

.so 

.90 

.90 

On-launch reliability .95 

In-flight reliability .86 

Terminal kill probability - .99 

A-77 
Tab.B 

ALLOWED 
INTERCEPTS 
PER :3ATI'ERY 

3-4 

1 

1 

4 

1 
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AS DEFINED BY ATOMIC ENERGY ACT OF 1954 

TAB C TO APPENDIX D 

ANTISu::MARINE WARFARE ATTRITION MODEL 

1. Naval ASW forces employed in JSOP-70 were the same 

as those FY 1969 forces provided by the Navy for CONUS 

defense in the AGNWP study. Eighty-five percent of the 

1 

2 

3 

Soviet missile launching submarines were assumed to be at 4 

sea, of which eight ballistic missile nuclear submarines 5 

were c.,nsidered to be "on-station" in international water:J 6 

orr the US coasts. These "on-stati,n" submarines were 7 

committed to the attack of SAC bomber bases, and all other 8 

threat and war gaming assumptions used in the AGNWP ASW 9 

interactions were employed for JSOP-70. Improvements in 10 

Soviet submarine operation between 1969 and 1974 were assumed ll 

countered by increased US capability in ASW warfare. 12 

2. Based on the above, ASW attrition fact.,rs employed 13 

against the 1969 and 1974 Soviet submarine threat were: 14 

· WAR CONDITION 

AOP Sii8M!'f -

ON-STATION 
SuniARINES 

.13 

.72 

A-78 

AS DEFINED BY ATOMIC ENERGY ACT OF 1954 

Tab C 

FOLLOW-ON 
SU:mA.RINES 

.25 

.75 
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TAB D TO APPENDIX B 

HIP /HAWK SYSTEM MODEL 

1. The HIP/HAWK air defense system was not exercised in 1 

AGNWP nor in the early (1969) time frame of JSOP-70. For 2 

F'l 1974, the Army proposes to redeploy the HIP/HAWK forces, 3 

now overseas, in defense or CONUS as they are replaced with 4 

SAM-D. Por PY 1974 force interactions, the proposed CONUS 5 

deployment of HIP/HAWK encompasses 179 intennediate-size 6 .· 

complexes containing 15.7 percent of the total national 7 

population. 8 

2. Operational factors employed in action against bombers, 9 

submarine-launched cruise missiles, and air-to-surface 10 

missiles are tabulated below: 11 

Detection probability (urban defense) -.95 

Re 11ab1li ty 

On-launch -.95 

In-flight (includes terminal kill proba-
bility) -.85 

Assumes up to three missiles launched per 
target per fire unit. 

A-79 

- ......:.,.<' .. _.= ..... 
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AS DEFINED BY ATOMIC ENERGY ACT OF 1954 

TAD E TO APPENDIX B 

ADVANCED MANNEi:J INTERCEPTOR MODEL 

1. For purposes or evaluating area bomber defense capa- 1 

bilities in the 1974 period, the USAF advised that the 2 

factors and kill probabilities used in the AGNWP tor the 3 

F-12 {IMI) were appropriate for use in JSOP-70. This AGNWP 4 

model was identical with that used in the USAF Continental 5 

Air Defense Study (CADS) 1963. 6 

2. Employing the AGNWP study OPP.rational concept, rae- 7 

tors, and tables, the proposed P-12 force of 144 inventory 8 

aircraft destroys about 98 percent of the bomber threat in 9 

a Soviet initiated attack, while damage expectancy on US 10 

air defense facilities was 84 percent. Up to three sorties 11 

per alert aircraft were assumed possible for those aircraft 12 

not aborting. I -- _) 
or in other cases of no 13 

defense suppression, this force destroys essentially all 14 

of the bomber threat. 15 

3. This model does not include consideration of the 16 

Century series aircraft. It is assumed that these aircraft 17 

would be deployed in such a manner as to provide concentra- 18 

tion or to fill gaps in the air defense. 19 

A-80 

AS DEFINED 
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TAB P TO APPENDIX B 

NIXE-X SYSTEM MODEL 

1. The JSOP-70 NIKE-X deployment PMV1ded b;:v the Amy 1 

(With some adJustments 1n the SPRINT 1nventor;:v) defends 47 2 

complexes, deplo;:v1ng 17 Mult1-runct1on Arra::v Radars (MAR), 3 

16o Missile Site Radars {MSR). 14,152 SPRINT and 490 ZEUS 4 

Intercept-Jrs. These complexes are listed, following para- 5 
graph 3. 6 

2. The NIXE-X perfonuance data are classified BRIEF ECHO 7 

and are contained in Volume III or the AGNWP stud;:v. 8 

3. Methodology ror attack ot NIXE-X defended cities 1s 9 

the same as that described 1n Appendix D or AONWP. 10 

COMPLEX 

New York 

Chicago 

Los Angeles 

Ph1la/Camden 

Detroit 

San Francisco 

Boston 

St. Louis 

Washington, D. c. 
Pittsburgh 

Cleveland 

Baltimore 

~9P SSS~EW .... 

47 COMPLEX NIKE-X DEPLOYMENT 

NO~,./ NO. 
~~ 
17 

11 

8 

6 

10 

5 

8 

4 

6 

6 

6 

1 

2 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

A-81 

NO. 
~ 

18 

8 

11 

5 

4 

6 

4 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

MISSILE 
INVENTORY 

?'Eus SPROO 

100 

so 
6o 

40 

40 

40 

20 

20 

20 

20 

20 

20 

Tab F 

2,400 

1,250 

940 

675 

750 

344 

38o 

356 

16o 

388 

38o 

283 
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4z COMPLEX NIXE-X DEPLOYMENT {Cont'd} 

MISSILE 

:Z!/ NO. NO. INVENTORY COMPLEX MAR MSR ZEU~ SPRINT 
M1M./St. Paul 5 1 2 10 189 
Milwaukee 3 1 1 10 230 
Illtfalo/Niagara 3 l 1 10 248 
Cincinnati 4 1 2 10 219 
Dallae 5 0 3 0 160 
Kansas City 4 0 2 0 160 
Seattle 3 0 3 0 160 
Houston 5 0 3 0 160 
Atlanta 2 0 3 0 160 
San Diego 3 0 3 0 160 
Mi~mi 3 0 3 0 160 
Providence 2 0 3 0 160 
Norfolk/Newport 

Portsmouth 
News/ 3 0 3 0 160 

Dayton l 0 3 0 160 
Ft. Worth 2 0 3 0 160 
New Orleans 2 0 3 0 160 
Denver 2 0 2 0 160 
San Jose 3 0 3 0 160 
Portland 1 0 3 0 160 
Indianapolis 3 0 3 0 160 
Tampa/St. Pete 2 0 3 0 160 
Columbus 3 0 3 0 160 
louisville l 0 3 0 160 
Memphis 3 0 2 0 160 
Springfield, Mass. 2 0 3 0 160 

·· B!.l'll!!ng?ranr ·· · 1 o· 3 0 ·c1~~~-~ 

Rochester 1 0 3 0 160 
Albany 3 0 3 0 160 

Tab F 
~2 Si(;R£111 Appendix B - Secticn A 
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41 COMPLEX NIKE-X DEPLOYMENT (Cont'd) 

COMPLEX :?J!I 
Youngstown 1 
Toledo 1 

Sacramento 2 

Akron 1 

Syracuse 1 

Grand Rapids 1 

Peoria 1 

--·- ---·~· ------- ·- .. 

'"'Top s:eeMI • 

NO. NO. ~RY 
MAR MSR ZEUS SPRINT 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3 0 

3 0 

3 0 

3 0 

3 0 

2 0 

2 0 

Tab P 
Appendix B - Sectien A 
Part VI~ JSOP-70 
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160 

160 

160 

16o 

160 

160 
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TAD G TO APPENDIX D 

SAM D SYSTEM MODEL 

1. The SAM D terminal defense system is deployed with 1 

and complements a ballistic missile defense system at 47 2 

C~Jmplexes for JSOP-70. It replaces HIKE-HERCULES in 24 of 3 

the 47 AEM defended complexes. 4 

2. Operational factors employed are as follows: 5 

Detection probability - .92 6 

Ready rate - .96 7 

Reliability 8 

On-launch 

In-flight 

Terminal kill 

- .99 9 

- .93 10 

- .999 against air supported tgts 11 

.95 against ballistic re-entr,y· 12 
vehicles and AS-4 

Reprogrammable 13 

A-84 

AS DEFINED BY ATOMIC ENERGY ACT OF 1954 

Tab a 
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TAB H TO APPENDIX B 

AIRBORNE WARNING AND CONTROL MODEL (AWACS) 

l. The AWACS used 1n the CADS and ANGWP studies was l 

considered 1n this analysis. This system was assumed to 2 

provide survivable, self-contained radar surveillance, 3 

battle management and weapons control. 4 

2. The F-12 was considered less dependent,upon an 5 

effective control system than current interceptors. 6 

However·, under conditions of heavy defense suppression 7 

by the enemy, the AWACS pennitted optimum deployment of 8 

the interceptor force through its capability to subct1tute 9 

for ground-baaed radar. 10 

3. The AWACs aircraft were "flushed" on BMEWS warning, 11 

and provided warning and control of the bomber defenses. 12 

- A-85 

AS DEFINED BY ATOMIC ENERGY ACT OF 1954 
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TAB I TO APPENDIX D 

CIVIL DEFENSE POSTURE MODEL 

1. Three US Civil Defense Postures were considered in 1 

JSOP-70. These provide increasing levels of fallout pro- 2 

tect1on and were derived from the Civil Defense Study Pro- 3 

Ject IV A. Annex A. Dlast shelter protection was not 4 
considered tor JSOP-70. 5 

2. Shelter programs are based upon radiation protection 6 

factors and cumulative radiation dosage over a 10-month 1 

period. The protection factor is the factor by which the 8 

fallout radiation intensity at the surface is attenuated 9 

or reduced in the process of penetrating to a specified 10 

personnel shelter; e.g •• an ordinary house basement provides 11 

a ~rotection factor or ten and a person in a basement would 12 

receive one tenth of the radiation dosage he would absorb 13 
in the open. 14 

3. Shelter Posture 1 reflects no special shelter program 15 

and an unprepared population which obtains shelter by use 16. 

of basements. buildings without basements, and any other 17 

available cover. 1e 

4. Shelter Posture 2 provides for 90 million fallout 19 

shelter spaces marked and stocked for two weeks occupancy. 20 

Eighty-two million persons are sheltered, reflecting assump- 21 

tions of shelter use, and variations in protection factor. 22 

5. Shelter Posture 3 considera a complete fallout shelter 23 

program of 240 million marked and stocked spaces for two 24 

weeks occupancy, which would provide shelter for the pro- 25 

jected 1971 population of 210 million people. Ten percent 26 

A-86 Tab I 
Appendix D - Section A 
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or the people are assumed to occupy shelters as 1n Posture l 

l above. The remaining 90 percent would occupy shelters 2 

as shown tor Posture 3 1n the figure that follows. 3 

6. For an unprepared population as 1n Posture l; i.e., 4 

no special shelter program existing. persons were assumed 5 

to stay 1n dwellings continuously tor three days followed 6 

by normal exposure. For a prepared population. the stay 7 

1n boDe basements was extended up to two week&. Marked 8 
I 

but not stocked, .-shelters were occupied continuously for 9 
/ . 

three dan followed by controlled exposure living through 10 

the second week following attack. Persons in stocked 11 

shelters were assumed to "stay 1n them continuously tor 14 · 12 

days followed by controlled exposure living tor 46 days 13 

and normal 11v1ng thereafter. In Posture 3, where the 14 

total number or shelter spaces available exceeded the total 15 

population, it was assumed that 10 percent or the popula- 16 

t1on would not avail themselves or shelter. 17 

CIVIL DEFENSE POSTURES 
DISTRIBUTION (PERCENT) OF POPULATION BY TYPE OF SHELTER 

POSTURE 

1. No Special 
Shelter Program 

(Posture 1) 

2. 90 M Spaces 
(Posture 2) 

3· 240 M Spaces 
(Posture 3) 

FALLOUT PROTECTION FACTORS 
2 Io 

48 47 

34 27 

5 5 

A-87 

li0-90 IOO+ ~ 

2 

14 

32 

3 

25 107.5 M 

58 5.2 B 

Tab I 
Appendix B - Section A 
?art VI, JSOP-70 

<"" TOP SECRET 



S f:"'&R..E;-"T'T--
, AS DEF!NED BY ATOMIC ENERGY ACT OF 1954 

APPENDIX C 

SOVIET BLOC STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE FORCES 
AND TARGi.'l' LISTS 

1. Table C-1 below lists the Soviet Strategic Offensive 1 

Forces (Median) used in JSOP-70 in comparison with those 2 

employed in the AGNWP study. 3 

2. Soviet SS-7 and SS-9 multiple warhead/decoy configUra- 4 

tiona used tor attack of the United States ABM system are 5 
;' .,- . 

describec1 in Table C-2. These were provided by the 6 

Director. Defense Research and Engineering~ 7 

3. Operational factors for Soviet missile systems are 8 

tabulated in Table C-2. This table also includes a descrip- 9 

tion of the Soviet ABM Model. Soviet Strategic Bomber 10 
-· 

inventory. loading. and operational factors aEe contained 11 

in Table C-3. 12 

4. The above Soviet force estimates and operational 13 

factors were derived from information provided in the 14 

current Joint Intelligence Estimate for Planning. The 15. 

bomber threat against the United States has been maximized. 16 

Additionally. one-half or the Soviet submarine cruise 17 

missile force was programmed against US urban targets. 18 

Defense Intell 

5. The Sovi 

Tables C-4 and C-5. 

"1\QP SBSR:!'f - A-88 

Soviet ABM Model. 

Lists are 
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TABLE C-1 

SOVIET STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE PORCES };/ 
. JIEP 

DELIVERY VEHICLE 1969 1974 AGNWP ( 1971) 

l36 136 124 

48 48 114 

76 

ss 193 193 99 

ss 15 15 38 

107 163 75 

TOTAL 499 555 526 

Tyuratam Launchers 35 35 •. 30 

ss 616 616 480 

144 144 261 

TOTAL 760 760 741 

Submarines/Missiles 

SSBN 55/203 56/253 

SSN3 24/140 25/148 

TO'l'AL {.~::;a111~t corrus) 79/343 81/401 96/439 

Bombers£.! 

BEAR 90 47 63 

BISON So (43) 55 (42) 70 (47) 

BLINDER 250 250 275 

BADGER 256 (128) (115) 50 (50) . 

TITAL 676 467 458 

1/ See H;.• l?c-1·c·~ ..-ie\"11 ~AB C, Al?P:JmiX E. 
y Incl::~~es ae1•ial re!uelel'£ ao r;11~:·:n in parent!l~ses. 
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System 

ss 
ss 

AS-3 

1. Deployment 

TABLE C-2 

.So 
' .so 

.90 

.as 

.as 

.as 

.as 

90 l.::t!nchers :t tbsco1; an( Lenin.:l;rlc; 

OL 
REL 

.as· 

.as 

.9or:f 

.as<L 

.so 

.So 

.So 

.80 

.So 

60 launchers at all other defended cities 

2. Invento!:;Y: 

Pour per launcher at any 

3. Discrimination CaEab111tl 

0.65 warheads from decoys 

4. Rel1ab111t;y: 

Ready rate - .9 

On-launch - .9 

In-flight - • 8 

s. ~- 0.55 

one time 

(JSOP-10) 

Reprogram 
Ratio Inrlt 
!I REL 

1 .90 
ARxOL 

1 .90 
AJtiQf; ·5'=f Doc. 1 .a 
ARiOt' 

.as!i bf~ 1 
-nr-
!I .as 
!I .So 

!I .eo 
.zo 

. • 70 

18 cities in FY 1914 

6. Reprogramming Capability - none. (Assumed two 1nterceotors em-
'lo~·e~ <~in;;; eac;1 .arri•:1n.; wer:1ead.L _____ _ 

!I sub-launched ballistic missiles at sea will be assummed 
b1 1 bil 1t . . . . .... 

~~---·····- ~ 
I 

. -.-:-----. ~ ' 
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Aircraft 

BEAR A 

BISCII (IDIIIDl) 

BISCII ( TARICER) 

j 

~ .. \ -~
,,.!-....... -~ 
·~--· 

... 

~'0 
-0 

~{'I 

T.ABLI: C-3 

80VIE'l' 8'11\A.TmiC lltMB!R INV!M'ORY Al'ID OPJ!N.TIONA.L FAC'l'(IIS 

BtasiDS * I Miaeion 

llo I 1 or 

llo 1-v~ 

llo 

l.-v~ 

( viDter 110Dtb8 ) 

1969 1 I 1974 
Med B1 Med 

17 I 20 I llone 

n 45 13 

43 45 1,2 

1.15 

lWise 
JI,M, 

88oo 

5700 

Ready 
Rate 

·90 

·90 90 

!/ 'lu't-scnle m1u1on. '·lith 2C.'(I nm euner'loh1 

~/ Includes Sub-3~~IC·Prot11e, 
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APPENDIX D 

WEAPON APPLICATION S~·UffiiES 

1. Tables D-1 through D-5 depict the allocation and 1 

application or ready weapons 1n selected force interactions, 2 

with associated damage expectancies. Damage expectancies 3 

have been calculated on the basis or achieving severe ~e 4 

to the target system. .Missile damage expectancy is that 5 
I 

e;p~ctancy or -severe damage achieved by oni~ the ICBM/ 6 

SLBM attack; total damage expectancy is that resulting from 7 

application or both missile and bomber-delivered weapons. 8 

Weapons assignment is expressed 1n terms or ready weapons 9 

programmed - not inventory weapons. The non-alert portion 10 

or the force, whiCh is significant, may be depended upon to 11 

penetrate to programmed target areas. The following tables 12 

include, as appropriate, the numbers or non-alert vehicles 13 

which survive attacks and which could be programmed against 14 

non-time-sensitive targets. 15 

2. The Soviet military attack has been held constant 16 

1n all variations or F"l 1974 Soviet Initiation except that 17 

TITAN II is not attacked 1n cases involving a US ABM 1n 18 

the defensive force mix. As described in paragraph 5, the 19 

actual application of Soviet weapons to urban complexes 20 

has been varied to optimize the attack against each US 21 

F"l 1974 defensive mix 1n order to ma.x1r.11ze damage and 22 

fatalities. 23 

! !PeP S!eRf!f- A-94 
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3· It is recognized that the results or this analysis, 1 

as well as others considered, are .sensitive to the target- 2 

1ng concepts assumed. Changes in employment concepts could 3 

cause variations in the relative utility or the systems 4 

examined; however, the generalization that a proper m1x 5 

ot damage limiting is required would remain valid despite 6 

these changes. The weapons application summaries which 7 

follow represent illustrative examples ror the particular 8 
/ . 

situations examined 1n this analysis. 9 
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APPENDIX E 

PART VI, JSOP-70 

FYPS & FP TABLES 

TADLE 4 - STRATEGIC RETALIATORY FORCES 

TABLE 5 - CQ!.i'TINE:NTAL AIR & IUSSILE DEFENSE FORCES 

TAB A -Views or the Chief or starr, J\rmy 

TAB B - V1e\•ts or the Chief or naval Operations 

TAB C - Views or the Chief of St~rr, Air Force 

TtJl'D - Views of the Commandant of the Marine Corps 

The Force Tables \'lhich follow contain force levels · 

approved by the &cretary or Defense in the Department or 

Defense Five Year Force Structure and Financial Progr~ 

(FYFS!::FPj and those l"ecor.anended by the Joint Chiefs of 

Staff throu~h FY 1974. 

- TOP-sJ;r;py;; ...J 

I· 
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APPENDIX E, SECTION A, PART VI, JSOP-70 

FORCE TABS 

TABLE 4 - STP.ATEG!C P~PL!ATORY FORCES 
(End ~r Fiscal Yea~) 

65 .55 67 68 69 70 71 72 73 74 

BOl.ffiERS 

B-52 
Appd 
JCS 

630 600 600 600 600 600 
6 30 6oo 6oo 6oo 6ooy6oo 6oo 6oo 585 495 

B-::::S-47 
Appd 225 0 
JCS 225 0 

B-5 
Appd 
JCS 

80 
ao 

80 
80 

78 76 74 72 
78 76 7 4 72 70 68 66 64 

Am:P.* 
Ap:;:::d 
JCS 

P.I~ LIIU1~C?E!> f·!ISSI!..ES 

o BE/ 39 

l!OU!-ID DOC 
llppd 560 
,jCS 560 

540 540 540 520 520 
540 540 540 520 520 520 520 520.y520 

SURFACE-~-SURFP.CE BI.SS!LE::: 
T!TA!l 

Ap~d 54 54 54 54 ~4 
JCS 54 54 54 54 S4 

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

A-101 

54 
54 54 54 54_s/ 54 

Table 4 
Appendix E t:> 
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TABLE 4 -· STRATEGIC RATALIATORY FORCES 
· (Bnd ot ·P1aca1 Year) 

65 66 67 68 69 70 11 72 73 74 

MIND'mMAN I 
Appd 800 800 700 550 400 250 
JCS Boo 800 100 550 400 250 100 0 

MINUTEMANU 
• Appd 

JCS 
0 80 300 450 600 750 
0 80 300 450 700 950 1100 1200 1200~/1200 

POLAR! 

QUAIL 

Appd 
JCS 

Appd· 
JCS 

~ 
Appd 
JCS 

KC-97 

392 39C 390 390 390 390 
392 39C 390 390 390 390 390 390 390£/390 

f.:~l) uZO 620 620 520 · 620 
5~:0 tl:20 620 620 620 620 62q::/620 620 620 

Appd 120 0 
0 JCS 120 

·--~--- ·--------- -~------------· ~-- -----·· -- -· ---------..-· ·- ·-"- --·-· ------ ·-· ----

A 102 

··•····•····· .. ·-·····--

Ta~le 4 
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IOP SE85R 

RB-47 
Appd 
JCS 

RC-135 
Appd 
JCS 

SR-71 
Appd 
JCS 

PACCS 
KC-135 

llppd 
JCS 

IA:eb~ 4 

65 

30 
30 

0 
0 

2 
2 

- SIBA~l~ RET~I!lORY rQ~QE~ 
(End of Fiscal Yea~ 

66 67 68 69 70 71 72 73 74 

17 3 3 3 3 
17 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 

0 10 10 10 10 
0 10 ::!.0 10 10 J 10 10 10 10 

24 24 24 24 24 24 
24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 

A· 103 ','able 4 
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POC71'NOI'ES - TABLE 4, APPENDIX E 

u The extent of phal!e-clotm !n this and succeeding year! is 
c-:.nt'!..~;;ent on structural life of the B-52, the missile force 
level anC: etfecttvenez:s, and phase-in of a new manned 
strateg~c aircraft. Favorable decil!ion on the 1200 
UINUTD1AN force level and/or the introduction or a new 
manned strategic aircraft will be reflected in reduced 
number! ~r B-521! which the JCS will recommend for retention 
in the force structure. Forces sho\m are for planning 
purposes in related system!. 

1/ Recommend approval of PDP; recommendation regarding the 
decil!ion for full-scale weapons z:yl!tem development deferred 
pending revie,., or PDP and other m::.nned bomber alternatives. 
Force! depicted are for planning purpoz:es 1n related system!. 

/ £I ?he eAtent or the phaz:e-down ro~ th1z: and succeeding yeare 
contin;;ent on the B-52 force level2!. 

~ Dc.sed upon the estimated shelf life of lUNUTEi1J\N II, 
replacement m1s:1lez: ldll be required beginning in 1973. 
Force leveh or Hnnrrm-tAN II and TITAH may be reduced; 
depen<ient upon intMduct1on of 3 l·ID-JUTEYIAN III anticipated 
by the CSAF in 1973. 

y POSEIDO:~ antici_;,oted to become avCJilable in 1971-1972 perioll. 

t( The force levels to~ these forces have not been addre~sed by 
the JCS due to til: political uncertainties !nvolved. ~·n1en 
the political issues have been rez:olved, the JC~ will acdress 
the ~elat!onship or these forces to the total force require
ment. 

g/ Phase-down can be cete~neu only after full consideration 
of over-all air rcfuelinb requirement= for manned aircrart. 

hi )n increase in force levelz: above 34 may be required when 
mo~e definitive information ia available concerning re~uire
~ents, capabilities, and reconnaisl!ance developmentt in 
othe~ systcmc. These data will be provided separately. 

A-104 Table 4 
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APPENDIX E; SECTION A, PART VI, JSOP-70 

FORCE TABS 

TI.BLE 5 - CONTINENTAL AIR AND l~ISSILE DEFENSE FORCES 
(End or Fiscal Year) 

65 66 67 68· 69 70 71 72 
AIR DEFEl·ISE 

Manned Interceptor-P~r Fc~ce 
F-101 

. Ap}:d 252 276 276 204 114 loS 

73 

CSA 270 2t0 264 20~ 114 108 y 
CtlO, CS.l\r':', Ci·iC 270 2 0 264 25 252 24o 216!/ 1ao 126 

Appd 
JCS 

- F- 4 
·Appd 
JC3 

235 111 
235 111 

0 
J 

36 36 36 24 24 24 
36 36 Go!?! 6o So 42 !~2 

. 74 

126 

F-.. Ob 
Appd 
JCS 

234 228 216 210 204 198 
234 228 216 210 198 198 18oY 180 126 126 

Appd 0 0 
CSA, C:NO, CMC 
CSAF 

Air IJat!onal Guard 
F-69 

A_;:~pd 225 125 
JCS 225 125 

0 0 0 
£I 

18£/ 

0 
0 

A-105 

"'·· 

0 

54 108 162 216 216 

Table 5 
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TP.BLE 5 - COUTINEllTAL AIR AND MISSILE DEFENSE FORCES 

F-102 
Appd 
JCS 

SAM MISSILE FORCES 
(Bty&/Msls) 

BOMARC 
Appd 
JCS 

NIXE HERCULES 
Appd 

JCS 

HAWK (Reg) 
Appd 

JCS 

(End or Fiscal Year) 

65 66 67 68 69 70 71 72 73 74 

234 3o6 396 396 396 396 
234 324 396 396 396 396 36oY 324 252 252 

/ 
180 174 168 162 1

5
56
1
d ... ~ so 

180 174 168 162 5!1 

1548 1548 1548 1548 1504 1397 

66 86 86 66 86 86 7SY 6o 18 o -1548 154a ls4e 154s 1so4 1397 1285 1oao 324 0 

576 576 '576 576 576 560 

8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 
57b 576 576 576 576 576 576 576 5% 576 

NIKE HERCULES ( ARNG) 
Appd 936 936 936 936 909 832 

54 54 54 54 . 54 54 54 35Y 12 6 
JCS 936 936 936 . 936 909 909 760 630 216 72 

NIKE X* 
Appd 
CSA, CMC 
CNO 
CSAF ----··- -· -· 

* Recommended new line item 

- 'l'Oi SE9Rft A-106 

o 244£12256 54o3 7192 S56o 
o 244V 
Q_ --fl.----· .. .. -

Table 5 
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TABLE 5 - CONTINENTAL AIR AND MISSILE DEFEN3;; FORCES 
(End of Fiscal Year) 

65 66 67 68 69 70 71 72 73 74 

Defense Complex (NIKE X)* 
Appd 
CSA; CMC 
CNO 
CSAF 

SAI-l D* 
Appd 

JCS 

HA'I-IK (1\RNG)* 
Appd 

JCS 

CONTROL t.c SURVEILLANCE SYSTEMS 
C0:1TROL SYSTE!olS 

Combat Centers 
A;>pd 

6
1 

JCS 

Direction Cente~s 

5 
4 

5 
4 

5 
4 

0 

0 

5 
4 

0 

0 

0 

17 29 36 

22 34 51 

§/ 1056 1632 24!;8 

6 42 82 
!!I 216 1512 2952 

4 4 4 4 

Appd 15 13 13 ll 11 ll 
JC3 15 13 13 11 11 11 11 11 ll 11 

Bt:rc :er:~e rs 
Appd 
JCS 

0 14 14 15 19 19 
0 14 15 16 20 20 20 20 20 20 

.3AJ'.j .:?ire Coorc:inaticn .Ce::tcl'S 
Appd 24 24 28 28 28 28 
JCS 24 24 28 28 28 28 23 28 28 28 

* Recommended new line item 

A-107 Table 5 
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TABLE 5 - CONTINENTAL AIR AND MISSILE DEFENSE FORCES 
(End of Fiscal Year) 

65 66 67 68 69 70 71 72 73 74 

Surveillance and Warning Systems 
Search Radars 

Appd 162 158 152 152 152 152 
JCS 162 158. 152 152 152 152 152 152 152 152 

Search Radar (AllG) 
Appd · 6 
JCS_ 2 

6 
2 

6 
2 

6 
2 

6 
2 

6 
2 2 2 2 2 

Height Rada1•s 
Appd 
JCS 

278 270 258 258 258 258 
278 270 258 258 258 258 258 258 258 258 

Gap Filler Radars 
Appd 92 92 92 92 92 92 
JCS 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 

DEW Radar Stations 
Appd 39 39 39 39 39 39 
JcsY 39 39 39 39 39 39 39 39 39 39 

D~d Extension Systems 
(Aircraft) 

Appd 20 0 
JCS 20 0 

Offshore Radars 
AE\·1/ALRI Aircraft 

Appd 67 67 67 67 67 67 
JCS 65 65 65 65 65 32Y 15 o 

A-108 

-· 
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TABLE 5 - CONTINENTt.L AIR A1\D r-t!SSILE DEFENSE FORCES 
(End of Fiscal Year) 

65 66 67 68 69 70 71 72 73 74 

Ships 
Appd 
JCS 

AviAC* 
Appd 
CSA6 CN06 ,C!·iC 
CSAF 

19 0 
19 0 

f.USSIU: & SPACE DEFENSE 
ANTI-SATELLITE SYSTEMS 

Proi;ram .. 437 
Appd 
JCS 

Program 505 
-~Ppd 
JC3 

4 
4 

4 
4 

4 
It .. 

4 
4 

4 
4 

4 
4 

Su:.•vei!lance t: darn!.ng S:;stem::; 
31·JZ1:3 Sites 
(4741) 

Appd 
JCS 

SI.af.l R:ldar SiteD 
(SAGE) 

Apnd 
Jcs!Y 

3 3 3 
3 3 3 

4 
4 

4 
4 

3 
3 

0 
0 

4 
4 

4 
4 

3 ., 
J 

v 
10 

4 
4 

4 
4 

3 
3 

31 42J/ 42 42 

4 4 4 4 

4 4 4 4 

3 3 3 3 

SPAStm Transr.1ltterjReceiver 
Appd 5/6 4/7 4/7 4/7 4/7 4/7 
JCS 3/6 4/7 4/7 4/7 4/7 4/7 4/7 4/7 4/7 4/7 

* Recommended ne~1 line item 
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T.~LE 5 - CONTINENTAL AIR AND MISSILE DEFENSE FORCE:) 
(Erid or Fiscal Year) 

65 66 67 68 

Space Track Radars 
Appd 5 5 5 5 
CSA; CNO; CIJJC 4 4 5 5 
CSAF 4 4 5 5 

SOUND SURVEILLANCE SYSTEM { SOSUS ~ 
ATL Caesar Arrays 

Appd 20 
CSA, CNO, C~lC 20 
CSAF 20 

PAC caesar A~rays 
Appd 7 
CSA, CNO, C:iC 7 
CSAF 7 

COLO.S3US I 
;.ppd 
JCS 

TOP ::r.se~ ... 

1 
0 

23 
23 
23 

7 
7 
7 

2 
1 

26 
26 
26 

8 
8 
8 

3 
2 

A-110 

27 
27 
27 

8 
8 
8 

3 
3 

6g 70 71 

5 5bl 5 ~v 5 7 

27 27 
31!!!1 31 31 
27!!!/ 

8 s 
8 
8 

1~ 15 

3 
3 

3 
3 

Table 5 

3 

72 73 74 

7 7 7 

31 31 31 

18 21 21 

3 3 3 
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FOCYI'NOI'ES - TABLE 5, APPENDIX E 

a/ The JCS, less CSAF, contider that a pha~e-do~~ !a dependent 
on the phase-in or a follow-on manned intercepter, the 
type and number of follo1·1-on manned intercepto:-s deployed 
and the detennination or the optimum mix of S:J.~s and 
manned inte:-cept~rs. CSJ.F considers that the p!i.Jse-do~m 
for FY 1971 and succeeding years is for plann~ng purposes 
and was computed by the Air Force on the basis o_· phase-in 
or 216 F-12s. 

hi Force increase pending availability or F-104 e&D aircraft 
from Program III. 

£I The JCS support the requirement !'or a follo\f-on man."led 
interceptor. CS:\F recommends the F-12 as the aPP-ropriate 
ai'i·craft ro.,. deoloyment C!:;A, CN•J and c::c consicer that an 

.. oJjtion for the ~-12 should be retained but, based on the 
estimated threat .. t:'le ciecision for producticm and d<!!ploy
ment of either the r.-12 or F-111 can be deferred. 
(See views Tabs A, B and D). 

21 ~he JCS consider that the phase-down is depencent on 
phase-in or a follow-on manned interceptor. 

U The JCS consider that a phase-dol<n is dependent on the 
phase-in or 1mprove6 s~~s and the determination or the 
·optimum mix or SANs and manned interceptors. 

tl The JCS, less CSP~, support the development and deployment 
of I·IIKE-::-~; the:,r defer decision on scope of deployment 
pendi~g determination or a specific deployment conf1gu:-at1on; 
they conside:- that required funding should be provided in 
the PY 1967 budget i:o insure IOC in 'FY 1970 and, accordingly, 
force levels be!'ond IOC are for planning purposes. 
CSAF believes that the required funding should be provided 
in F'Y 196i buc'ltet to prev~nt slippa~;;e oi" l')C; final aecisicn 
for production should be subject to JCS rev::.ew or IIIJ::E X 
development and te~ting progress, and determination of 
specific deplo;)"lllent conc~pt. 

'l/ Funes :::ho•Jld be provided in the FY 1967 budget to permit 
an uninterruptea development cycle for the SAM D sy~tem; 
cec1s1ons regard!.ng full scale weapon s:,•stem development, 
produ~t1on and deploywent of SAM D shoulc be subject to 
JC;:; rev1e~1 upon co:nplet!on or advanced development and 
stucie~ cur:::-ently underuay. Fo1•ces sh•:nm are for planning 
purpose~ in related ~ystems. 

b/ Scope or deployment for this and succeec'ling years u1ll 
c'lepend on the developccnt, procuction, anc'l deployment of 
i.o;;):.'C'ved SP..;':3: Zo·-~~·ce of HA~:'K ( ARNG) from Program III 
eepe.~::!en:; Oi'l phase-1n of SAM D to field army. 

~~ The JCS co::3icle;.• t::e'; 2 :;:-:ase-eo\r,; L'l i;!".is syte!:l l.S c'o;1-
ti;'l;~nt on thP. r.hase-in 01' ne\-t sur\•eillance, \tarning and 
control systems. 

·· Jt· i7C~e~m:r.:~encrc-ont111aea· -~evel<5pmern::- --~~~Uixe-s-UiU · 
--- ---1 orce level will be required to provide adequate radar 

surveillance and control coverage of the Continental US 
regardless of the force level or type of interceptors 
deployed during this time period. CSA, CNO, and CMC 
defer decision on deployrr.ent pending program evaluation. 

A-111 
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FOCY.l'N orES 

!V JCS com:nents will be provided upon rev1etr or p:-ogram. 

l/ JCS comments trill be provicled upon revie\·t of program. 
CSJL~ bel!eves this level contingent upon current 
development Programs on radar poeitioning and identification 
or space objects with interferometer radars. 

m/ Reflects Phaee II SOSUS; however1 CSAF reserves judgment 
on increases in the SOSUS system pending review or a 
program to assure effectiveness and survivability or 
the system. 

·-

A-112 
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TAB A 

APPEND!X E 

3~CTION A , PART VI, JSOP-70 

VIEWS OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF, US ARMY 
i 

1. General. I fully endorse and desire to emphasize my 

support or the early attainment or a balanced damage-limiting 

capability. If the Soviets were to initiate an all-out 

attack on this country now or in 1970, however irrational 

that might be and however disastrous for themselves in turn, 

our armed forces with currently programmed systems could 

not assure the survival of the nation. A balanced program 

to rectify this situation must include powerful and effective 

offensive forces, improved area and terminal bomber defenses, 

improved ASW forc~s, an expanded civil defense effort and, 

particularly, the achievement or a def~nse against ballistic. 

missiles. Since the analysis in Section A, Part VI or 

JSOP-70 supports such a program, the Army is basically in 

agreement with 1 t. t1y divergent views on certain aspects 

or the paper, however, are expressed hereafter, as well as 

my ove~-a11 views on specific syst~m~. 

Tab A 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

a 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

!8 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 
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2 

3 

II 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

th respect to the bomber force as a whole, the 11 

Arrrry opinion is that the requirement for bombers decreases 12 

as the missile force builds up to tull strength. 13 

(1) While there remains a requirement tor the 14 

foreseeable future for a mix or missiles and manned 15 

bombers, that mix should b~come more heavily weighted 16 

tot1ard missiles with their survivability and qu1cl< 17 

reaction. 18 

(2) The B-52 fleet should be maintained generally. 19 

for the fully operational life of the aircraft without 20 

further modification beyond what is· now approved, 21 

subject to determinations tlith respect to the B-52/SRAM 22 

-system. 23 

(3) The B-58s de> not appear to offer any consider- :~~-

able advantage eve::- B-52s when stationed in the CONUS. 25 

As a relatively s~all and expensive system, their 26 

future should be based on the decisions on studies 27 

currently underway regard~.ng_-~~e_re!'l.e.x.....deploY»Ilts-.--·28--

2 
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(4) No recommendation or decision on a follow-on 1 

manned bomber need be made at this time, but study and 2 

development should proceed on the various possible 3 

alternative systems. 4 

c. Tha missila tarzeti~ t~~l~s~ present rc~uirements 5 

for US stl·~tegic missiles :Ln tel"':lS of inventory \te~,ons, 6 

with the r~nal ~l~cation th~t the l~commended missile 7 . ' 

forca is 1na~~q~ate to cover the necessa~ targets. Two 8 

possible ar~as or misconception al~ associated with this. 9 

(l) First, this method of presentation, translating 10 

directly from alert to inventory missiles, overlooks 11 

the contribution or the non-alert increment or the 12 

force, which is significant. Non-alert missiles can 13 

be depended upon to survive, in large part, initial 14 

Soviet attacks-and penetrate to target areas. There- 15 

with assurance against 16 

argets. 17 

exemplify the extreme 18 

sensitivity or analytic methods to the assumed 19 

operational input factors. In this analysis, alert 20 

r3tes for MINUT~AN I and II were assumed to be 85~ 21 

and 90% respectively. The current alert rate for 22 

our present-day MINUTEMAN force, on the other hand, is 23 

ab?ut ;f~. c;l:ln:;L'l,l this fact?r al?ne, ?n the prerr.I-se 24 

that alert rates achievable today sh?Uld at least be able25 

to be equalled if not surpassed in coming years, would 26 

give us about a hundred more MIN'JTEMAN on alert. 27 

This, by itself, when properly factored in to the 28 

3 
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computations on'which these tables are based, would 1 

eliminate the apparent deficiency 2 

3 

4 

5 

also overcome. 6 

d. Although not founded entirely on this or anr other 7 

single analysi a • the Army's over-all vi.ew or US strategic 8 

missiles is that our recommended force level, which 9 

includes 1200 MINUTEMAN, is adequate but not excessive. 10 

Two possible developments bear on this matter. 11 

(1) One is the potential capa~ility or a MIRV 12 

system. Although this could unquestionably improve. 13 

the effectiveness of'our strategic missiles, it is 14 

too remote at this time to in!'luence !'orce require- 15 

menta. Further, if feasible !'or us, it could well be 16 

balanced ott by a concurrent Soviet MIRV development. 17 

(2) Th~ other is the possible deployment or a 18 

multilateral or multi-national force within NATO. 19 

Although, at this time, too involved with political 20 

uncertainties to change recommendations for missile 21 

forces, such a development is possibie. It an 22 

effective NATO missile force·should come into~ 23 

f eXistence, it should be in lieu of and not in addition 24 

to US strategic missile forces for attack ot a par~ 25 

of the nuclear threat targets which imperil Europe 26 

but which could not reach the United States. 27 

4 
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3. Defensive F~rces 

a. Associated With the nuclear offensive forces are 1 

the continental missile and air de!'ense forces
1 

"designed 2 

to protect the United States against direct attacks. 3 

CUrrently the United States has no protection a8ainst 4 

Soviet ICEMs or SLBMs 1 once launched 1 and only a moderate 5 

defense against Soviet aircraft and cruise missiles. 6 

Moreover1 the cur~ent US interceptor force is highly 7 

vulnerable to defense suppress1~n attacks by Soviet 8 
missiles. The limited capabilit7 and high vulnerab1!1t~ 9 

~f the current interceptor force leads to the conclusion 10 

that it should be reduced to the programmed level. As 11 

a result the recomendation* of the JSOP-70 analysis t~ !2 

retain current interceptors essentially at present 13 . . -
levels is not supp~rted. 14 

b. F~ll 0!1- ~n r.lannc:~ Interccpt~r** 15 

(1) In vie\·1 ~r the deficiencies of the current 16 

inte~ceptor force:, there s~~uld be devel~ped a f~ll~w- 17 

~n interce;:>tor to pr:>Vide area bomber defense comple- 1-1 

rnenting the terminal bornbe~ defenses. The Army 19 
conside1•s that an ~pti:m ~n the F-121 for the role or 20 

f~llow-on manned interceptor as a part of a balanced 21 

~arna~e limiting force, should be retained. However, 22 

based on the estimated threat 1 and on the earliest 23 

attainable ~ate ~r a balanced damage-limiting posture, 24 

the decision for production and deployment of either 25 

the F-12 or the F-111 can be deferred. It is 26 
considered that studies now in progress as well as 27 

* Page A-67~ line 13 Current J.anned ·rnter·ceptors 
** Page A-67, line 18, Acvanced Manned Interceptor and Page_ 

A-105, F-12 
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continuing s;,.stem develop:nents and possible further 1 

intelligence will form a better basis for later 2 

:-ecommcndati:>n on which or the c:::~mpeting systems is 3 

preferred. 4 

(2) One point sh:::~uld be made clear in considering 5 

my supp:::~rt of a follow-on manned interceptor. Thls 6 

support is based on the need for a balanced defensive 7 

posture. At this time there is no active defense 8 

against tha S:::~viet ballistic missile threat. Until 9 

such time as that defense is also pr:::~grammed 1 the 10 

inclusi:::~n of a follow-:::~n interceptor in the b:::~mber 11 

defense is n:::~t t'larranted. since such a defense can be 12 

:::~vercome ~:ith ease through the use of missiles. The 13 

JSOP-70 ancl other analyses have sh:::~tm that the damage- 14 

111':11 tiPG effectiveness of f:::~rces including n-cr or any 15 

:-ther interceptor. is very restricted when ABM is not 16 

includec1. C:::~nseqt:ently, r:ry support of the deplo:~~Dent 17 

of any foll:m-:::~n manned interceptor ~r:::~uld be conC!itional 18 

on a rav:rable decision for deployment :::~r NIKE X. 19 

::. The c:mcept of complementary defenses is important 20 

in r.Ussile defense n:~t only td th area bomber defense 21 

;,-..~t also tdth terminal bornb.:r defenses. T:::l have one 22 

d~fense l'rithout the other permits the attacker t:~ defeat 23 

the defense by the Sir:lple expedient of attacking with 24 

the sy3tern a.:;ain::;t t\'hlch th~re is no effective counter. 25 

It is for this reason that Force C* should be recognized 26 

as being simply for analytic purposes. Both F:~rce C 27 

and Force B should be c:~rnpared separately to F:>rce A as 

_ 1n~~=~~-=~~-__:~-=-~~~~~~~~:~~s __ :f __ c::::_mp:~n:n!=~ of ~h~_ 
- baHncecr crefensl ve hl.x;-and n:Jt as realistic mixes in 

* Page A-2o. Table 2, F:~rce c. 
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themselves. Force C added missile defenses to currently 1 

programmed forces but did not include the deployment or 2 

the· complementary tenninal bomber defenses at the 3 

complexes defended by NIKE-X. Since many or the fatal!- 4 

ties in this analysis resulted from SLCMs targeted 5 

against complexes defended by NIKE-X, inclusion in Perce C 6 

or SAM-D at these complexes under the conditions assumed 1 

in this analysis would have resulted in additional major 8 

reductions in fatalities and damage. 9 

d.·In this anllysis the·F-12 was not employed against 10 

the SLCM threat.* The :nere Xact thet an individual F-12 11 

could have a good kill probability against an individual 12 

SLCM does not mean that the system would be effective 13 

against the SLCM threat. In defending the United States 14 

from bomber attack, the F-12 together with its associated 15 

AWAC must be oriented for attack coming over the polar 16 

area. The SLCM attack, on the other hand, ;·1ould occur 17 

from other directions, requiring that the F-12 syctem 18 

be reoriented or the number or F-12s increased. Further, 19 

a survivable system to provide sufficient early warning 20 

and control would have to be available along the coasts 21 

or the United States so that the F-12 co•Jld be in pos1 tion 22 

in time to intercept the missile. While the F-12 could be 23 

deployed for use against the SLCM threat, the concept 24 

of such employment, its cost, and its effectiveness have 25 

not been developed for comparison with the use of 26 

terminal bomber defenses in this role. 27 

* Page A-20, Footnote and Page A-41, line 22, F-12 vs SLCM. 
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e. In summarr, I wish to stress again my s~~'ort ot the l 

'balanced detenai ve poature. Since the primu'l· ·, hrea t ia 2 

the ballistic mis~ile, against which there is 10 active· 3 

deten6e whatever, NIKB-X is the key to attainment· ot such 4 

a posture. This, along with the essential improv•ments 5 

proposed tor the other ottensive and defensive systema, 6 

would ensure the survival ot the United States should 7 

deterrence tail and, aa a result, would s~rengthen our 8 

hand in dealing with aggression at &fl7 level. 9 

a 
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TAB B 

APPENDIX E 

SECTION A, PART VI, JSOP-70 

VIEWS OP' THE CBIZP' OF lU.V.a.L OPERATIONS 

1. General. The CNO is in general agreement with the 1 

level of forces stelllllling from the analysis of requirements. 2 

Footnotes on the force tables indicate reservations. Further 3 

explanation concerning these reservations, where appropriate, 4 

together with a discussion of associated considerations, are 5 

contained iD the following sections. 6 

2. Views~·on Strategic Retaliatory Forces 7 

a. The Chief of Naval Operations views concerning force 8 

level requirements for strategic offensive forces reflect the 9 

following judgments: 10 

(1) For the foreseeable future a "mix" of missile and 11 

a.ircra.ft forces is needed to meet assured destruction 12 

objectives and' to complement other damage limiting capa- 13 

bilities. This reflects an appreciation for the flexibility 14 

provided by a manned aircraft force and the complicating 15 

effect that such. a force has on enemy defens::i ve planning. 16 

(2) Within the "mix" the priority requirement for both 17 

purposes is the attainment of an adequate missile inventory. 18 

The emphasis accorded missile requfrements is based on 19 

analysis of the relative value of oissiles versus aircraft 20 

for assured destruction and damage limiting purposes. For 21 

assured destruction purposes, survivability is essential. 22 

In that respect oicsiles l:ia ve a clear edge. For damage 

limiting purposes the critical consideration is the 

potential against :Eere also 

missiles have an evid~nt superiority. 

23 

24 

25 

26 

b. An illustrative analysis WQS conducted in conson3Dce ----~'L -·. 

with the toregoing jud~ents. In that ~alysis the operational 28 

factors in T~ble A-2, Appendix A were used to evaluate the 

following systeos in a "1971 time frame: 

' TOP !!Cft!'f- 1 
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'll' 1VP s:selliZ -
!!INli'TE:JAN I 

UINlJTEMAN II 

TITAN II 

POLARIS (A-2) 

(1) The above forces were weighed against the 1969 

target list outlined on pages A-92 and A-93 e:trapolated 

toward the 1974 list to provide an estimated 1971 target 

list. The result was an increase of 22 hard point targets 

(SS smal1,,1Xl) 

(2) The analysi• considered condition• of 

and retaliation with forces generated in 

and in a day-to-day readiness posture in the latter. In 

each case full account was taken of all systems considered, 

both alert and noa-alert. 

(3) On that basis the 

soft DGZ and 

two for each hard DGZ, (the latter requiremeat assumes no 

marked improvemeat in missile CEPs) a requirement for 1899 

(1974) "on target" missiles is indicated. An "On Target" 

weapon is one which arrives at DGZ subject to all pla.nniag 

factors. Under the coaditioas postulated the following 

"on target" weapons are available in the force described 

in Tabie A-1: 

Quantity System 

1 

2 

3 

4 

s 

6 
7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13. 

14 

15 

16 I 17 

I 18 I 
I 
I 

19 I 20 I -21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26' 

27 

28 I 
·! 

29 

30 

31 
32 

---~-.J 
_ J.OO _______ MM I 

1100 !.m II 

54 TITAN 

208 POLARIS A-2 

448 POLARIS A-3 

TOTAL 

'f&P Sl!le!tift.- 2 

880 

35 

133 

309 

1431 

Tab B 

873 

35 

112 

256 

1350 

33 

34 

35 

36 

. 37 
38 
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lrOM the foregoing, it Can an1~rc~::r::t.m.a.tely 75'it 

. 71~ (GS~) 

1 

2 

in reta.liatiOD is satisfied b7 the above missile inventory. 3 

The balance of the task, then, could be completed by manned 4 

aircraft systems. 5 

(4) Cogputations based on the factors discussed above 6 

discloses that a B-52 force composed aircraft 7 

8 

9 

10 

Consolidation of the B-52 capab.ilit7 with the missile force 11 

W.ssiles 

B-52 

TOTAL "on target" 

These totals 

under eithe 

(5) 

1431 1350 

assumed 

discussed above, 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

did not consider the potential of a SOVIET ABU syste~, since 21 

uncertainties in that area preclude a maningful assessment. 22 

The considerable contribution available from gecer~ 23 

purpose forces would provide a hedge agai~st ABU developments. 24 

c. Recommended requirements and .. force levels for 25 

specific \Veapons systems were predicated on the analysis 26 

discussed herein, proven data, and estimated performance 27 

potentials. 28 

3. Views on Continental A!r ~nd Missile Defense Forces. 29 

a. The CNO is in general agreement with the requirement 30 

. fo:r_a._ha.l.Ance.d._cle.f.e.ns.iJl.e._force_mu. a.s_tbe._b.es.t_means_.oL_. . 31. 

reducing the extremely high fatalities we presently 32 

anticipated from a Soviet attack. The evolution of the 33 

Soviet ICBM and SLBM as the major threat to the United States 34 

3 
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has out~oded the structure and composition of our defensive 1 

forces which were designed primarily to counter a now 2 

declining Soviet bomber threat. The composition of our 

anti-bomber forces for the JSOP-70 period is an area of 

3 

4 

uncertainty which requires resolution. The ke:y issues are 5 

the determination of the optimum mix of surface-to-air 6 

missiles systems and manned interceptors and the requirement 7 

for, as well .. the selection of, a follow-on manned 8 

interceptor. 9 

b. While the analyses conducted within the past :18 ar 10 

have been useful in identifying the major _competitive 11 

systems which could significantly improve the capability 12 

of our anti-bomber ~orces, they have not examined the 13 

effectiveness of various alternative mixes available for 14 

surface-to-air missiles (SAM) and ~nned interceptors, 15 

The JSOP-70 analysis is also cpnsidered deficient in this 16 

regard. Further analysis is required to more clearly 

define an optimum mix of area and terminal defensive 

systems against the estimated Soviet threat. 

c. Additional views on defensive forces follow: 

(l) F-lll and F-12, The com~ents relating to the 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

comparison of the F-12 and F-111 on page A-59 fail to 22 

indicate the longer endurance of the F-111, the equal 23 

~:~issile carrying capability of bo'lh aircraft when missiles 24 

are carried externally, the ability of tbe F-111 to operate 25 

from a larger number of airfields, and fim lly, the fact 26 

that a greater number of F-111 could be procured for a 27 

fixed price, The-effectiveness of the F-12 is dependent 28 

upon a high sortie rate (which is in turn dependent upon 

availability of rearming bases) during the course of the 

29 

30 

~--~-ai~-lf"at:ne:::.iiia::..upontlm:opt1ma"l ·pert-onauce· c:t au· Am~:.:·~- . ___ ------~~--

system which is currently in the early stages of develop- 32 

ment. The performance attributed to the F-12 was based upon 33 

the assumption that the above conditions existed, 34 

4 
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(a) The choice bet~een the F-12 and F-111 ~ the 1 

follow-on manned interceptor is not a clear one. While 2 

the F-12 vould be the preferable z.ircra:!t if the Soviets 3 

develop and deploy a lon~-rz.nge supersonic bomber force, 4 

the F-111 aircraft would provide an adequate area 5 

defense system against the cur=ently estimated Soviet 6 

threat. Of interest is the fact that the comparative 7 

analyses of these two aircraft have not considered the 8 

contribution o! t~rmin~l s;~ systems. As a result, 9 

the over-all effectiveness of anti-bombe~ defenses 10 
/ 

ha.s not been recognized. ll 

(b) The CNO considers that the decision regardinr 12 

the deployment of either the F-111 or · F-12 can be 13 

deferred at this time. Since development of the F-12 14 

and F-111 is essentially complete, additional infol'Cia- 15 

tiOD OD their capabilities and effectiveness will, be 16 

available to define more clearly the relative advantages 17 

of both systems. The declining nature of the Soviet 18 

bomber threat removes any degree of urgency associated 19 

with the selection of follow-on manned interceptor. In 20 

addition, the option for ~eployment of ei. ther or both 21 

aircraft can be r3tained as a hedge agz.inst any unfore- 22 

seen Soviet long-range bomber developments. 23 

(c) With information available on tte optimum mix 24 

of SA1.1s and interceptors, and. the actual capabilities 25 

of both the F-12 and F-111 aircraft established, 26 

better judpgnts can be c:!.de on the requirements for a 27 

follow-on manned interceptor within the context of a 28 

balanced anti-bomber defense force. 29 

(2) Use of F-12 Against SLCU. Footnote a. on page 

.~29::makes-the-assump~i<ll-::.tha.t-~he--~.!1J..:pli'Ql;)a'b:Ll~~'1-of.:._~~-~ 

30 

31-

F-12 against the submarine launched cruise missile (SLCM) · 32 

would be similar to that for the SAJJ-D. ll'bile this would 33 

no doubt be true !!"deployment of tte aircraft and 34 

supporting systems were to be optimized along the coasts, 35 

5 
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the bo111ber threat would require deploy111ents to the north, 1 

andthe &&1118 reaource• could not be deployed againat both 2 

threats. The CNO considers that the SLCK threat in the . . 3 

mid-range period, which is a sub-sonic one, does not justify 4 

the develop111ent or deploy111ent of & follow-on m&DDed 5 

interceptor u a coUDter threat. 6 

6 
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SECTION A, PART VI, J.SOP-70 

VIEWS OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF, AIR PORCE 

PART I - GENERAL 

1. These views cover the specific footnotes ·which appear at 1 

the end ot these COIIIII'Ients. In general, the Chief or starr. us 2 

Air Force, ag~es with the methodology and recommendations of the 3 

JSOP-70 analysis or strategic retaliatory and continental air 4 

and missile defense forces. He believes the first military 5 

objective or strategic offensive and defensive forces is to 6 

deter or deal effectively with a direct nuclear assault against 7 

the United States. The nature or the current and proJected 8 

Soviet threat dictates that these strategic offe~sive and 9 

defensive forces must have sufficient and capable forces in-being.lO 

The growing effectiveness of the Soviet forces provides for the 11 

consideration 'Jf a variety or -:>ptions f':ir nuclear attack against· 12 

the United States, which in turn requires the United States to 13 

develop and deploy strong and flexible strategic deterrent forces 14 

which will convince the Soviets that initiation of a nuclear 15 

attack by them will result in unacceptable d~age to the Soveit 16 

Union. The United States must possess f':lrces in strategic 17 

offensive and defensive posture, with the ability to sustain 18 

a nuclear attack, minimize damage to the US and allies, and 19 

launch effective counter attacks against the aggressqr. These 20 

forces must be adequate to protect and defend the United States 21 

with the assurance that we will emerge from such a co~flict in 22 

a dominant position as a free and independent nation. Further, 23 

... tlui::uHU\Qimen~~ or:-~ -<.i:0;7ec nv~NEl\lfiiii- toe~ trnlted s ~a~:..te -·· 2-4 ~ 

1 
Tab c 
Appendix E to Section A 
Part VI, JSOP-70 



·--tt·· . . ,.. I ' 
. . ' 

atta~ and maintain. 

serve 5 

the purp~se or limiting damage to the US and ita allies 6 

in ~he event or general war and also will contribute to the 7 

achievement or US national and military objectives at all 8 

levels or conflict, including cold war. 9 
I· 

2. The' expressed fundamental objective or Communist leader- 10 
/ 

ship iathe world-wide imposition or its ideals and institutions.ll 

It may be assumed the Soviets would not deliberately sacrifice 12 

their national society to this purpose; however, Soviet militaryl3 

policy in recent,years has been to build up strategic offensive 14 

and defensive capabilities, maintain and improve large general 15 

purpose forces and pursue research and development programs 16 

in advanced weapons*. The relation or these propositions 17 

would indicate that the Communist leadership will continue 18 

to pursue its objectives and strive to improve its strategic 19 

posture vis-a-via the United States so Soviet advancements will 20 

cause a shift in the balance or power in favor or the 21 

Communists, thus permitting wide-spread Communist inroads 22 

under the cover or strategic superiority. 23 

3. The counter strategy to this threat requires that the 24 

United States continue and improve its technological efforts 25 

and capitalize upon th~se recognized devel~pments \~hich .)'lill 26 

assure a clear margin or US strategic superiority. Several 27 

studies, including the Alternative General Nuclear War 28 

Postures study as well as the JSOP-70 analysis, indicate that 29 

this clear US margin or superiority is not programmed to 30 

I NIE 11-8-64 
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exist fn the early 1970s. Instead, the relationship of Soviet 1 
. . 

to US &trategic forces indicates that without a positive 2 

change,in our strategic programmed forces, anr SoViet break- 3 
.~ . . . 

through in this. ar·~a would cause the United States ~o be 1t 

pla~ed 1n an extre~ely unfavorable position. Projected short- ; 
.: . .;· 

comings in our own strategic forces and their inability to 6 

provide adequate continuing security to the nation in general 7 

war require us to undertake such technological improvements in 8 
·I . 

o~ forces. as are now feasible and desirable. We must in- 9 

crease efforts to examine, develop and deploy strategic 10 

offensive and defensive weapons systems which are required, 11 

and which will proVide adequate strategic superiority and 12 

national security. 13 

lt. The Chief of Starr, US Air Force, believes that a 11t 

balanced force of effective, attainable strategic offensive 15 

and defensive systems in conjunction with a fUll fallout 16 

shelter program is necessary to achieve the military objec- 17 

tives for national security in the time frame of this plan. • 18 

He conside~s the following programs essential to the attain- 19 

ment of this balanced force: 20 

a. The maintenance of an effective bomber force to in- 21 

elude the development and deployment of an Advanced Manned 22 

Strategic Aircraft (AMSA) by FY 1973. 23 

b. A surface-to-surface missile force consisting of 21t 

TITAN II, POLARIS and 1200 MINUTEMAN missiles by FY 1970. 25 

c. The development and deployment of an effective Anti- 26 

Ballistic Missile (ABM) system. 27 

d. The development and deployment of effective terminal 28 

and area air defenses to include: 

3 
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(1) The production and deployment ot the l'-12 manned 1 

interceptor by FY 1969 and the retention ot Century 2 

Series interceptors at existing levels pending its avail- 3 

ability. 

(2) The development and deplolrment or a.tuliy capable 

Airborne Warning and Control System (AWACS). 

PART II - STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE FORCES 

it 

' 6 

1. General 7 

a. The task these strategic offensive forces must per- 8 

.rorm is increasing in magnitude and complexity as the 9 

Soviets improve their strategic offensive capabilities by 10 

increasing the numbers as 

there is little prospect of NATO acceptance or MLF, 16 

and the possible phase out of US MACE missiles which would 17 

uncover targets or concern to NATO. In contrast to these 18 

increasing requirements for strategic forces, currently 19 

approved programs would maintain US capabilities at approx- 20 

imately the FY 1965 levels. Therefore, modernization must 21 

be emphasized to insure maintenance of the capabilities 22 

required of these forces. 23 

b. Actions required to provide more effective and modern 24 

strategic offensive systems, which will contribute to the 25 

balanced force needed to counter the increasing Soviet 26 

nuclear threat, include the development and deployment of 27 

4 
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an advanced manned bomber, the improvement or existing 

bomber 1y1tem• pendinc such deployment, and improvements 2 

in the strategic missile force. Without such actions, there 3 

-will be a narrowing range or strategic options available \ 

to the United States. These two systems are the substance 5 

-ot the strategic retaliatory forces Which deter general 6 

nuclear war. Should deterrence fail, these strategic 

retaliatory forces must have the capability to contribute. 

significantly to li~ting damage 

7 

bil1 ty which affords a range or response !rom the d1scrim- 12 

to _the capaci 

tension. 

manned aircraft 13 

times or international 1 It· 

US Air Force, believes should be implemented to provide 16 

modern and more effective strategic offensive forces 17 

follow. 18 

2. Advanced Manned Strat.P.g1 c Aircraft ( AHSA) 19-

a. JSOP-?0 indicates• that manned bombers as well as 20 

missiles would be effective in attacking residual Soviet 21 

forces. By successfully destroying these nuclear threat 22 

23 

2'+ 

25 
or limiting· damage to the United States and its Allies 26 

and should be considered as an essential element or the 27 

strategic offensive force. 28 

• Reference Page A-2?, line 8, Section A, Part VI 
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b. There have been three studies completed in late 196~ 1 

by the Chairman, JCS Special Studies Group, which included 2 

the AMSA in a balanced force concept. Each of these studies 3 

concluded that the AMSA was competitive with other systems If. 

on a cost-effectiveness basis. In the Alternative General ; 

Nuclear War Study, the AMSA in a damage limiting role was ·6 

more effective than ballistic missiles; and the reason was, 7 

"that it offers the capability to look at a large number 8 

or targets and attack only those which have not been 9 

destroyed, thus permitting achievement or high damage 10 

expectancies at relatively lower cost than reattacks on 11 

each target of the S)"Etem, irrespective ot its state of 12 

damage or occupancy." 13 

c. The Etfectiven~s of Strategic Retaliatory Forces 1~ 

Study, Part I, compared the effectiveness of the programmed ·15 

missile force alone and with this same force plus 200 AHSA. · 16 

The primary conclusions ot this study were given for damage· 17 

lim1 ting and assured destruction: ( 1 ) "Depending upon the 18 

'liar outbreak s1 tuation, a force of 200 AMSA, when added to ··19 

the programmed strategic missile force, could significantly 20 

reduce fatalities and damage levels in the United States. 21 

These reductions could be as high as 13·per cent in 22 

fatality levels and 11 per cent or the industrial base."; 23 

and {2) "The AMSA would be consistently effective in the 2~ 

damage assurance role; increases in 

- WP SiCAi! 6 
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damage expectancies could be expected to increase by 20 per 

cent asainat the Soviet offensive torce structure and by 

65-70 per cent against the balance or the prime ~litary 

target structure." 

d. The Effectiveness of Strategic Retaliatory Forc.s 

Study, Part II, vas conducted to determine the optimum mix 

or missiles and AMSA con 

\._):~ optimum mixes derived were: 

HAN I 6 56 fiOtARI s and 1lt2 

MINUTEMAN, 656 POLARIS and 117 AMSA. 

e. In addition to this study justification for develop

ment ot the AMSA, the JCS have recommended tour times in 

196lt and in JSOP-70 that Project Definition Phase for ~~SA 

1 

2 

3 

It 

5 
6 

? 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

be approved so that they can make an early decision on p~o- 11t 

duction and deployment. Their concern is to retain a manned 15' 

bomber in the strategic offensive forces for the foreseeable 16 

future without relying indefinitely on the continued modi- 17 

!ication ot the aging B-5'2 force. 18 

f. The concern ot the Chief of Staff, Air Force, 1s to 19 

assure the-modernization and increased effectiveness or the 20 

manned bomber force with a system that is designed to·pene- 21 

trate the estimated defenses in the 1970s, and with this 22 

~odernization, to phase out the aging B-52s. Toward this 23 

end the Chief or starr, Air Force, includes in JSOP-70 the 21t 

entry or the AMSA and the initial phase down of the B~52 25' 

in FY 1973. 26 

3. The B-52 27 

a. To extend the safe life or the C through H series 28 

B-52s-{lf.G--sft\l&ffen-&-or-600- YS)- there- h-an-· approved-- - · · 2'T·· 

7 
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structural modification program (ECP-1128) under way which 1 

will allow the B-~2 to be effectively employed using a low 2 

level delivery tactic. With this modifica7ion and the 3 

lifting of present flight restrictions, which will allow 4 

SAC to perform realistic training missions at low altitudes, ~ 

the B-5'2s will start reaching their estimated safe lite 6 

in substantial numbers in FY 1969. 7 

b. An additional structural modification (ECP-1185) is 8 

programmed to be applied to the B-5'2 G and·H series only 9 

(17 squadrons or 25'~ UE). It is estimated that ECP-1185' 10 

will extend the safe life or these aircraft through 1975. 11 

This estimate is to be validated by the Air Force Logistics 12 

Command and Boeing engineers in a report due in March 1965'. 13 

This leave~ a question concerning the C through F series 14 

B-5'2 (23 squadrons or 345' UE) if they are to remain 1n the 15' 

force until FY 1973, the projected phase in date of the 16 

AMSA. If funds cannot be provided to apply ECP-1185' or 17 

some other less costly structural modification to the B-5'2 18 

C thru F there is an alternative to extending their safe 19 

life without modification. This alternative, while not 20 

recommended, is to impose certain flight restrictions so 21 

that the aircraft are not subject to the stress or low 22 

altitude flying during training missions. 23 

c. A decision.on the best way to extend the life of the · 24 

B-5'2 C thru F may be delayed until FY 1966. Based on·th!s 25 

fact and the expected better understanding or ECP-1185' as 26 

mentioned above, the Chief of Staff, Air Force, includes 27 

in JSOP-70 4o squadrons or B-5'2s or 600 UE through FY 1972. 28 

T9P 8BeRB'f - 8 
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· ~. The MINQIEMAH Foree Level 1 

a. The JSOP-70 analysis has demonstrated the require- 2 

ment tor a roree ot 1910 missiles consisting ot 656 POLARIS, 3 

~ TITAN II, and 1200 MINUTEMAN. In the targeting concept 

a r!cent Air Force study• the number 

representing the JIEP me,~;u.ew 

Air Force study addressed the 

• An Air Staff analysis of possible MINUTEMAN capabilities and 
effects or MIRV on the progr~ed missile force. 

9 
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d. The effectiveness of 

the FY 1970 programmed 1000 MINUTEMAN !orce, consisting or 6 

250 MINUTEMAN I and 750 MINUTEMAN II, when applied to the 7 

time sensitive target coverage task for that year. 8 

reprogramming methods, yielded 
-· 

probably destroyed. Also, due to limitation in numbers o! 

9 

10 

11 

12 

-
15 

missiles available, it was not possible to cover each aim 16 

point with one reliable mis~ile. Thus, even with MIRV 17 

capability and using optimistic planning factors, it vas 18 

not possible with a force level of 1000 MINUTEMAN, to 19 

achieve an adequate level of damage expectancy and target 20 

coverage in the task assigned to the MINUTEMAN. However, 21 

the study showed 22 

MINUTEMAN force; 23 

provided complete target coverage with a damage expectancy 24 

of approximately 90%. 25 

e._Further substantiation of the requirement for a 26 

MINUTEMAN force of 1200 comes from the three studies cited 27 

in paragraph 2 b, c and d above. The General Nuclear War 28 

Postures Study showP.d :~ r~>flll:l r~rn~nt fe>!: , 200 M!NUTEM.".N; the 2? 

-fet:§iCijiT 10 
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Effectiveness of Strategic Retaliatory Forces Study, Part I, 1 

used 1326 while Part II indicated a requirement from 1200 2 

to 1280 in its "optimum mixed force." These studies all 3 

addressed the problem of dete~ining the balanced force 4 

required in the 1970s to provide the United States with the 5 

capability to meet the strategic objectives of damage 6 

li~iting and assured destruction. 7 

r. The Chief of Staff, US Air Force, taking into con- 8 

sideration the 18 month lead time fo:- MINUTE~ facility 9 

construction, supports the attainment of a mini!IIUID level of 10 

1 200 MHTOTEMAN by end FY 1 970. 1 1 

5. mNTJTE}1AN III• 12 

a. A MINUTEMAN modernization and :-eplacement program 13 

zhould be considered to develop Mir-.1JTE:·tAN III for 1ni tial 14 

operational deployment in FY 1973. The development of 15 

MIN1JTE~AN III is shilar to the development of POLARIS 3-3 16 

in that the time of entry into the force of each of these 17 

improved mi~siles is predicated on the estimated termina- 18 

tion of the effective shelf-life of the respective mis- 19 

siles being replaced. Also, it is planned for MINUTEMAN III 20 

to use the :.Ui'-TUTEMAN II facilities similar to the POLARIS 21 

A-2 and A-3 replacement with POLARIS B-3. Current Air 22 

Fo:-ce studies i~dicate that a significant increase in pay- 23 

load capabi:!.i ty is pos&ible with this improved MINUTE:-!AN. 24 

In addition to the increased payload capability, the 25 

MI~~E~AN III is estimated to have improved re-entry 26 

vehicle ca?abilities resulting from improvements to the 27 

technological advances in the MINUTE~1AN II and POLARIS 28 

B-3 programs. 29 
* Reference Page i.-52, line 18, and Page A-66, line 5. 

.. . ...Sec..ti.on Jl. L .1' :g-..LYI. . 
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b. The Chief of Staff, US Air Force, believes that the 

replacement of MINUTEMAN II with MINUTEMAN III will 

increase significantly the capability of the strategic 

1 

2 

3 

offensive forces in the later JSOP time period. Conse- 4 

quently, he has indicated in JSOP-70 the possible phase 5 

out of TITAN and phase down of the r-!INUTEMAN II force 6 

consistent with the anticipated phase in of MINUT~~N III. 7 

6. SR-71 8 

a. The need for ~odern1zation of the strategic recon- 9 

naissance force is evidenced by the approved program for 10 

the production and deployment of 25 SR-7ls. This 11 

aircraft with its advanced avionics and long range may 12 

be ecployed to fulfill the cold war requirement for global 13 

reconnaissance; the "periods of tension" requirement to 14 

concentrate on specific areas of interest; the limited 15 

l'lar requirements for area o!" conflict darr.age assessment 16 

as well as sanctuary reconnaissance; and the general war 17 

requirements of pre-attack, trans-attack and post attack 13 

reconnaissance; and damage assessment. 19 

b. The approved program provides six test flight air- 20 

craft and 25 operational aircraft. This is not a 21 

sta."lcard aircraft' program in that no allowance for 22 

attrition is included in the approved program so as to 23 

r:Jaintain a force level of 25. E.:-:perience with the U-2 24 

indicated that normal attrition rates cannot be applied 25 

to aircraft .operatir.g at the speeds and altitudes planned 26 

for the S~-71. The rates are generally higher than those 27 

used for other ai~craft. In addition to attrition, the 28 

expected operationally ready rate needs must be considered 29 

to receive a C-1 combat readiness rating, F-106 and B-53 31 

units must have 71~ of UE aircraft operationally ready. 32 

12 Tab C 
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These aircraft appr~ach the SR-71 in speed and avi~n1cs 1 

c~mplexity. C~nsider1ng attriti~n and with a 71~ ~per- 2 

at1~nal1y ready rate, 25 SR-7ls will n~t pr~vide a 3 

day-t~-day available f~rce adequate t~ satisfy l~ng term 4 

missi~n requirements. 5 

c. The missi~n, force required and c~ncept ~f employ- 6 

ment are currently being developed in detail based ~n the 7 

results ~f tests n~w in progress. 8 

d. Tald.ng into consideration the many p~ssible applica- 9 

tions of this system, the operational fact~r~ and the 10 

rnissi~n requirements t~ be developed, the Chief or Staff, 11 

Air Force, supports in JSOP-70 a level of 34 SR-7ls in 12 

FY 1968 and will provide in the near future a proposed 13 

ultimate f~rce level objective f~r JCS consideration. 14 

7. Other Considerations 15 

a. ?he Soviets have ample reason t5 place high priority 16 

on the development of a multiple warhead/decoy payl~ad 17 

for their ICEJ~'s to offset any US numerical su~eriority 13 

as well as to counter the possibility of a US antimissile 19 

system. The attractiveness of the r.m1 tiple \-:arhead and 20 

HIRV capability to the Soviets would support the judg- 21 

ment that, rather than awc:.iting an impending deployment .f'22 
of a US AB!1, * the Soviets pr~bably already have assigned 23 

a high degree of urgency to improvements in their ICBH 24 

force. S::wiet de'lelopment and deployment of a HIRV 25 

capabil1 ty in the hi;;h payload Soviet ICB!~s would provide 26 

for the attack of a greater number of targets including 27 

more of our strategic offensive and other military forces. 28 

If the Soviets develop a MIRV capability, the US must 29 

c?n:;~del:_;':!Ez::?ved _!11~~.!1~--:~.t S:tJr~~ya.~i~i ty for strate~!_c __ -----~0 __ _ 

~ffensive systems such as providing higher levels of 31 

* Reference Page A-49, I1ne 26, and Page A-64, line 16, 
Section A, Part VI 
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missile hardiness; producing smaller missiles in larger numbers; 1 

designing a land mobile ICBl-1 system, or combinations of these 2 

and other measures. Considerations for increasing the sur•· 3 

v!vability of the remaining stratee;ic offensive forces could 4 

include such actions as extending strategic bomber dispersion 5 

and alert readiness; increasing the on-station, alert deploy- 6 

ment of inventory POLARIS submarines; and increasing the sur- 7 

vivability measures applicable to submarine base facilities, 8 

the ships in port, and national/military command, control and 9 

cornmunicatio~s facilities. 10 

b. The JSOP~70 analysis-al~o considers that non-alert 11 

attack could be programmed 12 

asains * It is acknowledged that 

if such residual missiles and aircraft can be placed in oper-

13 

14 

at!onal status ~dthin a reasonable period of time they can con- 15 

tribute by strildn~ targ~ts However, 16 

the general Nar requi 17 

be computed 1·ri th due c::msiderati::m to the basic US general war 13 

S:lviet 3loc alon 19 

its supports in such a manner as 20 

force te~nation o! hostilities on terms advantageous to the 21 

United States and to assure that the United States has suffi- 22 

cier.t res!clual pouer to retain its position as a dominant 23 

world po1-1e:-." ( JSOP-70 Part III). Throughout the JSOP analysis 24 

no :-eacy uncomr:U tted weapons have been 1"11 thheld as a strategic 25 

reserve to under~·rrite this :.;bJective. If all readily available 26 

committed to the attack 

argets, as reflected in protions of 

27 

28 

analy::is, th:?re 1-1ould be no reserve of delivery vehicles with 29 

which to satisfy this general war objective. Consequently, the 30 

st:-atcgic requirements, to consider those non-alert vehicles 32 

~rhich survive an initial attack as a porti:m of the uncocun.1tted 33 

reserve. 34 

* Refe~~nce Page A-97, Taole D-2; PaGe A-99, Ta~lc D-4; Pa~e A-100, 
Table D-5, Section A, Part VI 
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PART III - STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE FORCSS 

1. General. The strategic defense task has expanded from sole 1 

concern ~dth a Soviet bomber attack to de~ense against an attack 2 

by missiles follo:·red by bomber attacks. · Ballistic missiles 3 

represent an increasing threat and, while the quantitative Soviet 4 

bomber threat is decreasing, the reduction is taking place as a 5 

lesser rate than previol.tsly forecast. Th!s fact, together \'lith 6 

qualitative impro~ements in the Soviet bomber fo~ce, indicates 7 
' 

continued reliance on the manned vehicle as a strategic offensive 3 

system, The !e;ationship of the threat spectrum to the inter- 9 
-· 

action of strategic offensive and defensive force, as contained 10 

in the JSOP-70 analysi:;, should have consiC:ered the follo\dng Air 11 

Force vie1·1 o!' Soviet ICEN la~nchers and S:>V!et Long Range .P.vi- 12 

ti:m as contained in the national Intelligence Estimates* and 13 

the Joint Intelligence Estimates fo~ Planning.** 14 

Soft 
Hard 

Soviet ICBM Launchers 

Totals 

1969 
185-220 
340-430 

525-700 

1974 
180-275 
720-925 

900-1200 

15 

16 
17 
18 

19 
Tyuratam launchers are included. The estimate assumes a small ~20 

reliable ICB:1 ceplo:•ed :!n hard sites, deployment starting in 1967.21 

Bomber Strenp.:th in 

Heav:r B~r.:bc::-3 
BISON 
B:::;.R 
Fj11 :n·r-On 

Totals 

Hedium Bjmbers 
B.;DG:;::t 
BLI!ID:a 
Follo~r-On 

Totals 

Total Bombers in L:tA 

* ttl.~ !1-v-64 
** Reference Pa~;e A-89, Table 

Soviet L:mg Ran~;e Aviation 2:? 
1969 

85 
95 

20- 65 
200-245 

425-525 
250-325 

.. 
675-850 

875-1095 

C-1, Section 

14 

1974 23 
24 

15 25 
45 26 

90-150 27 
150-210 28 

29 
0- 50 . 30 

200-320 31 
250 32 

450-620 33 

600-830 34 
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The Chief or starr, us Air Force considers that a mix of 

modernized area and terminal defensive weapon systems is 

required to provide an effective air and missile defense 

1 

2 

3 

capability. Area and terminal weapons supplement and comple- 4 

ment each other; they force the enemy to provide means of 5 
countering each type or defensive system, thereby complicat- 6 

ing his offensive strategy and reducing its effectiveness. 7 

Accordingly, an effective US strategic posture requires 8 

defensive-ferces in-being which are sufficient in quantity 9 

and quality to counter the missile and bomber threat, thereby 10 

complementing our strategic offensive forces in the damage 11 

limiting role and adding to the deterrent posture of the us. 12 

· :,2. Ballistic Missile Defense Forces. • The lack of an effec- 13 

tive US ballistic missile defense constitutes a major gap in 14 

our existing defensive forces. While the NIKE-X system 15 

offers promise of considerable capability, it should be 16 

acknowledged that, in addition to the uncertainties described 17 

in the JSOP-70 analysis, there are others 

I 

nf produ~tion and d~v~lop:cnt ~9 

• Reference, Page A-52, line 7, Section A, Part VI 
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for NIKE-X should be contingent upon progress made in the 

development program and th~ review of an optimum deployment 2 

' concept by the Joint Chiefs of Starr. In addition, accelerated 3 

. .. 
' 

and expanded research and development effort should.be 4 

initiated towards the attainment of an area anti-ballistic 5 

missile defense capability (boost or mid-course). Such an 6 

effort is considered with a view towards complementing the 7 

terminal ABM defense that NIKE-X would provide. 8 

3. Air Defense Forces 9 

a. Advanced Manned Interceptor.• Selection of the best 10 

interceptor aircraft to bolster US defense against the 11 

manned bomber and submarine launched cruise missile (SLCM) 12 

'oithreat has been the subject or· extensive consideration, 13 

including 7 major studies, within the past 3 years. 14 

·Several weapon systems were considered which included the 15 

· Navy version of the F-111, the tactical F-111 A, {both 16 

·modified to an optimum interceptor configuration), the 17 

F-4, and A-5 and the F-12, Several threat. levels and 18 

variable budget levels were examined for sizing interceptor 19 

forces as well as selecting optimum defense force postures. 20 

These studies were conducted to explore the full range of 21 

·requirements and capabilities. The F-12 consistently 22 

emerged as the superior weapon system on the basis of its 23. 

proven ability to satisfy the requirement for an advanced 24 

·manned interceptor to operate at extended ranges against 25 

enemy targets. This advanced manned interceptor will have 26 

the capability of detecting, jdentifying, intercepting and 27 

destroying targets from the earth's surface to altitudes 28 

or 100:000 ft. or mnr~. c:vc:t.,m v111 n-y.t"\u4Mft f',..,._ -.,---- ··--- r·-·--- ...... 

• Reference. Page A-67, line 14, Section A, Part VI 
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destruction ove~ unpopulated areas thus minimizing col-

lateral damage. roved radar, longer range missiles, 2 

interceptor speed o or better, and high kill 3 

probability are requiremer.ts to counter the effectiveness 4 

of ASMs, SLCMs, and bombers. The aircraft vill be capable 5 

of autonomous or semi-autonomous operation in the degraded 6 

command and control environment likely to be encountered 7 

in a general nuclear exchange. Within the JSOP-70 ~lysis 8 

the F-12 was not employed against sea launched cruise mis- 9 

siles (SLCMs).• However, the normal concept of deployment 10 

for the F-12/AWACS a~ea defense force is well suited for 11 

defense against SLCMs. Under normal alert conditions six 12 

AWACS stations would be located approximately 500 UM off 13 

shore adjacent to the major population centers. These 14 

stations would provide coverage from the present gro~~d 15 

radar coverage area to a distance about 750 NM off shore. 16 

The AWACS would have a 95% probability of detection for 17 

SLCMs lannched from or entering its area of covera~e. 18 

This capability, together with the planned dep 1 oyment 19 

locations for the F-12, would enable destruction of the 20 

SLC~s at least 100 m·l from their targets, thereby greatly 21 

reducing the hazards associated with the detonation of 22 

nuclear weapons over population areas. Considering the 23 

capabilities of the F-12 system, ~eattack could be acco:n- 24 

plished if necessary. Accordingly, the percentage or 25 

fatalities indicated in the analysis would have been pro- 26 

portionately reduced if the F-12 had been applied against 27 

the SLCM threat. The Joint Chiefs of Staff have recog- 28 

• Reference Page A 20, Table 2, Section A, Part VI ~~d 
Page A-41, line 22, SectiJn A, Part VI 

•• JCS 1800/907-1 
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a manned interceptor which takes full advantage of the 

state-of-the-art. They also stated that weapon systems 2 

which promise to be effective should not be deferred 1f a 3 

balanced damage limiting force is to be achieved by 19?4 4 

without prohibitively high annual budgets in the later JSOP 5 

time period. The F-12 development program conclusively has 6 

established the capability of the system, and it has taken ? 

full advantage of the state-of-the-art. The Chief of Starr, 8 

US Air Force recommends that production funds be provided 9 

within the FY 1 96? budget to permit an orderly and economi- 10 

cal deployment of the F-12 force starting in FY 1969. With 11 

such deployment a more cost-effective interceptor force 12 

will be realized. Until the F-12 force is deployed, cur- 13 

rent manned interceptor forces-should be maintained 

essentially at ~_their present levels. 

b. 5urface-to-Air Missiles.• Attainment of the most 16 

effective air defense capability requires the deployment of 17 

both area and terminal defenses. These two types of systems 18 

are complementary and should not be viewed as replacements 19 

for each other. Although the F-12 interceptor force 20 

l'irtually eliminated the manned bomber and .ASM threat in 21 

the bo~ber defense excursion within this analysis (See 22 

page A-54, Case III), those few bombers and/or ASMs that 23 

might get through the area defense could cause much damage 24 

if they were to attack our highest priority urban/indus- 25 

trial areas. Therefore terminal defenses should be pro- 26 

vided for those high priority areas in order to complement 27 

the area defenses. The JSOP-70 analysis considered the 28 

following IJn<::~i'bilitic:; !~ rsgar-~ tu terminal alr defen~~L~-?L_ 

• Reference Page A-55, line 20, Section A, Part VI 
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(1) Increasing the capability of the NIKE HERCULES 

system to permit engagement of low altitude vehicles. 2 

For purposes or evaluation, this analysis attributed 3 

the NIKE HERCULES system with a 50 per cent probability 4· 

of detection and acquisition against low level (approxi- 5 

mately 1000 feet) aerodynamic vehicles. This capability 6 

does not exist today. CINCNORAD states that all NIKi ? 

HERCULES defended areas are vulnerable to low altitude 8 

attack (1000 feet and below). Improvements to provide ~ 

NIKE HERCULES with a capability against low altitude 10 

targets would require extensive resi ting of detection 1 1 

and acquisition radars as well as other system modifica- 12 

tions. There are no approved programs to provide this 13 

- capability. 14 

(2) Improving the HA\>.'K system and its deployment to 1 5 

175' cities. 16 

(3) Developing the advanced surface-to-air system 17 

(SAM D). 18 

If successfully developed, the SAM D system could be de- 19 

ployed in the early 1970s. Actions to improve and/or re- 20 

site the NIKE HERCULES and HAWK systems could not be com- 21 

pleted until the late 1960s. Therefore,· to avoid unneces- 22 

sary duplication in capabilities and expenditure of funds, 23 

the Chief of Staff, US Air Force, recon~ends that a reviev 24 

of development progress and capabilities of these three 25 

terminal defense systems be accomplished during programing 26 

actions for FY 1967 to insure timely recommendations by 27 

the Joint Chiefs of Staff.* 28 

* Reference Page A-67, line 5, and Page A-68, line 5, 
Section A, Part VI 
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c. Surveillance, Warning and Control. Reorganization of 

the air defense surveillance and control system to achieve 2 

cost reductions and increased survivability must be based 3 

on the interrelationship amor.g weapon system force structure 4 

and deployment, operational capabilities vis-a-vis the threat 5 

and the dynamics of the defense problem. Recently, approval 6 

has been received to change the system into the SAGE/BUIC 7 

III configuration. This will greatly increase the surviva- 8 

bility and flexibility of the air defense ground environ- 9 

ment. However, the necessary surveillance, warning and 10 

control capabilitr can be realized only through the develop- 11 

ment and deployment of a fully capable Airborne, Warning 12 

and Control (AWAC) system to augment and replace, when 13 

necessary, the ground environment. The ultimate phase-out 14 

ot" the existing AEW/ Al.RI aircraft is contingent upon phase- 15 

in of the AWAC system which will greatly increase capa- 16 

bility and survivability of the air defense environoent and 17 

enhance the effectiveness of interceptor weapons. No phase 18 

dovn in off -shore radar extension aircraft should be made 19 

until the AWAC system is operational. 20 

4. Anti-Sub:t~arine Warfare Forces. • The damage limiting 21 

effectiveness of Naval ASW forces in the JSOP-70 analysis is 22 

particularly sensitive to the study assumptions and to the 23 

targeting concept for Soviet submarine launched missiles used 24 

in the analysis. Although submarine launched missiles were 25 

programmed in the analysis against cities and strategic bomber 26 

bases, there would be equal justification for the enemy to 27 

direct the submarine portion of his missile forces against US 28 

naval bases, ports, assoclated 11 ttoral targets, and the _S.Q_§_l!A__g2__
0 

• Reference Page A-43, line 20; Page A-44, line 18
1 

and 
Page A-45, line 7, Section A, Part VI 
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system itself. The JSOP-70 analysis acknowledges that com

pletion of Phase II SOSUS is essential to obtaining the Soviet 2 

submarine attrition factors employed therein. The entire 3 

SOSUS system, however, received at least 8 4 

all JSOP-70 scenarios exce 5 

Therefore, it follows that the 6 

of existing and programmed ASW forces is closely related to 7 

assured survival of the S05US systems. Consequently, the 8 

Chief of Staff, US Air Force, while supporting improved 9 

effectiveness of ASW forces, reserves judgment on increases 10 

in the size of these forces or increases in the SO.SUS system 1 1 

pending a program to assure the effectiveness and survivability 12 

of S05US. 
13 

PART IV - Sffi1MARI. 

In summary, the Chief of Staff, US Air Force believes a 14 

balanced mix of forces containing the strategic offensive and 15 

defensive programs he has recommended constitutes the neces- · 16 

sary force to maintain the required strategic posture and that 17 

its adoption will indicate clearly our resolve in supporting 18 

US national objectives. The recommended strategic offensive 19 

force mix represents a careful balance of hardened and mobile 20 

missiles backed by long range, penetrating aircraft with the 21 

reliability, versatility, and economy achieved only through 22 

the presence of man-over-tc:.rget. The complementary reco:nmended 23 

objective force for Contir.ental Air and Missile Defense is an 24 

orderly phasing toward a smaller but more efficient force to 25 

provide a thoroughly effective missile, bomber and space 26 

defense when deployed in conjunction with a full fallout 27 

21 
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shelter program. The entire strategic offensive and defensive 

poature recommended by the Chief of Starr, US Air Force, pro- 2 

Vi des tor capable forces in being, designed to fulfill the · ,3 

national objectives ot maintaining a credible strategic ~ 

deterrent and, should deterrence fail, provide assurance that 5 

the US will emerge from the conflict in a dominant position 6 

as a tree and independent nation. ? 
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CSAF FOOTNOTES 

SECTION A, PART VI, JSOP-70 

STRJ'.TEGIC RETALIATORY FORCES AND CONTINENTAL 
JUR AND f.liSSILE DEFE.."JSE FORCES 

Page A-20. Jl This analysis attributed NIKE HERCULES with a low 
level capability (approximately 1000 ft) which it does not and 
is not progra~ed to have. The analysis also assumed the F-12 
to have no capability against SL~ls when, in fact, the normal 
concept of deployment for the F-12/A~iACS area defenses would 
provide an excellent capability against SLCMs. The compounding 
of these two study assumptions results in study outcomes which 
do not accurately reflect the capability of the 1974 USAF pro
posed area defenses. 

Page A-21-. r/ Manned strategic 
would be effective in attack! 
aircraft will contribute s 

tes and it 

as missiles 
forces. Manned 

to 

?age A-41. 11 The JSOP-70 analysis did not examine the F-12 
again:;t sea launched cruise missiles ( SLCHs). This omission 
provided terminal defense weapons with an abnormally high number 
of target opportu:11 ties. The no::'rnal concept of deployment for 
the F-12/A!-IACS area defenses t·sould enable destruction of SLCf1s at 
least 100 NM from their targets tr.us grea~ly reducing the hazards 
involved \·si th the detonation ~f ::~~clear weapons over populated 
areas. The over-all kill proc~b:lity for the F-12 system against 
SLC!·1s t.,rould be approximately Es;; ·.dth a single missile. 
Re-attack could be accompli~hed ~f necessary. 

Page A-43. 11 Effective AS:·J is supported; hot.,reVer the subJect 
of total .:.st,. force:; is of principal concern in programs other 
than Continental Air and Missile Defense and should be considered 
in recor.unendations rendered in relation to the appropriate 
program rather than in the Continental Air and Missile Defense 
Analysis. 

Page A-~4. 11 It is noted that the damage l1In1t1ng effectiveness 
of AS':/ forces in the JSOP-70 analysis and the conclusions derived 
therefrom are highly sensi t 1 ve to the AS1! assumptions and.- the 
targeting concept for Soviet sub~arine launched missiles used in 
the analy s1 s. If .:u1s were pro(;ra'!lllled against US cities in com
bi:lation with ICBf1s and bombers, the Soviet submarine force would 
account for only about 3 percent of US fatalities ~;1th a full 
fallout shelter program. 

Page A-45. 11 Judgment is reserved on increases in the size or 
A3\i forces or increases in the SOSUS system pending a review of 
a program to assure the effectiveness and survivability of the 
system. 

Pa~e A-49. 11 There is no sound ba::is for the judgment contained 
in the analysis report that there is no urgency for the USSR to 
develop and test multiple tsarhead/decoy l-ay loads for ICBMs until 
a US AB!-1 is in the offing. The Soviets have ample reason at 
present to place high priority on development of a multiple war
head capability to offset any US numerical superiority as well as 
counter the possibility of a US anti-missile system. The 
attractiveness of these possibilities to the Soviets would support 
a judgment that they probably already have assigned a high degree 
of urgency to improvements in their ICBM forces. 
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the uncertainties covered in the 

attainment of-an 
boost or mid-course phase) missiles defense capability to 

augment and complement terminal missile defenses. -

Page A-55. 11 The most effective air defense capability requires 
both area and terminal defense systems. They are complementary 
and should not be viewed as replacements for each other. ~·Jithin 
this analysis consideration was given to improving NDCE HERCULES, 
a HAl~ L'llprovement program and deployment to 175 cities, and 
SAH D development and deployment to 47 complexes. Actions to 
imorove or resite the HERCULES and HA:·JK units could not be com
pleted until the late 196os. If successfully developed, the 
SM4 D system could be deployed in the early l970s. To avoid 
u~~ecessary duplication in capabilities and expenditure of funds, 
the JCS should review the development progress and capabilities 
of these three terminal de~ense systems and DUUce aopropriate 
decisions durinc programming actions for FY 1967. · 

Pa11:e A-62 and .P.-65. 11 As MINUTEr-IAN II shel.i life expires 
modernization is required. f.IINUTEMAN III is proposed to use 
Mirro~~AN II facilities and have improved capabilities to fill 
the requirement for modernization. 

Pa~e A-64. l/ Some of the actions wh!ch may be considered if 
the Soviets develop a 1\URV capability are: higher levels of 
mi3sile hardness; production of smaller missiles in larger 
numbers; development of land mobile missiles; greater bomber 
dispersion and alert readiness; increased on-station alert 
deployment of POLARIS submarines; and increasing survi vab111ty 
of ship, submarine, and co®~and and control facilities. 

Page A-67. l/ Same as footnote y, pD.ge A-55. 

Page A-67, line 14. l/ The F-12 develo';)ment program conclusively 
has established the capal:.ility of the system and has taken full 
advantage of the state-of-the-art. The Chief of Staff, US Air 
Force, reco~~cnds production funds be provided in FY 1967 to 
permit an orderly deploy~:~ent o!" F-12 aircraft beginni:~g in FY 
1969. 

Par,e A-6S. l/ Same as .iootnote lf, pase A-55. 

Page A-89. l/ It is believed the JSOP-70 analysis should have 
considered the Air Force view as contained in National Intelli
gence Estimates and the JIE? co!'lcerning .Soviet ICBI·: launchers 
and Soviet Long Range Aviation. 

Pages A-97, A-99 and A-100. V Throughout the JSOP analysis no 
ready uncommitted I-lea pons have been held in reserve to underwrite 
the US militar;,· objective of emerging from general ~zar as a 
dominant world power. The Chief of Staff, US Air Force, believes 
that non-alert vehicles which survive an initial attack should 
be considered as a portion of this uncommitted reserve. 
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TAB D 

APPENDIX E 

SECTION A, PART VI, JSOP-70 

VlE'nS OF THE CO!o!MANDANT OF THE MARINE CORPS 

I generally concur in the approach used in the pre para-
' tion of Section A, Pa!'t VI, JSOP-70, and support the force 

levels depicted in Tables 4 and 5 of Appendix E as modified 
by the appropriate footnote. To provide a general overview 

of my position insofar as Strategic Offensive and Defensive 

forces are concerned, I have provided the below listed 

general and specific comments and identified the items to 

'1-';hich they pertain: 

a. P~ge A-65, paragraph 8, OFFENSIVE SYSTEMS, 

Footnote .!/: 

I :ons!der th~t the level of strategic offensive for:es 

intelligence, improved AS~-1, and stratee;ic defensive forces, 

to limit damage to the United States by attack on military 

targets so lone.; as it is remunerativ·e in terms Qf lives sa·.red, 

based en c.:.·st e!'fectiveness. I ccnsider that the force 

levels depicted in Table 4, Appendix E will provide this 

c~pability a£a1nst the currently estL~ted threat. In 

addition, however, it is necessary that a vigorous l~search 

and development program be pursued, and more sophisticated 

syst~m:;; phased 1n as older 3ystems phase out, to retain the 

above capability against a more sophisticated enemy threat 

should one develop. 
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b. Page A-66, paragraph 8b, DEFENSIVE SYSTEMS 1 

Footnote l(: 2 

I consider that the level of strategic de~ensive forces, 3 

in combination with strategic offensive forces, an improved 4 

civil defense posture, improved intelligence, and improved 5 

A.SVI should provide for limiting damage to the United States 6 

to ensure survival as a Nation with sufficient strength to 7 

bring a nuclear war to a conclusion on terms favorable to the 8 

Unlted States and our Allies. The development of new inter- 9 

ceptors, surface-to-air missiles, anti-ballistic missiles and 10 

1mpro~ed warning and control systems are fully supported; ll 

however, recommendation regarding force levels for new systems 12 

are dependent on resolution of the optimum mix of manned 13 

interceptors and surface-to-air missile systems, and the 14 

estimated enemy bomber threat existing at the time. It is 15 

necessa~J that a vigorous research and development program 16 

be ?ursued, and more sophisticated systems phased in as older 17 

systems phase out, to retain the above capability against a 18 

more sophisticated enemy threat should one develop. I con- 19 

sider that the force levels depicted in'rable 5, Appendix E 20 

will provide the capability as outlined above. Specific 21 

commen~s on certain forces are provided below: 22 

(1) Development to retain the option to deploy the 23 

F-12 is supported; however, I consider that deployment 24 

of the F:-111 or an improved F-4 series aircraft.·could 25 

provide an adequate defense against the cur~ently 26 

estL~ted bomber threat at less cost. Should intelli- 27 

sence provide indications that the Soviets are develop- 28 

ing a supersonic bomber, then a recommendation to deploy 29 

the F-12 will be reconsidered. 30 
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(2) Force levels for Surveillance, Warning and Control 1 

Systems are supported, but significant reduction may be 2 

possible with the successful development and deployment 3 

of Over-the-Horizon (OTH) radars. 4 

( 3) Develop:nent to permit an option to deploy th.e 5 

A\-IAC is supported; however, recommendation for deploy- 6 

ment is contingent on review of the estimated bomber 7 

threat, deployment decision regarding the F-12 inter- 8 

ceptor# and review of the status and/or results achieved 9 

~ith the OTH radars. 10 
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