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Documents on Amerncan Plans for JAN 27 1387

Nuclear War with the Soviet Union, e = b
19541955 GECRSE 1.2 SKIZCT2N UNIY,
WASHIMSTON, DC. 20052

The question of how
the United States would employ us stockpile of nuclear weapons in the event
of war with the Soviet Union has been a subject surrounded by considerable
mystery. speculation, and controversy for more than three decades Despute
ndbits of information provided by Defense Department reports, testtmony
to Congress, and news leaks, the basic policy guidance, courses of action,
and prospective points of attack contaned 1n, respectively, the Nuclear
Weapons Employment Pohcy (NUWEP). Smghe Integrated Qperational Plan
(SIOP), and National Strategic Target List (NSTL) remain among the nation’s
most closely guarded secrets Earher war plans and target Lists from as far
back as the 1940s have been kept classified as well, in part because they
provide clues to current target selection critena, strategy. nuclear weapons’
effects, and inteiligence sources and methods

This continuing classification of past and present nuclear planmng en-
deavors makes evaluabion of recent developments n nuclear strategy diffi-
cult The ongoing controversy over the implications of President immy
Carter's July 1980 approval of Presidential Directive 59 provides a good
{llustraon According to official sources, PD-59 endorsed a “countervaling
strategy” toward the Soviet Union, designed to deter the Soviet leadershup
from starting a nuclear war by countenng what American strategic planners
believe to be the objectives of current Soviet nuclear doctnne To convince
the Soviets that no use of nuclear weapons, “on any scale of attack and at
any stage of conflict, could lead to victory,” the countervailing strategy
mandated increased flexibility in war planning, mcluding “the controlled use
of nuclear weapons” in hopes of restraming escalation, as well as increased

David Alan Rosenberg 15 an mdependent histonan and defense consultant wiho 1s completng @ ook
Toward Armageddon The Foundations of American Atomic Strategy 1945-1953, and 1s writmg
o biography of Admiral Arleigh Burke
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WSEG 1n 1950 and 1953 The first analyzed SAC's capability to penetrate
Soviet air defenses and attack assigned targets, the second examined the
expected results of attacks on fixed industnal targets in the Soviet bloc W The
1955 report 1s especially valuable because it not anly outlines the anticipated
effects of the atomic offensives, but provides hitherto unavailable information
on the number and nature of U § nuclear targets
The Moore memorandum and the WSEG 12 briefing conshitute a significant
shice of Amencan nuclear planming. The Fiscal Year 1954 SAC offensive
descnbed by Moore 1s fundamentally the same as the Fiscal Year 1956 offen-
sive analyzed by WSEG. The two were organized around the same set of
mulitary objectives and targeting pnonties and categones, despite changes in
US nuclear strength in the intervening year Dunng that period, SAC
achieved a significant increase i capabibity with the phasing out of propeller-
dniven B-29 and B-50 bombers and the assignment of the first giant eight-jet
B-52s to operational squadrons.** The U'S nuclear stockpile also expanded
dramatically Although the exact numbers of weapons remain classified, a
graph released by the Department of Energy suggests that the size of the
stockpile approximately doubled between July 1953 and July 1955 2
The documents presented here contain some interesting evidence relating
to stockpile size. Both descnibe planned offensives which could be mounted
immediately if necessary, based on then-currently available forces, weapons,
and delivery systems They thus provide a realistic guide to operational
capabilicies of that tme The SAC optimum stnke plan descnibed by Moore
called for 750 bombs, suggestiig a stockpile of approximately 1000 weapons
in 1953-1954 The WSEG 12 bnefing Is less precise with regard to bomb

numbers, but identfies a large number of targets, including 645 aifields apd
118 aties, which were suntable for multiple stnkes. Given SAC's require-

10 These were WSEG Report No 1, Evaluation of Effectiveness of Strategic Air Operations,
completed February 8, 1950, and WSEG Report No 10, Evalustion of the Effects of the Mid-1954
First Phase Atomic Offensive Against Fixed Industrial Targets in the Soviet Bloc The WSEG 1
paper Is declassified and may be found, along with Enclosures C-H, In JCS 1952/11, Februery
10, 1950, CCS 373 {10-23-48), Sec &, Bulky Package, Papers of the United States joint Chuefs of
Staff, Record Group 216, National Archives (hereafter ated as JCS Papers) WSEG 10 remains

classified but i refered to in correspondence in Secs 6, 7, and 8, of bid
11 Office of the Historisn, Headq Strategic Alr € d, Development of Strategic Arr
Command, 1946-1976 (Omaha, Neb Office of the Historlan, Headguarters, Strateglc Alr Com-

mand, 1976), pp 43-50 e

12 Graph, Combined Strategic Of and D Warheads, 1944-1972, app to

letter, John A Griffin, Division of Classification, US Energy Resesrch and Development
h Yeul are based on

Administration, to the suthor, October 15, 1975 These
of a 50 percent enlargement of the onginal graph
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l/:\l(ho{ugh these code names dated from early 1952, the three objectives had
een formally established by the JCS 1n August 1950 The DELTA muss;
destruction of the Soviet urban-industral base—had been the focus of t]n~
p:’anmng estimates and approved war plans since 1945 The mlardahs
E,[l:cn:euwas assigned to SAC, i the absence of any tactical nuclear ca (:j
o l“:',e ollowing the signing of the North Atlantic Treaty in 1949 Eshma':ea
o weapons needed to blunt initial Sowiet atomic capabihity had been
eveloped even pror to the Saviet atomic explosion of 1949 The bluny,
mission was formally assigned to SAC 1n 1950 Because of conSIderahonsl:)gf
time urgency, the JCS assigned highest pnonty to the blunting mission ang
second priority to retardation of Soviet advances into Western Eurasmn“an
. Moore noted 1n his memorandum that the SAC officers giving the briefin
¢ attended repeatedly pointed out that their plans were designed to 1my le%
ment mlitary objectives and priorities assigned to them by the joint Chlifs
Nevertheless the SAC planners exercised considerable discretion 1
preting that guidance According to Moore, SAC had prepared ]l: o
nuclear annex (SAC-NNEX) which went “well beyond" theptar el lfsto :m
signed by the JCS The SAC target list included 1700 Des;, nategd G o
ZeTrzs (EGZS), ncluding 409 arrfields 8 round
¢ SAC opumum plan also gave less att
Jomnt Chiefs may have intended '%'he great bulin;;olr;\;(;:lraer::rc?ia:g':ntshm o
intended for a combination of DELTA and BRAVO targets, with lhel;”:rrwnas
outnumbenng the latter In fact, General LeMay had never beheved lh::
SAC forces should be utiized for attacks on battlefield targets From 1949
on, the retardation targets 1dentified for attack by the strategic air off,
were apparently pnmanly fixed industnal sites such as pemf[eum reﬁ‘:\r;swe
in Eastern Europe which could be used 1o fuel Soviet motonzed fon::es
LeMay thus did not object when responsibility for retardation was pro :
sively transferred to the Amencan tactical nuclear forces assigned kf Nir';g
:)heg:nrlnndg In 1952, although SAC continued to claim a role mglmplemenlmg
nuec lrcea :l;v ::::nzb;:cnve through 1956, in order to maxumize its allocation of

19 Ibud, for a description of eacher atomic w;
ootud for ar phnn’l'ng, see David Alan Rosenberg, “Am,
;g??ll.epp &n:g; and the Hydrogen Bomb Deaision, Journal of Amencan History r\glol 66.(?:;:
mmer The Air Force and Strategic Deferrence, 55-56,
s -56, R
Doctnue, A Hrstory of Beskc Thinking m the Uspghr Force, o:;o:f;;:: :ﬂ:&:’ﬂ?&ﬁ"ﬁﬁ"
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The most significant aspect of the SAC optimum plan 1s the way in which
operational considerations blurred the distinctions between different types
of targets The optimum plan described by Moore was designed to maximize
the efficiency and effectiveness of the nuclear offensive, and to reduce US
Josses to a miumum The best way to achieve this, SAC planners believed,
was to stoke the entire target hist in a single massive blow, thus enabling all
the bombers to enter and leave Soviet air space as rapidly as possible The
plan called for an intensive, tightly coordinated operation which would,
Moore's words, leave the Soviet Union “a smoking, radiating ruin at the end
of two hours ** The rationale for this approach s described i an official Air
Force history, which deals with SAC plans of the late 1950s, but 15 equally
apphicable here
Such an all-out attack would provide the largest degree of protection to SAC
crews By a predominant use of large nuclear weapons, moreover, one crew
could be counted upon to destroy many individual targets with single weap-~
ons, thus achieving a “bonus effect” that was thought to be quite important
n view of the many targets requinng destruction and the limited size of the

Strategic Air Command 3!

Thus while 1t was possible to separate out BRAVO and DELTA objectives
n war plans and strategic analyses, these distinctions all but disappeared at
the operationai level If individual weapons were to be used aganst multiple
targets, and if the entire offensive was to be delivered within a matter of
hours, the ime pronty assigned by the JCS to blunting and retardation, as
well as the differentiation between classes of targets, became somewhat ir-
relevant The air offensive was essentially homogenized by what Moore
descnbed as SAC’s “bomb as you go™ system

It was the ]SCP nuclear annex, not SAC's operational plan, which was the
subject of the WSEG 12 analysis Under assignment from the JCS, WSEG
utilized a refined and restated version of the BRAVO, ROMEO, and DELTA
missions The goal of the atomic offensives, the JCS stated, was to support
ground, sea, and air operahons to achieve the following speafic objechves

Aergspace Studies Institute, 1971), pp 278, 390 By the end of 1954, there were over 300 nudlear-
upnh[:‘ucual air weapons systems In the U S’ Air Forces in Europe, more than enough to
deliver the 175 weap 1\ d to European defense In WSEG 12 These Included B-45 light
bombers, F-84 fighter-bombers, and 114 Matador missiles Staff Sergeant Martin E James,
Historical Highhghts, United Stales Air Forces in Europe 1945-1979 (Office of History. Us Ar
Foroes i Europe, November 1980), pp M

21 Futrell, id pp 551-552
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alomic weapons, no more specific gurdance was provided to war plannerg 2
The Eisenhower Administration was similarly vague about critena for when
and whether the nation’s atomuc arsenal would be employed The policy of
massive retahiation laid out 1n the October 1953 national security pohicy paper
NSC 162/2, and in Secretary of State John Foster Dulles’ famous speech of
January 1954, left open the question of what Soviet actions would bnng
about a nuclear response

The 1953 “New Look” at Amencan military strength was predicated on
the proposition that the US could substantally reduce the size of its con.
ventional military forces by placing pnmary reltance on nuclear weapons 1n
the event of war But this proposition was not exphcitly included in formal
slatements of national secunty policy for several years Following an exten-
stve debate within the JCS over the wisdom and necessity of planning for
conventional as well as nuclear strategies in general war, President Eisen-
hower ruled in February 1956 that in the event of a conflict where Soviet
forces attacked either the United States or U § forces, there was no doubt
that the United States would use atomic weapons % This was reflected 1n a
revision of the approved Basic National Secunty Policy (BNSP) for that year
which now stated,

that 1t 15 the policy of the United States to Integrate atomic weapons with
other weapons in the arsenal of the United States, that atomuc weapons will
be used 1n general war and n mulitary operations short of general war as
authonized by the President, and that such authonzation as may be given in
advance will be determined by the President 27

Significantly, the concept of “preventive” war was rejected in the new BNSP,
as 1t had been in all previous ones since 1954, but the question of preemption

25 Truman Administration policy actions on the possible use of nuclear weapons are best
summanzed 1n Memorandum, Everett Gleason to the President, October 23, 1952, with June
11, 1952, study appended, NSC-Atomic Weapons—Procedures for Use Folder, and Memoran
dum, James S Lay, Jr, to the President, September 10, 1952 (appraved by the President the
tame date) with paper “Agreed Concepts Regarding Atamic Weapons” appended, 1n NSC-
Atomuic Weapons-Agreed Concepls Folder, both in NSC Atomsc File, President's Secretary's
File, Harry S Truman Library

26 The JCS delib are ly doc d in the CJCS (381 Milita Strategy and
Posture) folders for 1955-1956 in the "Cﬁam‘mn's File” of Admiral Arthur W Radford, and in
ICS 2143/56, Apnl 12, 1956, and Decision on, Apnl 17, 1956, and subsequent papers in CC$ 381
(11-29-49) Sec 30, both JCS Papers Eisenhower's decision 1s noted in Lemmer, The Arr Furee
and Strategic Deterrence, pp 2627

27 This statement 15 cxarsed from the declassified version of NSC 560211, March 15, 1956, 1n
NSC Papers File, MMB, but it 15 contained, 1n this form, in JCS 2143156, ibid

—
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was not addressed 3 The distinction between the two concepts was well
understood by military planners, as reflected in the LeMay comment on
preventive war cited above Preventive war is waged in the belief that war
15 inevitable, although not imminent, and that delay would be a disadvan-
tage Preemption occurs in the expectation of an imminent enemy attack
Under Eisenhower as under Truman the decision as to whether a preemptive
first stnke was called for was left entirely to the President

President Eisenhower had never doubted that use of nuclear weapons
would be appropnate in the event of general war with th? Soviet Unton In
a June 1954 NSC meeting, he stated that the US could “under no arcum-
stances hold back punches because of some fechng that total wictory
might bring greater problems than if victory were obtained through hinited
war 2 He was certainly aware of the blunting objective assigned to the
atomic air offensive, as well as the operational considerations which made
it destrable to plan for a single massive stnke ** He was furthermore aware,
as stated in the strategic e¢stimate of the 1956 BNSD, that the time was
apparently approaching when the U 5 would have the ability to dehiver a
"decisive” nuclear stnke against the Soviet Union one which would require
only a matter of hours or days to complete, and which would essentially
elminate Soviet ability to stnke back, or reduce civil, political, and socal life
n the Soviet Union to “a condition of chaos 3! Nevertheless, Eisenhower
may never have considered preemption a senous policy option He noted in
his diary in January 1956 that there would be seemingly insurmountable
problems associated with launching a surpnise preemptive attack against the
Soviet Union, even if such an attack seemed necessary to prevent totally
unacceptable levels of damage to the United States Such an attack, he wrote,

2 ble
would be not only agatnst aur traditions, but it would appear to be impasst >
unless the Congress would meet 1n a highly secret session and vote a dec-
laration of war which would be implemented before the session waizlem-u-
nated It would appear impossible that any such thing would occur

28 NSC 5602/1, March 15, 1956, paragraph 17, NSC ;sm, l.FI‘mle:JIBWSS' paragraph 35, NSC
. ber 28, 1954, paragraph 35, all in NSC Papers file
szzwlllllch[:elgguotn, RN, ﬂltPMmsmlr': of Richard Nuer (N'Y  Grosset & Dunlap, 1978), pp 376-

e - rly, Vol
, Jr, “The Qrigins of Massive Retaliation,” Political Scrence Quarterly,

:2 (ssny;'r\i':\;| f%“’,ﬂ: ll‘; Wuh:m Brsngg Ewald, |r . Erenliower the Preaident, Crugial Days, 1951-

1963 (Englewood Cliffs, N | Petice Hall wn;lly, p 8

31 NSC 5602/1, March 15, 1956, NSC Papers File, P

3; Robert € Ferrell {editor) The Ewscrulwnrer Dianes (NY W W Norton, 1981), pp 311-312
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Memoranduon
Document One | Fmene

18 March 1954

From Op 36C!
To Op-362
Via Op-36B°

Suby Bricfing given to the representatives of all services at SAC Headquarters,
Offutt Air Force Base, Omaha, on 15 March, 1954
1 On 15 March SAC gave

A bricfing understood to be the same one given to the new JCS last July, to about 30
officers of all Services, including several from OPNAV 4 The briefing lasted from 0830
unhl about 1500 1t was given by MAJGEN A ) Old, the Director of SAC Operatlons
Genceral LeMay, COMSAC, conducted a question-and-answer period for about 30
minutes at the end

2 The boefing was done sn an excellent and skilful manner utiizing many charts,
diagrans, projector shdes, ete The rapidity with which it was given made 1t difficult
to take more than highlight notes The gist of these follows, using the same break-
down of major topics as was used by General Old

Background

The first strategic air mission was conducted in August 1942 when a group of B-17s
sortied from U K to attack targets in France

The first B-29 strategic air musston occurred on the same day Guam was invaded
and consisted of 50 B-20s attacking Japan from bases in India

Resume of World War 11
During 4% months of World War 1l 22,000 bombers were lost in strategic air attacks
against Germany (10,000 U S and 12,000 RAF) Similarly dunng a 14-month penod
485 B-29s were lost in strategac air attacks against Japan

The above data were intended to indicate the great difference between the scale of
strategic air warfare against Germany as compared with Japan in World War 11

Mssronr

General Old showed a chart hsting the BRAVO, ROMEQ, and DELTA objectives and
stated that the JCS had established these as having prionty in that order He stated
that although SAC has been “assigned” only a certain number of targets by the JCS
their planning has gone well beyond this number A curtent plan, indscated on a
‘hart as SAC-NNEX, covers up to 1700 DGZs which includes 409 air fields General

The two documents presented here are quoted in their entirety, with minor editonal changes
nade for the sake of ¢ ¢y Seq I number of paragraphs In Document Two has been
feleted

Captain Willam B Moore USN, Executive Assistant to the Director of Op-36, the Atomic
nergy Division, Office of the Chief of Naval Operations
* Rear Admunat George C Wnght USN, Director of Op-36
+ Captain Courtney Shands USN, Deputy Director of Op-36
I The official Navy acronym for Office of the Chief of Naval Opesations

18
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Old stated that SAC 15 not much conceened over current ar praspective 1CS allncal)?ns
of weapons “because we know we will get the weapons when the bell rings,” or
words to that effect He stressed, howcever, that their primary concern s * Where are
these weapons which they expect to be allocated?” That s, in what sites are lhe'y
located so that SAC can plan his pick-up schedules accordingly This aspect of SAC's
philosophy. indifference to JCS allocatians, was repeated later by General LeMay

Orgamiztion

J . f 3 “Air Forces' n
Charts flipped by quickly which showed that the SAC consists of 3
the Umlc‘; Slalc); l:s follows Second Air Furce based at Barksdale AFB, Louisiana,
Eighth Asr Force at Carawell AEB, Fort Worth, and Fifteenth Air Force at March AFB,
Riverdale, California SAC has 5 deputy Commanders overseas designated as follows

X-Ray—-Deputy Commander Far East

Victor—Deputy Commander Alaska

Yoke—Deputy Commander French Marocco

Zebra—Deputy Commander U K

Oboe—Deputy Commander Northeast
Yoke and Zebra are intended for the support of SACEUR (a NATO commander)

Other units overseas were shown, however | did not have time to take any notes
on these '

Resources

AIRCRAFT
SAC now consists of

—5 Heavy bomber wings (30 B-36s per wing)

13 Medium bomber wings (ali compased of 45 B-47s per wing, except one wing of
B-29s)

—4 Wings of heavy strategic reconnalssance B-36s

-2 Wings of medium strategic reconnaissance B-47s

—14 Wings of afrcraft refueling tanker planes (42 squadrons) *

5 Strategic fighter wings,

—and a couple of more types
As of 15 March SAC consisted of 2,131 combat planes of which 835 are bombers,

315 reconnaissance, 540 tankers, 325 fighters, 50 strategic supporl. 3?. alr-rescue lmi
& few others Of the total of 2,131 planes 2,095 were “combat capable” on 15 March

5 A naval officer in Op-30, the Strateglc Plans Division, commented on this figure with three
ints (") in penci) on the original document

?cllt:m"‘l'm"sop:: ’Cgm)rn':s Historian of S‘AC. noted that this data Is not borme out by fi ure'l

In SAC files in letters to David A Rosenberg, Apnl 2, and Junc 25, 1981 Acpording to ?T

opment of Sirategxc Arr Command 1946-1976, pp 18, 43, SAC contalned the followlng .IKB" tin

Decombesr 1953 1 A30 total, including 762 bambers (185 B-36%, 329 B 47s 133 B-50s, 110 B 293},
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remozved from their commands because of their poor leadership qualities revealed by
this unusual test

BASES

SAC now has 31 operational and staging bases for 2,005 awcraft in the US and
overseas In 1950 5AC had 18 such bases for 850 aircraft The ultimate plan 15 to have
one heavy bomber wing per operabona) base, or two medium wings 1 did not get
the breakdown between operational and staging bases  Later General LeMay re-
marked that he will be happier when he has a few more bases *

COMMUNICATIONS

SAC has an claborate teletype system by which direct commumication to many places
i possible By relay over netwarks of other agencies still more of his outpasts can be
reached The Communication Control Center 1s 1n the basement of the building in
which we were briefed In adduion SAC uses the RCA telephoto system by which
pictures can be flashed to Omaha verv quickly directly from U K, Japan, Guam, and
North Africa Secunty for this arcuit 1s under dexelopment 1t 1s presumed these are
intended primanly for intelligence purposes A sample of such a picture transmutted
in quite a shorl time was very clear

Capabilittes

RANGE

Considerable data on combat ranges were presented General Old remarked that the
Air Force will be delighted when jet tankers are available so that heavy bombers will
not have to slow and come down to lower altitudes to take a dnnk Ths, of course,
cuts dow n their overall range Jet tankers will be required to refuel B-52s due to their
high speed Their range will be tncreased 1,000 mules with one refuebng or 2,500
miles with 2 refuelings when the fueling 1s done at 30,000 feet Designs of jet tankers
are being developed '*

In-Mght refueling of all plane types 1s now a routine and easy operation, day or
might SAC now makes a wet hook-up every 5 minutes some place in the world Wet
hook-ups are 99 percent sucessful Refueling 15 usually done at 18-20,000 feet at 600
gallons per minute

MOBILITY

General Old stressed that the performance of the B-47 is not limited by the plane
itself but by the crew’s endurance Vanous studies are going on to determine just how
much the crews can stand and also how their profictency n bombing, navigation,
etc falls off after prolonged operation Similar studies are conducted for the crews
of other SAC types Examples of a few long-range mass flights of SAC planes were
ated including the famous round-the-world flight by the B-50 “Lucky Lady,” which

9 According to sbid , p 38, there were 29 active continental U S bases and 10 aclive overseas
bases (in North Africa, Puerto Rico, and England) fable to SAC in D ber 1953

10 The first KC+135 jet tanker (a converted Boeing 707) was delivered to SAC in June 1957
fd , 60

O Arrarding ta did 1 AR thare ware 20 active cantinental 11 8 hases and 10 acllve averseas

e . s ——
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passed over Washington at the height of the B-36 controversy Later General LeMay
remarked that SAC can go anywhere in the world and it any target designated by
the JCS "

NAVIGATION

SAC bombers use the “K” system which appatently {s quite wonderful and rehable

General Old did not elaborate on just what this system is and 1 hope to find out
more about it Apparently it is tied in with the bombing equipment itself and actually
releases the bomb at the proper moment without the touch of human hands General
Old stated that SAC can ""bomb within 2 percent of the distance run blind (! presume
this means by dead reckoning) by the “Sharkey’ system ” A question was asked as
to how the ﬁi;hlers navigate when they are not accompanying larger plancs He said
they use a very rapid system of celestial navigation for which pre-computed data 18
provided for each flight

BING ACCURACY
BGoe’:’\lr:ml Old stated that if the target can be seen their bpmblng errors will be 800-100
feet lass than if radar bombing has to be used The current CEPs {Circular Error
Probable, the radius within which 50 percent of all bombs dropped will fallj for all
bomber crews using simulated radar bombing from 25,000 feet vs industnal targets
s about 1,400 feet For visual bombing this drops to 600 feet Tests were run on their
Lead and Select crews only to see how much better they were than the average The
measurements of 202 semulated drops from 25,000 ft gave an average CEP of 1,390
feet for radar bombing and 352 feet for visual it1s plmsume:‘l l’hadl these tests were
using the RBS ground equipment previously mentione!

co;:lé:":grndargpredldlongtechnlq:qe" Elas described at some length This consists of
making “plates” using old mtelligence data on Russian targets These plates consist
of square pieces of clear lucite about one-quarter inch thick on which have beer;
etched, or built up with a metallic substance, outlines and solid block-1n ar:as od
topagraphical features by technicians In such a manner that when this plau; isv ewbee
1n a special traming device it shows up exactly as would the radar scope of 2 blom Ir
flying over the actual target This technique has been developed to a fine art, argei {\
by using old data on U.S citles to prepare such plates and then checking them wit
pictures of the radar scope of the actual aities today In other words, lakes, nvc“é
atc never change, Indusinal areas do not move but normally |us.l’ change size an
shape sightly SAC has prepared such plates for 90 percent of the ass'i'gned Russian
targets * It was {llustrated how these plates can be used to establish oﬂse.l aiming
points ** In this system some prominent point on the plate such a3 a bend in a rivm{
or other easily identifiable point within 10 miles of the DGZ, 13 selected as the actua

A “"Lucky Lady [1,” the first non-stop, alt-refueled, aerial dreumna-
1} l‘ll?;'l ‘l‘ls:ll:edl:; t'sr?smd :eh);nn {:cbru-ry 26 and March 2, 1949 The 23,452 mile fight
logk 94 hours James N Eastman, Jr, “Flight of the Lucky Lady 11,” Acrospace H:‘{Iﬂmn. 16,
(Winter 1969). 9-11, 33-35 LeMay's comment thstl the United Stiates now could “deliver an
atom bomb to #ny spot on earth where it may be required™ was reported in Thte Neto York Ttmes,
March 3, 1949, p i ,

ams o o - »Flight of the Lucky Lady U1, ACMOS[WIT riiswrien, v
took 94 hours James N Esstman, Jr, "Fllght of the Lok LaCy e rodld ~detiver an
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Survrveal

Thus part of the briefing was an effort to answer the question, “"How well could SAC
survive a Pearl Harbor type of attack?”” SAC presumes that Russia has the BRAVO
{blunting) objective as top priority just as we have Famihar charts were shown to
indicate the depth into the United States that Saviet planes could penetrate on one-
wav missions from different starting points  Some of these overlap the entire United
States

in making attacks on the U S SAC estimates that USSR would have to plan on the
following operational factors

a) 10-30 percent aborts
b) 0-30 percent losses from U 5 defenses
<) §-20 pereent gross errors
d) 5-15 percent duds
¢) 1000-10,000 feet CEPs
f)y 30-100 KT bomb yiclds
= ed to the AVO ob; ¢
h) 0-36 hours alert time tn the U S

General Old then displayed a whole family of charted data to show the estimated
effects on SAC of vanous combinations of the above items Assuming conditions
among the items above nrost favorable, least favorable, and averagely favorable to the
Russians the following estimates were given [see Figure 1]

|Figure 1] Amount of Alert Time In U S

0 hrs 2 hres 8 hrs 36 hrs
{p ge of SAC D yed)
Most favorable 930% 3I5% 15% 5%
Least favorable 89% 24% 12% 03%
Averagely favorable 69% 23% 10% 14%

All of tus points up that the amount of alert ime 1s the most unportant faclor as far as
SAC 15 concerned It is behieved that these survival data are based on Rand studies

General LeMay has pulled several surprise exercises at vanous off-times, such as
late Saturday afterncon, in which the idea was to see how quickly all SAC planes can
get in the alr and go to certain orbit points or to other fields Some of these dnlls
were done under one of two assumptions, either the planes should take off fully
manned and equipped and ready to go on a stnke mission, or simply take off with
skeleton crews as soon as possible to get away from the threatened home fields

This concluded the briefing by General Old

Question and Answer Pertod Conducted by General LeMay

Samaaf theoteresting auestions asked [of) General LeMay included
— Thie_rnnclided the hriefine hv General OJd

T U )
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Q What penod of ime do you consder we should plan for to fight a “short war'"?
Captain

(A;kei:z:‘ g(a]vzaysp SAC) has been compiling continuous data on crhi'c'al parts
required to keep the planes operational These parts are kept 1n “fiying kits,” one for
each plane which are taken with the plane when it departs for a mission 1 consider
{hese cnitical pants so important that | have never allowed them to be taken out of
flymg kuts for local use Necessary parts have to be gotten from somewhere clse other
than the flying kits or else the planc stays on the ground until the part is obtained
(Note It is understood that General LeMay has in the past indicated a 60-day perrad,
later dropped to 45 days, and still later to 30 days This question was apparently an
effort to see if he had reached any Jawer estimate by now 1t scemed apparent from
General LeMay’s answer that he s firmly convinced that 30 days 18 long enough to
conclude World War 1)

Q 1s SAC prepared to conduct strategic alr warfare in case the use of atamie
weapons 18 outlawed? (Asked by a Navy Captain)

A You "satlor boys” are always asking this foohsh question {or words to that
effect) 1t is inconcervable to me that this situation will ever arise

Q How do SAC's plans fit in with the stated national policy that the US will
never strike the first blow?

A, 1 have heard this thought stated many limes and it sounds very fine. However,
it is not in keeping with United States history Just look back and note who started
the Revolutionary War, the War of 1812, the Indian Wars, and the Spanish-American
Wwar 1 want to make 1t clear that | am not advocating a preventive war, however, |
behave that if the U S. is pushed in the corner far enough we would not hesitate to
strike first (or words to this effect)

Q Could you say a few words as to your thoughts on how to fight a war in Inda-
China?

A 1 could talk for 2 or 3 wecks on this In fact, | wouldn't fight a war in Indo-
China because this is a squabble that could be scttled by political action This may
nec offering independence to those people ultimately.

Q What would you advocate In case hostilities are renewed In Korea?

A There are no suitable strategic air targets tn Korea However, | would drop 2
few bombs In proper places in China, Manchuna and Southeastern Russia In those
“poker games,” such as Korea and indo-China, we (UN, | presume) have never
ralsed the ante—we have always just called the bet. We ought to try raising sometime

Q We have heard a lot of optimistic statements today about SAC's capabllities Do
you have any reservations about these capabilities? (Asked by a Navy Captain )
A. No, 1 would like to have a few more bases, however

Additional Interesting Statements Made by General LeMay .

- d by the
SA tssion 18 to conduct strategic air warfare against the targets assigned by
]C‘.‘vc"s In;\ope that someday all the atomic weapon targets in the Sowiet complex will

4tk b tetacaatina Clatassannte Made bu General LeMav
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DECLASSIFICATION OF CERTAIN CHARACTERISTICS OF THE
UNITED STATES NUCLEAR WEAPON STOCKPILE

The Department of Energy and the Department of Defense have jointly
decl:ss{fied certain characteristics of the Nation's nuclear weapon
stockpile.

' SPECIFICALLY:

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

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

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

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

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

ACKGROUND :

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

(More)

U.S. Department of Energy
Office of Public Affairs
Contact: Sam Grizzle
(202) 586-5806
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[ YEar [ TOTAL | MEGATONNAGE |
2

0.04
1946 9 0.18 7 0
1947 13 0.26 4 0 |
{ 1948 50 1.25 43 6 |
1949 170 | 4.19 123 3 I
1950 299 | 9.53 264 135
1951 438 | 35.2% 284 145 i
1952 841 | 49.95 644 241 |
1953 1169 [ 72.80 345 17 1
1954 1703 | 339.01 535 1 ]
I 1955 2422 | 2879.99 806 87
{ 1956 3692 | 9188.65 1379 109
{ 1957 5543 | 17545.86 2232 381
1958 7345 | 17303.54 2619 817
1959 12298 | 19054.62 7088 2135
1960 18638 | 20491.17 7178 838
1961 22229 | 10947.71 5162 1571 1
1962 12825.02 4529 766
1963 15977.17 3185 830
1964 16943.97 3493 2534
1965 15152.50 3519 1936
1966 14037.46 2429 2357
1967 12786.17 1693 1649
1968 11837.65 536 2194
1969 11714. 44 684 3045
1970 9695.20 219 1936
1971 8584 .40 1073 1347
1972 8531.51 1546 1541
1973 8452.00 1171 544
1974 8325.22 959 807
1975 7368.38 748 2240
[ 1976 5935, 51 427 2181
| 1977 5845.00 221 998
§ 1978 5721.16 50 1148
1979 5696 . 34 170 730
1980 5618.86 0 904 732
1981 5382.91 30 1887 1577
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ctsualties — reaerishly similar ir botl cowmtries; trensportatlon and
rlitery forces - oqurlly knocked out or ir=cbilized, Today we have

the copability of inflicting more demmge An ome mission than wes doue
eocdnet Germery cnd Jopon durins the ‘entire course of the wer. 50 mucl
for ihc brelmrourd on eglratesic eir worliore,

l'est, e nipsion, The Stratesic Air Comendtc miscion end
torpels tre desimusted Ly the Joint Cifelt of Sialf, Deisfly stetcl,
tie nission ic {0 camduet e plriieglic eir olfcualve uliliriny atade
wospons, T.e miszon exbruces Uaee prineipel {ogks: the Wwiting or
Brovo tock, wilel is to dectroy the Soviet atomic farce an the ground;
the retardaiior t2s:, to prevent the m.ozing end leunctdng of Sovlet
rilitar- forces; the dostrucidon tici, to smretemuiically destroy the
Soviet war-susteinin rescurces. The Joint Giefs of Stalf have
eszipted the Wuntins tack the kijhest priordty. I xipght add this is
our most &ifficalt tosk. Retardation terpeic have noi been dealpgnatel

o3 yet, T:uesc tirgzeis cre belnr noaincied for destructias by other

JC5 camaders, T.c Bilk of dhc targeis erc in the dc"..mction catecory.

Aok Blunting hes the first prlorliy ix pelint of time, we ere

Eroepcres and eopalle to eaxyy oul cpercillons sgninst el1 three eziczorle

ol 4z els almlicreousl;,
Tuis ds S.0'5 toosicn. as provicull, delinel, Fowever, I fecd
0.7 Tl nissic. pocs far Lo mid Wik 2eve delineatlon of tlis wortlac

tonle e Wdnl ve mast rescin sefllaclenldr surong Lo canvince angt enes

3% w1 poy e to 1ic zédvanie e to starl e universtl v, A tilngs
Bvnl oW, Wot. OWr prescut con il . I bl toore is certnirl, &

BLll oW, Wol. Owr prescuy el oiiilt I otlll toore ds certnlr
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guestion an tc vhether there is any profit in ampbody sterting a wor,

Next, e quick look at the presant crganizetion of the camand,
Eexdqucrtors is located at Qazhr, We bave two oversccs air divisioas and
three canbat air forces. The 5th Adr Divisian is in French Morocco; tie
7t: Alr Division in Ingland, The 23 Air Farce L;r: headjunrterc at
Swreveport, coomonds tom bages penernlly in the soutt.ezotern part of e
Tnited Siztes and Puerto Rico, The 8th Alr Force, with hcadquarters et
Torth Worth, camiands ten bagses peonerally eltveted in the ceatrel part
of the United States. Tho 15tL Adr Force, wits Loadguericrs at Uverside,
Colifaris, carionds eleven bases, geaerclly in tle western purt of the
United States.

Each sir farce has & caposite array ol sircraft, malins it
more or less tacticelly self-pufficient. For exzrple, the 15tk Alr
Force has heavy baobers at Spokare, mediun boasbers at March and
recannelssance at Travis Air Force Baoc. Eech pediwm bat wing hes its
own taniiers as part of the wing.

In caanection with the retardation task in support of the
thezter camandors, it i necessary to meintain overseas cazmand
elecents to facilitate and expedite lateral coordiration witl. the thecter
camacders, The oversces cocmand arrancscoents are alow: oa the next
ckart. Suown here is tue coxannder of the Stratesle Air Camond opercting
wnder Joint Chiefls of Staff cantrol with the three combat 2ir farces.

I have desigmatel five deputy cammnders ol the Stratezic Adir Cozaend
and love naned ther Ovoe, Vietor, Z-ac;, Yole zul lebrz, to operate in
t.c arczs indicated on tnc cuarte The offlces of tlecc depuly coomaaders
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the enemy may take against them, our forces are not a genuine deterrent.
By "Minning" is meant achieving a condition wherein the enemy cannot
impose his will on us, but we can impose our will on him.

r‘—*J The Joint Chiefs of Staff have directed SAC to destroy, as a matter
of first priority, "the Soviet capabllity to launch weapons of mass
destruction against areas or forces vital to the United States and allied
war effort." In my view, our deterrent strength resides primarily in our
recognized capability to win the Alr Power Battle. Unless and until the

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

major surface forces. This requires, of course, a successful strategic

air offensive. No presently known defensive weapon systems can prevent

the success of a properly planned and executed air offensive. Thls is

Lat to say that air defense systems are worthless; but at the present
|
state of the art, the most important contribution of air defense systems

is provision of warning to enable the air offense forces to get underway

/before they are destroyed at base.
\____ Within the total Soviet target system delineated by the JCS to 1ts
/éommanders. SAC has identified a list of targets which we call the
/ "Air Power Battle Target System."™ This system includes the Soviet
| long range air armies (their SAC in being), their bases, thelr supporting
POL and materiel resources, governmental and military contr¢l centers with
their allied communication networks, and nuclear weapon stockpile and
t production facilities. Destruction of this Air Power Battle Target System
\ is currently based on 1539 desired ground zeroes, of which 954 require
iimmediata attack in order to minimize the enemy's capablility for initial
strike. I anticipate a substantial increase in the number of DGZ's during
the next five years, inasmuch as our national aintelligence estimates
indicate that the Soviets are pointing toward a peak in their air offense
and defense capability in 1962.

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

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

- {;Mr I T
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to the effects of the weapons under his control. As you can well

realize, the targets mentioned above lie in the category of targets
requiring high over-pressures for reasonable probabilities of destruction.
This means that weapons must be delivered with elther very high accuracy

or very high yield, or both.

III.
ATTRIBUTES OF_ AIR OFFENSE WEAPON SYSTEMS

Keeping in mind the job to be done as detailed in the Air Power Battle
Target System just discussed, what are the characteristics of alr offense
weapon systems which would afford the operational commander the highest
assurance of being 3b1e to do his job? They are:

A. Adequate range

Bs. Penetratlon capabllity

C. Accuracy/yleld relationships

D. Speed of reaction

E. Reliability

F. Confidence
I will discuss each of these in turn.

Adequate ranage. In view of the possiblity that overseas bases could
eventually become untenable through either military or political action,
the ideal air offense weapon system should have range adequate to strike
all targets from its secure day~to-day location in the continental United
States,

Pepetration capability. This is the abllity of the air offense
vehicle to cope with the enemy's air defense system. It 1s the product of
such attributes as speed, high or extremely low altitude performance,
all-weather operation, electronic countermeasures, and compatibility with
other penetration aids,

Accurac e}d. As I mentloned earlier, the probability of achieving
the desired level of target destruction depends not only on the probability

of the veapon reaching detonation polnt, but also on the accuracy with which

s DECLASSIID
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY

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

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

2. I submit the following observations
based on my hearing this briefing and asking a
few gquestions last week 1n the Pentagon.

2. The claim that SAC plans to
over-destroy targets seems to be borne out.
For example, I understand that the assumptlons
used in this study 1n regard to target Moscow
called for weapons having a total explosive
yleld of 100 megatons, of which some 66 mega-
tons ere assumed to have actually reached the
target. For comparison, 100 megatons 1s the
explosive equivalent of 5,000 Hiroshima-type
bombs. I was advlised that the study assumed
that Moscow would be hit by IRBMs, fleet
ballistic missiles, air-to-surface misslles,
and ICBMs before belng hit by SAC alrplane
dellvered bombs. You may wish to address some
gqueations to thils point.

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

3. You will note the heavy fatalities from
fall out. This will not be 1imited to the Soviet
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AUTHORIZATION FOR THE OF RUCLEAR WEAPONS

-

4~ /gf

-cCl%ﬂaaq
1. It is the policy of the United Statea to inte~
grate nuclear weapons with other weapons in the nraanu; &tf«’
of the United States, XNuolear weapons will be used in §
general war, and in military operations short of general
war, as guthorized by the Fresident. Such authorization
as may be given in advance will be determined by the
President. )

2. Pursgant therato, and in aorder to provide for
izmediate defensive readiness of US forces against
hostile agsault of euch character that time or damage
fectors precludenormal Presidencial consideration and
declsion to expend nuclear weapons, I hereby authorige
the armed forcep of the United States, In conformity
with implemonting instructions eatablished under parn-
graph 3 hereo!, to expend nuclear weapons inthe follow-
ing cases!

a. For the defense of the United 3tates, its Terrl-
torles and posseasionsit

{1) In ths United States, its Territories and
possesslione and in eoastal ailr defensa identifica-~

tion zonee, agalnat attack by air;

JOP.SEGRET

(2) In -
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terrltory, to existing or luture agreemsents or

understandings with the countriaes concerned,

3. To give effect to the foregoing authorizations,
implemsnting instructions relative to the defonsive and
retaliatory uses speaified herein will be worked cut by
the Department of Def'ense, subject to the coneurrence of
the Department of 3tate in such instructicons as apply to
operations outside the sovereign boundaries of the
United States, its Yerritories and possessicne, and will
be submitted to the President,

4, The following definitions, operational limita-
tions and precedures for ilmplementation apply to the
authorizatione contained in paragraph 2 above: -

a, Definitions:
(1) "U.8. forces" refers to thase major

organized units of U.5, wilitary forces comprislng
the essential operational militery strength of the
United States, including the numbered {isld armies,
fleetn, and alr forces.

(2} "Atrack™ refers to & major hoatile ascauit
or attack ¢f such magnitude and agalnst such arcas
and forces as to censtitute an immediate and vital
military threat to the saecurlty of the United States
or to the rajor U.S, militzry forces,

h., Operational

TOF SECRET
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April 24, 1958 {
o ‘e
TO: The Secretary
THROUGH 8/8
FROM: G - Mr. Murphy

It is not my understanding that you subscribe to the
"strategic copocept” mentioned by Mr. Smith in his attached
memorandum of April 23, 1958, as including the doctrine that
any significant overt engagepent between the United States
and Soviet forces will bring about all-out nuclear war. This
question would seem to be basic in the attached instructions,
but wvhether the instructions ars for the use of miclear wespons
In starting an all-out muclear war or merely for limited-type
wvarfare, leakage to the press of the nature of the proposed
instructions would make for a major commotion. Certainly, in
the European area the understanding that the President retains
control of the use of ruclear weapons is of great political
advantage to us. It provides an excellent argument against
SBoviet charges concerning the dangers to pcpulatons of
reckless decision at the military level.

I agree with Mr. Smith that it would be desirable to

postpone a grant of advance authorization awaiting a more
favorable perilod.

Attachment:
S/AE file re: Instructions
with Tabs A through E, 4/22/58;
Memo from §/P to the Secreta.ry
4/23/58 regarding same.
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MiMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY

SubjJect: Instructions for the Lxpendlture
of Nuclear Weapons in Accordance
with Presidentlal Advance
Authorization dated May 22, 1957

1. In considering these lnstructlions, one
should keep 1n mind the "strategic concept’
which inecludes the doctrine that any significant
overt engagement between the U5 and Soviet forces
will bring about all-out nuclear war.

The attacks referred to in the "instructions’
-are defined in paragraph 3 in such a2 way as
apparently to fit well within the "strateglc concept' .
On their face, therefore, these insiructions are for
the use of nuolear weapons to start an all-out
nuclear war,

If this analysis 18 valid, I am concerned
about the example given on page 12, paragraph 3a,
where 1t is peointed out that a situatlon warranting
emergency use of nuclear weapons might be as
1imited as an attempted penetration by a single sub-
marine into a harbor of a US poseessalon.

2. In view of demonstrated lack of abllity
in the US Government to keep secrets {rom the press,
one should assume a high degree of likelihood that
the fact of Presidential advance authorizatlion for
the use of nuclear weapons will become known to the
publlc. Such a leak ir the present clrcumstancee,
when the Soviets are trying to Elve the lmpresslon
tnat the US milltary 1s engaged in provocative acts,
would be very unfortunate. It may be desirable to
postpone any grant of advance authorlzation for a
few months.

Gerard C. Smith
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