ENCLOSURE

THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF
YIASHINGTON, D.C.  2930F

JCSM~193-77
9 May 1977

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

Subject: Nuélear Weapons Employment Doctrine (U)

1, (@9 The Joint Chiefs of Staff are pleased to provide
their views on the subjects raised in the memorandum by the
Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs,
31 March 1977, A more detailed discussion of each issue is
contained in the Appendix. The questions in the aforsmen-
tioned memorandum are repeated below for clarity.

a. "A succinct statement of our present nuclear war doc-
trine. In so doing, you should comment on the advisa-
bility of retaining or cancelling NSDM 242 and limited

nuclear options."

The fundamental objective of current US doctrine for the
employment of nuclear wsapons is deterrence of conven-
tional or nuclear attacks and attempts at coercion by
nuclear powers against the United States and its allies,
IT deterrence fails, the objective seeks to limit damage
to the United States and its allies through control of
escalation by employing first conventional and then, if
necassary, limited nuclear options (LNOs) designed to
limit the conflict and reestablish deterrence. If esca-
lation cannot be controlled, the objective seeks to maxi-
mize US power relative to an enemy in the postwar era

This doctrine is responsive to the realities of curreant
technology and the relative military power balance between
the United States and the Soviet Union. Its adoption has
placaed greater amphasis on planning for limited options,
thereby improving the capability for deterrence across

the entire gpectrum of conflict and providing the NCA with
a realistic, flexible response capability. It also com-
plements and supports NATO's strategy of flexible response.
Por these reasons, NSDM 242 and LNOs should he retained.
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b. "A brief statement of the procedures for actually con-
ducting a nuclear war, limited or total, beyond the ini-
tial phase. This should include an indication of the

command procedures for the conduct o

The key element in US nuclear war procedures is the direct
involvement of the NCA in not only the initial stages but
the exscution of a nuclear war. The effectiveness of this

participation is almost totally dependent on the surviva-
canters aliable communications.

. “A short statement of the basic objectives to be
achiaved through our various LNO options and some indi-
cation of the assumptions, both political and military,
regarding the specific LNOs." '

LNOs have been developad to gupport generalised military

campaigns within a theater of operations, complementing
rather than substituting for conventional forces. Real

and declared capability to employ LNOs has enhanced
deterrence, especially in the face of Soviet force improve-
ment. These options support the principal means to limit
damage; 1.e., through control of escalation. Their exist-
ence provides implicit recognition that the purpose of

T
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military power is naot only to deter but also to prosecute
military conflict. Poulitical and military assumptions
regarding specific LNOs are contained in the Annex. A
non-8IOP nuclear options briefing, which you heard on

11 April 1977, ims available for presentation to the
Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs.

1,«4#8% The current doctrine for the employment of nuclear
weapons, as embodied in NSDN 242, should be retained. Actions
should continue to refine its implementation and support its
execution, including the development of a capability for com-
parative postwar recovexy analysis; improvement of CINC ad hoc
planning capabilities; additional intelligence support; and
an snhancement of coxmind and control survivability, relia-
bility, and flexibility. To enhance implementation of nu~
clear weapons exployment doctrine, the Joint Chiefs of staff
have instituted an annual review process, the initial results
of which were forwarded to you by JCEM-81-77, 15 March 1877,
"Nuclear Weapons Employment Guidance (U).”

Por the Joint Chiefs of Staff:
Signed

GEORGE ‘8, BROWN
Chairman
Joint Chiefs of Staff

Attachnent
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APPENDIX 1

NUCLEAR WEAPONS EMPLCYMENT DOCTRINE (U) 2

1. (U) Submitted below for vour consideration are the views of the 3
Joint Chiefs of Staff on several aspects of current US nuclear 4
employment policy. 3
2. wfidboe Evolution of US Nuclear Policy 3
a.. For the most part, the United States has in the past 7
emphasized the concept of massive retaliation against 8
cities, commonly referred to as assured destruction. The g
basic simplicity of such a concept provided many advantages 10
from a force sizing viewpoint by providing measurable levels 1

of attack effectiveness ih terms of damage to population and 12
industry which could then be translated to force requirements. i3

In the late 1960's, US policymakers considered that 11
deterrence could be assured by threatening to destroy in 13
retaliation about a third of the population and 70 percent 1§

of the war-supporting economic base {containing less than 17
one-third ot'the value of the output of the industrigl 18
sectors in the USSR, but sometimes erroneously referred LZ

to as 70 percent of its industrial capacity). Fbrces to 20

. carry out the assured destruction policy were well hedged a
to cover a worst-case condition. This approach made 22
weapons available for targeting a comprehensive military 2
target system. Ll

b. The concept of major damage limitation through counterforce =
attacks, which was promoted during the era of US superi- ol
ority, eventually became too costly as Soviet capability a
improved and became infeasible with the advent of the 28
sea-launched ballistic missile (SLBM), silo hardening, 2

30

l

and ratification of the antiballistic missile (ABM) Treaty.
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c. With expanded Soviet capabilities, many (including NATO 1
Allies) questioned the wisdom and credibility of solely 2
relying on assured destruction to provide deterrence. The 3
lack of credibility of the massive retaliation doctrine 4
to provide deterrence led to NATO's flexible response 3
strategy, MC 14/3. 13
d. The need for a policy which would provide the United 7
States with greater flexibility was recognized at the national 8
level through several successive administrations and was S
highlighted in several Preéidential Foreign Policy Reports lQ
to Congress, Generally, it was believed that a simple ll
"agsured destruction" doctrine did not meet the apparent | 12
requirements for a.flexible range of strategic options. 13
National leaders believed that no President should be 14
left with only one course of strategic action, particularly 15
one that included ordérinq the mass destruction of enemy 16
civilians and facilitieg. Given the range of possible 17
political/military situations which could conceivably 18
- confront the United States, strategic policy could not be 13
based solely on a -capability of inflicting urban and 20
industrial damage and casualties presumed to be beyond the 21
' level an adversary would accept. Rather, the United States 2
should be able to respond at levels appropriate to the 23
situation. 2
e. Several years of wtudy by the Office of the Secretary L]
of Defense, interagency groups, and the Joint Chiefs of 28
Staff culminated in the following conclusions: 27
(1) Massive retaliation against cities in response to 28
less than an all-out attack on US cities is not a 2

30

credible policy.

Appendix




PP RR L i

TSGR apasen

t2) there is a necd ror o series of measured responses
to aggression which bear a relationship to the level of
provocation and have some prospects of terminating
hostilities on acceptable terms and reestablishing
deterrence. This continuum of military options is
required to provide deterrence. A gap in capabilities
cannot be presented to an enemy. Rather, the United States
should be capable of preventing potential enemies from
pPerceiving success at any level of conflict.

(3) The assured destruction concept does not provide a
capability to continue warfare after deterrence fails, to
terminate a conflict short of a massive nuclear exchange,
nor to restore deterrence. Consequently, it drives force
mix and capabilities.away from realistic requirements

and does not provide rationale for a response to enemy

force buildup.

(4) Major damage limitation through counterforce attacks
became infeasible with the advent of current capabilities,
suggesting that some means should be adopted to limit

damage through control of escalation if deterrence failea.
The success of'controlling escalation depends heavily on

the enemy's objectives; the price he is willing to pay to
;each his objective; and his perception of US objectives,
capabilities, and responses. There is no hard evidence to
support or deny the assumption that Soviet doctrine includes
or would adapt to limited or selective use of nuclear
weapons. Despite uncertainties, however, efforts to
conitrol escalation provide the most promising means of
limiting damage to the United States and its allies.
(5) Deterrence established by assured retaliation must

be complemented by limited options in order to provide

deterrence against latermediate levels of aggression.
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(6) Targetiﬁg population, per se, is not an economical
application of weapong, due to the demography of the
USSR and the potential impact of Soviet population
protection measures which are not yet fully understood.
{(7) During the tiﬁe that targeting of the war-supporting
economic base was considered adequate for the assured
destruction objective, it was not realized that it only
encompassed about 25 percent of the Soviet industrial
sectors and that attacking ghis base would not cripple

~ the Soviet economy.

f. These same study efforts recommended a change in nuclear

weapon employment doctrine that would increase flexibility

in the Single Integrated Operational Plan (SIOP) by

- IH Iw tH lw ln
Rl Lot Lo L L R L T R Y Y P [V 1)

providing for a broad range of strategic options and a

I

Strategic Reserve Force and introducing the codcept of escalation

control. Emphasis was shifted from destruction of the 16
enemy'é war-supporting urban-industrial base and population 17
to his postwar recovery capability and, as éracticable. 18
national leadership and military capabilities. Deterrence 19

was to be enhanced by development of limited and regional 20 ‘
options which support the concept of escalation control; 2
) i.e., attaining the objective of early war termination on 22
terms acceptable to the United States and its allies, at 23
the lowest level of conflict feasible. Enemy realization e
of the enormous destructive power available to be used 2}
after a limited exchange should serve to convince political 26
leaders to stop and negotiate. These concepts were a7
promulgated as Presidential guidance in NSDM 242, The 28
implementing guidance was further developed and promulgated B
by the Department of Defense, as Nuclear Weapons Employment 2
31

l

Policy (NUWEP), on 4 April 1974.
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3. %98 Current Guidance. Fresent US Nuclear Weapon Employ- 1
ment Doctrine can be stated as follows: 2
a. The fundamental objective of the current US doctrine 3
of "Flexible Nuclear Response* is deterrence of conven- 4
tional and nuclear attacks and of attempts at coercion by 5
nuclear powers against the US and its allies. This 6
condition is established by an assured and evident US 7
nuclear retaliatory capability effective across a wide 8
spectrum of possible conflict situations and by declara- ]
tory policy. Should conflict occecur, the strategy seeks 10
to limit damage to the United States and its allies 1l
through the control of escalation. This i{s to be ac- 12
complished by providing a wide r&nge of employment 13
options to the Natiopal Command Authorities (NCA) for 14
response to varying levels of provocation. These op- 15
tions, developed to enhance deterrence, are to be 16
employed, in conjunction with other supporting measures, 17
to limit conflict to the lowest level feasible and 18
coerce an enemy into negotiating a termination of the 19
war on terms acceptable to the United States and its 20
allies. This is to be done while holding vital enemy 21
targets hostage and threatening their destruction. To 22
the extent that escalation cannotbe controlled, the 23
strategy seeks to maximize US power relative to an 24
enemy by destroying those resources critical to the 25
enemy's postwar recovery, limiting damage to the 26
United States to the degree practical, and by maintain- 21
ing a strategic force in reserve for protection and 28
29

|

coercion during and after a major nuclear exchange.
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b. This policy Fecoynizes that extension of a counter- 1
value retaliation nuclear umbrella to contain Soviet 2
expansionisw iy no lengev feasible in the curvent 3
power balance'era,and it provides options which are 4
highly credible deterrents because they are clearly 5
in the best interests of the United States to carry (3
out should deterrence fail. 7
€. Present policy concepts emphasize preplanning to: 8
enhance force efficiency and effectiveness, provide 9
for rapid execution, and provide a solid basis for 10
estimatingbconsequences of execution. The full range 1l
of politico/military conditions cannot ba anticipated. 12
Past experience has shown that national decisionmakers 13
desire a full range of dptions to consider in determining 14
 appropriate solutions to a crisis. It is therefore 15
prudent and necessary to maintain the capability for i6
responding to a wide range of hostile actions. Therefore, 17
nuclear employment plans have been designed to allow for iﬁ
flexible adaptation as events unfold prior to execution. 19
Where only general plans can be formulated in advance, 20
. appropriate organizations and procedures have been 21
s established for the rapid development, assessment, and 22
execution of specific options. It is assumaed that there 23
will be a high degree of control and direction by the 24
NCA which will require close interaction between political, 25
diplomatic, and military actions in the face of rapidly, 8
often obscurely unfolding events. a7
d. Wwhen aspects of current policy became known publicly, 28
greater flexibility was often misinterpreted as advo- 2
30

cating a counterforce strategy, a silo-busting policy,

Appendix




—ﬁ—

or a disarming first strike capability. On the contrary, 1
NSDM 212 provided greater flexibility to the NCA by pro- ;
viding a wide spectrum of options from which to choose ;
an appropriate response to varied levels of aggression. ;
US nuclear war plans have always included options for ;
attacking both urban/industrial facilities and military ;
(hard and soft) targets which heretofore involved ';
the expenditure of several thousand nuclear weapons. ;
9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

. . 22
f. Contingency plans are separate from the SIOP and are 23
developed by the commanders of the unified arnd specified 24
commands, providing an alternative to massive retaliation. ;;
These plans provide limited and regional nuclear options ;;
(LNOs and RNOs). LNOs are generally small-scale preplanned 27
attacks by nuclear-capable forces against fixed targets 28
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and provide for controlling escalation Oor seeking limited 1
objectives. RNOg are attacks, normally hy nuclear~capable 2

theater forces, designed to counter deployed attacking 3

enem& forces and resources. In Planning for the LNOs 4

and RNOs, it is assumed that such limited options would 5

only be executed under a generated force posture to enhance s
deterrence against, and assure a maximum capability to 7

respond to, escalatory response by the enemy. However, it 8

is recognized that the capability exists to execute limited 9

options from a day-to-day posture. It is also assumed 10

that the enemy's national command and control and attack 11
assessment capabilities would not be attacked in order 12

to assure his Capability to perceive and maintain the 13

limited nature of thebconflict_ 14

g. The concept of limited nuclear warfare involves the 15

need to provide for a militarily effective but measured 16

use of force in order to seek early war termination on 17

terms acceptable to the United States and itg allies, at 18

the lowest level of conflict feasible by: 19

(1) Denying an aggressor his immediate military objectives. 20

(2) Setting limits to the level, scope, and duration 21

. . of violence. 22
‘ {3) Holding hostage targets that the enemy is believed 23
to value highly. 24

The existence of LNOs provides implicit recognition that 25

military power should not only deter but should also 26

provide options which are militarily useful in the event EZ

conflict cannot be deterred. 28

h. In assessing the utility of an LNO or RNO, the following 29

factors are considered, as appropriate, in the planning/ 30

31

approval process and prior to employment.
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i. Development of limited options has”concentrated on plans
to support a generalizgd military campaign in a theater
i of operatiqns. Progress should continue towards development
) of options designed to achieve national "politico/militaryw
objectives. Some military options have been developed

which could be considered for possible political application.

In this regard, an initiative towards

This approach should

continue and should include representatives from the

=18 18 18 18 1% P A N | S

National Security Council (NSC) and the Department of State.
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4. DS hdvisability ¢t Retaining Current Policy. The Joint

Chiefs of Staff believe that the current nuclear employment
policy, as described in NSDM 242, should be retained. The
previously discussed rationale used in developing current
policy over the past several years appears to be valid for
the immediate future. The following additional factors
would support this position:
a. Deterrence remains the principal objective of national
policy. 1Intelligence analyses of current Soviet capabilities
and the projected threats indicate that it is rapidly
closing the technology gap which will allow it to enhance
its capability to wage nuclear conflict at various levels
of intensity. Therefore, it is'prudent to maintain US
deterreﬁt capability over a wide spectrum of possible con-
flict Chrough a concept that embraces both strategic and
theater nuclear weapons. This close coupling of US
strategic capabilities to theater forces aﬁd the exténsion
of the nuclear umbrella to theaters without stalwart US

conventional defenses are believed to have enhanced

deterrence of nuclear and conventional coercion and attack,
especially in the face of Soviet force improvement.
. b. Targeting for an assured retaliation capability should
‘ remain focused on the postwar recovery resources and, as
practical, national leadership and primary military threats.
This is particularly true in light of evident Soviet

hardening efforts (storage facilities, work force shelters,

NN NI N
’\l o0 wn Ih ‘u ,N '!—‘ lg I: ,: ‘: '; ': ': ’: ‘: l: "; W joo IN v I W s e

political/military centers, etc.,) and civil defense
Programs. Targeting of national leadership (includes

political/military C3) and military nuclear/conventional

capabilities enhances deterrence, helps lirit damage to

08 1Ry

the extent practical, and denies the Soviets the capability

30 Appendix
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: 7. 4115’LNO and RNO Objectivea and Assumptions 9
i "a. The basic objective for which non-SIOP nuclear options 10
{LNOs and RNOs) are designed is early war termination on 11
terms acceptable to the United States and its allies, at 12
the lowest level of conflict feasible. It is intended 13
that execution of these options create a state of,affairs 14
permitting the continuation or resumption of political 15
arrangements to terminate the conflict. In accordance 16
with this objective, LNOs and RNOs have been developed for 17
a number of contingencies. These options are available 18
for consideraticn by the NCA during a crisis and for use
in conjunction with political and other military measures
; such as employment of conventional forces. Specific

i ' ' objectives of current LNOs and RNOs are contained in the

Annex.

b. The basic political assumption underlying the development

of non-SIOP nuclear options is that escalation control can

IS BE LS IR | ST ST SR T Y VT
& 1> (NI Y I 'H Io lw ]

be achieved. The fundamental assumption of eacalation

control is that there are limits on the risks or losses 27
the enemy is willing to accept. Militarily, a key assump- 28
tion is that the controlled, restrained use of nuclear force 29
provides the capability to demonstrate resolve, to reverse 30
locally a disadvantageous force balance, or to destroy 31

l
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specific, valued targets. When political and military
efforts are combined, the assumption is that escalation

can be controlled by enhancing or guiding enemy perceptions.
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ANNEX

1 IM'TED _NUCLEAR OPTIONS (LNOs) AND REGIONAL
NU LEAR OPTIONS (RNOS) OBJECTIVES (U)
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SUBJECT:  US Muclear Weapons Employment Policy ()

. . * * .
(U) Reference is made o your mamorandum’of July 29, which returned my rggcré*

to the President of June 3 on US Nuclear Weapons Employaent Policy so ihat
it could be modified to accommodate my views on the results of PRR-10 "

=={pap=rhe report has been appropriately revised and is bsing submitted this
date for the President’s review. | agree the report should be considerec .
at the same time o5 the final results of PRM-10, and solicit your assist- ¢
ance in sssuring the report receives the President's attencion.

“TST It is apparent that consensus has not vet been achieved with respect
to some elements of the general war targeting criteria described in NSDii~
242, Follow=pn work will be required in this area. | intend to continue
such study, end will make Ffurther recommendation on the disposition of

NSOM~242 after | complate a review of deterrent concepts and alternative :
stratagic targeting criteria. a

T i appreciate the importance of the issues that underlie your suggyestion
to amplify the report to describe more explicitly the President's role and
physica!l location while conducting nuclear war. Howaver, | have not attampt-~
@6 0 do so in the reporr. Hhils the c3pability to support che Presidant in
an emergency exists

o Y | Wherevar he may be, however

mander-in~Chief, g ultimate authority for author-
izing nuclear weapons employment. Because the answei to this question is
subjoct to_any number of scenarics, | beliave It can be more effectively
#ddressed Guring dJiscussion rather than by further lengtheming the report
te cover the broad range of possibilities.

1S} With respect to your request for comments on the mechanisms by which
detailad and highly classified adjustments in our nuclear weapons emp loymant
policy altor the degree to which we deter the Seviets, our national declar-
atory policy provides the basic mechonism through which vie attempz to in-
fluence Soviet perceptions and thus, deter on the hasis of our targeting
practices. 0fficial bur generalized statements of our targeting objectives

L 526 .. Sec Dof , S =
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THE SECRETARY OF OZFENSE
v WASHINGTOM, D.C. 29701

1'% AvG 1377

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRES I DERT

SUBJECT: wus Nuclear Weapons Employment Policy tu)

{97 Several months ago, you directed Ibigniew Brzezinski to ask me severa!
ques tions concerning our cyrrent nuclear: weapons employment policy (NSDM-
2h2), and the appropriateness of retaining that policy. My response to
Your questians was Inttially forwarded to the White House on June 3. At
that time, however, it was anticipated that PRM=10 would likely provide
additional insight with respect to nuclear weapons employment questions.

As a consequence, the report was held within the NSC awaiting completion
of PRM-10. The report was returned to me on July 29 to permit whatever
modi fications necessary to accommodate my views on the results of PRM-10.

P8) 1 have reviewad my previously developed responses to your questions,
and am enclosing the report, slightly altared to the above end, for your
information and consideration. In addition to responding to your specific ’ .
Questions, the report provides additional background to help in under- - P
Standing our existing policy and the complexity of issues involving de-
' terrence and the possible employment or threat of employment of nuclear
weapons., . :

¢

) Clearly, the question of whether existing nuclear employment policy
should be continued or modified, and if s0, in what respects, is of
greatest importance. In providing their comments to assist in preparing
the report, the Joint Chiefs of Staff judged that the rationale used in
developing current nuclear doctrine appears valid for the immediate fu-
ture. They recommend that current nuclear policy as described in NSDM-
242 be retained.

(8) The analyses and dIscussions of PRM-10 suggest that there is still

no consensus with.respect to some elements "of the general war targeting
criteria described in NSOM-242. It is apparent that follow-on work will
be required in this area, and | intend to continue such study. | am not,
therefore, prepared to make a final recommendation on the ultimate dis-
position of NSDM-242 at this time. The attached report therzfore doas not
present that issue for decision by you. ’

(¥ Nevertheless, whatever Judgments may ultinately be made on its details,
NSOM-242 represented a major step in nuclear employment policy. 1t promul-
gated for the first time 2 single national policy for employment of both

-t
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strategic and theater nuclear forces ~- i.e., for planning how our existing
forces would be used if nacessary. It is a major advance in providing an
opportunity for greater participation by the (civilian) Hational Command
Authorities in nuclear planning, and for rationalizing the plonning process.
Horeover, .in addition to establishing objectives and policy for nuclear
viedpons employment planning, M50M-242 alsa specified several tasks to be
undertaken in the areas of crisis managemsnt, declaratory policy, political-
military interface in the planning process, and Presidential review of the
resulting operational plans. For a variety of reasons, these requirements
for implementing the overall policy have never all been completely satis-
fied. | believe that reemphasis on these arecas will now be' needed regard-
less of the eventual judgments made on NSDM-242,

P With respect- to the status of current guidance, | endorse the views

of the Joint Chiefs of Staff that the policy stated in NSDM-242 appears

valid for the immediate future, and | recommend that NSDM-242 be retsined

for employment planning purposes. | do this because even Wb (as is quite

possible} further analysis indicates that significant policy modifications

should be directed at some future point, adequate lead time will be neces-

sary to transition .to a new employment policy. Indeed, bacause of the com-

plexity of the planning process, while some limlted modifications might be
Introduced-more rapidly, two or more years would be needed to develop new

Planning guldance and fully translate it Into a new general war plan (S10P). .
It would be essential that a comprehensive policy statement be In effect in :
the interim to provide focus and guidance for nuclear employment planning.

#) | further recommend that action-continue under the leadership of the,
Secretary of Defense to refine and support implamantation of NSDM-242,
especially in those areas unlikely to be affected by possible future policy
adjustments. Such action should include: -

4

-= Contlinued action to familiarize you and your senlor advisors
with the content, capabilitles, limitations and risks of the
auclear operational plans developed by the Joint Chiefs of
Staff in support of the national nuclear employmant policy,
and to familiarize decision makers with the critical factors
to be considered during the nuclear decision process.

== Initiation of actions needed to enhance the definition by you,
with the advice of the National Security Council, of political
objectives and criteria to assist the Joint Chiefs of Staff in
thelr preparation of military plans for 1imited nuclear employ-
ment aptions when required by the President during a crisis.
We also need to assure in peacetime that in crisis and war
there will be adequate interaction and coordination of politi-
cal, diplomatic, and military measures (including both opera-
tions and intelligence) in any attempt to control escalation
through the [imited employment of nuclear weapons
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== Initiation of a comprcheonsive reviaw of deterront connapis,
to include alternative strategic targeting criteria +hich
could serve as a basis for refincsent of nuclear amploynang
Planning guidance (NUJEP) issucd by the Secretary of fufense.

#5) The Joint Chiefs of Staff hive developed and | have reviewad a briefing
an non-S10P (i.e., relatively small) 'nuclear options.. This briefing on
limited nuclear employmant options and the status of their planning was
prepared as a follow-on to briefings you hava re¢eived on the Si0P. |
recommend that after you have reviewed tha attached report, we schedule

the Jaoint Chiefs of Staff briefing for you. .

#) | also recommend that you and | visit the Strateglic Air Commnand and
the Joint Strategic Target Planning Staff within the next two months --
perhaps in late September or.early in October.

) 1 Wil make a further recommendation on the disposition of MSDM-242
and the appropriate policy on the issues it presents after ! have com~
pleted a review of deterrent concepts and alternative strategic target-
ing criteria as a follow-on to PRM-10.

-<j=' ol /3. ..
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‘REPORT :
‘ BY THE SECRETARY OF DEFEMSE
" 'CURRENT US NUCLEAR EMPLOYMENT POLICY {u)

i. introduction

{¥5) The following raport responds to the President's reqﬁest for
Information and comments on the US nuclear employment policy establish-

ed by NSDM=2542,

87 1t is appropriate to note that NSDM-242 provides palicy for planning
the employment of all available US strategic and theater nuclear weapons
{except anti~submarine and anti-air defense weapons), and should be regard-
ed as quite distinct from acquisition and deaployment policies which appear

. in other documents and about which determinations are made separataly. The
operational employment plans (SIOP and other contingency plarns) developed in
support of NSDM-242 are capabllities plans designed to achieve NSDM-242 ob-
Jectlves to the extent practicable with currently available nuclear forces.

(¥S) The main body of the report (Sections 11-V) focuses on our present
nuclear war doctrine, and the underlying observations, assumptions and
rationale that led to adoption-of the policy represented by NSDM-242, and
discusses the advisability of rataining NSDM=242, Discussions of the more
specific quastions relative to: (1) procedures for conducting nuclear war,
(2) command and contrel survivability, and (3) objJectives and assumptlions
of our current limited nuclear options are contained in appropriate annexes

to the basic report.

. {2 The report draws on the current views and recommendations of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, In its explanation of the current policy stated in NSDM-
242, the report also draws heavily on the record of the NSSH-169 inter-
agency study group on nuclear veapons employment policy whose analyses and
recommendations resulted in the specific policy stated in NSDM-242. The
NSSM-169 group's rationale is presented tS permlt 2 bettar understanding of
the current doctrine and why it was adopted. A critical analysis of this
rationale has not been attempted. Suych an analysis is appropriate as part

of PRM~10 follow=on activities.

t1. 'US Nuclear War Planning - Background (1962-74)

T jl? Since 1962, employment planning for virtually all US strateglc nuclear
forces has been contained in the Single Integrated Operational Plan (Si0P).

“TOP SECRET
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Until 1976, the SI1OP was prepared in accordance with the Hational Strategic
Targeting and Attack Policy (NSTAP), developed by the Joint Chiefs of Staff.
The NSTAP was a JCS guidance document- for military planners. There was,
however, no single coherent statement or document that could be regarded

as a national strategic nuclear ‘employment policy. There was essen;ially
no , : :




H1. Nuclear Weapons Employment Policy Reassessment (1969-74) = .

(U) Overwheiming US nuclear superiority and the threat of largc-scale nuclear
retaliation provided a credible deterrent not only to deliberate nuclear
attack throughout the 1950s and Into the 1960s but also a reasonably plaus-
ible threat for response to conventional attacks. US nuclear capability
contlinued to increase during this perlod with significant qualitative and
quantitative improvements in US nuclear forces. Although concerns for the
survivability of the US forces date back to discussion of the vulnerability
of bomber bases in the late 19503, the deployment of submarine-launched
ballistic missiles, sllo-based ICBMs on.constant alert, as weli as an alert
posture for SAC bombers greatly enhanced the survivability of the US retalia-
tory capability. An effective US second-strike retaliatory capability
appeared secure even after having sustained a major surprise attack by the
Soviet Union, and some US capability existed. to neutralize Soviet nuclear
forces. Neverthsless, while by most measures, the US retained strategic
nuclear superlority, the Soviets were rapidly narrowing this lead. In
particular, the USSR was likewise achieving a secure strateglic retaliatory
capablility themselves by rapid deploymsnts of |{BMs protected in hardened
silos, and SLBMs under the sea.

,461' In the minds of many analysts, these changing strategic realities raised
serious questions as to the continued effectiveness of our nuclear daterrent.
While virtually all belleved our stratagicforces and plans adequate to deter
a major nuclear attack on the US, they were uncertain that the threat of
large-scale nuclear retaliation provided the best deterrent to lesser attacks
or threats to the US and its aliies. Moreovesr, the changing strategic bal-
ance appeared to erode US allies' confidence in the strength and credibility
of the US nuclear deterrent The diminished cradibility of the assured
destruction doctrine to deter attacks against Europe led Secretary McNamara
to press for a flexible response strategy in NATO, eventually realized in
MC 1473 in 1967. .

,407' Escalation Control. Pursuant to the widely expressed doubts concerning

the continued effectiveness of the US nuclear deterrent, Secretary Laird
initiated a study in 1970. The study initially included participants from
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Fhe Depargment of Defense under the chairmanship of Dr. John Foster. Later,
in 1973, it became the NSSM-169 study, and representatives from the Deparg-
ment of State, the Central Intelligence Agency, and the staff of the National
Secufity Council were added (though they had been consulted informally
earllgr). The NSSM=169 study group concluded: (1) the threat of a massive
retaliatory responss is credible as a deterrent only at the upper levels

of potential strategic nuclear conflict, and (2) if deterrence fails by
acclident or miscaleculation, counterforce attacks against Soviet nuclear
threats offer little confidence of holding damage to the US to a low level,

i

(U) The study group recommendad that the US Introduce 1imlted nuclear employ-
ment options Into its nuclear planning to enhance deterrence and to limie
damage by controlling escalation. The Mationa) Command Authorities (NCA)
would have greater flexibility in responding to a wider range of threats
against the US and its allies and thareby increase the overall credibility of
our deterrent and the possibility of limiting damage, if deterrence failed.

(U) The study group noted that under the previcus ruclear employment policy
(NSTAP), the means of limiting damage was viewed In military.terms --

counterforce attacks against nuclear threats. The group concluded that in

@ major nuclear conflict with the Soviet Union, counterforce strikes would

not significantly reduce urban damage to the US and Its allies. The US did . *
not have the capabllities to effectively target the increasingly survivable

Soviet nuclear forces, either preemptively or in retaliation. In addition,

US strategic defense capabilities were Vimited. Alr defense forces had

been steadily declining and ballistic missile defense == not feasible for

area defense in any event ~= was constrained by the ABM Treaty. Consequent~

ly, the group introduced the concept of 1imi,ting damage through the control

of escalation. If deterrence failed, the objective would be to confine the

conflict to the lowest level possible while attempting to coerce the enemy

to terminate the war on terms acceptable to the US, Efforts to control

escalation through the employment of |imited nuclear options would show

restraint. They would provide opportunities for the enemy to reconsider

and to negotiate for an acceptable settlement (although not necessarily a

settlement that achieves all of the objectives or goals desired by either

side).

(V) options to control escalation are !ntended to work on the will and
determination of the opposing political leadership. They are not intended
to fulfill a total set of military objectives but rather to:

-~ Reverse or stalemate the situation, at least temporarily.

-~ Diminish the enemy's expectation of success. .

-~ Convince him that his limits will be exceaded. =

==~ Present the enemy with a set of response alternatives which
make it difficult for him to respond militarily in kind,
and disadvantageous to escalate.




only be stopped by destroying his capability to achieve his objective.

T

== Convince him that early termination is his most attractive
alternative.

Key questians, perhaps unanswerable, dre the degree to which such an approach
can influence Soviet actions during & nuclear war, the means for conveying
such messages (explicitly or implicitly), and the potential effectiveness of
the whole approach. Even if the likely effectiveness is low, the stake is

so high that in the absence of clearly bestter approaches, some pursuit of
this one Is justified..

(U) The concept of escalation control requires establishing boundaries
limiting the scope, level, and duration of the violence, Planning empha-~
sis is shifted from the traditional approach which places specific mili-
tary targeting requirements (designed to secure military advantage) fore-
MmOst to an approach in which political-military objectives established by
the NCA (designed to terminate conflict as quickly as possible) are para-
mount. Speclal emphasis is placed on mutually supporting military (con-
ventional and nuclear) and political measures. A High degree of interaction
would be required among the NCA, the JCS, and the commanders of the unified
and specified commands in selecting the detalls of the attack.

(U} Behind the concept of escalation control is the sssumption that statesmen
define some limits as to the losses (costs) they are willing to suffer to
achieve their objectives. [n theory, If the Soviets realize they cannot
achieve their objectives quickly or easily, they will be deterred from
further escalation. The options involved would be clearly below the level

of a massive attack, and they would seek to coerce the enemy into negotia-
tion for early war termination by striking relatively small numbers of
selected targets and providing a deterrent to further escalation by hold-~

ing forth the prospect of 'subsequent massive attacks on targets he values
highly. |f, however, there are virtually no limits on the enemy's ob-
Jectives or the costs he is willing to incur, then control of escalation
through 1imited nuclear aptions may not be possible, and the conflict co?;d
deterrence falls, the essential first step would be to assess the enemy's
ultimate objectives and determine whether and where he would }ikely consider
his costs disproportionate to any gain. Also required would be a clear
understanding of our own objectives with respect to the issue at hand, and
our willingness to risk a Soviet counter-iimited strike in return.

(U) The NSSM 169 study zroup recognized that there can be no guarantee that
the limited nucliear options will in fact control escalation. They believed,
however, that the capabllity to employ limited nuclear options provides the
NCA with the only means to try to control the level! of violence. '

General War

—(57 A second focus of concern to the NSSM-163 study group was how best to
deter a major attack on the US. Recaognizing, however, that there was no way
deterrencg of a major nuclear war could be categorically assured, the group
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.crimfnate destruction of population for the following reasons:

0P SR

also developed targeting criteria that would contribute to the most favorable
outcome possible for the US In the event deterrence failed. They concluded
that the abili:y to deny the enemy his pustwar objectives In terms of over-
211 power and influence would be a better deterrent to a major nuclear attack
than destroying what was defined in advance to be "'upacceptable cost' in
terms of fataljties and damage to the enemy's war-sypporting and urban
Industrial base. . ‘

6

K{In place of a general war-taraati i : ‘
millions of }

The group rejected the targeting alternative which emphasized Indis-

== The US was limited in its abillty to insure approximately
equal Soviet deaths to those suffered by the US given the
demographic asymmetry (i.e., the US is more concentrated In
cities than Soviet population) @nd the smaller yields of US
warheads., (SI0P analyses in 1972 -estimated 123 million US
fatalities compared to 82 million Soviet fatalities in a
max i mum level nuclear exchange between the US and USSR, i.s.,
both sides fully genersted with the USSR striking first.)

== The Soviets might be able to reduce the US ability to destroy
Soviet population by massive civil defense Programs. Although
the extent and effectivaness of these programs were unknown,
their existence created uncertainty in the estimates of Soviet
civillan fatalities we would be able to achieve.

=~ The Soviet and PRC leadership m!ght have a higher tolerance for
casualties than perceived by the US, and might not be deterred
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by the threat to destroy the percentage of the population and
industry defined by the US. _Historically, the Seviers have
accepted enormous human- costs 'to secure the objectivas of the
communist regime. Millions of deaths are estimated to have
occurred (though over years, not days) during the agricultural
collectivization and Stalinist purges preceding World War !
in which twenty miliion Soviets are estimated to have died.

== The US deterrent strategy, out of moral concern, should not
emphasize the killing of non~combatants.

@) The NSSM=169 study group was not unanimous In believing that a threat
to post-attack recovery targets would be more affective than some other tar~" .
geting objective in terms of enhancing deterrence. Whether a criterion of
comparable fatalities and damage was required was open to debate, and some
held that the revised targeting criterfa would not result in significant
differences from the than currently declared threat of major retallation
against population. (This in fact, appeared to ba the case when analysis
of the first SIOP developed under NSDM-242 criteria showed - without con-
sidering possible Soviet civil defense - a decrease of only about two per
cent in expected Soviet fatalities. The political, economic, and military
institutions are, in the large, where the population is). All of the NSSM-~
169 study group agreed, however, that the new criteria would not decrease
deterrence of a major nuclear attack.

‘Y. Current Nuclear Employment Policy and Planning Guldance

G?ST'The concepts developed by the NSSH-169 study group wereincorporated

in NSDH-242 jssued by the President on January 24, 1974. NSDM~242 defined

. general employment planning objectivas .and broad targeting policy for US
nuclear forces lncluding for the first time, provisions for a strategic
reserve force. It also established procedures for the development of further
guidance and Presidentlal review of employment plans, as well as certain ob-

Jectives and tasks for command, control and crisis management. The broad

policies directed by NSDM~242 have been more definitively elaborated by the
Secretary of Defense as Nuclesar Weapons Employment Policy (NUWEP), and by
the Joint Chiefs of Staff in their detailed planning guidance to the CINCs

- and the Joint Strategic Target Planning Staff.

LIS*‘!Fiefly stated, NSDM~242 and NUWEP establish that the fundamental ob-
Jective of the current US doctrine of “Flexible Nuclear Response’! is deter-
rence of conventional and nuclear attacks and attempts at coarcion by nuclear
powers against the US and its allies. Thls condition is established by an
assured and evident US nuclear ratallatory capability effective across a

wide spectrum of possible conflict situations. Should conflict occur, the
strategy seeks to limit damage to the US and its allies through the control
of escalation. This is to be accomplished by providing a wide range of
employment options to the NCA for response to varying levels of provocation.
These options are to be employed, in conjunction with other supporting dip-
lomatic and military measures, to limit conflict to the lowest lavel feasible
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and coerce an enemy into negotiating a terminztion of the war on terms
acceptable to the US and its allies. This is to be done while holding
vital enemy targets hostage and threatening their subsequent destruction
if the enemy fails to negotiate. The availability of such options is
meant to enhance deterrence in the first place.  To the extant that esca-
lation cannot be controlled and an all-out war occurs, the strategy seeks
to maximize US power relative to an enemy by destroying the political,
economic and military structures supporting the enemy's status as a major
power and those resources critical to his early post-war recovery, limit-
-ing damage to the US to the degree practical, and by maintaining a stra-

tegic force in reserve for protection and coercion during and after a
major nuclear exchange. :

(U) Present policy concepts emphasize preplanning te: enhance force ef-
ficiency and effectiveness, provide for rapid execution, and provide a

solid basis for estimating consequences (expected damage levels, fatali-
ties, risks, etc.). The full range of politico-military conditions can-

not be anticipated. Past experience has shown that national decision=-
makers desire a full range of options to consider in determining appropriate
solutions to a crisis. It Is therefore prudent and necessary to malntain
the capablllity for responding to a wide range of hostile actions. There-
fore, nuclear employment plans have been designed to allow for flexible
adaptation as events unfold prior to execution. Where only general plans

"~ can be formulated In advance, dedicated organizations and specialized
planning procedures have been established within the military structure of
the Joint Staff and unifled and "specifiad commands for the rapid develop-
ment, assessment and execution of specific limited nuclear employment options.
It is assumed that there will be a high degree of control and direction by
the NCA which will require close interaction between political, diplomatic,
and mllitary actions in the face of rapidly, often obscurely unfolding
events, An acceptable concept has not vet evolved of how thls Interaction
betwaen the NCA and other involved organizations might occur.

(U) The announcement by Secretary Schlesinger of the new US employment policy
was widely Interpreted as Indicating that the US was shifting Its nuclear
targeting to a silo-busting, counterforce strategy which would require
acquisition of new strategic weapon systelns and capabilities. In fact, the
changes In the targeting, and the additional flexibiiity incorporated in the
employmant plans have not as so far carried out entalled purchase of new
systems, Schlesinger did acknowledge, however, that the doctrine would be
improved i f certain qualitative improvements were funded for the forces

and command and contro) systems. The contemporaneous discussion of beatter
US hard target capability related to a distinct issue -~ avoiding the per—
ceptions that he believed would result if the USSR were thought to have a
great edge over the US in any particular category of strategic capability.
Nelther did the doctrine represent a radical shift in targeting emphasis.

On the contrary prepared US nuclear war plans had always included optjons
for attacking both urban-Industrial and miiitary (hard and soft) targets,




but heretofore they always involved the expenditure of several thousand
nucleaf weapons. The concepts of NSDM-242 were meant to provide greater
fleffblltty to the NCA by providing a wide spectrum of variously sized
optnons'from which to choose an appropriate response at any level of
aggression. '

(U) For the most part, LNO-RNO development has produced options that
emphasize their military utllity (rather than political utility) in the
defense of an area or interest believed vital to the US. While criteria
for assessing military effectiveness are wall developed and widely under-
stood, and thus can be used to guide preplanning of options, definition of
useful criteria for evaluating the potential political utility of LNOs and
‘RNOs - has been found to be very complex. Factors relevant to a datermin-
ation of political utility are extremely subjective, and may not be ade~
quately understood unti] an actual crisls begins to unfold. Thus, it has
been easier to conceptualize and pre-plan limited options.on the basis of
their potential military utility rather than potential political contribu-
tion in the contingency situations that have been postulated. Progress is
needed toward the development and statement of political objectives and

‘criterla to enhance the military planners' capability to pre~plan, and more
impartantly, to translate national political objectives into limited options
useful to the NCA in a nuclear crisis. In this regard, the Joint Chiefs of
Staff In collaboration with the Office of the Secretary of Defense, have
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Initlated a series of politico-military war simulations designed to raise
the level of familiarization and understanding of nuclear war consider-
atlons among senior civilian and military officials. Two separate series

of sfmylations have examined 1imited nuclear option concepts in crisis
scenarios focused on the Mid-East and northeast Asia. The simuylations have
been considered very informative and useful by most participants, and should
be continued. Better insight, however, still remains to be devaloped in

the area of interfacing political objectives, raquirements and criteria with
military plans and capabilities. This will be particularly important in ths
management of an actual crisis when it wil) be necessary to integrate polit-
fcal and diplomatic measures with military activities if an attempt Is being

made to control escalation through the limited employment of nuclear weapons.

V. Advisabllity of Recalning NSDM=-242 ' -

(€] The NSDM=242 nuclear weapons employment policy provided, for the first
time, a natjonally promulgated common policy framework for both strategic
and theatar forces. It remains for thls Administration to determine whether
oF not NSDM-242 should be retained, modifled or replaced. '

{(# 1t would be lnadvisable merely to cancel NSDM~242 in the absence of an
equally comprehensive national nuclear weapons employmant policy state-
ment. Nuclear weapons employment planning is an immensely complex and time
consumlng activity. Significant modifications to nuclear weapons employ-
ment doctrine generate literally vast adjustments not only in the targeting
plans themselves, but in command and control procedures, emergency actlon
procedures, training, intelligence requlrements, as well aé 'many other
areas. Two years of intense activity alapsed between .the signing of NSDM=-
242 and the effective date of the first SIOP developed accordingly. Con-
sequently, transition to any new or significantly revised doctrine would

require an adequate lead time.

Even though no one can say with confidence that the existence of
imited nuclear options will either deter a potential aggressor in every
case, or that escalaticn can be controlled through the employment of ‘1imit-
ed nuclear options, there is no.doubt that we would wish to consider alter-
native options in a serious crisis. Agreement exists that the US should
contlnue to plan for the flaxible use of its nuclear weapons.

() With respect to general war, we can never be absclutely certain of
precisely what or how much will deter the Soviet leadership. Consequantly,
we cannot be confident that a massive nuclear war will not occur by either
design or miscalculation. The concept of focusing our general war target-
ing objectives on the enemy power structure itself, and on-its regenerative
capacity. enables the doctrine to be related not only to deterrence, but
also to US interests and objectives in a postwar world, should a general
war occur. It is believed that the NSDM-242 targeting objectives currently
incorporatad in the SiOP are adequate for the immediate future. We intend,
however, to examine alternative targeting concepts in PRM~10 follow-on
analyses. It Is possible that these analyses may result in recommendations
for future modifications to strategic targeting objectives and priorities.
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(TS) The Joint Chiefs of Staff were askcd to provide thelr views with
respect to HSDM~242. After review of the dcctrine, they concluded

that the rationale used in developing current nuclear employment policy
over the past several years appears to be valid for the irmadiate future.
They believe the doctrine expressed in NSOM~242 is responsive to the
realities of current technology and the relative military power balance
between the United States and the Soviet Union. In that its adoption has
Placed greater emphasis on planning for limited options, they believe It
improves the capabiiity for deterrence across tha entire spectrum of con~

“Flict and provides the NCA with a realistic flexible response capability.

For these reasons, the Joint Chiefs of Staff believe current doctrine for
the employment of nuclear weapons, as embodied in NSDM~242 should be re-

tal?e?. They believe the following additional factors would support this
position: ' ’

=~ Deterrence remains the principal objective of national policy.
Intelligence analyses of current capabilities of the Soviat
Union and the projected threats indicate that the Soviet
Unfon is rapidly closing the tachnology gap which will allow
it to enhance its capability to wage nuclear conflict at vari-
ous .levels of intensity. Therefore, it IS prudent to main~
tain US deterrent capability over a wide spectrum of possible
conflict through a concept that embraces both strategic and
theater nuclear weapons. This close coupling of US strategic
capabilities to theater forces and the extension of the nu-
clear umbrella to theaters-without stalwart US conventional
defenses are believed to have enhanced deterrance of nuclear
and conventional coercion and attack, especially in the face
of Soviet force improvement. . ’

== Targeting for an assured retaliation capability should remain
focused on the postwar recovery resources and, as practical,
national leadership and primary military threats. This is
particularly true in light of evident Soviet!hardening efforts
{storage facllities, work force shelters, political/military
centers, etc.} and other clvil defensa programs. Targeting
of national leadership (includes political/military C°) and
military nuclear/conventional capabilities enhances deter-
rence, helps limit damage to the extent practical, and denies
the Soviets the capability to seize industrial resources in
Europe as a basis for their recovery. Additional intelligence
support is needed to provide an adequate data base which will
enable recovery forecasting and Improve the capability for
targeting post-attack recovery resources.

.=~ A survivable strategic reserve force is considered even more
necessary as a means for the United States to deter further
attack (following a major nuclear exchange from either the
USSR/PRC or other world powers, or to achieve objectives
which were not fully accomplished by the initial SIOP laydown.
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== Escalation control appears to be an increasingly viable
concept in view of the extensive Soviet |CBM hardening
cfforts, the SLBM threat, and ABM Treaty agreements.
Counterforce (as a damage limiting capability) has limit-
ed effectiveness, making escalation control one of the few
means of limiting damage to the United States, particular=~
ly In the absence of Improved US civi] dafense measures.

== US NATO Allies' confidence in deterrence is strengthened if
they believe the United States has options that are usable
and effective to defend NATQ. NATO's Nuclear Operations (NOP)
provide for genaral nuclear war attacks on the Warsaw Pact
which can be simultaneous!y.executed with the US SIOP.  In-
cluded In the NOP are Selected Employment Plans(SEPs) developed
by NATO which are similar in concept to US LNOs and RNOs. Any
US 1imlted nuclear capability strengthens Allied confidence
In the US willingness and capability to defend NATO. Con-
sideration of current policy must include its Impact on Allied

solidarity.

RECOMMENDAT | ONS

(#8) | endorse the views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff that the policy stated
In NSDM~242 appears valid for the immediate future, and | recommend that
NSDM~242 be retained for employment planning purposes. | do this because
even if further analysis indicates that significant policy modifications
should be directed at some future point, adequate lead timé will be necsssary
to transition to a new employment policy. Indeed, because of the complexity
of the planning process, while some limited modifications might be intro-
duced more rapidly, two or more years would be needed to devejop new plan-
ning guidance and fully translate it into 3. new general war plan (SIOP). It
would be essential that a comprehensive policy statement be in effect in the
interim to provide focus and guidance for nuclear employment planning.

{9} | further recommend that action continue under the leadership of the
Secretary of Defense to refine and support implementation of NSDM~242,
especially in thosa areas unlikely to be affected by possible future

T policy adjustments. Such action should include:

-~ Continued action to familiarize you and your senlor advisors
with the content, capabilities, }imitations and risks of the
nuclear operational plans developed by the Joint Chiefs of
Staff in support of the national nuclear employment policy,
and to familiarize decision makers with the critical factors
to be considered during the nuclear declision process.

-~ Inltiation of actions needed to enhance the definition by you,
with the advice of the National Security Council, of political




objectives and criteria to assist the Joint Chiefs of Staff
In their preparation of military plans for limited nuclear
employment options when required by tha President during a
crisis. We also need to assurs in peacetime that in crisis
and war there wil] be adequate interaction and coordination
of political, diplomatic, and military measures (including

_both operations and intelligence) in any attempt to control

escalation through the |imited employment of nuclear weapons.

Initiation of a comprehensive review of deterrent concepts to
fnclude alternative strategic targeting criteria which could
Serve as a basis for refinemant of nuclear employment planning
. guldance (NUWEP) issued by the Secretary of Defense.
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_ . ANNEX ¢

LIMITED NUCLEAR EMPLOYMENT OPTIONS (Lyo/RNO)

OBJECTIVES AND« ASSUMPTIONS

{U) The basic objective of non-SI0P limited nuclear employment options
(LNOs and RNOs) is to strengthen deterrence across a broader range of
possible conflicts by providing a series of preplanned, measured and
. discrete nuclear response options more applicable to situations where
the deterrent threat of the large-scale options in the SI0P would be
Inappropriate or incredible. [n the event that deterrence fails, the
principal objective of non-SIOP options is to secure early war termina-
tion on terms acceptable to the US and its allies at the lowest level of
conflict feasible, theraby limiting the level of overall damage. In
accordance with this objective, LNOs and RNOs have been developed for a
number of contingencies. These optlons are avallable for consideration
by the NCA during a crisis and for use in conjunction with political and
other military measures such as employment of conventlonal forces. Spe~
clfic objectives of current LNDs and RNOs are contained in the Appendix.

(U) The basic political assumption underlying the development of non-
S10P nuclear options Is that escalation control can be achieved. The
fundamental assumption of escalatlion control! Is that there are limits on
the risks or losses the enemy is willing to accept. HMilitarily, a key
assumption Is that the controlled, restrained use of nuclear force pro-
vides the capability to demonstrate resolve, to reverse locally a dis-
advantageous force balance, or to destroy speaclfic, valued targets. When
political and military efforts are combined, the assumption Is that esca-
lation can be controlled by enhancing or guiding enemy perceptions. This
is done by communicating with him (communicating NATO's intentions, MOLINK,
etc.) and by limlting the level, scope and duration of nuclear strikes,

while achleving military effectiveness.

Appandix
LNOs and RNOs Objectives

W URCLASSIFIZD WIZH ATTACT.ZETS
; ARE DETACEED |




(MITED HUCLEAR OPTIONS (LNOs) AND REGIONAL
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SECTION 1II

_ STRATEGIC CONCEPTS (U) i

12, () Purpose. To present the military objectives, ;

s:réteglc conc?pts, and national military strat?gy that :

Provide the basis for the tasking in Section V of this ;
plan. ¢

13. (u) Basic Military Objectives ,:

a, }5’ Maintain reliable, responslve, and efficient armed ;
forces capable of attaining US national gecurity objectives. 9

b. ;‘) Deter armed conflict, but, {f deterrence fails, 1;
conduct military operations designed to achieve national ;;
objectives, r

c. ¥ Provide the capability for the United States to ;—
influence international affairs from a position of ;—
recognlized ﬁllitéfy stfength. I;

d. Llf'naintain freedom of space and of international ;;
seas and airspace. ;;

e. q" Assist self-defense efforts of selected nations to I_
countep subversion, insurgency, and aggression. ' ' ;;

f. otfi;romote peaceful settlements of regional disputes ;;
and discourage undue military influence of nations whose 21
interests are inimical to the United States, 2‘
14. (U) specific Military Objectives. Specific military _ 23
objectives stemming from the basic military objectives 24

are: ’ 2

Q. (ﬁ"ﬂaintenance of a clearly perceived essential

equivalence in strategic forces with the USSR.

CLASSIFIED BY DIRECTOR, J-5
I : REVIEW ON 6 FEBRUARY 1999

EXTENDED BY DIRECTOR, J-S

REASON: 5200.1R, PAR 2-30}
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(2) (;’5 Theater Nuclear Conflict. Theater nuclear

forces will be considered for employment with conven-
tional or strategic. forces in the event of enemy first

use of nuclear weapons, in response to enemy use of

‘chemical weapons should US chemical retaliatory

capability be inadequate, or to prevent failure of the
conventional defense. Authorization for the use of
theater nuclear weapons will be retained by the
President as provided by law. Planning should recognize
that release will be neither immediate nor autcmatic

and would be intended to achieve a significant improve-
ment in the US position.

(3) ﬂ‘) Conventional Conflict.  US conventional

forces, either unilaterally or in conjunction with US
allies, will be used to counter conventional force
challenges. US conventional forces will be maintained
at a high state of readiness to assufe their ability
to respond rapidly to conventional erises worldwide.
The United States may mobilize Regerve forces to
enhance the conventional warfighting cgpability.

(4) (&7 Conflicis Involving Chemical wWarfare and

Bioloq;cal Defense. US policy renounces first use of
chemical weapons and any use of biological weapons.
However, the United States Qill maintain the capability
to retaliate against enemy flrgt use of these weapons,
US Forces will Se preéared to use chemical weapons in
retaliation to achieve CW termination at the lowest
lével of‘inteﬂsity. Chemical and biological protection

will assure the capability of US Forces to operate in

a chemical/biological environment.




2, @y In the event of an attack which.

' threatens the integrity of the forces and the
I territory attacked and which cannot be
; Successfully held with conventional forces,
g deliberate escalation will be considered.

3. (ZB¥ In all cases. the ultimate decision on

the use of US nuclear weapons will lie with

the President, However, it is esgsential that

Atlantic Alliance consultation within the time
available, considering the relevant circums-

tances, before any decision to employ nuclear

weapons is reached.

I

|

: . there be the greatest possible degree of North
l

!

|

I

i

i .

; (£) (94 Provide a credible deterrent to CW by
|

establishing and maintaining a capability to

defend against CW attack, operate within a toxic

; environment, and retaliate with chemical weapons. Al_
‘ (2) (U) Buropean (Non~-NATQO), Mediterranean, and North 18
Africa Strategy 19

(a) ( Honor bilateral commitments to non-NATO 20

European countries and cooperate with non-NATO 21

non-Communist Western Buropean nations on military 22

matters., In the event of a major Warsaw Pact
attack, selected countries.will be considered as
an.integral part of the Western European defanse
system.

{(b) MAssist in countering external Communist
1ntérventions in intra-area confliots.

(c) (‘) Counter regional threats in North Africa:

IR

the region.

} 1. {3 Rely vrimarily on forces indigenous to
!
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d. ;65 Plans for the employment of lethal or incapaci-
tgting chemical agents or munitions must consider the
requirement for Presidential approval for all wartime use
of these agents and munitions, as well as the.national
policy of "no first use."
(1) m Presidential approval must be obtained during
waftime for all use of chemical agents or munitions. The
use of riot control agents (RCAs) and herbicides on US
bases and installations in situations short of war is
authorized.

(2) (97 The "no first use" policy means that the

P b | |
e e e I L T e P T T

United States will not initiaté use of chemical agents
or munitions during wartime although chemical agents

or munitions may be used in retaliation with Presiden-

tial approval, An exception to the "no first use" 15

rule is the employhent of RCAs which may be used in a yig

defensive role; with Presidential approval, to save 17

lives. 18

22..401’%xecution Package Planning. To reduce the volume 19

of detail, complete time~phased force deployment data (TPFDD) 20

will be developed for only the first 90 days of the operational 21

planning period. Transportation feasibility assessment of 22

{ the OPLAN will be based on this 90-day period. To enhance 23
‘ the flexibility and uciliéy of major OPLANs dufing crisis 24
f situations, approximately the first 15 days of each plan 25
? will be constructed so as to be readily converted to an 26
operation order (OPORD). Each execution planning package . 217

will consist of combat, combat support, or combat service 28

support forces linked together or uniquely identified 29

s§o that they may be extracted or adjusted as an entity, 30

The number and type of execution planning packages will be 31

32

at the Jdiscretion of the supported commanders. Further, to

36 ‘ Section IV
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reduce the time required to update OPLANS and detailed
supporting plans during crisis situations, the execution
planning package portion of the OPLAN TPFDD and supporting
plans (e.g., movement tables) will be prepared to be capable
of immediaie conversion to OPORDs. This includes the
identification of specific type units, actual origin, and
the preparation of detailed movement plans by the transpor-

tation operating authorities. Updates to the TPFDD will be

provided to the Joint Chiefs of Staff quarterly following
Type Unit Characteristics update or as reguired.
23. (V) Logistics
! a. () The Joint Chiefs of Staff shall be advised promptly
by the Chiefs of the Services and/or ‘commanders of
unified and specified commands when logistic deficiencies
develop that would restrict or delay the execution of
approved plans.
b. T Logistic support for operations in central Europe
will be based upon initial use of the US/BENELUX/FRG
LOC8 with the exception of fuel, which will be transported
in US and NATO pipelines through France. Alternate plans
will be prepafed for other commodities to utilize a LOC
through Prance in the event France enters the conflict or
parmiis use of Prench territory.
C. (;4 The adequacy of PWRMS to meet pre-positioned war

reserve materiel requirements should be thoroughly

examined during assessment of logistic supportability of

new concepts and operation plans to insure logistic

NN NN
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sustainability until establishment of resupply LOC.

M e 37 Section IV




Selective Release éf Nuclear Weapous (u)

1, jﬂ!f’ggggon « To presiribn procedurss for requaltins,

‘Justifying, and monitoring t!

|
nuclear weapons. ‘

-] leleptive expenditure of

2. (@ Circumstances roriRequestiqg,Seleccive helease.

Under certain corditions, 1t: ‘may become necessary to emnlov
nuclear weapons in the uefense of US and allied {orces even
rior to their use by thne énemy., Jommanders of 4siTLicé and

specifisd commande will, thedefore, be prepared to use
nuclear heapcnz when authoriged by.cne Presgident arnger
cnndlti@qB §hort o a ctrateéic nuclear uvar, Imuloynert of
tnese wgénons mEeyY. be requesté, on a selectlive vaszisc wher
friendiy orces are subjected to an prtack wiih wnlch theyf'
cannot cope usiny non-uucle&ﬂ weapons and furces, end which,
unless nuclear waupons ¢re employed, could rewﬁli in:

: #. h slgniflcant decrease in C.abat cffe'ti"nrqss of .

commané’s {orces or nuelear capability or, . .

1
2
2
4
s
.
1
8
-2
i
11
13
2
i3
2
17
li‘.

b, The1losa of any. areas mthh uge csaedtia] +0 the

overall delense of a theater Or, ,
- rf_ ‘-“%""

¢, The progregsive and cqntlnulng rr' on of forﬂes, o

1:: I8 |

_Weapous, equipmeat, and supplisg il.p oxte el excends. :.‘
‘repiagdmeht capabllity.

(Eﬁj—ofher Fossible Conéideraticns . The aelectlve use

of nuclear wezponus also mey Le considerea nece;nary under
circumstances such as-' '
GROUR &_

DOWNIRADZD AT 3 YEAR INTERJALSf
DECEASSIFIED AFTER 12 YEARS ’
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“as If the timely use of a 1¢mit¢d nugber of nuciecar wssPON® -
would giv0'cvidonee of US deteImination and lead the enemy to

the deuiaien that the risks involved in continuins a course

of action wem Too great.

'b. In case of hostile actioqa at sea when the use of

nuclear weapons would be necesiary for the local self-defense
of air or naval units vital to;tne defense of the United
States and 1ts zllies.

¢, In certain areas where tﬂe use of atomie demolition
munitions and other nuclear weapons would be the only means

prLVNnting serious penetration of US and allied detenscs

by eriemy forces,

rﬁmwpmwmmﬁwm

d. In air defense situastione not provided for in JCS 9431/
1820092 August 1566, wherein 1t-is cansidereﬁ necessary to use
15-

nuclear wezpons to defend US and allled forces aguinst air attack.™

1&
4, (98 Conditicnsl Autharitx. ‘The rapidicy with wnich ‘

I?
rartical cituations develop could result in severe loss of -

: 18
forces during the time period required to obtaln President:alA -

satiierlzation 10 employ nuclear weapons. Therelove,‘:n.a - 5§ 
deteriordting s{fuation  which could leed tc clrcumstences such %3;
as those described in paragraph 3 above, a cormander may : ' '»EEE? .
reqﬂ@ﬂtwconditional authority for gelective relense Of"ﬂ&CiE&?}fff'?“ﬁE%f-** 3 .
weapons for use against the enemy when and 1: the situation . 551.

described occurs. If obtained from the President, this authority g ?gf
would be extended no lower than the commander of a unified

or specified command and would be related to an sppropriate

high level of crisis or hostilities with clearly defined con-

straints’ regarding geographic liM1t6tiond,.t§pes and yialdsjf

of weapons, timing, and other appropriate faéfors.

5. LﬂBT'E;ggg;ng_ In accordance with Annsx C,s JSCP, contingeney,ﬁ
plans of commanders of unified and specified commands will include .
plans for the employment of selectively releaaed miclear w.apona.L
These plans will be in sufficient detail to insure understan'
of the situltian: &t the highest leval,




. contingency plan prepared by a commander of a unified or specified

+ Regquest far
_Belective relesgs or conditionnl luthority"tor reisass must
provide aurricient :ln:t‘omt:lon ;
be reached prouptly at the highe
the roqualt ia uaed to gain au

). insure that & decision can
t level. Tn those cases wherse

rization to execute & nuclear

command, reference should be madF to such plan as well as to any

warning mesaage previously submittod which is pertinent to the

request. As & minimum; the maseage will anaver the following

queations; ;
8. How many weapons are raﬁuired by type and yileld?

- Antisubmarine warfare and gir: defense nuclear weapons may

be requested by category and peed not be requested by number.

P O el e T T N 1 T L e

b. What changes, ir asny, no the publisned constraints of '

the commanders of the uniried tor specified commnands will bo ':7}.22 |
imposed? - What collateral damage might be expected? Inalu&gﬂ 18 -
information necessary to describe limits which releasing ® -v;ﬁlﬁ

4

commanders will impose on the, use of - weapons such us maximum

range, height of bursg, tim&nq 5eogpnpnical boundgries,
and,t,pea.o;utargecs.

~‘:~.i-?‘1;

c. Justificztion: . - S
(1) what is the objective or mission? T

(2) What are the enamy'qépébilitie; and . probable |
course of action? . ' _

(3) What is the situation of Iriendly tércas? When
appropriate, include dispositicn, strenztn, morale, -
logistioa, and combat efficiency.< .

(4) when appropriate, what 1s the. s{tustion in
‘mmediately adjacent areas? : : ‘

(5) What are the risks and the probable consequences of ’,
& decleion not to employ nuclear weapons? .

(6) What evaluation is placed on the reliedbility of ;&gﬂ
source and the intelligence informstion? -

7]
e mden ¥
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I. !ho Onplounnnt ot»unl.ctiv iy ralcu:ed nuclear weapons

B S TS

-~°~ ——y - —
.

will be rcportod to the Joint Chiefs of 3tarf by the. fastest
means avallable immediately after weapon commitment and not

later than four hours following Jacn detonation. Aa B minimum,
the following information will bé provided;

(1) Reference to release aqthorization measage .

(2) Time of detonation,

(3) Target and location. 3

(4) Type weapon, yield, height of burat, and dslivery |

mode,

(5) Resuits (if known).

‘5559 :giz'l: ‘5"5']0 B R R !h-th ﬁ? ﬁf‘

b. The employment of tactical huclea” ueapons after a

general release wili be “eportad ;r a.éﬁmhary report at

- 'f

twenty-rour-hour intervals to znclude -as a minimum tho

information noted in subparagraph 7% above.

R e
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,uﬁiﬂgsﬂf Communicatlons. Messags trarric betueqn'?ie com-

manders < the uniried and specified commands and the Juint

. aﬂmm 4% it S o e -._.,,.-.

Chiers of Starr concerning the selective releaae of nuclear '

RIL L R T —---'o"rrv

precedence using Emsrgency Message Automatic Trantmisaion'Sy

tem (EMATS) These messages will be. prqcasae ;as emerggncy

actions at all levels of command.

& possible requirement for the use or seleetively ralease
nuclear weapons. This message 1s necessary $0 1naure maximum
lead time at the national level and will contain as muqh o£~
the information listed in paragraph 6 &8 18 available.
Circumatances may dictate that the wm'nins message i
& request for comditional autharity aa deacribad 1n'




"L‘yuwv‘* Wy ',;"\

) plan, 1f appropriate.

i&ppro«al message will provide quthorization for releaae or

. weapons;

oy

L :ﬁahfuw xn the ablenqe ot nn afrirmntiva response rrom -
N J&iﬁrmﬂ'a of Btatf to i paquest for conditional
:uthority;-a‘:nlectiva release request must be submitted to

gatn nutngr:ty to employ & nucﬂour weapon. In some 1natancos, h
- time may preclude providing a j&rnins messcge. '

b. Selective release regues A delective release requeat

will be submitted only in an eqersency and when available

rorcea are incspable of coping‘with the situation using only

non-nuclear weapons, Requests 'to the Jolnt Chiefs of Staff

" will emanate from the commanders of unified and specified

cﬁmmnnds. As &n exdqption, an?inrormation copy of selective

- feiéasé ;gqﬁests from major subordinate éommands-of SAGEUR/'
" USCINCEUR will be forwarded to the Joint Chlefs of, Staff by

the féatest means available 50 a8 to arrive within two hours

. of the time of origin of the original request, The request

will include as a minimum the information required in
paragraph 6. 'Additional information will be provided if
availible. Reference will be made to & warning message or

C. oelective release approvdl The Jelective releaae .

g2 Reporting. The results of tﬁe émp1oym§nt'or ahproée.it'
selectiva release weapons will be reported in acccrdance

with paragraph 7 above,

B
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