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9 May 1977 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

. 
Subject: nuclear Weapon• Employment Doctrine (U) 

1. ~ The Joint Chieh ot Sulf ara pleaaed to provide 
their views on the subjects raiaed in the III8JIIOrandUin by the 
Aa•iatant to the President tor National Security Affairs, 
31 March 1977, A more detailed discuteion of each issue is 
contained in the Appendix. The questions in tbe aforemen
tioned ..-orandum 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 weapons ia 'deterrence of conven
tional or nuclear attacks and atteapta at coercion ~ 
nuclear powers againet the United Statee .and ita allies. 
zr deterrence fails, the objective seeks to limit da.age 
to the united States and its allies through control of 
escalation by employing firat conventional and then, if 
necessary, limited nuclear optione (LNOa) designed to 
liait the conflict and raeatablieh deterrence. If esca
lation cannot be controlled, the objective aeake to maxi~ 
mize us power relative to an enemy in the postwar era 
This doctrine is responsive to the realities of current 
technology and the relative military power balance between 
the United St.tee and the SoYiet Union. .Ita adoption hae 
placed greater emphaeia on planning for limited options, 
thereby improving the capability tor deterrence acrose 
the entire tpectrum of conflict and providing the NCA with 
a realistic, flexible response capability. It also com
plements and supportll NATO's strategy of flexible response. 
Por these reasons, NSDM 242 .ad_ LNOs,ahould be retain~. 

Claasified by Director, J-5 
E~ FROM GENERAL DECLASSIFICATION 
SCHEDULE OF EXBCUTIV! ORDER 11652 
gxEMPTION CATEGORY (3) 
DECLASSIFY ON DECEMBER 31, 2007 
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b. •A briaf statement of the procedures for actually con
ductin9 a nuclear war, limited or total, beyond the ini
tial phase. This should include an indication of the 
command procedures for the conduct 

The key element in us nuclear war procedures is the direct 
involvement of the NCA in not only the initial ataqea but 
the execution of a nuclear war. The e!fectivenea• of t:hia 

ia al110st totaliy on the aurvi va-

c. •A short •tateaent of the baaic objectives to be 
achieved through our various LNO options and acme indi
ca~ion of the •••umptiona, both political and military, 
regarding the specific LHOa.• · 

LNO• have been developed to aupport qeneraliaed military 
cuapaigna within a tb .. ter of operationa, COIIIplementing 
rather than substituting for conventional fore••· Real 
and declared capability to employ LNOs has enhanced 
deterrence, eapecially in the face of Soviet force improve
ment. Thaae option• support th• principal meana to liait 
damage, i.e., through control of eecalation. Their exist
ence provide• implicit recognition that the purpo•e of 

TQP SSGIUT
"jcs 2 oo; 106-1 7 Enclosure 



.. 

I 
I 
I 
' I 
I 

I 
I 

I 
I 

I 
I 
I 

I 

J 

i 
I 
I 

i 
I 

'POP 6i'?W'? 

military power ia not only to deter but alao to proaecute 
military conflict, Political and military •••~ptJana 
regarding specific LNOa are contAined in the Annex. A 
non-SlOP nuclear optiona briefing, which you heard oa 
11 April 1977, ia available tor preaentation to the 
~ .. l•tant to the Praaident for National Security Affaire. 

2,......, The current doctrine for the emplo~nt of nuclear 
veapora, .. .-bodied in NSDH 242, ahoulcS .,. reWned, Aotione 
1hould continue to refine it• implaaentatJon and 1upport itl 
execution, including the development of a capability for com
parative poatwar recovery analyaia, ~roveaent of CINC ad hoc 
planni09 capabilitiea1 additional intelligence aupport1 and 
an enbaac:-nt of CICII*Ii...t and control aurvivab!Uty, relia
bility, and tledbility. To entwmoe t.pl....,t&tion of nu
clur woapou a.plol(ll8nt: doctrine, the Joint Chief• of lt.aff 
have in.~Ututed an annual rev.t..w prooua, the initial r .. ulta 
ot which vera forwar~ t:o you bJ JCSM-tl-77, 15 lfareh 1917, 
•Nuclear weapona Elllploya.nt Guidance (D) • • 

Por the Joint Chief• of Staffa 

Signed 

GEORGB 8, BROWN 
Chainun · 

Joint Chlefa of Staff 

161 Jttltl~ 
JCS 2430/306-1 8 Enclosure 

I 
l 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



t' 

oii'tJF &cum 

T6P 9Fl812ET 

JCS 2430/306-1 

APPENDIX AND ANNEX 

(18 pages) 

9 
Appendix 
and Annex 



' ' , ~ 

APPENDIX 1 

NUCLEAR WEAPONS EMPLOYMENT DOCTRINE (U) 

1. (U) Submitted below for ~rour consideration are the views of the 

2 

3 

Joint Chiefs of Staff on several aspects of current us nuclear 

employment policy. 

2 • .......,. Evolution of US Nuclear Policf: 

a •. For the most part, the United States has in the past 

emphasized the concept of massive retaliation against 

cities, commonly referred to as assured destruction. The 

basic simplicity of such a concept provided many advantages 

from a force sizing viewpoint by providing measurable levels 

of attack effectiveness in terms of damage to population and 

industry which could then be·translated to force requirements. 

In the late 1960's, us policymakers considered that 

deterrence could be assured by threatening to destroy in 

retaliation about a third of the population and 70 percent 

of the war-supporting economic base (containing less than 

one-third of the value of the output of the industrial 

sectors in the USSR, but sometimes erroneously referred 

to as 70 percent of its industrial capacity); Forces to 

carry out the assured destruction policy were well hedged 

to cover a worst-case condition. This approach made 

weapons available for targeting a comprehensive military 

target system. 

b. The concept of major dama9e limitation through counterforce 

attacks, which was promoted during the era of us superi-

ority, eventually became too costly as Soviet capability 

improved and became infeasible with the advent of the 

sea-launched ballistic missile (SLBM), silo hardening, 

and ratification of the antiballistic missile (ABM) Treaty. 

corm 
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c .. With expanded Soviet capabilities, many (including NATO 

Allies) questioned the wisdom and credibility of solely 

relying on assured destnlcl i 011 t_r) provide deterrence_ ·rhe 

lack of credibility of the massive retaliation doctrine 

to provide deterrence led to NATO's flexible response 

strategy, MC 14/3. 

d. The need for a policy which would provide the United 

States with greater flexibility was recognized at the national 

level through several successive administrations and was 

highlighted in several Presidential Foreign Policy Reports 

to Congress. Generally, it was believed that a simple 

"assured destruction" doctrine did not meet the apparent 

requirements for a.flexible range of strategic options. 

National leaders believed that no President should be 

left with only one course of strategic action, particularly 

one that included ordering the mass destruction of enemy 

civilians and facilities. Given the range of possible 

political/military situations which could conceivably 

confront the United States, strategic policy could not be 

based solely on a capability of inflicting urban and 

industrial damage and casualties presumed to be beyond the 

level an adversary would accept. Rather, the United States 

should he able to respond at levels appropriate to the 

situation. 

e. Several years of etudy by the Office of the Secretary 

of Defense, interagency groups, and the Joint Chiefs of 

Staff culminated in the following conclusions: 

(1) Massive retaliation a9ainst cities in response to 

less than an all-out attack on us cities is not a 

credible policy. 
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(2) There is H ne~d tor d scclcs of measured responses 

to a(JgreSSiOil Wflich bear d relationship tO the level Of 2 

provo.::ation ·:lllcl 1t.1ve some: prospects of terminating J 

hostilities on acceptable terms and reestablishing 4 

deterrence. This continuu~ 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 

perceiving success at any level of conflict. 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

(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 !rom 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 capabilitias, 

suggesting that some means should be adopted to limit 

damage through control of escalation if deterrence failed. 

The success of controlling escalation depends heavily on 

the enemy's objectives; the price he is willing to pay to 

reach his objective; and his perception of US objectives, 

capab.ilities, 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 

control escalation provide the mosL 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 intermediate levels of aggression. 
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(&) Targeting f~pulation, pur se, is not an economical 

application of weapons, due to the demography of the 

USSR and the potentidl .impact of Soviet population 

protection measures which are not yet fully understood. 

(7) During the time 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 this 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 {SlOP) by 

providing for a broad range of strategic options and a 
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Strategic Reserve Force and introducing the concept of ascalationlS 

control. Emphasis was shifted from destruction of the 16 

enemy's wax-supporting urban-industrial base and population 17 

to his postwar recovery capability and, as practicable, 

national. leadership and military capabilities. Deterrence 

was to be enhanced by development of limited and regional 

options which support the concept of escalation control; 

i.e., attaining the objective of early war termination on 

terms acceptable to the United States and its allies, at 

the lowest level of conflict feasible. Enemy realization 

of the enormous destructive power available to be used 

after a limited exchange should serve to convince political 

leaders to stop and negotiate. These concepts were 

promulgated as Presidential guidance in NSDM 242. The 

implementing guidance was further developed and promulgated 

by the Department of Defense, as Nuclear Weapons Employment 

Policy (NUWEP), on 4 April 1974. 
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3. ~ Current Guiclallce. !'resent US Nuclear Weapon Employ- 1 

ment Doctrine can be stated as follows: 

a. The fundamental objective of the current US doctrine 

of "Flexible Nuclear Re~ponse• is deterrence of conven

tional and nuclear attacks and of attempts at coercion by 

nuclear powers against the US and its allies. This 

condition is established by an assured and evident US 

nuclear retaliatory capability effective across a wide 

spectrum of possible conflict situations and by declara-

tory policy. Should conflict occur, the strategy seeks 

to limit damage to the United States and its allies 

through the control of escalation. This is to be ac

complished by providing a wide range of employment 

optionsto the National Command Authorities (NCA) for 

response to varying levels of provocation. These op-

tions, developed to enhance deterrence, are to be 

employed, in conjunction with other supporting measures, 

to limit conflict to the lowest level feasible and 

coerce an enemy into negotiating a termination of the 

war on terms acceptable to the United States and its 

allies. This is to be done while holding vital enemy 

targets hostage and threatening their destruction. To 

the extent that escalation cannotbe controlle~ the 

strategy seeks to maximize us power relative to an 

enemy by destroying those resources critical to the 

enemy's postwar recovery, l.imiting damage to the 

United States to the degree practical, and by mainta1n-

ing a strategic force in reserve for protection and 

coercion during and after a major nuclear exchange. 
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b. This pol i '~Y r.~·co<m i ;~es that Qxt.ension of a counter

value retaliat.ion nuclear umbrella to contain Soviet 

expansi~1nism i.::~ no h.•J••Jl:l' .feasible in the current 

power balance era, and l t provides options which are 

highly credible deterrents because they are clearly 

in the best interests of the United States to carry 

out should deterrence fail. 

c. Present policy concepts emphasize preplanning to: 

enhance force efficiency and effectiveness, provide 

for rapid execution, and provide a solid basis for 

estimating consequences of execution. The full range 

of politico/military conditions cannot be anticipated. 

Past experience has shown that national decisionmakers 

desire a full range of options to consider in determining 

app-ropriate solutions to a crisis. It ia therefore 

prudent and necessary to maintain the capability for 

responding to a wide range of hostile actions. Therefore, 

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, 

appropriate organizations and procedu.res have been 

established for the rapid development, assessment,and 

execution of specific options. It is assumad that there 

will be a high degree of control and direction by the 

NCA which will require close interaction between political, 

diplomatic, and military 3Ctiong in the face of rapidly, 

often obscurely unfolding events. 

d. When aspects of current policy became known publicly, 

greater flexib.ili ty \vas often misinterpreted as advo

cating a counterforce strategy, a silo-busting policy, 
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or a disarreing first strike capability. on the contrary, 

~SDM 242 provided greater flexibility to the NCA by pro

viding a wide spectrum of options from which to choose 

! 

! 
3 

4 

5 

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 
~ 

7 
the expenditure of several thousand nuclear weapons. 
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f. Contingency plans are separate from the SIOP and are 23 

developed by the commanders of the unified and specified 
24 

commands, providing an alternative to massive retaliation. 
25 

These plans provide limited and regional nuclear options 
26 

(LNOs and RNOs). LNOs are generally small-scale preplanned 
27 

attacks by nuclear-capable forces against fixed targets 2& 
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and provide for controlling escalation or seeking limited 

objectives. RNOs are attacks, normally by nuclear-capable 

theater forces, rlesigned to counter deployed attacking 

enemy forces and resources. In planning for the LNOs 

1 

2 

3 

and RNOs, it is assumed that such limited options would s. 
4 

only be executed under a generated force posture to enhance 6 

deterrence against, and assure a maximum capability to 7 

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

is recognized that the capability exists to execute limited 

options from a day-to-day posture. rt is also assumed 

that the enemy's national command and control and attack 

assessment capabilities would not be attacked in order 

to assure his capability to perceive and maintain the 

limited nature of the conflict. 

g. The concept of limited nuclear warfare involves the 

need to provide for a militarily effective but measured 

use of force in order to seek early war termination on 

terms acceptable to the United States and its allies, at 

the lowest level of conflict feasible by: 

(1) Denying an aggressor his immediate military objectives. 

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

of violence. 

(3) Holding hostage targets that the enemy is believed 

to value highly. 

The existence of LNOs provides implicit recognition that 

military power should not only deter but should also 

provide options which are militarily useful in the event 

conflict cannot be deterred. 

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

factors are considere~ as appropriate, in the planning/ 

approval process and prior to employment. 
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i. Development of limited optionJ has concentr~ted on plans 

to support a generalized military campaign in a theater 

of operations. Progress should continue towards development 

of options designed to achieve national "politico/military•; 

objectives. Some military options have been developed 

which could be considered for possible political application. 

continue and should include representatives from the 

National Security Council (NSC} and the Department of State. 
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4. J,:IIWW.Advisability 9t Ret~!!!l!!2_Current Policy. The Joint 

Chiefs of Staff believe that the current nuclear employment 

pollcy, as described in NSDM 242, should be retained. The 

previously discussed ~atiunale used in developing curr~nt 

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 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

1 

8 

policy. Intelligence analyses of current Soviet capabilities g· 

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 

ot intensity. T~erefore, it is prudent to maintain US 

10 

11 

12 

ll 
deterrent capability over a wide spectrum of possible con- 14 

flict through a concept that embraces both strategic and lS 

theater nuclear weapons. This close coupling of US 

strategic capabilities to theater forces and the extension 

of the nuclear umbrella to theaters without stalwart us 

conventional defenses are believed to have enhanced 

deterrence of nuclear and coriventional 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, 

political/military centers, etc.,) and civil defense 

progr~ms. Targeting of national leadership (includes 

16 
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political/military C
3

) and military nuclear/conventional 29 

capabilities enhances deterrence, helps 1 io·i t damage to 30 

the extent practical, and denies the Soviets the capability 31 
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7. ~LNO and RNO Objectivea and Assumptions 

a. The basic objective for which non-SlOP nuclear options 

(LNOs and RNOs) are designed is early war termination on 

terms acceptable to the United States and ita allies, at 

the lowest level of conflict feasible. It is intended 

that execution of these options create a state of affairs 

permitting the continuation or resumption of political 

arrangements to terminate the conflict. In accordance 
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16 

with this objective, LNOs and RNOs have been developed for 17 

a nu~er of contingencies. These options are available 

for consideration by the NCA during a crisis and for use 

in conjunction with political and other military measures 

such as employment of conventional forces. Specific 

11 

19 

20 

objectives of current LNOs and RNOs are contained in the 22 

Annex. 23 

b. The basic political assumption underlying the development 24 

of non-SIOP nuclear options is that escalation contL·ol can 25 

be achieved. The fundamental assumption of escalation 26 

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 Jl 
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specific, valued targets. \\'hen political a~d military 1 

efforts are combined, the assumption is that escalation £.. 

can be controlled by enha11cing or guiding enemy perceptions. 3 
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SUI)Jf.CT· US llucle.:~r k'e:apon:; Employment Policy (lJ) 

(u) ., f · . s d "' d * f J I 29 · · .., 11 "e t!l ence r rna e .•J your memo ran um o u y , ~m, ch rt!r;1rned my report 
to the President of Jun~ 3 on US ~uc.lear Weapons Empioy:ner.t ?"or icy ~0 thf\ 
it could be modified to accommodate my vi~JS on che results of PR~-IC~~ 

('l'!lt fhe report has been appropriately revised and is being submitted thi-s 
date for the Pre~ident's review. r agree the report should be considered 
at the s~e time as thw final results of PIU1-JO, and solicit your assist
once In assuring the report receive5 the President's attention. 

-t'f'f'1'" It is apparent that cons~nsus has not yet been achieved with respect 
to f0.11e eletn.~~nts of the general \·tar targeting criter-ia describee in NSDl1-
i!lt2. FoiiO\C.Qn ~o1ork ~1ill be required in this area. I intend to continue 
SUC:I'I Study, and 1/i I J make further recor.JI!Iendation On the disposition of 
NSDtt-242 after I compl"te • review of deterrent concepts ·and alternative 
strategic:. targeting criteria. 

~I appreciate the importanc·e of ttle iuues that :.:nclerl ie your suggestion 
to amplify the reporr to describe ~r.ore explicitly tne President's role and 
physical location 11hi le c:onductinp nuclear >·Jar. H~ . .,aver, I nave not attempt-

to do so in ti-le repor-t. ~/hi!: the c.lpabi!i.t ,to s c ;;he President in 
exists 

111av e. 
authorItY for author-

lling weapons ernplovment. Because the answe;- to this Question is 
,swjoc:t: to any number of scen-.rios, r believe rt can be more effectively 
addressed during uiscuss ion rather than by further lcngtl\cnlng t,e report 
to cover the broad range of possibilities. 

~With re5pect to your request for comments on the rnech1nisms bv which 
detaiJed and highly c:l.a,s:ifie:J adjustments in our nuclear ~"eapons employment 
po·liey eltor !:he degre~ to ~1hieh wit deter the Soviets, our 11<1tionaJ declar· 
atory poi icy provides the bu ic. m=ct.Mism throwgh \·thich ''e attempt to i11~ 
f.Juenc;e Sov:cc pcrceptiom; and thus, deter on the !-ash; of our targetin9 
practie.s. O~ficial but generalized statellfl!lnts of' our ra:geti,g objectives 

"'"1"1\ttaclii!4iiit"lQ J.CS ~H0/306- 4 
"''~~ Att.&~hm.rt!!t to JOB 2 U0/306 ... , l 

., .. 4th!l11-~nt t.c .:fcs .UOl/61)S 
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Olnc! l;)ur r;onfir.!cno::<! in ZJchi~ving th(l;,<.: o';Jc·;~iv::·; CJ~ :;,~,·\·.· •:si r, ~ .•. r;:J:;;~.: 
•-:it;h•;;.,~ rcv~:afim:; Ll1c highly cfaHifit!d ~<lr~,::t•1g .;!::~.:.:1·~ , .. , "" ,,,,t1.:>
nmdum to the P;-esiclo:wt*l m,;ntion declar.Jtory polity <1;. o:-~r. ~.f rh~ a.-f>il?· 
needi119 reemphcliis reg,'ln.lless of thn eventu<JI judgr.:~:.'l'IC'i ~aJ.;; on NSO~!~Z42. 
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THE SEC.1il:TAHY Or DEFE:OJSE 
, 1'/,\l:i~!:.'lC':"ON, O.C • .::.:>::JOI 

HEMORANOU/1 F"OR THE PR£5 I DENT 

SUBJECT: US Nuclear.w~apons Employment Policy (U) 

I 9 AUG 1977 

~Several months ago, you directed Zbignlew Brzezinski to ask me several 
questions concerning our current nuclear· weapons employment pol ic:y (NSDM-
2~2)., and tne appropriateness .of retainfn.g that pol icy. My response to 
your questions l'l'aS InItially forwarded to the Wni te House on June 3. At 
that time, however, it was anticipated that PRM-10 would likely provide 
additional insight 11i.th 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 
mOdifications necessary to accommodate' my· vfews on the results of PRM·IO. 

. . 
~) I have reviewed my previously developed responses to your questions, 
and am enc...J:.osing the report,· slightly altered to the above end, for your 
inform,J"tion and cons ideratron. In addition to responding to your specific 
questions, the report provides additional background to help in under
standing our existing policy and the complexity of issues involving de
terrence' and the possible employment or threat of employment of nuclear 
weapons. 

(X) Clearly, the question of 1-1hether exhtil'\g nucle~r employ""'nt policy 
should be continued or modified, :md IF so, ·in what respec:tp, 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. 

~) The analySe$ and discussions of PRr1-JO sugge~t that there is sti II 
no consensus with- respect to some elements •of the general 1·1ar targeting 
criteria described in NSOM-242. It Is apparent that fol1011-on 1·1o'rk l'lill 
be required in this area, and I Intend to continue such study. I am not, 
therefore, prepared to make a final recommendation on the ultimate dis
position of NS0.~-242 at this time. The attached report therefore does not 
present that issue for decision by you. 

~Nevertheless, \·1hatover judgments may ultiruately be made on its detilils, 
NSOM-242 represented a major step in nuclear employment pol icy. It promul
gated for the first time a single national policy for employ~nt of both 
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strategic <lnd thoatcr nucl-ear forces -- i.e., for p!Dnnin!) hO'.: our oxisting 
forces •.1ou I d be used if n~ces:o<~ry. It is CJ r.J-ljor adv<~nc;e j n providing an 
opportunity for gre.:~ter P<~rticipJtion by the (civilian) tl<ltionol C0111111and 
Authori tics in nuele<~r planning,. and ·fer ration<ll izing the planning process. 
11oreover, in addition to estilb! ~shing objectives and pol icy for nuclear 
1·1eapons employr::ent planning, tiSON-242 also specified several tasks to be 
undertaken in the areas of crisis man.:~ge~nt, declaratory policy, politic:ol
mi I i tary interfa~e in the planning process, and Presidentic:J) revi e~·l of tho 
resulting operational. plans. For a variety of reasons, these requirements 
for implamentlng the overall policy have never all been completely satis
fied. I believe that reemphasis Qn these areas \'llll now be'needcd regard
less of the eventual judgments made on NSDH-242. 

/,;P.t? With r~sper:t· to the status of r:urren·t guidance, I endor:se the views 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff that the pol icy stated in NSDH-24.2 appears 
valid for the immediate future, and I recommend that NSDM-242 be retained 
fo~ employment planning purposes. I do this because even ~ (as is quite 
possible) further analysis indicates that signlf.icant policy modifications 
should be directed iijt some future point, adequa.te lead time wi 11 be neces
sary to transition .to a new employment policy. Indeed, becau'e of the com
plexity oF the planning process, while some limited modifications might be 
lntroduce~re rapidly, t\'IO or. more years \•lould be needed to develop new 
pJannlng guidance and fully trans late it Into a new general '•ar plan (SI 0?). 
It would be essential that a comprehensive policy statement be In effect In 
the interim to provide focus and guidance for nuclear employment planning. 

~ I further recommend that action continue under the leadership of the, 
Secretary of Defense to refine and support implementation of NSON-242, 
especially in those areas un·likely to be aFf~cted by possTble future policy 
adjustments. Such action should include: · .. 

Continued action to familiarize you and your senior advisors 
with the content, <:apabilit1es, 11mlt:at:ions and risks of the 
nuclear operational p·lans developed by the Jo.int Chiefs of 
Staff in support of the nat.ional nuclear employment policy, 
and to familiarize decision makers \'lith 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 
their preparation of military plans for limited nuclear employ
ment options l'lnen required by the Pr-esident during a crisis. 
We also need to assure In peacetime that in crisis and war 
there will be adequate interaction and eoordination,of politi
cal, diplomatic, and military measures (including both opera
tions and intelligence) in any attempt to controi escalation 
thro~gh the limited employment of nuclear weapons 
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Initiation of a C(lmprchcnsive r.:vic\·1 of dt!terrcnt c:onr.ciJtS, 
to include ultern<Jdvc strategic t<~rgeting c;ritcril >hich 
c.ould S.lrvc .is a basi:; for n:finc.;:~nt of nuclear ~r.:~loyr.~~nc 
pl.lnning guidance (NU'.J.EP). issuc1 by the Secretary of Ot.dense. 

~ The Joint Chiefs of Stilff have developed and I have revie:·tad a briefing 
on non~SJOP (i.e., relatively small) .·nuclear options •.. This briefing on 
limited nuclear employment options.and th.a s.tatus of their planning ~·tas 
prepared as • folla,l-on to briefings you have received on the SlOP. I 
recommend that after' you have revle~11ed the attached report, ~·te schedule 
the Joint Chiefs of .Staff briefing for you. 

~ I also recommend that you and I visit the Strategic Air Command and 
the Joint Strategic Target Planning Staff. within the next two months ~-
perhaps in l•te September or.early In October. · 

.-"" I ~;,;I I make a further recommendation on the disposition of ~ISDH~242 
and the appropriate policy on the issues It presents after I have com
pleted a review of deterrent concepts and alternative strategic target
in$ c:ri ted a as a fofloo.r~-on to PRM-JO. 

Attachment 
Revised Report on Current Nuclear 
1./eapons Emp 1 oyment Po I icy 
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'REPORT 
BY THE SECRETARY OF DEFEtiSE 

oil 
CURRENT US fiUCtEAR EMPLOYMENT POLl CY {U} 

I. Introduction · . · 

J.;!'J The following report responds to tho President's request for 
lnforma~lon and comments on the US nuclear employment policy establish
ed by NSDH-242. 

kef It is appropriate to note that NSOM-242 provides policy for planning 
the employment of all.avallable US strategic and theater nuclear weapons 
(except anti-submarine and anti-air defense weapons),. and should be regard
e~ as qui.te distinct from acquisition and deployment policies which appear 

. in other documents and about which determinations are made separately. The 
operatfonal employment plans (SlOP and other contingency plans) developed in 
support of NSDM-242 are capabilities plans designed to acf:lieve NSDM-242 ob
jec:tlves to the extent prac:tic:able with c:urrentJ'y available nuclear·forces. 

~)The main body of the report {Sections 11-V) focuses on our present 
nuclear war doctrine, and the underlying observations, assumptions and 
ratronale that led to adoption·of the policy represented by NSDM-242, ~nd 
dfscusses the advisability of retaining NSDH-242. Discussions of the more 
specific questions relative to: (l) procedures for conducting nuclear war, 
{2) command and control survivability, and ~3) objec~ives and assumptions 
of our ~urrent limited nuclear options are contained In appropriate annexes 
to tne basic report. 

~ 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 NSSM-169 inter
agency study group on nuclear weapons empJoyment policy whose analyses and 
recommendations resulted In the specific: policy ~t•ted in NSDM-2~2. The 
NSSH-169 group 1s rationale is presented to permit a better understanding of 
the current doctrine and why it was adopted. A critical analysis of this 
rationale has not been attempted. Such an analysis is appropriate as part 
of PRM-10 follow-on activities. 

II. ·us Nuclear War Planning- Background (1962-74) 

~ Since 1962, employment planning for virtually all US strategic nuclear 
forces has been contained in the Single Integrated Ope(ational Plan (SlOP). 
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Until 1976, the SlOP was p'repar~d in accordance with the Uational Strategic 
Targeting and Attack Policy {NSTAP), developed by the Joint Chiefs of Stuff. 
The NSTAP was a JCS guidance document f,or military planners. There was, 
however, no sin~le coherent statement or document that could be regarded 
as a national strategic nuclear 'employment policy. There was essentially 
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I Jl. Nuclear Weapons Employment Pol ley Reassessment (1969·74) 

{U) Overwhelming US nuclear superiority end the threat or large-scale nuclear 
retaliation provided a credible deterrent not only to deliberate nuclear 
attack throughout the 19S0s and Into the 1960s but also a reasonably plaus
lbte threat for response to c:onventionat attacks. · US nuclear. eapabil ity 
contfnued to increase during this period with significant qualitative and 
quantitative improvements in US nuclear forces. Although concerns for the 
survivabll lty of the US forces date back to discussion of the vulnerability 
of bomber bases in the late 1350s, the deployment of submarlne•launched 
ball ist.rc missiles, srJo-based ICBMs on.constant alert, as well 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. Nevertheless, while by most measures, the US reta~ned strategic 
nuclear superiority, the Soviets were rapidly narrowing this lead. In 
particular, the USSR was likewise achieving a secure strategic retaliatory 
capability themselves by rapid ·deployments of ICBMS protected in hardened 
silos, and SL8Hs under the sea. 

,/tfl'( In the minds of many analysts, these changing strategic realities raised. 
serious questions as to the continued effectiveness of our nuclear deterrent.· 
While virtually all believed our strategic•forces and plans adequate to deter 
a major nuclear attack on the US, they were uncertain that the th~eat of 
large-scale nuclear retaliation provided the best deterrent to Jesser attacks 
or threats to the US and its allies. Moreover, the changing strategic bal
ance appeared to erode US allies' confidence in the strength and credibility 
of the US nuclear deterrent The diminished ~redlbility of the assured 
destruction doctrine to deter attacks against Europe led Secretary· McNamara 
to press for a flexible response strategy in NATO, eventual1y realized in 
HC !4/3 In 1967. 

,illY' 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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~he Oepar~ment of Defense under the chairmanship of Dr. John Foster. Later, 
tn 1973, tt became the NSSM-lG9·study, and representatives from the Depart· 
ment of State, the Centro! lnt~lligenee Agency, and the staff of the National 
Security Council were added (though they had been consulted informally · 
earlier). The NSSM-169 study group concluded: (1) the threat of a massive 
retaliatory response is credl~le as a deterrent only at the upper levels 
of potential strategic nuclear conflict, and (2) If deterrence fails by 
acc:ident or misc:alcula.tion, counterforce attacks against Soviet nuclear 
threats offer little ·confidence of holding damage to the u~ to a low level. 

(U) The study group recommended that the US introduce limited nuclear employ
ment options Into its nuclear planning to enhance deterrence and to l.imit 
damags by control I ing escalation. The National Command Authorities (NCA) 
would have greater flexibility In responding to a wider range of threats 
against th~ US and Its allies and thereby Increase the overall credibility of 
our deterrent and the possibility of limiting damage, if deterrence failed. 

(U) The study group noted that under the prevtous riuclear employment pot icy 
(NSTAP), the means of limiting damage was viewed In military.terms •• 
counterforce attacks against nuclear ~hreats. The group concluded that in 
a major nuclear conflict with the Soviet Union, ·counterforce strikes would 
not slgniffcantly reduce urban damage to the US and Its allies. The US did 
not have the capabllltfes to effectively target the Increasingly survivable 
Sovf et nuc:l ear forces, either preemptively or in reta 1 i ati on. In addition, 
US strategic defense capabilities were limited. Air defense forces had 
been steadily declining and ball-istic missile defense-- not feasible for 
area defense in any event -- was constrained by the ABM Treaty. Consequent· 
ly, the group Introduced the 'oncept of llml.tlng 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 tenns acceptable to the US. Efforts to control 
escalatl6n through the employment of limited nuclear options would show 
restraint. They would pn)vide opportunities for the enemy to reconsider 
and to negotiate for an acceptable settlement (altho_ugh not necessarily a 
settlement that achieves all of the objec~lvss o~ goals desired by either 
side). 

(U) Options to control escalation are tntended to work on the will and 
determination of the opposing political leadership. They are not intended 
to fulfill a total set of mil{tary objectives but rather to: 

Reverse or staletr.ate the situation, at least tempo·rar!ly. 

Diminish the enemy's expectation of success. 

Convl nee him that hl s I I ml ts wrl I be exceeded. ··· 

Present the enemy with a set of response alternatives whfch 
make It difficult for him to respond militarily In kind. 
a_nd disadvantageous to escalate. 
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-- Convince him that· early termination is his most attractive 
a I ternat i ve. 

Key questions, perhaps unanswerable,· are the degree to which such an approach 
can influence Soviet actions during a nucle~r war, the means for conveying 
such massages (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 better approaches, some pursuit of 
this one Is justifl~d.· 

(U) The concept of e~calatlon control requires establishing.boundarles 
limiting the scope, level, and duration of the violence. Planning empha
sis is shifted from the tr~ditional app'?~Ch which place$ specific mili
tary targeting requirements (designed to secure military advantage) fore
most to an approach in which political-military objectives established by 
the NCA (designed to terminate conflict as quickly as possible) are para
mount. Specfal 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 convnands in selecting t.he details. of the attack. 

(U) Behind the concept of escalation control i5 the assumPtion that statesmen 
define some limits as to the losses (costs) they are willing to suffer to 
achieve their objectives. In 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 c1eerly below the level. 
of a massive attack, and they would seek to coerce the enemy Into negotia
tion for early war tennlnation by striking relatively small numbers of 
selected targets and providing a deterre'nt to furthsr escalation by hold-
ing forth the pro$pect of'subsequant ~assive attacks on targets ho values 
highly. If, however, there are virtually no limits on the enemy 1s ob
jectives or the costs he is willing to incur, then control of escalation 
through limited nuclear options may not be possible, and the conflict could 
only be stopped by destroying his capability to achieve his objective. If 
deterrence falls, the essential first step would be to assess the enemy's 
ultimate obje~tives and detennine whether and where he would 1 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-limited strike In return. 

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

General War ... 
~A second focus of concern to the NSSM-169 study group was how best to 
deter a major attack on the US. Recognizing, however, that there was no way 
deterrenc~ of a major nuclear war co.uld be categorically assured, the group 
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also developed targeting cri~er!a that would contribute to the most favorable 
outcome po~sible for the US In the event deterrence failed. They concluded 
that the ability to deny the e~my hi9 pcsr~ar objectives In terms of over
all power and influence would be a better deterrent to a major nuclear attack 
than destroying what was defined in advance to ~e "unacceptable cost'' in 
terms of fatalities and damage to the enemy's war-supporting and urban 
Industria I base. 

~ The group rejected the targeting alternative whfch emphasized indis
criminate destruction of population for the following reasons: 

The US was limited In its ability to Insure approximately 
equal SQvlet deaths to those suffered by the US gfven the 
demographic asymmetry (I.e., the US Is more concentrated In 
cities than Soviet population) iind the smarJer yields of US 
warheads. (SlOP analyses in 1972·e5timated 123 million US 
fatalities compared to 82 million Soviet fatalities in a 
maximum level nuclear exchange between the US and USSR, i.e., 
both sides fully generated with the USSR striking first.} 

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

The Soviet and PRC leadership might hav& a higher toleran~e for 
casualties than per~eived 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 th~ US. Historical 1)', the Soviets have 
accepted enormous human· costs •to secure the objectives of the 
c:olll!'lunist regime. Mi ll·ions of deaths are estimated 1:0 have 
occurred (though over years, not days) during the agricultural 
collectivization and Stalinist purges preceding World War II 
in which twenty milrion Soviets are estimated to have died. 

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

7 

~) The NSSH-169 study group ~ootas not unanimous In bel ievi_ng that a threat 
to POst-att~ck recovery targets would be more effective than some other tar-· 
getlng objective In tenms of enhancing deterrence. Whether a criterion of 
eomparab I e fatalities and damage was· requ l red was open to debate 

1 
and soma 

held that the revised targeting criteria would not result in significant 
differences from the then currently declared threat of major retaliation 
against population. (This in fact, appeared to be the case when analysis 
of the first SlOP developed under NSDM·Z42 criteria showed ·without con
sidering possible Soviet civil defense- a decrease of only about ti'IO per 
cent in expected Soviet fatalities. The political, economic, and military 
institutions are, in the large, where the population Is). All of the tiSSM-
169 study group agreed, however, that the new criteria would not d~crease 
deterrence of a major nuclear attack." 

·tv. Current Nuclear Employment Policy and Planning Guidance 
I 

~The concepts developed by the USSM-169-study gfoupwereincorporated 
in NSD~-Z42 issued ·by the President on January 24, 1974. ~SDH~Z42 defined 

. general employment planning objectives .and broad targeting pol icy for US 
nuclear forces Including .for the first time, provisions for a strategic 
reserve force. It also established procedures for the development of further 
guidance and Presidential review of employment plans, as well as certain ob• 
jectives and tasks for co~~nd, control and crisis ·management. The broad 
policies directed by NSOM~Z42 have been more definitively elaborated by the 
Secretary of Defense as "uclear Weapons Employment Polley (NUWEP), and by 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff in their detaildd planning ~uidance to the CINCs 
and the Joint Strategic Target Planning Staff. 

~lefly stated, NSOM~Z42 and.NUWEP establish that the fundamental ob
jective of the current US doctr!ne of "Flexible N~lear Response" is deter
rence of conventional and nuclear attacks and attempts at coercion by nuclear 
powers against the US and Its allies. Thls condition is established by an 
assured and evident US nuclear retaliatory 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 
P.mployment 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 !01-test level feasible 
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anrl coerce ftn enemy into negotiating ·a termin~tion of the war on tenms 
acceptable to the US and Irs allies •. ihis Is co be done while holding 
~!tal enemy targets hostage and threatening their subsequent destruction 
1f the enemy falls to negotiate. The availability of such options is 
meant to enhance deterrence in the first place.· To the extent 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 1s 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 astra· 
tegic force In reserve for protection and coercion during and after a 
major nuclear exchange. · · 

(U) Present policy concepts emphasize preplanning to: enhance force ef
ficiency and effectiveness, provide for rapid execution, and provide a 
solid basis for estimating eonsequencas (exPected damage levels. fatali
ties, risks, etc.). The full range of politico-military conditions can-

8 

not be anticipated. Past experience has shown that national decision-
makers desire a full range of options to consider In determi~ing appropriate 
solutions to a crisis. It is therefore prudent and necessary ·to maintain · 
the capability 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 executi"on. \./here on_ly general plans 
can be formulated ln advance, dedicated organizations and specialized 
planning procedures have been established within the military structure of 
the Joint Staff and unified and"speelfied commands for the rapid develop
ment, assessment and execution of specirie limited nuclea~ employment options. 
It is assumed that there will be a high deg~ee of control and direction by 
the NCA which will require close Interaction beb~een political, dfplomatic, 
and military actions in the face of rapidly, often obscure'ly unfolding 
events. An acceptable concept has not yet evolved of how this Jnteraction 
between 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 syste~ and capabilities. In fact, the 
changes In the targeting, and the additional flexibility Incorporated in the 
employment plans have not as so far carried out entailed purchase of new 
systems. Schlesinger did acknowledge, however, that the doctrine would be 
Improved if certain qualitative improvements were funded for the forces 
and command and control systems. The contemporaneous discussion of better 
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 s,trategic capability. 
Neither did the doctrine represent a radical shift in targeting emphasis. 
On the contrary prepared. US nuclear war plans had always included options 
for attacking both urban-Industrial and military (hard and soft) targets, 
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but heretofore they always involved the expenditure of several thousand 
nuclea: ~~~pons. Th~ concepts of NSOM-242 were meant to provide greater 
flexlb•l•ty to the tJCA by provi.ding a ,wide spectrum of variously sized 
options. from which to choose a~ appropriate response at any level of 
aggression. 

(U) For the most part, LND-RNO development has produced options that 
emphasize their military utilitY (rather than political utility) in the 
defense of an area or interest believed vital to the US. Vhile criteria 
for ass essl·ng m II i ta ry c ffcct i venes s are we 11 deve I oped and wIde 1 y under~ 
stood, and thus c:an be used to guide prep}anning of options, deflnitton of 
qseful criteria for evaluating the potential polltlcaJ utility of LNOs'and 
:p.No~ h.as been found to be very c:omplex. Factors relevant to a determin
ation of political utility are extremely subjective, and may not be ade
quately understood until an actual crisis begins to unfold. Thus, it has 
be~ easier to conceptualize and pre-plan limited optlons.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 

·criteria to enhance the military planners' capability to pre-plan, and more 
Importantly, 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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Initiated a series ~f .Politico-military war simulations designed to raise 
the level of familiarization and understanding of nuclear war consider
ations among senior civilian and military officials. Two separate series 
of simulations have examined limited nuclear option concepts In crisis 
scenarios fcx:used Qn the Jiid·.East and northeast Asia. The simulations have 
been considered very informative and useful by most participants, ·and should 
be continued. Setter insight, however, still remains. to be developed in 
the area of interfacing political objectives, requirements and criteria with 
military plans and capabllitles. This will be particularly Important in the 
management of an actual crisis when it will be necessary to integrate polit· 
lcal and diplomatic measures with military activities if an attempt Is being 
made to control escalation through the t~mited employment of nuclear weapons. 

V. Advlsabllity of Retaining NSDM-242 

~ The NSDM-242 nuclear weapons employment policy provided. for the first· 
time, a nationally promulgated COI1m)n pol icy framework for both strategic 
and theater forces. It remal ns for thl s. Actmi nistrat I on to determine whether 
or not NSDM-2~~ should be retained. ~difled or replaced. 

"' It would be Inadvisable merel·y to cancel NSOM-242 in the absence of an 
equally comprehensive national nuclear weapons employment policy state~ 
ment. Nuclear weapons employment planning is an immensely complex and time 
consuming activity. Significant modifications to nuclear weapons employ
ment doctrine generate literally vast edjustments not only in the targeting 
plans themselves, but in command· and control procedures, emergency action 
procedures, training. lnteltlgence requirements, as well d -many other 
areas. Two years of Intense activlty·elapsed between the slgnl"ng of NSDH-
2,.2 and the effective date of the first SlOP developed acc:9rdingly. Con
sequently, transition to any new or significantly revised doctrine would 
require an adequate lead time. 

(#) Even though no one can say wfth confidence that the exlstr=nce of 
fimited nuclear options will either deter a potential aggressor in e~ery 
case, or that escalatto·n c:an be c:ontro11ed through the employment of ·1 imi t
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 
continue to plan for the flexible use of its nu~lear ~eapons. 

(X} With respect to general war, we can never be absolutely certain of 
precisely what or how muc:h wi II deter the Soviet leadership. Consequently, 
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•fts regenerative 
capacity. enables the doctrine to be related not only to deterrence, but 
also to US interests and objec:ti"ves in a postwar world, should a general 
war occur. It is believed that the NSOM·2~2 targeting objectives currently 
incorporated in the SlOP are adequate for the immediate future·. We intend. 
however, to examine alternative targeting concepts ln 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 asked to provide their vie••s with 
respect to tiSOH-242. After review of the dcctrlne, they concluded 
that the rationale used in developing current nuclear employment policy 
over the past several years appears td be valid for the immediate 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 capability for deterrence across thft entire spectrwm of eon-

. rllct 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 e!OOodied ·tn NSDI1-242 should be re
tained. They believe the following additional factors would support this 
pos r tfon: . . . 

., 

•• Deterrence remains the principal objective of national policy. 
Intelligence analyses of current capabilities of the Soviet 
Union and the projected threats indicate that the Soviet 
Union is rapidly'cJosing the technology gap which will allow 
it to enhance its capability to wage nuclear conflic~ at vari
ous .levels of intensity. Therefore, It rs prudent to main· 
tafn 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 deterrence of nuclear 
and conventional coercion and attack, espec!a11y in the face 
of Soviet force· Improvement. · 

Targeting for an assured retaliation capability should remain 
focused on the postwar recove~t resources and, as practicalj 
national ·leadership and prlmary military threats~ This is 
particularly true In light of evident Soviet!'hardening efforts 
(storage facilities, work force shelters, polltlcal/military 
centers, etc.} and other civil defense programs. Targeting 
of national leadership (includes political/military c3} and 
military nuclear/conventional capfblllties 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 
enab I e recovery forecas t I ng and I mproye the capab n i ty for 
targeting post-attack recovery resources. 

-- A survivable strategfc reserve force is consid~red even more 
nec:essary 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 SlOP laydown. 
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Escalation control appears·to be an increasingly vlabTe 
concept in view of the extensive Soviet ICBM.hardening 
efforts_, the SLBH threat, and 'ABM Treaty agreements. 
Counterforee (as a damage limiting capability) has limit
ed effectiveness, making escalation control one of the few 
means or limiting damage to the Unlted States, particular· 
ly lri the absence of Improved us civil defense measures. 

US NATO Allies' confidence In deterrence is stren9~h•ned If 
they believe the United States has options that are usable 
and effective to defend NATO. NATO's Nuclear Operations (NOP) 
provide for general nuclear war attacks on the Warsaw Pact 
which can be simultaneously.executed with the US SlOP. In
cluded in the NOP are Selected Emp1oyment.Plans(SEPs) developed 
by NATO whi~ are similar in concept to US LNOs and RNOs. Any 
US limited nuclear eapabllfty strengthens Allied confidence 
In the US willingness and capability to defend NATO. Con
sideration of current pol fey must include its T""ac:t on Allied 
solidarity. 

RECOHHENOATIONS 
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~ I endorse the views of the Joint Cl'liefs of Staff that the policy stated 
In NSDH-242 appears valid for the immediate future, and I recommend tha~ 
NSDM-242 be retained for employment planning purposes. I do this because 
even If further analysis Indicates that s i"gn i fi c:ant po 1f cy mod If I cations 
should be direct•d at s~~• future point, ad•quate J~d ti~ will be necessary 
to transition to a new employment policy. Indeed, because of the complexity 
of the planning process, while soma limited modifications ~ight be Intro
duced more rapidly, two or more years would be needed to develop new plan
ning guidance and fully translata it into a. new general war plan (SlOP). It 
would be essential that a comprehensive policy 'statement be ln effect in the 
interim to provide focus and guidance for nuclear employment planning. 

-~ I further recommend that action continue under the leadership of the 
Secretary of Defense to refine and support Implementation of.NSOH-242, 
espaelally in those areas unlikely to be affected by possible future 
policy adJustments. Such action should include: 

-- Continued action to familiarize you.and your senior advisors 
with the content, capabilities, llmitations·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 critic•! factors 
to b• considered during the nuclear decision pr.pcess. 

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

"FOP 3EE~ET -

·t " 

·~ . 
. ·)! ... 

: (.'~ ..... 



• 

. .• 

objectives and criteria to assist the Joinr·C~iefs of Staff 
fn their preparation of military plans fer limited nuclear 
emplovment options when required by the President during a 
crisis. I.Je also need to assure in peacetime ·that in crisis 
and war there will be adequate interaction and coordination 
Of political, diplomatic, and military measures (including 
both operations and intelligence) in any attempt to control 

·escalation through the limited employment of nuclear weapons. 

lnitlatlon of·a comprehensive review of deterrent concepts to 
Include alternative strategic targeting erfteria which could 
serve as a basis for refinement of nu'clear employment planning 
guidance (NUWEP} issued by the Secretary of Defense • 
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LIMITED NUCLE.I\F{ EMPLOYMENT OPTIONS (LHO/RNO) 
OBJECTIVES ANO•ASSUHPTIONS 

ANNEX C 

{U) The b~slc objective of non-SlOP limited nuclear employment options 
(LNOs and RNOs) I~ 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 SlOP would be 
inappropriate or incredible. In the event that deterrence fai Is. the 
principal objective of non-SlOP options is to secure early war tennina
tion on terms acceptable to the US and Its allies at the lowest level of 
conflict feasible, thereby limiting the level of overall damage. In 
accordance with this objactlve, LNOs and RNOs have been developed for a 
number of contingencies. These optlons are available for consideration 
by the NCA during a crisis and for use In conjunctiBn with political and 
oth~r military measures such as employment of conventional forces. Spe
cific objectives of current UIOs and RNOs are contained in the Appendix. 

(U) Th~ basTe political assumption underlying the development of non· 
SlOP nuclear options Is that escalation c:ont.~ol can be achieved. The 
fundamental assU~~~Ption of es~Jatlon control h that there are 1 ill!lts on 
the risks or losses the enemy is.wltllng to accept. Militarily, a key 
assumption Is that the control~ed, ·res.tralned U$e of nuclear force pro
vides the capability to'demonstrate resolve, to reverse locally a dis
advantageous force balance, or-to destroy spe~lfla, valued targets. When 
political and military efforts a-re combined·, the assumption Is that esca
lation can be controlled by enhancing or guiding enemy perceptions. This 
Is done by communicating with nim (communicating NATO's intentions, HOLINK, 
etc.) and by limiting the level, scope and duration of nuclear strikes, 
while achieving military effectiveness. 

Appendix 
LNOs and RHOs Objectives 
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SECTION III 

STRATEGIC CONCEPTS (U) 

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

strategic concepts, and national military strategy that 

provide the basis for the tasking in Section V of this 

plan. 

13. (U) Basic Military Objectives 

a, J? Milintafn reliable, responsive, and efficient ar111ed 

forces capable of attaining US national security objectives. 

b. ;I> Deter ar~ed conflict, but, if deterrence fails, 

conduct military operations designed to achieve national 

objectives, 

c. ~ Provide the capability for the United States to 

influence international affairs from a position of 

recognized military strength. 

d. ~Maintain freedom of space and of international 

seas and airspace. 

e~ (~ Assist self-defense efforts of selected nations to 

count? subversion, insurgency, and aggression. 

f. ~ Promote peaceful settlements of regional disputes 

and discourage undue military influence of nations whose 

interests are inimical to the United States. 

14. (U) Specific Military Objectives, Specific military 

objectives stemming from the baste military objectives 

are: 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

! 
9 

12. 
ll 
12 

ll 
14 

l2. 

.!! 

!! 
!! 
19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

a. (~Maintenance of a clearly perceived essential 

equivalence in strategic forces with the USSR. 
26 

ll. 
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(2) (~ Theater Nuclear Conflict. Theater nuclear 
1 

forces will be considered for employment with conven- 2 

tional or strategic. forces in the event of enemy first 3 

use of nuclear weapons, in response to enemy use of 4 

chemical weapons should OS chemical retaliatory s 

capability be inadequ~te, or to prevent failure of the 6 

conventional defense. Authorization for the use of 
7 

theater nuclear weapons will be retained by the 
8 

President as provided by law. Planning should recognize 9 

that release will be neither immediate nor automatic 10 

and would be intended to achieve a significant i•prove- 11 

ment in tbe OS position. 12 

(3) /1> Conventional Conflict. US conventional 13 

forces., either unilaterally or in conjunction with US 14 

allies, will be used to counter c6nventional force !l 

challenges. us conventional forces will be maintained 16 

at a high state of readiness to assure their ability 17 

to respond rapidly to conventional crises worldwide. 18 

The United States may mobilize Reserve forces to 19 

enhance the conventional warfiqhting capability. 20 

(4) CM1 Conflicts Involving Chemical Warfare and 21 

Biological Defense. us policy renounces first use of 

chemical weapons and any use of biological weapons. 

However, the United States will maintain the capability 

to retaliate against ~nemy f~rst use of these weapons. 

US Forces will be prepared to use chemical weapOns in 

retaliation to achieve cw termination at the lowest 

level of intensity. Chemical and biological protection 

will assure the capability of US Forces to operate in 

a chemical/biological environment. 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

!?. 
28 

29 
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~· ~ In the event of an attack which 

threatens the integrity of the forces and the 

territory attacked and which cannot be 

successfully held with conventional forces, 

deliberate escalation will be considered. 

~· (~ In all cases. the ultimate decision on 

the use ·of US nuclear weapons will lie with 

the President. However, it is essential that 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
there be the greatest possible degree of North 

9 
Atlantic Alliance consultation within the time 

10 
available, considerinq the relevant circums- 11 

tances, before any decision to employ nuclear 12 

weapons is reached. 13 

(f) (~ Provide a credible deterrent to CW by 14 

establishinq and maintaining a capability to 15 

defend against cw attack, operate within a toxic 16 

environment, and retaliate with chemical.weapons. 17 

(2) (U) European (Non-NATO), 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 We~tern European nations on military 22 

matters. In the event of a major Warsaw Pact 23 

attack, selected countries will be considered as 24 

an integral part of the Western European defense 25 

system. 26 

(b) ~Assist in countering external Communist 27 

interventions in intra-area conflicts. 28 

(c) (J) Counter regional threats in North Africa: 29 

!· (j) Rely primarily on forces indigenous to 30 

the region. 31 

,., __ ... : __ ..,..,...,. 



d. ~ Plans for the employment of lethal or incapaci- l 
tating chemical agents or munitions must consider the 2 

requirement for Presidential approval for all wartime use 3 

of these agents and munitions, as well as the national 4 

policy of •no first use." 5 

(1) ~Presidential approval must be obtained during 6 

wartime for all use of chemical agents or munitions. The 7 

use of riot control agents (RCAs) and herbicides on us a 

bases and installations in situations short of war is g 

authorized. 10 

(2) ~The •no first use" policy means that the 11 

United States will not initiate use of chemical agents 12 

or munitions during wartime although chemical agents 13 

or munitions may be used in retaliation with Presiden- 14 

tial approval, An exception to the •no first uae• 11 

rule is the employment of RCAs which may be used in a 16 

defensive role, with Presidential approval, to save 17 

lives. 18 

22. ~Execution Package Planning. To reduce the.volume 19 

of detail, complete ti~e-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 utility of major OPLANs during crisis 

situations, approximately the first 15 days of each plan 

will be constructed so as to be readily converted to an 

ope~•tion orae~ (OPORD), Each execution planning package 

will consist of combat, combat support, or combat service 

support forces linked together or uniquely identified 

so that they may be extracted or adjusted as an entity. 

The number and type of execution planning packages will be 

at the discretion of the supported commanders. Further, to 

36 Section IV 
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reduce the time required to update OPLANs and detailed 1 

supportinq plans durin~ crisis situations, the execution 2 

planning package portion of the OPLAN TPFDD and supportinq 3 

plans (e.g., movement tables) will be prepared t~ be caoable 4 

of immediate conversion to OPORDs. This includes the 5 

identification of specific type units, actual origin, and 6 

the preparation of detailed movement plans by the transpor- 2 
tation operating authorities. Updates to the TPFDD will be a 

provided to the Joint Chiefs of Staff quarterly followinq 9 

Type Unit Characteristics update or as required. 10 

23. ( u) Los is tics 11 

a. {U) The Joint Chiefs of Staff shall be advised promptly 12 

by the Chiefs of the Services and/or 'commanders of 13 

unified and specified commands when logistic deficiencies 14 

develop that would restrict or delay the e~ecution of 15 

approved plans. 16 

b. ~Logistic support for operations in central Europe 17 

will be based upon initial use of the US/BENELUX/FRO 18 

LOCs with the exception of fuel, which will be transported !! 
in us and NATO pipelines through France. Alternate plans ~ 

will be prepared for other commodities to utilize a LOC 21 

through France in the event France enters the conflict or 22 

permits use of French territory. 23 

c. <JIJ The adequacy of PWRMS to meet pre-positioned war 2 4 

reserve materiel requirements should be thoroughly 25 

examined during assessment of loqistic supportability of 26 

new concepts and operation plans to insure lo9istic. 27 

sustainability until establishment of resupply LOC. 28 

17 Section IV 
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Selective Rel~ae tt Nuclear Weapozu1 {ui 

1. ~ rureo~e. To pres,r1be procedures tor requeatin&, 

JU.atiryUli, and mon1tor1ns t~e aelective expenditure ot 
I . 

.nuclear weapons • j 

2. ~C1rci.Uilstances tor jReg,uestinS SelectiV'.# h~lease. 

Under ce.t·t.a1n cor.:H t1ons 1 1 t ;ma;y become necessary to em-r:;lo~r 

nuolea.r weapons in the d~fem$e of US and ~llh«.l t'o!'c~t£ e·1.:!n 

apeo1t'1ed coa.n:ar:.de will 1 the~ei'ore, be prepnNto to ';.l.Se 

nLlclear wttapon~ l'ihcr. auth.)r1Jt!d ll;t· tnt~ P;·;:::;iocn': ~u-.J'lr 
c,nditions. 8Jiol"'t (Jf t\ r.·i.rate~ic nucleQr ;;r .. 1•. !')!;!,'1~-,yr..er·t cr 

tnece "~r~epons II'•&.Y. be l'equer:t~:;. or~ a sele~-::1~Tt: 'baG!~: 'W!'1er. 

f.'r.i~i!ndly :.·o~·.::ea arr= S;.l1:iJPJ~:te9 to an u;:tack. t-;! ~r. wr1:~h ti•ey. 

cannot cope uoilll~ non-uuc~er~t weapons f4nd f,n·ee!~, and wh1c)1, 

unle3s nuc~ear we&pona are ~plnyed, could re~ult in: 

..:ummanc'G ror·.::uz or nuc1ea\~ cap~'f..il1ty or~ 
! . . 
I 

t.. The loso of ar,l' .art:tt::~ :which &J-.C'~ c:sa~J.t:lal -::.o til~ 

overall deCens~ of n t:tieati:!r 'or~· · 
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3. (~Other Po-ssible Conaide.Pn.lcns .. Tl'i& sdE:<.:tlve _us_e·. -.·:;·· . .-· 
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or nucle-~r wec:puw:J also may t;~ con:sidere,a_ necejEOary tl,nd_er 
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circ~tance:S nucn es: 
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···.a~ It '~he ·~:s,mely use or· a )~ited n~'bor ur nu.oleav v.:=flf)omt · 'l': 
. : I 

would as.v• ·tV1i5ence ot us deterunat'ion and lead the enemy to 

the deuili,.on ·~hat the r1ak~ 1ntolvea 1n oont1nu1na a aoW'se 
I f • . 

dt action ·we~ too areat. I 
b. In oaae of hoatUe act1oqa at &rea when the uee or 

nuclear weapons would be necu~ary r~r: the local .self-defense 
' 

or sir or naval un1t.a vital to 'the defense of the Un!ted 

States and 1ts allies. 

c. In certain are•s where the use of atomic demolition 

mun1t1ona and other nuclear weapons ~ould be the only means 

o!' prc:•t•.:n ting ser1ou.s penetration or trS imd allied del'ensos 

b,y enem1 forces. 

d. In air defense ai t 1ationa. no.t pr-c;,vided for in JCS 9431/ 

lbaOC~Z August 1)66, wh~rein 1t; 1s considered necessary to use 

2. -, -

' -
l 

! 

!. 
10 -
ll --.. 
12. 
-~· 

15-' nuclear ~eapons to defend US and allied for~es ag&ln~t alr attack.~" 

4, ~ Conditional Authority. The rap1d1~y with wnich 

t<~·~t1cal :::itu&tiona devcrlop could ·i-es~lt in seve.r-e lou of 

l~CN~& during the time ~er!od req·u1r-&d to obt&ln Pres1dent1al 
.. -~-··· .. 

The~L'ore·, in a 

16-
-: 

I7 

!! 
ig> -
20 .-dct-::riorating''sit;;,iatiOn• Whict~ could lead tc circ~tanceS SUCh 

as those described in paragraph 3 

re~~~.~- .~c:mditional authority fo.r 

. ·i£· 
above, a CODVDander ma.y ~ 

~J..ective· release of" m.rc1e&1"· ... ·~··· · ... ~--~~~ ··-
. . ~3. 

weapons ~or use against the enemy wben and i.t the •1 tua-t.ton ...._ 

de&cribea occurs. It obtained from .the President~ this. authority 

would be extended no lower than the eoJDil1al'ldel.' ot a uni:f'ied 

or spec1:t"1ed command and woul.d be related to·an appropriate 

high level O"r criSiS Ol' Jl9St111ties Withelearly det'ined C~n-. . . 

stra1nts' resa.rcH.ng geographi~ limitations·, types and yj.e~du · . · 

ot weDpona, t~, and other appropri!lte t:e.ctors. 

;. ~Pl&.na1AA. In acc.orda.nce with Annex c, ~SCP, 
. . ·--~·-

plana ~ command era o'£ uniti•d and spec1t1ec1 ~ommancSs will inClude· . : · : 

plana for the emplo)'1Jlent ot selectively released m.tcleu wee.p.ona. '':. ''; · : . ..... . .. ·' . .' .· ' 

1'hese plans Will be in •u1't1cient det&U to insure underatand1lJC .. •· · 
...... ··:······.···. : 

••• ~.: 



I 
t 

.. ' ...... , 

. . 
6, ~1tia11l.gen1il·1 JU9i~ns•t1gg, Requeat tor 

. aeleot1Vt J111e&4.S OJ' conditien&J\ -Mttho'ri\7 "tor' re1eaae Dult 

.Pl'OY'icle autticient intol'lll&tionj' . ina\ire that a decision can 

be reaahocl .~tl¥ at tile hi;;): t 1~. :n tho•• ouea llhero 

th• :r•que_a't ia used to gain au , r1!at1on to execute a nuclear 
I -~·· ... .. .. . . . . 

contingency. plan prepared by a oPmmander ·ot a unitied or spec1tied 
. I 

' 
collllll&nd J reference should be madF to auch plan as weU as to an,.v 

w•rning meaaase previously aubmi~ted which is pertinent to the 

request. Aa a minimum, the meetlge will anawer tne following 

queat1ona: 
' 

a. How mara;, weapons are reql11red b"/ type and yield? 

Antisubmarine warfare and a1r,defense nuclear ~eapons ~ 

b. What changes. 11' any. to the pu.bli.sned constra..j_nta or 
I . . 
I . . . . . 

the COJIIIIlallders of' the unitiea!or spec11'1ed c~s·wUl""be .. :· .. 
·.· .. ,.: 

' ~ .J.~ . : .. · •• • 

imposed'l ·What collateral d~e.m1,gt1t be expected? In¢:1\1.4&;.,·-,_~ . . . . . . . . .. ~ ..... ,_ ... ~_~": 

1ntormat1on necessary to deac~i'be l~ti wh1c .. ~ .relea~ing.- ';~T .. ·· 
i; . . 

caumanders will impose on tbe .. ~liae ot ·weapons such ·a~ max1DlUJII . • 
•• '' • .... • t. 

range, height ot bU~Ii~.J .~~ .. ·:'~~~a~bic$1. boundartes, 

and .. types o£ .targets. 

c. Just1t1cat1on: 

. . . . ... . . ~-

·' 
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7 ·-
! 

!!· 
!! 
11 

"li· 

!! 
1:; -
!!. 
.g .. 
111~· 

. ...........: 

i!j;-
i~~- .. ·. -
21 
~-

(1) Wha-t is the obJec~i~ or m1a.sion? -· 22':, 
~~.' 

(2) What are the ene~Q¥ capabilities snu probable· 

course ot action? 

2j, 
~ 

24 -· 
(3) What iS the situation or friendly t'orcos'l Vfhnn ll, 

appropriate J include d1spos1 tier~~ ~t~net.h, ~~K~ral~.::, 

lOSilti~s, ·and combat efr1c1ency. · 

(4) When appropriate, What ia the a1tu&t1on 1n 

•mmed1~ttli adJacent areas? 

(;) What are the risks and the probable consequenqe.s ot 

• dacieion not to employ .n~~lear weapons? 

(6) What evaluation 1s pla.cecl on- tile reliability ot the'. 

aource and the intellie;ence intorm.ation? 



I . . ------.. ---- - .... 

- .. · . .- .. ~.:-:'·*Pi.!..·' . ·- .-=:~ . . . ; 

~·~·- ... <'' - ~~--PWtu!a.t..~ !. -" .. . 
~ ;. 'l'ht'.~~~~~ ot ~~.:~~~'lrtl;r ro1 .... ~ tu~cl...- woapono 

1: will be re~rtetS to the Jotnt Ch~era of starr bf the tuteat . 

... mean• available 1mmecl1at,ly arte~ weapon OOJDirlitment and not 

> later than tflur bourzs tollow1ng Jaah c:tetonat1on. Aa & m1n1Jhum, 

:~_, the following 1ntormat1on wul· b~ ·provided; 
I 

' (l) Reference to release authorization messeee. 
' 

(2) Time ot detonation. 

(3) target and location. 

(4) Type weapon, yield, he1f3bt. ~t· bu.rat, and do;l1v6r"/ 

mode. 

(5) Resulta (1f known). 

b. 'l'he employment f)f tacttca.l nuclear "'e~pona arter a 

general release will be reported tn a ~~ -~port at. 

twent.v-tour-bo~ intervals to 1nc~ude-as a ~in~~: ~he 
i . 

!!lfonnaticn noted in ~ubparagraphi 7•. abov•· . . 

·5 
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15. -· .... 
Ui. "~ .;. 

I . . ' ' .. ., ' '., • -~ ~.~ :: .,,!··:.. .. 

~~:~; c~~;atiCns ~Me3sago trar.4't~- ~.~~··Oil~¥ fOQ;, .· .. ···~~-. '~;;c_j. 
aandera cr the uniried and apec1 f1ed, col'ftnlands 'llnd the· .,.~int··. , .·· ·::·::,-,;-:-~ ':'·)':::<:,t 

~ ,;;' . 
..,,.:. ~ ,; ... !i. 

. -~~."'.,.~ ..... ~···---~···.• .. •-:··-----~ ... "'+"·"~-. ;.--:--: .. ;..;-~ .. ~,:~\;_~·4..:.: .. 
Chiefs of Starr ·concerning the seleet'iv~··:dii$aj.e or nuele~tr .· .... :-;·',. · !2:::·:.·;~;· · 

1 • .• • • . ·• ·• • . . -· ~ •. .• . . ·<·li'· _:: ·;~;-~.: ~-, 
w-eapons .. and rep6~.;~;oo·r result$ will ~e t~~~~--~:t_tea 111:_tb :~ r~!i-';/,:.~ ... 

·--~--~~-;~·n:t: . . . . ..... _ .... , .... _ .. -..~·-~"---::.::. ·::·. . -~ . . ~·;--; :::'. ~: .i>··· ::~.: ~:'.~~'~;· . ·<:i'-<it:!;;,~-!i!Bl>l 
precedence ·ud~& ~rgency Message Auto~t..i·c: 'I'rAnt.mi~~;1:.9:n-~S-t~·7· ~:. '; .. ~~~. · 

to .. (!!MATs):· 'l'hne ...... ag .. w111 be .,~!1-~~~~}~~,..;~~i < ,,z;>~'i 
actions at all level& or eomma.nd. 

..· '•:\ .... : .··-. . : .. :--:. -;:. · .... _~·· 

. a. Naming message on select1v·a .rel9~·e ; .. In a ·.deveiSpi.~·:·,:::'. 
crj s1~J 1 a warni~ message will be S\lb~itted. by til~ e~(t~~d; 

' :· .. :· ... ~ . -~~~-~---.. ~~;--~~-~·:_; .. \::.~~-·.:_ .... .r-1"'· . '.· 
ot a Wl1f1ed- or :Specified command at the· .first :rrn#~~t~'pij:'·:O:t,.· 

a possible requirement for the ~se. ot ·. s~.i~~~i ve~;y ~,1~~~~~_:/ . 
nuclE~a.r weapans. ThiS message ls neces~:~~: :;~o 1na~· -~~~i'~~· ... ·,.,..:·.v·· .,..., 

. . . ·• • .. 

lead ttme at tl'le :'l&t10n8l level an<i will contain aa .J\Il9Jl.,o(; .•. 
. ·. ·~.. • • .. • • . • ; •. '!'·· .( ... 

the 1ntomst1on listed in paragraph 6:.itsA~, -available-;.: 

C1rcwutancea iU&J dictate that the w:a$-ni~: ~818&8. ~~+"'· __ ,:...,.:,:c:.' 

& l'equea t for conc11 t1onal authcr1 t;y ae· d~u,cr1bed .in'· 
. . i . . 

. ~ . . ~ . ~·. 
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~· '. ,· ... · ..... ;c .. ._: ... - ... ,.,,., .. _,,.,... .... . ~ 

,_;~:S~fp:,:;.;··. ~j~~-~-~·-~~n the ~b~~not ~~: _In ~~t1r.-t1ve reaponae ~~ . 
·~~"' t. '', ,· \ • ~.: •• • ·.\ •• ,....t:\ ... , .. ..;7\Jii:•r •. P.,....lt . . · r · · •• 

:~</';.:,.,;· ~-:·.J-'i?.-f1ilifl Of s·taf't 'tO i'iJ>\iqi.\ea't· f~J.· Oot\d1t1on&1 

. I 

l .. 

f 

;··-

a&it~r1tJ~-._·.·. Hl80t1V8 Nleaaat.qualt IIU8t bo 11l10111tte.d to . 

ps.n autb9~1tJ · to emplOJ t. ra\lo u weapon. In tome inltance•~ 
. - . 

time mB1 preclude providing & rinl meiscga. 

b. SelectiVe rele&:ae requtl • A aelective release req_uea-c 
I 

w11~ be a~bmitted .only in an ~ergener an4 when available 

f'orc:ea are incapable of coping :.nth the situation ua1na only 

non-nuolea_r weapons. Requests ~to the .lo.int Chiets ot staft 

will emanate rroa the comman4ars ot unified and spec1tted 

c_OBllll8nda. Aa an exception, an ~ormation copy ot selec-tive 
. ' ' 

release requests from majo-:- subordinAte commands ot SACEUR/ 
' • ·, 0 . ' . 

' USC!NcEtm _will be forwarded to _the Joint Chiefs ot,. Staff bt 

the .t'Utest means available so :a.a to arrive within two hours 

of the time of origin of the original reque~t. The request 

w111 1Dclud• as a minimum the 1ntormat1on required in 
. 

paragraph 6. Additional information w111 be provided it 

ava1l.'\ble. Reference will be made to a warning message or 

pi~-~ _11' B:,~~~p~ia~e. 

~':'''',···'" .. c .• S~leet~ve rele&ae approv~. · '!'be .ilelective 

. · . .; 
lt. •• , .. · 

:< :a'ppro¥&1 m:es-&age will provide authorization tor release o~ ... '• . 

w~~pc;>ns; . . . . . . .. ·.· .. ~ . ..... ... . ... -..... - .... ' . 

c.i~ Repc>r.ting. 
~-. .. . . :.. . The ;~sul ta of .1ilie' Bil1p19~ent ot app::ai'tid'~ .· · 

' . 
. ' . 

sel.ective· release weapons will. be rep~rt_e~ in acc-ordance.· ..... .. 

. ·; ~-
'· ....... 

·., ... ,, .. 
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