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ORAL PRESENTATION
I. THE PROBLEM

1. Mr. President.....in accordance with your directive,
the 1963 Net Evaluation was based upon the following:

“The NESC will develop studies of & serles of general

wars initlated yearly during the period 1963 through 1968,

Comparative results in each war will be determined wlth

amphasis on the degree of damage sustalned by the 113 and

an analysis will be made to identify significant trends

in national defense capabilities."

2. Based on this directive, the Net Evaluation Subcommittee
war gamed a serles of general wars occurring as of 1 July each
year from 1964 to 1968. These wars were initlated alternatively
by a United States pre-emptive attack and by & Soviet pre-emptive
attack, each of which, in turn, generated a retaliatory attack.
Using programmed US forces and estimated Soviet forces, with
projections for both where necessary, each war game was completed
through to the end of the initial puclear exchanges.l/ To
maintain domparability of results, certain key parameters were
defined and held constant throughout the problem--the atrategy
employed by both sides, thelr conditions of alert, strategic
warning, and targeting philosophies. Other parametera relating to
forces, reaction times, and wéapons systems characteristics were
permitted to vary over the years in keeping with estimates of
capabilities. The results of these wars were expressed in terms
of weapons and megatons down on each side by target categories.

3. - The National Military Command System Support Center,
using the weapons and megatons down on the various categories
of targets, calculated the casualties, fatalitles snd percentage
of industrial capacity destroyed,

4, Based on these results, the committee compared the
degree of damage sustained by each side, and snalyzed the trends

in nationel defense cépabilities.

!7 Definied as the complete exchange of stratégic nuclear
, offensive weapons in their initial attacks and does not
include restrike, reserve, or residual capabllities,

~TOP SECRET
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II, ASSUMPTIONS
5. Forces:

a. US forces employed throughout the evaluation were
based on currently approved programs, and cstimated proje:tions
thereof, for the five-year period 1964-1968,

b. Soviet forces used were based on current national
estimates covering the perlod 1964-1967, with projections through
1968 reflecting a continuation of the trends indicated in the
eatimates.

6. Alert Conditions. In all of the attacks studied, the

forces of both the Unlted States and of the Soviet Union were in
a high state of alert.’ The world situation and evente leading to
the high state of alert were not defined.

a. The forces of the United States had been in Defense
Condition 3 approximately seven days and in Defense Condition 2

for a period of T2 hours prior to the attack.

/
/

b. The Soviet forces were in a comparable stete o&
readiness with 90 percent of the heavy bombers of Long Ranse
Aviation on alert; all medium bombers committed to ‘the atﬁgck on
the United States on alertg/; and all operational miuai;és on
maximum alert status. In the years 1966 through 1968,/é0 percent
of the nuclear powered missile flring submarines werﬁfon station
off the US coasts. The remaining operational missi%é submarines
were at sea. j

7. Missile Werning. ‘“The USSR first acmevg’d a ballistic

missile early warning capability in 1966 which provided 15 minutes

of warning of an ICDBM attack at the operationalllevel of command.

oviet Long Range Bomber forces wevre conbidered to have a
significantly slower reaction capabilitv than SAC forces 1n
a comparable state of alert. /
';onm:. 4D KEC
w FOIA{R)Y - 42 usC 31‘! {a) (1) (© D,
e : _.2_ Atomic Energy Act

el
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8. General:

2. Neither the US nor the US3R launched 1ts missiles
as a result of the warning provided by early warning systems,
but waited until an cnemy weapon had detonated in their homeland
before: ordering the launch of missglles in retallation.

b. The USSR was the only Sino-Soviet Bloc nation
possessing a nuclear strike capability during the years 1964-1963.

c. The US knew the locatlon of at least 90 percent of

the Soviet ICEM launch sites throughout the period 1964-1968,
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IIT. DISCUSSION
FORCES EMPLOYED
9. The followlng chart shows a comparison of the atrateglc
weapons and megatons committed to the initial nuclear exchange
in each year of the study:

; b~
CORREISRY OF U5 NP SHVIET
SLVEPULED REAPIIS AP MESHTONE

weapous HesaTons
us  semEr o5

/vée 74 /213 ? L

/965 4196 1184 L 40,056

1966 ' 4157 1189 li_lf—l,-.;f ¢

/967 4442 (229 l14. 443
: ) o

/1968 4508 1226 b )1

[

10. It 1s to be noted that although the number of Soviet
' weapons remeine almost constant the megatonhage rises dramatically.
This rapid increase in megatons stems from the 1ﬁtmduction of
100 MT weapons into the Soviet lnventory co:#m:encing in 1965 and
the application of improved nuclear weapons itechnology to increase
the ylelds of all weapons.
11. By comparison, the US force shows only a modest increase

in weapons and megatons during the period.

TOIA(DIL OAD KiC

EE! snsiﬁ! TOIR(DID - 42 VIC 2160 {a} (1) (c} FmD,
NESTRECEEE—BATA~ -4- P
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12. The trend in these forces iz for a growing ICEM and

SLEM force, with a reduction in the bomber force. In the US
forces, the bombers dellvered four-fifths of the megetonnage of
the attack in 1964, phasing down to approximately one-half in 1968.
13. 1In the 3oviet vre-emptive attack, the bombers delivered
over one-half of the attack in 196Y4, phasing down to one-quarter
in 1968. 1In Soviet retaliation, the bombers delivered about
one-third of the attack in each of the years,
14, By 1968 the Soviet hardened ICHMs had increased to
about two-thirds of the total ICEM force,

OBJECTIVES

15. The US war objJective, boith in pre-emption and retaliation
was to limit damage to the US and to destroy the abilit{y of the
USSR and China to wage war. The numerical superiority and the
structure of the US strategic forces permits the US to always
target counterforce with high assuranc¢e that we can follow through
Lo urban- indudtrial destiuctien, 1 necessary.

16. The Soviet war objectives were, from thelr point of
view, simllar to those of the US within the limltations of their
capabllities., In pre-emption, the Soviet objective was bto achieve
a high level of deséruction to the US urban-industrial complex and
to 1imit retaliatory damage to the Soviet Union. 1In retaliation,
the Soviet objective was solely to inflict maximunm destruction to
the urban-industrial complexes of the United States. It should
be ermphasized that in cur judgment the Soviet force structure
throughout the period made it illogical for them to execute a
controlled response attank--either in retaliation or pre-emption,
Hence, 1n gll attacks the US3R fired at all targets from the

outset.
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SOVIET INITIATED EXCHANGES

17. Soviet Pre-emption

a. The world situatlion and events leading up to the
Soviet pre-emption were not defined beyond the assumption that
conditions existed which resulted in US and Soviet forces belng
brought to a high state of alert several days prior to the attack,

b. The Soviet planners concluded that a missile attack
timed for sumuzltaneous impact, followed by & bomber attack
launched colncident with the ICBMa, was the best tactic to employ
even though they had a capability by 1966 to initiate the attack
with SLBMs. Such SLBM initiation was not attempted since the
USSR considered that with the US bomber dispersal and the
exlstence of 3LBM warning the disadvantages outweighed the
benefits to be gained.

c. In the accomplishment of the primary Soviet objective
of a high level of destruction to the US, a large percentage of
the megatonnage available was scheduled against urban-industrial
targets in each of the years 1964 through 1968. The improvements
in Soviet missile reliability, CEP, and warhead yleld justified
assigning an increased number of missiles against US ICBM forces
to limit the retallatory destruction in the USSR. The weight of
attack against additional military targets was essentially
constant throughout the period.

18. US Retaliation. In spite of the first salvo of Soviet

missiles having been fired, the US retallatory attacks included
targeting of Soviet missile sites in an effort to minimize
further damage to the US and its Allies from reload missiles,
reserve missiles and misslles that had falled to launch. Rach
year this portion of the attack required an increasing number of
us weapbna as the number of known missile sites, particularly
hardened sites, increased. Selected urban-industrial targets
in the USSR were targeted each year with adequate weapons to
insure & high level of damage. Long Range Aviation bases and

=Tor—5PeRER—
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other military tergets were attacked with a large proportion of

the acheduled weaspons to deny to the Sovietes the capability to
further demage the US-and its Allles.

19. The weapons and megatons delivered by each side in

this series of exchanges are shown below:

“WEAPONS & MECATONS DELIVERED

———SOUFTDEEWTS/US RETALIATES

.’
i
i
i

20. Note the gradual increase in delivered Soviet weapons
soutrasted with the rapid rise in delivered xlf;egatons. US weapons
and megatons delivered reflect the 1ncreap:l. : US inventory and
the inabllity of the USSR to effectively degrade our strategic
forces. !

21. 1In evaluating the results of thes:e exchanges, fatalities
were used as the primary yardstick by wh:l.ch;' to measure the effect
of the attacks. This chart shows the fata}litiea resulting from

the Soviet pre-emption and the US retaliat?.on.
H

TOIR (b} 1 OSD MIC
FomR{b)2 - 42 VIC 2169 (s} {1} (C} FRD,
Atcmic Basigy Act CSD
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22. The trend of increasing US casualties is evident

starting with the 93 million fatalities inflicted in 1964 by
409 Soviet weapons yielding 2584 megatons and rising to 134
million in 1968,
at about 140 million representing that degree of urban-industrial

Soviet fatalities are relatively constant

damage sought in the current National Targeting and Attack Polley.
US _INITIATED EXCHANGES

23. US Pre-emption.

a. In the US pre-emption, targeting philosophy and
execution .generally followed that contained in the current
National Targeting and Attack Policy. Enemy forces targeted
were in consonance with current national estimates.
b. The US strateglc forces were launched at E~hour
i or as soon thereafter as the characteristics of each system
permitted. .Heighte of burst were influenced by oconsiderations

—FOP-BECRES——
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of target characteristics and delivery tactics. In order to
reduce the USSR to industrial impotence, a high level of Gamage
was sought against selected urban-industrial complexes.

24, Soviet Retaliation. In retaliation, the Soviet attack

was launched with the objJect of inflicting maximum poseible
destruction on the US. In view of the relatively small number

of BSoviet strategic weapons and their vulnerability to destruction
vefore launch, a retaliatory philosophy of targeting urban-
industrial centers offered the highest assurance of inflicting
this maximun damage, In the later years of the perlod, with an
inereasing number of hardened ICBMs, the USSR was able to target

a few additional US military forces and installationa as a means
of further reducing those elements of the forces which could
contribute substantially to post-attack reconstitution,

25. In the following chart, showing the weapons and megatons
dellvered in this seriles of exchanges, the effectiveness of the
U3 pre-emption in reducing weapons and megatons delivered against
the U3 is of particular note. US weapons and megatons delivered
in pre-emptlon increased only slightly over those delivered in
the US retaliation since the US had not suffered significant

losses to 1ts strateglic forces in the Soviet pre-emptive attack,
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26. The resulting fatalities are shown beflow:

o, FATALITIES I
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27. Noteworthy is not only the trend of increasing U3
fatalities but also the 63 million fatalities resulting from
the 1964 Soviet retalilation which delivered only 108 weapons
and 662 megatcna., Soviet fatalitles remained almost identical
to those produced by the US retaliation. T increase in
numbers of.US weapong delivered during the perlod was employed
against the growing Soviet mlsslile forces and since these were
located in relatively isolated areas these additional weapons
did not significantly affect the number of Soviet fatalitiles.

28. The following charts compare the results of the fore-
going Soviet attacks in terms of megatons delivered and US
fatalities. This chart showas the effectiveness of the US pre~
emptive attack 1ln reducing megatons delivered on the US,

MHEGATONG o 7WE &5

Freito iy
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29, Striking though it may be, the reduction in Soviet
megatonnage achleved by a US pre-emption does not accomplish

a corresponding reduction in US fatalitles.

=t
T FATALITIES
prTery /ﬂ—[»
- 5
7 |
- ] !
n-|-. |
!
N " 84 /NS S MW7 jue
C) SoViET RETALIATEY
W Pov/ET PRE LMPTS -

30, The foregaoing represents only the weight of attack
applicable to the initial nuclear exchanges., In every case
both the US and USSR withheld a reserve of SLEMs or hardened
ICBMs. Each was alsoc able to reconstitute a residual capabillity
from out-of-commisgsion repairable missiles and recovered bombers,
all of which were avallable for subsequent attacks. In all cases
the US residual strategic forces were larger than those of the
USSR.
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SUBSIDIARY STUDIES

31, In addition to the series of yearly exchanges, studles
were made to teet the effectes of the hypothetical introduction
of additional active and passive defense programs in the US.

In the first of these, an analysis was made of attacks againat
23 eities which were assumed to be defended agalnst attack by
ballistic missiles, These attacks were designed to defeat or
circumvent the missile defenses, The c¢itles and the maximum

theoretical defensive envelopes provided by a NIKE-ZEUS/SPRINT

type defense are shown on this map:

32. The shaded portions represent the areas within which
Soviet ICBMs could not impaoct without risk of interception,
Against a defense of this type we examined the effectiveness of:

a. A direct ICBM attack.
b. An attack using weapona delivered clandestinely.
¢, Two attacks employing ICBMs surface burst outside

the dafensive envelopes, one of these utilizing very high yield
weapons.

B
—BESTNEEED-HAT 13-
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33. The fatalities resulting from these attacks were
calculated both for existing civil defense capability and for
an improved civil defense posture provided by a modest program
of fallout shelters and training of the population.

34, The fatalities in the metropolitan areas of the 23
defended cities from these four attacks are depicted on this

chart:

TTTUS FATALITIES /N 27 cV7ES
(PORKATION 69 dlLion)

AN s IO

TR WFLET
| WIR‘W ¢'ﬂ'f‘ ﬂ"fa’“ Pmu

- flmlfﬂ’ Ve WFFM"“ PMRAW obsmer

35, The first set of bars shows the result of a direct
attdck designed to defeat the defenses of these citles, This
attack required the delivery of some 3600 warheads or re-entry
bodies to exhaust the defenses, followed by the firing of
sufficlent ten megaton warheads to result in 970 MI' arriving
directly on the cities, It is apparent that this attack was
very effective since 63 of the 69 million people were killed,

. The improved civil defense program was of little benefit because
the casualties were produced mainly by blast.

TO—SRCRER-
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36. In the olandestine attack, 448 megatons were utilized
in the 23 cities and produced heavy casusltiea. Here again, the
improved civil defense program did not substantlally reduce
casualties. This attack employed four 100 MT devices lowered
from neutral flag merchant ships to the harbor bottom in Boston,
New York City, San Francisco and Seattle. Seventy-six agents
emplaced 33 one megaton weapons and one 15 megaton weapon {in
Washington D. C.) in the remaining nineteen citiles.

37. The remaining attacks circumvented the defenses by

employing attacks utilizing aiming polnts outside the defended
areas as illustrated on the following map:
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38, The firot-cuch attack delivered 136 ten megaton war-

hesdo surface burst to produce 47 million fatalities with the

current civil defense posture. Since the fatalitlies resulting

from this attack were almost excluasively from fallout, an
improved civil defense fallout program would have reduced the
fatalities in these cities by 30 million.
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39. The second offset attack utilized 100 MT warheads and
the delivery of forty-two of these weapons caused somewhat higher
fallout casualties within the cities, With the higher levels of
radiation intensity, the effectiveness of the improved shelter
program was somewhat diminished.

40. In considering the effectiveness of a limited anti-
ballistic missile defense in combination with a shelter program,
& note of warning must be sounded., Although survivability in
the urban areas themselvea does increase, the nationwide effects
of offset attacks remain severe. On this chart, alongside the
fatalities suffered in the 23 cities attacked, are shown the
total natlionwide fatalitiea resulting from the foregoing attacks
agalnst these cities.

NATI VIV IPE FATAL/TIES
(PORWATION 2OT AVCLlON)

LR Y. L

PRIET  MANKITNS & EIT P T
W SOREENT CIVIE DEFENSE PROGRAM

IHPROVED IVIC PEFENSE PROGRAM 3.
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41. fThese maps show the fallout patterns which produced
the foregoing nationwide fatalities in the case of the two
offset attacks:
o TSN RESSIIES FRER. T WFFSTY AN
(SO ;
4 |
' 1
Y. e TR G !
. ‘:"éb B 3 .\‘"ﬂ /"—--‘jm. :
|" . - 3 e - a-l- ..
' ¢ oA _..j,,‘??:_?va, :
1+ b - i
I . o AT ]
I~ . B2 1
! SR { I
1 L -
- " d v\j—b\’\‘\\ :
[} . ,d“-l.' a--.?\-.-“.-:~.:n :: fent -.=.' .
; = N |
: 1
l‘;.'..'.‘.."":"'_'.:'""""""'"":'?:él
—— LI Il?.'.‘l:.:'ﬂ:‘w;‘l;ll‘.l T
e o S T s |
I |
N !
h.f)_m — ;
[ . '
h R t
]I . '531‘?‘ ; ) :
gr o  de !
. #. % i
: Lﬂ‘\. ' e o 5 . i
1 L B \J .\ ,. )r—""\_..]' i 8 < :
I: - o v, g i W e st gl | \ I
]l Y spamonive e whied Aot s T Rl :
} :
lL ------ B S Bl o it o B i Bk P B e L Bl err s
=SR-SR ORED—
=R Rr=R T

e e

«lT=




p DECLE%F[ED T
Avthontyy N B I‘” "?5 )

By TX NARA Date \r\d-Oho

“TOr—3RehEs-
~RES DRSS~ T

h2a. As a final excursion, we war gamed a hypothetical
situation with augmented US 1968 forcves and programs employed
in a US pre-emption against the 1968 Soviet forces.

43, The augmentation consisted of:

a., Sufficient US offensive missiles to destroy all
but one percent of known Soviet soft missiles and all but two
percent of Soviet known hard misslles,

b. Improvements in US air defenses such that only five
percent of Soviet bombs and ASMs reached targets.

¢. An AICBM deployment to 23 cities that was adequate
to deter the Soviets from direct misa;le attack against these
citles.

d. An improved nationwide civil defense program that
included 30 psi blast protection for 3% million people in the
23 defended citles.

44, The Soviet retaliation that followed the US attack em-
ployed bombs and ASMs against the defended cities, SLBMs against
undefended cities and ICBMs directly against undefended citles
and in a fallout attack against the defended cities. This
retaliation delivered 106 weapons for 950 ¥t/ and inflicted
51 million fatalities in the United States.

45, The Atomic Energy Commission reported on the long term
effects of fallout, using as a basis the attack of 1 July 1966,
They made certain conclusions, but the gist of their report was
that more study is needed of the combinsd effects of radiation,
burns, blast, fires, floods, substandard dlet and sanitary con-
diticns and lack of medical care.

3/ 29% of the MT down on the US came from SLBMs,
494 from ICBMs whose location had not been well enough known
to permit targeting them or firom the one percent or two per-
cent of known weapons not deatroyed.
22% from weapons delivered by aircraft.

-
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IV, CONCLUSIONS
46, The following conclusions appear inescapable as a
result of our studles, However, it should be noted that only
the currently -‘known and assessable effecta of nuclear weapons
could be utilized in determining the results of the nuclear
exchanges.

a. In the years of this stﬁdy, 1964-196E, neither the
US nor the USSR can emerge from a full nuclear exchange without
suffering very severe damage and high casualties. This holds
true whether the attack 1s initlated by the US or the USSR.

b. Soviet strateglc forces throughout the years 1964-
1968 possess, at best, & limited capability to degrade the U3
strategic force. Since the Soviets cannot materially reduce
the weight of US attacks, their most likely strategy would be
(1) deterrence, and (2) if deterrence fails, one which will
cause the maximum injury to the US.

¢. The US strateglc force 1is so constituted that, if
deterrence falls, the US can exercise the full range of a con-
trolled response strategy, elther in pre-emption or retaliation,
with assurance that, if necessary, the objective of urban-
industrial destruction in the USSR can still be achleved,

d. Both sldes will possess substantlal residual
strategic nuclear forces affer each initial exchange; however,
in all cases the US forces would be the larger. The abllity
to use these residual forces effectively depends upon survivable
command and control and an effective post-attack reconnaissance/
intelligence capability.

e, US defensive aystems must be made more effective
Aagailnst tho gamut of Soviet oifensive weapons., However, it
appears that the achievement of an effective naticonwide ballistic
missile defense would do more to alter the results.of a nuclear

exchange than any other single military development.

=RESFREGPED=BARA— -19-




DECLASSIFIED |-
Authontyy N YA} { ‘:(5 :

-3y XX NARA Date \&\S-Oho

-

e

f. US vweapons systems of the type currently programmed,
including improvements thereto, will not, by themselves, reduce
to an acceptable level the damage or casuelties resulting from
a full nuclear exchange. It follows, therefore, that there is a
need for the development of new offensive and defensive systems

beyond those presently being pursued,
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