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INFORMATION MEMORANDUM

Meetlng b Ju;

gyéetlng yesterday con51 -a study of US

and strategic force posture.- At the oOuESet Of —
enry- KlSSlnger, at the study was
somewhat out of date, but said that the- ‘purpose of this

a meeting was to furnish guldance to the working group for
g a redraft of the study. TFor example, he noted that some
i of the defensive options in the study had been made
‘ obsolete by the recent SADT agreements, and that the
fourth sufficiency - drlterlon {1light" defense) presumably
was no longer applicable (except for a possible attack
on Washington) and should be reV1sed.
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Dr. Kissinger asked whether there was general agree-
. . ment on the objectives’ fortgtgatsgig,ﬁgzggs (see Tab A).
i Henry's staff 'stated that ere wWas general agreement in
Lo the working group on the first five objectives. While
?f ' this was subsequently challenged, I raised a question
; concerning the meaning of objective number six which
calls for the capability to enforce relatively favorable
war outcomes. After an 1nept attempt by JCS representa-
tives to justify this objective, Henry asked that the
JCS should prepare a paper descrlblng the strategic
concept and the force capabllltles required to attain such
an objectlve.‘ Jim Schlesinger~suggested that. thawpmuawuga«w
requlrement in light of. SAL I.was additional ciwmil
capabilities,” and suggest“d this WBﬁIH“MBt be
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There followed a discussion of various aspects of
the first five strategic forces objectives, in particular
relating to what kinds of 'strategic forces were required
to maintain a credible deterrent with respect to our

; allies. Mr. Weiss pointed out .that this had been

: extensively studied and that sharp disagreements remained
between the agencies. Some ‘believed that as a result of
the large and rapid growth in Soviet strategic capa-
bilities, a US strategy based upon destroying massive
numbers of Soviet population (i.e., the Assured Destruc-
tion concept), in response to an attack on our allies,.
was increasingly less-:credible. : Solutions might be
found in altered US strategi¢ concepts and/or force
capabilities. ! Others believed that maximum deterrence
continued to reside in reliance on Assured uction.
Some believed that US .strategic f£6fces could not be used
to protect allies ‘and advocated a -deliberate de-coupling

ey of our strategic forces from Europe. "Admiral Lee

' expressed ACDA views that wée were dealihg with a
fundamentally changed strategic situation in which it

i was inevitable that our:deterrent would be less credible

and there was nothing we could do about it. Kissinger

asked that the study group examine how our strategic

forces can contribute to the first three strategic

objectives particularly with respect to allies.

Gardiner Tucker noted that it was inappropriate to

consider only strategic nuclear forces and the tactical

nuclear forces also nee

o connestinn____\\\\

Dr._K1551ngenwnotedw
being paralyzed in i
short of an

hat-there-was: capiskof-our
cause of the lack of plans

future crises confrontatlons as they have in the past

and there was therefore a need for thinking through what
options could be made available to the President and

what their force implications were. He posed the
following gquestions: How do you most effectively deter
nuclear war? Failing that, how do you limit nuclear war?
What do you attack? Do we have the forces that are needed
to accomplish limited strategic strikes? Jim Schlesinger

SECRET

Cre—



e
z REPRODUCELSAT THE NATIONAL ARCHIVES:

Y
IR . i SO

"L DECLAsSIFIER - fi
Frony. Fh 02 |
.Eaﬁﬂs_jﬁR&Déﬁﬂgéz;gtf ’

SECRET Gy e L T 3.

noted that the Soviet Union had 65% of their payload in
318 55-9 missiles.: He suggested the need for a hard
target kill capability to attack this vulnerable element
of the Soviet forces; suggesting this would make the
Soviets more cautious. - Admiral Lee noted that the
Administration was on record against development of such
a capability. Schlesinger, replied th
targetkidd-capabiditysadfio

-options. seriouslve.

Dr. Kissinger referred to the general strategic
options (Tab B) and said that he did not see much
difference between*themn-'Schlesinger said that there
was a considerable difference in cost between option 2
and option 3 because option-3 involved expensive command
and control capabilities. Kissinger urged that for each
option a specific set. of . forces be developed and that
each be related to a 'strategic concept. I concurred in
the need to translate concepts into specific forces.

I suggested that we also needed to consider growing
Chinese capabilities if we are going to look a decade
aﬁéaﬁT”“H@ﬁﬁymﬁﬁfﬁﬁd;noting we should not write off our
superiority against China ‘too- réadily, but also acknowl-
edged that the absence of urban ABM defense removed
certain options. He :suggested that the study group
examlggﬁ;@gﬂnagdminxmaw@@unmaﬁﬁaxﬂamﬁa@&b&&i&%m§&§$£§£w
China.

Kissinger summed up by instructing the working group
to prepare a revision 6f the study including considera-
tions of the points discussed at this meeting. He urged
that a new paper avoid abstract discussions and illus-
trate each option with force requirements. He also urged
that differences of view be brought out sharply in the
paper, and that a new study be completed this summer in

time for the DPRC's consideration of the FY 74 budget.

Attachments:
Tab A - Objectives for US Strategic Forces

Tab B - General Strategic Options

Drafted: PM:ISP:LSléss:ijg
ext. 20610 . 6/29/72 ,
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. OBJECTIVES FOR ‘US STRATEGIC FORCES

1. Deter strateglc nuclear attacks against United
States and its allles. : -

2. Prevent coerc1on of the United States and its
allies with threats from nuclear powers.

3. Contrlbute to: the deterrence of tactical nuclear
and conventional attack on vital US security interests.

4, Maintainvstrategic stability with the Soviet
Union, both in terms of discouraging a first strike

during a crisis and in. mlnlmlzlng the incentives for the
arms race.

5. If deterrence falls, limit damage to the United
States and its allies to the extent possible. Moreover,
support termination of nuclear warfare as quickly as
possible, prior to the onset of widespread devastation,
on terms that are not unfavorable to the US.

Dlsagreement existed in the interagency study group about
adding the follow1ng objectlve-

-- Maintain the obvious capablllty to ensure
that the United States would emerge in a position

of relative advantage from any level of strategic
nuclear warfare.
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II.

III.

Iv.

GENERAL STRATEGIC OPTIONS

A well-hedged. urban industrial - (U/I) retaliatory
capability. This alternative would provide a high
confidence second-strike capability against Soviet
and Chinese cities and industry.

Alternative I plus planning and organization changes
to provide greater flexibility for employment of US
strategic nuclear forces than currently exists.

Alternative II plus improvements in command and
control hardware, or missile -counterforce capability,
or both, to prov1de even greater flexible response
capability. .

Improvements in the numbers and qualities of strategic
forces de51gned to achieve outcomes favorable to the
United States in any nuclear conflict with the* Soviet

Union.
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