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Attached for the information of addressees 1s the text of
Secretary Mcbamara's remarks at the HATO Ministerial Meeting,
Paris, December 16, wnder Agenda item 11, "Military Questions," }
substantially as they appear in the verbatim records, There have
been a few minor corrections for the sake of accuraey, It should
be noted that a considerable portion of these remarks appeared in
the press at the time of the Meeting. i
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Thark you yr. Chairman., Good morning gentlemen., My
comments thls morning are designed to support the conclusion of ny
Government that the work of the Defence Plamnning Ceoonittes and the
Defence Planning Working Greoup to date has been most constructive R

and our strong recommendation that the activities of these two
groups be both contired and expanded,

The Novempber 27Vth nreogress report of the Defence Planning
Comwittee fodusen on many of NITO'e nost urgent problems of
strategy, of force giructure and of rescource allocation and I think
it offers ue an innedigte opportunity, therefore, to expleore some
of the main questions faclng our All iance.

These questions arise out. of three najor facta of 1life
that arée ever present before us,

Pirst, the fact that the Sovliet Union and its satellites
confronte ue with a wide range of threate, beth muclezar and cob-
ventional and secondly, the fact that there are competlng demands
on our acarce resources 2nd we pust make diificult choices inere-
fore among varicus nilitary postures, And thirdly, the fact that
we poust nake decislons new on how we will acetually respond to
attacks on our vitel interests should they cocur,

0f course, our graatecst deelre is to deter such attacks,
But I think we, all realise that deterrence 18 no moresthan s i-o %
shadow cast by the actions that we are prepared to take, oand wa
may have to take, should deterprence fail, WwWe don't hellieve that
we can create a credinle deterrent out of a set of incredible

actiona,
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Because of maolenr weapons the probleme of our Allionce
are fundamentally different from those facod by any previous
alllance. They rcguire more gystématie thought, more co-operative
work, more cconomy of effort than nations in the past "have been
imvesting in thelir peacotime planning. I think if we had to face
thage guestions raised by muclesr weopons swddenly, without o
great deal of pricr preperation, without a history of major
accomplishments, we might be in doubt cbout our prospects.

But thé¢ fecte are that we heve done e great deal of
work and that we have achieved much to deoto and therefore it Ls
againgt this bnokgreound of accompllsnments that I weuld like to
aceept the Chalrman's invitation and the invitation of the Defence
Planning Committee, as outlined in thelr progress report, and to
comment on seven of the major issuwes presented in that progress
:"EPD:"‘- ¥

Paragraph 23 of the report liste thoae major issues and
paragraph 1 of Amnex No, III enumerates the guestions ralsed in
connéction with the tentative force goals, ¥e're nsked in the
Tiret mein jsewe to give our views on the implications of muelepr
war in Europe, whether that war be & massive atisck or ah attack
directed towards seloctive destruction,

Mow this 183 obviocusly nn unplsasant guestion but & moet
important one. The answers wlll very with the assumptions which
we make, Let's firat aspume a lerge Soviet surprise attack made
with missiles and bombers ani directed agninst military targets,
including airfielda, military command centres and major ports.
And let's aseume that oll the weapens are plr burat in eontrast
to ground burst.

In ene cage that we have ptudied invelving such an
attack there would reeult more than 60 million deathe in Yestorn
Europe nlone, The principal suffercrs would be the United Kingdom
with 16 million fatalitiss, the Federal Republic with 12 million
and France with 10 nillion, Should the Sovlieta ground burat
their muclear weapons, instend of alr btursting them, but still
direct and target those weapone to avoid cities, the deaths in
Western Eurcpe, we estimate, would approximate 200 million,
largaly from rodicactive fallout. ?

Or take a differont case, supposc a lerge, well
executed RATO muclear first strike in response to a Soviet
conventional attack. The Soviet mucelear response to euch a
HATO maclear atrike would kill over 70 million pecple in Western
Burcope and I think it'a important to recognise that this result
could not be prevented or materimlly changed no matter what
strategic force NATO had,
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Wr. McNAMARA(Conts)

¥e work very hard and we are spendiag & great deal of
money to find some way of reducing the damage that would occur
in atrategic muclear wer, tut I can assure you what additional
investmert in strategic forces szbovz currently planned lavels
would not charge materially either the prnhahility of such &
war, or the outcoms of such a war. Even very large additicnal
investments in st“ategic forces would bring only very ismall
additicnal returns in effectiveness.

W2 are already doing and #¢ are already planniug, in one
way or &noiher includipng the multiiateral force, what i: needed
and what ls productive in this area. The implications ci a gereral
war in Burope then, for anycne with sccess to the facts, are very
Erim indeed.

COf courze, in a strategic sxchange, thke Soviet Union
would suffer on & comparable acale and demage to the Unlted States
would be equally severe: we estipate perhaps 100 million mortalities
in both the Soviet Union and the United States., The Soviets know
all of this, and of course they know that you and I know 1itT.

A closely related issue is referred to in paragraph 1(g)
of Annex I1I:xhe réle external strategic forces can bhe expected
to play relative to Allied Command Burope forces, first in
meeting SACEUR's targeting requirements in general war and
secondly ip meeting the broader terget requirementa for general
war. This is a specially sennitive subject, but 1 think I can
address it very generally in this naetlng this merning.

In addressing +the rdle of Allied Commard Burope strike
forces, cne musgt tirst pe aware of the size of the baze on top
of which these forcee are added, as well as of the doctrine for
the use of these forces. At the service of HATO, the United
States today has 900 intercontinental ballistic miesiles and
350 Polaris missiles in operational submarines. In addition,
we heve 630 B5Z2 bombers and 500 medium bombers, plu= 1,000
tankers, 21l capable of intercoentinental operations. These
forces are targeted witk sgqual priority - and I want toc emphasise
tkls - these forces are targeted with equal priority against
targets which threaten Burcpe alone, and targets which threaten
the United States, and in the United States catalogue of
operational plans, opersticonsl optiona, there i= no strike cptlnn
which addresses the problem in any other way.

That is the base to which Allied Command Burope s
forces are added. Looking at Allied Cowmmand Burope s forces,
and the plans for their use in relation to those of the United
States forces, the ACE forces on a retaliatory mission would
add the following incremental expenditures or expectancies of
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damage to the nuclear threat to bBurope: against nissile s”tes 2%,
against dispersed airfields 16%, against other airfields 10%,
against other critical targese 5%, and I think the contribution of

the ACE nuclear forces, if launched first, would not be substantially

higher. Therefore, the answer to the gqueation pcsed by the

report, I think, is that the r&le played by the ACE nuclear strike
forces 1g marginal ir pesting targeting requirexsnis in a8 gerneral
war. And, this raises the guestion whether it is enough to justify
the degradation in nan-nuelear capablility caused in some 1lnstancen
by the conmitment of ACE forces +4e the nuclear striks rdle.

I cope now to the second mairn issue raised by the
Defence Flanning Ccmmittee's report - what the repert refers to
ag the main dangers in the future - first the danger of large-
gocale attack on which the foroce goals were necessarily Dredicated
and seccondly, unpremeditated military conflict that could grow
out of politiczl crises. In order to deal with this issue, I
want tc take inventory of what I consider to be the main and
striking accomplishments of our Alllance, The first major
accomplishment, of course, ia the greatly reduced danger of all-
out nmuclear attack. The Soviet Union, =28 has been atated
praviously, ¥mows that the Alliance could destrcy ite residual
strategic force, and if rnecessary we could devastate its soclety
were it to launch an stiack. The Joviet Union i= aware that we
have, and would usa, & powarful, a balanced, and a well-protectad
strategic capability. In short, 1 believe that this threat is
effectively deterred.

A second major accomplishment is the deterrence of a
limited nuclear attack against Weetern Europe, whether it be
alone or against any single nation, I have never believed that
this threat wzarranted preparations, apart from those tailored to
the needs of the whole Alliance. PFirst because there are the
bonds of the Alliance, secondly because the United States cannot
under any circumstances permlt the loss of Western Burcpe fto the
Soviet Union, and finalliy because 1t would be difficul+t, if not

impessible;, to distinguish a nuclear attack on Burope from a strike
against the whole Alliznce.

Our third major accomplishment is a8 reduced probability
of a deliberate, naesive, Boviet conventional attack. Although
that threat is =z substantial one, and although, as Generzl ¢ Cusont
has stated, there are great weaknesses in nany of our forces -
welknesses which should be renedied, wesknesases which I believe we
can remedy - I think we have exaggerated the dimensions cf this
problem. Jduch an attack would not only fzoe strong WATO non-
nuaclear forces backed up by our strategic forces, but it would

immediately confront a mejor tactical nuclear capability- on the
ground.
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At the present time, cbout 405 of the total United
States taetlcal maclear stockpile is either loented in, or
allocated for uwse in, the Europesn ond the Atlantie aress. The .
fggregato yield of the nuelear weapons Stored onl the zeil of ]
West Germany aleone is more than 5,000 times the power of the -4
Lomb dropped on llircshipa, OFf the nuelecr weapons lmmediately : ‘
|

available to SACEUR, mere thon 1,000 are intended for air delivery,

more than 1,000 for air defence and gulded missile delivery, and

nere then 2,000 for ground céelivery. In sddition, there are also

bundreds of otcmic demolltion charges, ond this is obvicusly o ‘
versatile and highly destructive covpability. To oy mind, 1its

existance odds tremendously fto our nesuronce that ¢ deliberate

massive invasion of Turepe will net tnke nlacea. ‘

To cite the accompllshments in these thre¢ impertant \
arezs, however, 1s not to suggest thnt our tosks are complated.
By our efferts ccorialn threats have been reduced, nnd roduced
to the point where they need not absorb our undivided attention. I
While we have sesled off the moln routes of the ehemy's strategic
miclear gttack cnd deliberate massive asscault, we have noi ruled 1
out all 2ctions dangercus to our interests, We ecan now work ]
towards o mere baloneed posture, I think, ond we can moke sure
we have plugged all of the paps in cur delences, And, that ie
how 1 ses our Agenda for the fortheoming monthes, At the ftap of
the Agenda then, I wiould not put what the Defoneée Planning
Committes hos called large-scale attacks on whieh the Toree goals
were predicated, btut I would ploce the 1tem thot the Committee has
called unpremeditated militery cenflict that could grow out of
political ¢crises. In thise connection, we have in mind a number
of contingencies, for exonmple, probes and excurplons againet the
flanks of the Allisnoe; represzsion followed by o revolt in
Eastern Purcpe; harsh demsnds apgainst friendly neuirals; renewed
challengee to Western rights in Perlin or inereased Soviet
militory intruslion intoe the (jediterrsne=an areo and 8o on. ARd
these, 1 think, are the most probable couses of conflict and the
causes of, potaniislly deonpercous militery confrontotlon. Some of
these are troubles which it may be difficult if neot impcssible
to deter, In many inetancesz, they arlse Trom elreumstances oand
erents eutaide the direct control of ecither NATD or the Wrreow
Pact. Both our greatest problems and, I think, cur grestest
oppertunities are related to this set of contingemcies, The
oppartunity is to adlust ocur forece structure end our contingency
plans 8¢ a5 to be able to respond o troubles of this kind, and
respond promptly and decisively, and to de so without having tc
escalate to an inapproprinte lovel of force. The patentabllity
to do this, to molke this response, wery much reduces the likeli-
hoed of having to de so.
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Ir. thisz connection, I note that the Defence Flanning
Committee, as one of its mnin issues, enguires about the
poanibilities and the implications of improving NATO capability
for deterring and defenting local and limited enemy military
actions, =specially on the flanks. The best way to improve the
NATO capability for this purpose is, I think, with non-nuclear
forces. It is guwr wiew ihat we can dovelop & suitable non-nuclear
option, just as the Soviets hsve mairntained theirs and apparently
plan to continue tc maintain it, and that we cen do this witkcut
in any wzy reducing the deterreat to a measive Saviet conventional
attack. The need for thiz option zrises mainly bvecause such a
force is an essential pre-requisite Zor dealing with lesser
contingencies while keeping down the risks of escalation.

The United Stotes Joint Chiefs of Staff endorse the
desirability of having such an ¢ption backed up by aArn adequale
tactical nuelear capability. There 1z, of course, scne
disagreement amongst us, amongst the menteras of the Allizance,
on how much nen-nuclear capability we actunlly should have,

There 18 alsc = widegpread feeling, I think, thet large increases
in defence budgete are both unnecessary and politically
unfeasible in a number of our couniries. As to what is reeded
in general terms, I believe that the present force structure

is broadly adequate. I telieve that, excepts for a few ccuntries,
large increases in defence budgets are not rneeded, and T belicve
that the pay—off in increased effectiveness frox cerizin specific
force improvements would be high.

Thne Defence Planning Committes, 1in one of the Annexes
to ites report, raises on issue precisely related to this
questicn of effectivenesa. It asks szbout the effectiveness of
forcas for dealing with situations less than genersl war, with
particular refersnce 10 the versatility of the ground and air
forces snd their mobility for dealing with situsations cn the
flanks. 1 can perhaps best deal with this jasue by indicating
the ¢riteria which seem applicable and the measures which we
believe must be taken to meet thex. HNATO forces should he
designed, we thirk, to cope with the situations to which the
Defence Planning Committee referred, ard to cope with them
before they get out of hend. Organic mobility ie cleazly .
important, so is traneportability, high readiness; rapid
reactions are egsential. The exploitation of tmeticzl cir power,
with its ability to concentrate great fire-power over long
diatanEEE and o do zo0 in short pericds of tidme, i1a equally
cruciel.

I stress these standards because we need fire brigades
and what we want from them is the ability tec focus great power
rapidly and to focus it on local somurces of conflict. If we
gan do that, we should be able to contain and to put out thoso

1Te6,
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-neg most immediate implicatlon of this ¢ojective is
that we should cencentrate on :H-day and well-eguipped reserve
conditions rather than poorly ecuipped and poorly trained reserve
units whieh are not ready for cormbat and which are worth very
little, Hulcke-reacting ncn-nuelear powar therefore, 18 a
nejor reqgquirement, In this c¢onneetion, I think there iz =
strong ocamse, aes Pershing missiles eome dnto BACTUR's inventory
for putting them on quick-reaction alert and f'cr melking the
nuclear-strike aireraft which they reploce available for these
contingency operations, while retaining a capabllity for thelir
reconvereion to the nuclesr réle., Little is loat on the
nuelenr side where these volnerable gircralt meke only & small
contributicn to the damage that Zoviety forces would sufler,
wiile their avallability for limited contingencies could =make
a declsive difference in those contingencles,

Many of' the recont sctions which we have taken in the
United Statas to strengthen our forces have been directed at
getilng a greater degree of meobllity, a greater desgree of
effectivenass in the fire-Tighiing rﬁle. For example, on
robllity, our capacity to alr-lift tonnage to any oart of
Europe has almost doubled since 1961 and on top of thie
inerease, between today and 1070, the capacity will triple.
In order to lnerease the effectivenseés of thie 1ifi, we are
talloring ouvr ground forcees to make them sasier to move,
YWith the lift available te our foreeé in 1970 we will be able
to add to the militapry Tarces in Jlurcpe, anywhere in Burope,
somath in the order of 11 divisions in 30 days. Our ability
to move tactleal aircreft to Lurepe is also improving., It
would have taken twc weeks to move several hundred aircralft
to thise continent in the 155%0%'s: by 1956 we expect to be able
to move Buch a forcé toc Huropéeé in three daye, and we hope to
test that ¢apability in the nesr future, Onoee thece foreces
reach their designated area, both now and in the fuoture, they
eonld give a good account of theaselves, The ground forees are,
and will continue to be, combat-ready. KATC has and will continue
to have an edge in the nowbers and quality of the deployable tactical
aircraft, Our anti-subparine capsbility has undergone amd will °©
undergo major improvements and we have made this latter effort,
the increase in our anti-submarine capabllity, not bhecause we see
any point in trying to get cargoes from the United Siates to
Eureope in an environmeni of a general war but because this
capabillity would be vital in responding to the more limited
aontingeneles that I have outlinad,

Dur strategic mobility, the inereasing readiness of cur
high-priorlty reserve divisions end the very svbstantial ground and
air forees that we can and will malte avallable to the Alliance in
the event of mejor crises constitute what I believe will be a use-
ful contributicon toward meeting the princilipal remaining threats
to NATD, And I very much hope that other members of the Alllance
will agree that it is necessary for all of us to think and plan
and to allocate rescurces in similar fasnien,
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it may seem a far cry from the contingencies I have
baen diunussin% and the responses I have been suggesting, %o
discuss btattlefield nuclear weapons.  However, I think there
is & connection between bpattlefield nuslear weapons and the
situsticne that we may face.

The ILefence Planning Committee has included, as =n
iseue, the réle of smaller tactical weapona, smaller tactical
nuolear weapong, inoluding nuclear mineg and anti-aircrafi
mispiles in deterring or containing sggression and the
poesibilities for their selective use., This cueation I know
is under sfudy by several nationa of the Alliance and it
would ke premature for me to express any finel vlews on the
subject today. BPut there are asome points I think which are
worth making about the possibility of a battlefield nuclear
opticon fer HNATO, Theres's no 4dcubt that the strategic nuaclear
weapons, tacticmrl maclear weapons, and non-nuclear foreoea of
the Alliance would strongly discourage attempts 2{ our
opponents to gain an advantage by widening a loecal conflict.
But if the fighting has bepgun, and if we are in a serious
gonfrontaticn, the dangsr of a decision to widen the conflict
doea oxist and this posgibility must be taken inte account.

LA 1 gee 1t there are two intermediste tvpes of
military cperationa that we shouldé Te capable of carrying out.
Both of these copticns are short of the use of strategic
nuelear weapons and of the Lenger range tactical nuclear
forees, The firet is the ability to exeoule a majer non-nuelear
option, the optiocn we have been discussing se far, and the second
is +he option €0 use maclear weapons; either one or a few of
such wzapona for demonstrative purpeses; or e larger number of
such nuclear weapons for the purpasge of Wlpaking an cnemy
advenoe on the battlefield. In elther irstance, uge cf the
naclear weapona wounld be oconfined to the forward edge of the
battlefield. I believe thias way of using acme of the exisiing
nuolear forces should continus to be aralysed by the Commanders
and definite plans for such use should be prepared and
approved,

In suggesting this latter option I must state my lack
of confidence that it will necesearily make the enemy back
down or that a geperal nuclear war could ke avoided in puch
clrcunstances, This is an area where w2 are surrounded by
greget and menaclng uncertainties. A demonstrative use of
nuolear weapons might cause the enemy %o halt, it might cause
the enemy to retreat, but I think there's an equal possibility
that, if he has muolear weapons as he certainly does, he will
reply in kind or poseibly even with greatsr severity and once
:ﬁig E:Eueaa has bhegun, theres can Te no certainty where it
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It has been fasaionable, I know, to argue that a
nuclear engagement is no more likely fto escalate than & non-
nuclear conflict, but it sesws understandstle that no one is
eager to test this hypothesis, gend I think the reascns are very
clear. Tne line between non-nuclear war and nuclear war is
diatinct and observable, Eowoever, cnce the nomentcus deciaglon
kas been made to eross that line, everytking beccmes much mcre
confused, ineluding such matters as the origin and the yield of
the miclear detonaticns. In the circumstances we should not
ﬂelugu ouraclves that nuctlear war weouwld be epsy to keep within
bounds.

But, leaving aside the problem of escalation, civilian
damage levels would inevitably be high, even though limited
geographically, and losses of military nanpower would be seveare.
Casualties night range a® high as 20%¥ per day and that, as you
probably recall, conparcs with World War IIL casualties, apfroach-
ing eonething of the crder of 6% per month, In theas
circumstances we night be in even greater need of ircops ihan
in non-muclear combat and, noreover, many cof the types of
tactienl nuelesr systens are hiihly vulnerable. Low yield,
short range nuclear weapons on the battlefield invite blanket=
ing nuclear atiacks by the eneny. There would be & tenptation,
because of the notorious vulnerakility of strike airerafi, tc
usge then to aveld their leoas fren pre-epptive atiack, atq this
would pose a najor problen to the Comanders and the national
authorities.

Finally, the S¢viets (o not peen 10 have a doctrine
which includes the restrained wse of nuelesar wealons. The
Soviet forces do mot appear to be designed to fight with nuclear
weapons in a linited and discreet nomner. In sun, although I
helimve the hattlefield nuclear cption shculd be oconsidered, 1%
ghould not be regarded me a substitute for the nzjor non-nuclear
option. Rather, it should be regarded ae an insurance policy
againet the feilure of that optiom,

I want to be ceriain that there is no nisunderstonding
of our position on this point. In advocating consideraticn of
a battlefield muclenr option, 1 an not sdvocating preparaticns
for a large scale war in Western Europe in which the
United States nnd the Soviet Unien would bhe 2omectuaries. Tha
United States has no plom for puch a war. We do not bellicve
any feasible plen could ever be Geveloped for sucth a war.
Rather, I am talking about the need to study the isaues poscd
in thae Defence Planning Ccocowitice's report, 4o explcre altern-
atives and in particular to éo contingency plemming.
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