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Thank you i·. r. Ch~irr,ran . Good 1:1orning gentlemen. li.y 
comments this morning are designed to support t he conclusion of my 
Government that the work of the Defence Ple.nn1ng Cor:tr~ittee and the 
Defenoe Planning Working Greup t o <late has been most construct i ve 
and our strong re cor:,uendation that the act1v1 ties of these two 
groups be bot,h c ont inuod and expanded, 

!lib.c llovember 27th vrogress report of the Defence Phnni.ng 
Oomr•1ttee foouseo on many of N.\TO' e most urgent -probler.rs of 
strsteS¥, of force structur~ end of resource allocation and I think 
it ot~ers us W\ i~~ediate opportunity, thorerorc , to expl ore some 
of the ~ain. qu~st1ons facing our Alliance. 

· These questions arise out . of t hree ~ajor facta of l ife 
t ha t are ever p r esent before us. 

First , the fact th~t t he Sov1ot Union and its satellites 
contronte ue with a ~ide range of threats, bo\h nuclear ~ con­
ventional e.nd secondly, the fact t hat there are competing de;nands 
on our aearce reeources end we must ~ako difficult choices there ­
Core atlOJ18 various JJilitary r.osturce , And thirdly, the fact the.t 
we o.uet t:~ake Oecirs1ons no•n on how we will net\L&lly respond to 
attaeka on our vi tal inter&sts shoul~ th~y occur. 

Of course , our Br~utest d&e1re 1s to deter such attacks. 
But I think we all realise that dotar renco i s . no 'aore ·, than a ·!.'•" ··;·;f< 
shadow osst by· the actions that -..e a r e prepared to t ake, ' ond 'we ·· 
toa..v have to take, should Geterrenco fail , We don't believe ·that 
we co.n creat e a credibl e deterrent out of a set of inc1•edible 
act1one . 
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Because of nuole~~ ~~npons the problema of our Alliance 
are fundamental!~ different from those faced by nnv previous 
al.l1&nce . They require 11ore syot&JIIatic tl\ought, more co-operative 
9ork. mor e economy of or.to~t th~n l1Stions in the past ·have bean 
1nveat1ng in th~ir peacetime planning. I think i f we hnd t o face 
thoee question& raised by nuclecr weapons suddenly, without " 
gl'COt deal Of prior prept!>ration, without Q history Of major 
accomplishments , we might be in doubt ~bout our prospects. 

But th" :f".ct8 11re t hat we have done a great deal ot 
work and that we hsvo ooh1eved much to d:>to nnd thorefore it ie 
agGine t this bMkgrollii'i ot accomplishments that I would 11ke to 
accep t the Chair~~n' s 1nvit 3t ion ond the invitation of tho Defence 
Planning Commi ttee, as outl.ined in their progress repor t , and to 
o0lllll26nt on SErten of tho Mjor is&U<IB presented in that progress 
report. 

Parsgraph 23 ot tbe r eport lists those major issues and 
paragraph 1 or Annex No , III enumsrates tho quest ions raised in 
connection with tho tentative force goal.s. ~~·re asked in the 
first main i ssue to give our views on the 1~ylicat1ons of nuolonr 
war in Europe, whethe r that war boa mass ive attack or an attack 
directed to,•ards selective destruc tion, 

Now this 1s obviously nn WlPleaaant question but a most 
i mportant one . The an.6vrers 1<ill vary with the assuaptions wl\ich 
we mal<e . Let's firat aaeume a l .nrge Soviot surprise attack ~~~ade 
with missiles ond bombore and directed ag~inst military targets , 
including air£1elds, m1litory command centros and mttjor ports. 
And le t • e assu:•e t!Ult all the weapons nre nir bur at in contrast 
to ground burst . 

In one case tb&t we nave s tudied involving such an 
attack tiler" would rcsul t more tlu\n 60 million do a the in Wee t orn 
Europe alone, The pr1nc1pnl suffe rers woul d. be tho United Kingdom 
with 16 mi).Hon fatalities , t>he Federal RCtpuolic with 12 million 
and France w1 t h 10 Di llion, Should the Sovi ets ground burst 
their tmcleor weapons, l.nstcnd ot a1r bw'sting them, but s till 
direct and torgot thoso weapons to nvoid cities, th~ doathe in 
~~etern Europe , we estimate, would approximate 200 million, 
largely from radioactive fallout. 

Or tal<& a diftoront cneo, suppoeo a large, well 
executed NATO nuclear tirst atr lke in response to a Soviet 
conventional ott ack. rn.. Soviet nuc l ear response to such a 
l~TO nuclear etr1ke would kill ovor 70 million people in Western 
Europe and I think it's important to recognise that this result 
could no t be prevented or mater:1nlly ahanged no matter what 
strat egic force NAi'O had , 
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Mr. Y.ci<AMARA (oo,t-i) 

Ve work very hard and we are apendi;1g a great deal of 
1110ney to find some way of reducil>g the daJ>age t:t>.at "ould occur 
i n str at egi c nuclear war, bUt I can as&lU"e you that <ldditional 
invea~cnt i n s\rstegic forces above curr ently pl anned l~vels 
would not char.ge ~aterially e ither the probabil i ty of such ~ 
wa t- , or the ou t coDle of such a 0?3r. BYen V!Jry l arge addi ticnal 
investments in strategic forces would bri 11g on l y very ll:'lall 
additional returns in eftectivenoss ~ 

We are already doi.!1ij antl ·,;e ar e al r eady pl ilnn ;i ug, j ll o ne 
7i:a7 or e.J10t iler including the rul t i l .ster a.l foree. what i !. ne eCed 
and what 1s pr oducti ·' o i n thi!l are:> . 'Jh e illplicati:>ns c f a general 
wa.x- in Europe then , f or anyone "i th acce::;;a t o t he f ac t .s , a rc very 
grilr. indeed . 

Of course, in a st:rategic exchange, the Sovi o·c Uni on 
would auffe~ on e compara ble acale and cicmage to the Unite d States 
woul d be equal ly s ever& ; we ee ti!!l8te pe r ha l)s 100 mill~on lllOrtalities 
in both tbe Soviet Union and the United States. The Soviets know 
all. o! this, and of course t hey kn~w tha t you and I kno..- i t . 

~ c losely related i asue ia referred ~o in paragr a ph l (g) 
of Annex III :the rele ex~rnal strategic forces can l>e expected 
to play rela t i ve t o Al l ied Command Europe ! orces, first in 
meeUng SACEIJR ' s targe~ing requirements in gene1·a1 wa r and 
secondly in meeting the broader terget requirements !or genera l 
\•a r . This i s a specially s enoiti ve aub ject , but I fllinlt 1 can 
address it ver y general~y in this ~eeting this morni ng. 

In addr eostng the rdle of Al lied CoiMlalld Eurofe stril:e 
f o rces , one muat t:irat oe aware of the s i ze o! the base Ol> top 
of which these forces are added , as well as o f ~~e doctrine for 
the use or these f orc es . At t he se1-vice ot tiATO, the U11ited 
St ates today has 900 intercontinental ballist ic miss i les and 
350 Polaris miss iles in operational submar ines. In addition, 
we have 630 B52 bomber s and 500 medium bombers , plus 1,000 
t ar1ker s , e l l ca pable of intercontinental operations. 'Jhe se 
for ces are targeted with eqaal priority - and I vran t t o emphasis e 
this - t heee forces ere taq~eted wi t b equal priority against 
tar ge t s which t hreat en Europe a.lone, and t argets which tbrea t en 
the United States, and in the United States ca talogue of . 
opera tional pl ans, operst ional options, there 1a no strike option 
whioh addr esses the probl em in any other ""Y. 

'Jha t is the bas e to which Allied c.,.,..,.nd Europe. 8 
for ce s a r e a dded . Looking at All ied Comm~~d Euro~ ' s f orces , 
and the plans f or their use i n relation to those o! t he Uni t ed 
States forces, the ACE forces on o retaliate~; aisaion would 
add the fol l owi ng 1ncrel!lenta l expenditares or expectancies o! 
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damage to the nuclenr threat to Europe : against niGoilc ~~·tee 2%, 
against diepersed airfield& 16~, asainst other airfields lOl', 
against other critical targets 5~, and I think the contribution o! 
the ACE nuclear forces , i f launchec2 first, lfOUld not be su'bet!Ultially 
higher . Therefor e , the answer to the queotion poaed by tlte 
r epor t, I th ink, i G that the ro le played by t he ACB nuc l ear s trike 
f orces ie marginal ir. oeeting tarGeting requirements in a general 
war . And this raises t~e question whether it i s enough to just i fy 
t he degradation in non- nuclonr capability caused in some in3tance3 
'oy the COJltlitmen·t of .\Cl!i f o::-cea t o the nuclear s trike r8l e. 

I cooe now t~ tno second main issue raised bl the 
Defence Planning Comrnittce•s report - what the report refers to 
a s t he main danger• in the future - first t he dan~;;er of l arge­
scal e attack on which the force goals ... e r e neces,nrily »redioated 
and seccndl;r, un~remeditated UJilitory conflict tha t could grow 
out o£ political crises. In order to deal with this issue, I 
want to take inventory of what I consider t o be the main and 
striking ooeomplishrnents of our Alliance. The first ma j or 
aooompl ishntent , of course, 13 the greatly reduced dang~r of all­
out nuclear at tack. 'fhe Soviet union, aa has been e tated 
previous ly, knows that the All.iance could destroy its residual 
strategic force , and if neceesary we could deva state its society 
were it t o launch an attack. The Soviet Union i s a·Hare t hat we 
have , and woul d uso, a powerful, a balanced, a1·•d a well-protected 
s tra tegic onpabili ty . In short, I believe that t his threat is 
effectively deterred. 

A eecond ~~:ajor scoompliahmcnt is the deterrence of a 
l im1 ted nuclear at tack against ~ioatern Euro pe , whetl;ler it be 
a lone or against any $ingle nation. I have never believed t~t 
this threat '""rranted preparati ons!. apart frott those tailored to 
the needs of the whole Alliance. rirst because there are the 
bonds of the Alliance , secondly because the United States cannot 
under any oircumstnnces permi t tho l oss of Weste rn Europe to the 
Sovie't Uni 'on , and fi nally because i't would be difficult, if not 
impossible, to distinguish o nuclear attack on Europe £ron a strike 
against the whole Alliance . 

Our third ma jor acc ompl ishment is a ::-ed uoed prop~bili ty 
of a del iberate, mQesive, So'liet conventional attaok . Al though 
that t hreat ia ~substantial one, and althougb, as Generaldc ~ont 
hae s~ated , there are great we~<r.eeees in oany of our f orces -
weOl<nesses which should be rexledied , weaknosee.s which I believo wo 
can remedy - I think ·,ve have exaggerated tho dime nsions cf this 
proolem. Such an at tack would not only faoe strong t!ATO non­
nuclear forces backed up by our st rategic forces , but it would 
inu:tediatoly confront a oa.jor tactical nuclear ca pability· on the 
ground . 
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r.!r. llcNAI&l!ll! ( Contd) 

At t~e present t ime , nbout 40~ o~ the ~ctal Uni ted 
States \oct1cal nuc l ear stcck~i1e is either lccnted 1:>, or 
o.llocatod ror use in1 t.hc ~operut ::nd thf'! At l nntio :JJ"ens . '!'he 
ogsrcgato yie ld of tho nuclear weapons store d on t h e s oil of 
West Germnny alone is more thll:l 5 , 000 times the ::;>ower of th() 
"bolilb droppe d on Hirosh i ma , Of t hiS> nuclecr weo pons immedia t e l y 
3vai l ob l e to SACJ:UR, n>oro th.::ln 1,000 nre intended for :>ir de livery, 
more t han l.,OOO for c.ir def'eooe and guided hliss1lc delivery , and 
nore than 2, 000 for ground de livory , I n nddition, ther e lll'€ oleo 
hundreds of o t c1:11c de11ol1tion chnraes, md tbi u is obv1ous].y a 
versotile ond highly des true the Ct'J?:tb1li t y . 'i'o ••Y mind , i te 
existDnce odds tremendously t o our nasur~.ncc that c. deli:::>erat·e 
ma ssive 1nvosion of nuropc will not W.ke J)l~c~ . 

To cite the accompli s hments in these t h t00 important 
arcos, howeYet~, 1s not to sugge ::;t t hf\t our toeks e re complet<~<l ~ 
By our o~~orts certain t hreats h~ve been ~educed , nnd rcduce4 
t o the point uhere they need not absorb our undivided attention. 
While we have s ea l ed ott the mo1n rout es ot th~ ene~y's strategic 
nucl ear et'tnck end deli ber a te moss1ve o s caul t, we hm<e not ruled 
out all actions donaerous to ow- interests. we con now wor k 
to·oTard s o more bDl Qnced posture, I 'think , o.nc. wo oon moke sW'e 
we have plu(lged all of the gaps i n our defences . And , t hat 1e 
how I see our Age nda tor the f or thcom ing months , At the t op of 
the Ageo<lo then , I \1oUld not put WhD t t he Ilcf'onee Planning 
COIUJit\ee hns colled l.arge- s c nle :>ttacks on whi ch the f orce soolc 
were prodi cnted, but I vould pl<Oce the 1 tcm th::: t the Committee l\as 
c a l led unpremedi totvd m111'tt.r y conflict thot could grow out of' 
political c rises . In this eon:nect1on , wo have in mind a number 
of cont1ngenei es, f'or OXcJDple 1 pr obe a and excurcions against the 
f'lonks of' the All1oncc ; r~Jpreseion :f'ollo'i/cd by o re volt in 
Eastern )europe ; hD.rsh demends n c,o.inct f':r1endly neutr3ls ; renewed 
challenges t o ¥/es t ern rights in Eerli n o>' i noroose<l Soviet 
mi l itory i n trusion into the ;.iediter:-onean areo o.nd so on . And 
t he se , I think, are the most pr ob!lbl.e onuses o-:: confli c t and t he 
causes ot.pot~ntiDlly d~ngorouz milit~~y confrontation. Some of 
these are t roubles ·•h1ch it may be dif'f i c ult if not impossible 
t o deter. In many inetnnces , t hey 11risc i:rom c1rc lllDstaneos !<nd 
e vents ou1;e ide t he di roc t control ot either W.TO or th" Ylrrsow 
Poet. Bo th our grea t es t problems on d , I thiruc, our grcatc~t 
opportunities "re r eloted to this aet of contingenc i e s, The 
oppor t un1 ty is t o ndju&t our f'oroe a t ructurc end our contingono~· 
plans eo as to be able to respond to trouble s of thiS k ind, nnd 
respond promptly and decisively, and t o do so without ha ving to 
escalate t o nn i nappr opriate lovol of force . The patentability 
to do this , to mol~e this response, very Jottch r<>duee s the likeli­
hood ot hoving to do Go , 
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I n this cormeotion , I note that tho Defence Planning 
Committee, as one of ite main i ssues , enquires about the 
possibiliti es a..'1d t he implioa.t i ons ot i mproving 11/,TO capability 
for de te r ring a nd dc:r:eating local a nd limited enemy milita ry 
aot1or.a , especially on the flanlcs . The. best wey t o i mprove the 
NATO c a pa b i l i t y f or th is purpose is, I t nink , with non-nuclear 
forces . I t i s oor vi ow that we can <!o •re l op a. suitable non- nuc l ear 
option, j~st a$ th~ bovicts have lk•intained theirs and apparently 
plan to continue to maintain it, and that we cc.n do this without 
in any way reducing the deterrent to a maasive S~vict conventional 
attack . ·me :>.eeC. for this op<;ion arises mainly 'because s uch n 
force is an essential pro- requisite for dealing with l e sser 
contingencie s 11hile keepin.g dew:>. t he risko or escnla~ion. 

Tho lfni ted ·sto.too J oint Chief.:; cf Staff en(lor se the 
deoirab i li t y of havine au ph an opt i on backed up b:t "'' adequate 
te.etical nuclear capo.b1l :! t y . •rh ere 1$, of course , a ome 
disagr e ement amongst ue , amongst the meabero of -the Al l .i. >~nce, 
on how much nc n- nuclear capability we actually e noul<! have. 
There is a lso a wides;>read fee lin g, I think, tha t l arge increasee 
in defence budgets are both unnecessary an<l poli tica.l l y 
unfeasible in a numbc~ of our countries . Ae to what is needed 
in general terns , I believe that the present force s "ructure 
is broadly adequate . I tel ieve that , excep~ for a few countries, 
lo.~ge increases in defence budseta are not needed , and ! believ e 
that the pay- off in increased effe c tiveness !'roo: cer tain a pecific 
force impr ovements would be high . 

The Defenc e Planning Commi ttee , in one of t he Anne xes 
to its report, raieea a n issue precise l y r elated to thi" 
question of ef.fecti veneoe . It a3ks a bout tile effectiv~r,ess of 
force s tor dealing with situation~ l eas t hnn ge ne r al wa r , wi t r, 
particu l a r reference to t he vereo.ti lity of the gro und arod a i r 
f orces end their mobility fer deal ing with eltus.tions e n t ne 
flanks . I c an perhn1>3 beet deal with this issue by indic a ting 
the c~iteria wh i ch seem applicable and the measures which ~e 
bel ieve must be taken to meet the~ . ~Aro forces should be 
designed, we t hir.Jc, to cope with tha situations to wllic:J the 
Defence Pla.'lning Colllllli ttee referr ed , a.r.d to cope .,.; th t hem 
before tlley ge t out of hand . Or ganic mobility l.& clearly " 
i mportant, so is traneportobili ty, high readi ness; rep i ,l 
reactions (tre eeeentinl. The explo i tation of tact ical uir po1.·er , 
with its ability to oon oontrnte grea t f ire- powe r over l one 
di s tanc e s a nd t o do so in s hort pe riods of t i me, ia equally 
oruoia.l. 

I stress th<~ee s tandards beoe uo e we noed f i r e br i<;adee 
and what we wan t from theCl ie the ability t o focus great power 
rapidl y a.!ld to focus i;; on local source& o f conflict. If we 
con do that, we should be able <;o contain and ~o put out tbos~ 
tires. 
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.. :ne inost in:.med i.a te im:plicution of this oO jectiYe is 
that we ohould c oncent rate on <i -dey o.:\d vtell-equipped reserve 
conditione rather th:m poorly e,:u i pped and poor l,y tr;~l.ned l:'es e " ve 
units which are not ready f"01• cor!lb;tt .:tn.d whi ch. are v.·ortb very 
11 ttle . nU1ok-reacting non-nuclear powor tlleret'ore, iS a 
major r equirement . In this connect ion, I think t here is a 
s t rong om.ee 1 a e PershinG missiles como into S .. r-.cr.tJR' s inventory 
t'or putting th em on quielc-r e ncHon alert nn<J. t'or malting the 
nuclear~str1ke e.ircrat't which they r eplace avGilabl e for t hese 
eon'tingency opera t i ona, whil.e r e t aining a capabilit y i'or t heir 
reconversion to the nucle ar r ele. Little is lost on the 
nuclear side where these ~r..llnerable air crt.U't m:;..ke only o:1 s mall 
contribution t o the dsmage that .Sov1ety f"orees -..ould s uff er, 
while their availability f or limited continecncies could make 
a decisive dit't'erenoe in those c ont1ngeno1es. 

M~ ot' the reGent actions which we have taken in the 
UniUid S t_aUia to strens tilen our forces have been di r ected at 
getting 0 gre a ter degree Ot' iiObili ty 8 I!X"68ter de gree Of' 
e~ectiveness in the fire- fi ghting rele. For example , on 
mobility, our capacity t o air-lift tonnage to any y &rt of 
Europe ha& almost doubled s i nce 1961 and on toe of thi s 
increase , between t odey and 1970, tl1e oapao1 ty wi l l t riple. 
In order to increase the ef~ectiveneae ot this lift , we are 
tailorinG o~r ground forces to make them easier t o move. 
'!!1 th the lit't avai lable to o\\r t'or ces i n 1970 we will be a 'ole 
t o tlldd t o the m1l1 tsry forces in Jtwope, &ny~••here in Europe, 
somethtns in the order ot' 11 divi s i ons in 30 days. Our ability 
t o move tact ical air craft to J;urope i s o l so i mproving. It 
''IOuld have t oken two weeks to move several hundred a.i rcrat't 
to thia continent in the 1950' a : by 1968 we e xpect t c be a·ole 
t o movo such a t'or ce t o gvr ope in three days, and we hope t o 
test that ~ape.bility in the ne ar :future . Onoe these forces 
ree.eh their designated area, both n oT< and in the f \·.ture, t :o.ey 
could give a good account ot' thooselvos. The gro\md for ces are, 
and ttill conti nue to be, cOllbnt- reody. NATO h.ns and will continue 
to hove an e d{!e in the mmbers and quali t y of' tpe d~ployabl~ ucticol 
aircrst't, Our anti - s uboarine capebili ty has undergone and 'Hill · 
undergo ll&jor improvement& and we hove Nde this la;ter et'fort , 
the 1ncre aee in our anti- sub>onrine co.petility, not b ec ause we see 
any point in trying t o get cargoes f rom the United Sta tes t o 
Europe in an environment of a general war but because thi s 
capability would be v i tal in r esponding t o the more limited 
oont ingenu1es that I hnve outlined. 

Our s trategic mobi l ity, the increE\s1ng r eadiness of our 
high--priority l'eserve divisions and the very subst antial ground and 
air forces t hat 11e can an:l will ml.lke ava i lable t o the .\lliance in 
the event of major crises const i t \lt e what ! be lieve wi l2 be a uee­
:f'ul contribut ion toward meeting the y r inoipol reo3ining t hreats 
to NA:l'O . And l very much l\op 10 that other membe rs of t he Alliance 
will agree the.t 1 t i s n ecessary for tllll of' us to t hink and plan . 
and to alloaate resources in similar ra~~ion. 
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Mr. McNAMARA (Oontd) 

It may seem a far cry from t ho contingencies I have 
been dis cussing and t he responses I have been SU&gest i ng, to 
discuss battlefield nuclear weapons. · However, I think t here 
is a connection between battlefield nuclear •~apons and the 
s i tua tions that we may face . 

The Defence Planning Committee has included, ~s an 
i ~eue , the role of smaller tactical weapons, smalle~ tactical 
nuclear weapons , i noludin(l nuclear mines and ant i-aircraft 
missiles in deterring or oonta1ning~ggreesion and t he 
poesi bili ties for their selecti ve use . Tilis c<uesUon I know 
i s under study by several nations of the Alliance and 1 t 
·ROuld bo pr emature for me to e:x:press e.n:r final views on the 
subjec t today. But there are some points l think which are 
worth making about the po~;sibili ty of a be.1tlefield nuclear 
option for NA~O . ~here' s no dcubt tha t the strategi c nuclear 
weapons , tactioal nuclear weapons, and non-nucl ear f orces of 
the Alliance would strongly disoour88e attempts h)' our 
opponents to gain an advantage by wide ning a local conflict. 
But if the fi ghtinB has begun, and i f we are in a s erious 
confrontation, t he danger of a . ~.ecis1on t o widen t he conflict 
does exio-; and ..:his poasi'bili ty must 'be taxon in·t;o account . 

A3 I s ee it t here arc t wo inte rmediate types of 
military operations tha• "e shoulc be capable of carry1~ out. 
Bot h o! t hese options a'!'e shore of the use of strategic 

~-·•. ,. 

nuclear weapons and of t he Longer rang~ taett~al nucl ear 
f orces. fhe first is the abili ";y to execu·~o a major non-nuclear 
opti on, the option we b8vo be€n discucsing ao f ar, and the s econd 
i a the op ti on to use nucleo.r wcnpon::;;; either one <.'r a tew o! 
auoh we a pone tor demons tra:ti ve purl)osos , or a larger number or 
such nuclear ·weapone !or the pur!)os e of :>l ooking an enemy 
advanoe on the bsttl~f~eld . In either ins~•ce , uee cf the 
nucl ear waapone would bo oonfine<l to the f orward edge o£ the 
battlefield. I beli e ve t M.s way of uatng s ome ~f: the existing 
nuolear fo~eo should continue to be ar4lyeed by the Commanders 
and definite plans for euoh use should be prep~red and 
appr ovei:l . 

In suggesting thi s latter option I must state my'laok 
o! confidence t hat it -.vill neces sarily make the enem:r back 
down or t hat a generol nuclear war could be avoided i n euch 
oircumstences . fhi s is an s.raa where we are surrounded by 
great and mena cing uncertainties. A demone1rative use of 
nuclear weapons might cause t he enemy to hal t , i t might cause 
the enem:r to retreat, but I t l'>..irlk there ' s an equal pos sibil ity 
that, if he has nuclear ·~<eepons as he certainly does, he ·t'llll 
reply in kind or poeeibly even w1 th greater eever1 ty and once 
t his prooees has begun, there oan be no certainty •11he r e 1 t 
will end , 
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ldr. Mc!IJL\IARA ( Contd) ·- ' 

I t has been f asl:l.iona.ble, I know, t o argue tha t a. 
nuclear engagement i s n o mor e likely to escalate than a non­
nuclear conflict , but it see~s understandable that no ono is 
eage r to t eat this hypothesis, end I ' hink the reasons ore very 
clear. The line bctweon non-nuclear war and nuclear vrar is 
distin<:t ~nd. observable. Eowover, once tho moment ous deoiaion 
has been Bade to cross tlt.3t line, evcry tl'ing l.leccmes much mere 
confused , includi ng such nat t ore ns the origin and t he ~~eld of 
the nuc lear detona.tiOO'lS, In tho circumstances we s hould not 
delude ourselves that nuclear wur would be ca.sy t o keep within 
bOU1'ld8. 

I 

But, l ea.'rinfl: n&idc the probloGl of cscala.U on, c iviHtm 
darnago levels would incvi tably be lligh, even though li"i t ed 
geogra.phica.lly , a.nd losaoe of ailitary manpower would be severo . 
Casualties m1g:~t rango ae hig.>t ns 20l' per day and that , ae you 
probably r eca ll, COl>lparo$ with World War II casualties, o.pproac h-
1ng something of the crder of 6~ per mont h. In these 
cirournstanceo ~~ n ight bo in oven greater need of troops than 
in non-nueloo.r c oubat o.nd , aoroovcr, lilo.r..y of the t ypes o! 
te.ct1oal nuclear systcos a re highly vulnerable . Low :tiold, 
short range nuclear weapons on the battlefi oln invi to blanket­
ing nuclenr attacks by the enecy. There woul d bo a tetlptatior., 
because of the no~orious vulnorat i l ity of strike ai rcraft , to 
usc them t o avcid their loas :t:ror.: pro-cnptive nttnck, ar.<l t:~i s 
would poso o. najor probloo to tho Cocr.Jandere and the national 
authorities . 

Finally , the Soviota do not eeeLJ to have a doctrine 
whicll includes the restrained USG of nuclea r weapone. :l'he 
Soviet f or ces do not a ppoo.r to be designed to fight with nuclear 
wenp ona i n n limited ~~d diacroct nnnner . In sue, a l though I 
believe tho battlefield nucl oor option shoul d be oonsiderod, i t 
should not be rogo.rded a.e a substitut e for tho oajor non-nuclear 
option . Ra ther, 1 t shov.ld be regarded as an insurnnce policy 
agoi~et the failure of that opt ion. 

I want to b <> cortaill that t here i s no rJie undere tnnding 
of our posi t1on on this point. In advocati ng considero.t1cn of 
a battlefield nuclear option , I an not advocating prepsrftt~cns 
f or o ln.rge scale '1/0.r in Western Europe i n which the 
Unite d Sto.to s and the Soviet Union would be sonctuarie.a. i·hc 
Ifni tod States has no plan fer ouch a war . 'lie do not belicvo 
a.ny feasible ple.n ooul.d over bo cevoloped for such a war . 
Rather, I ol'l talki ng about the naod to study the issues posed 
in t ho Defence Pl::ulning Co1:u.ti ttoc · e roport 'I to expl ore a.l tcrn­
ativos and i n particular to do contiQdency planning. 
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