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Statement made on Saturday 5 May by Secretary'McNamara
at the NATO Minigtorial Mcolirg in Aﬁhcns
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., When I had the honor .0f -addressing.you in Deommber I put forward my"
government's views on the: dlregtlons that NATO defense polloy should aake.
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[# ] At the time, I gave you our estimates of Soviet nuclear strlke capa~
=y bilities "and compared them-with the current nuclear strength of- the Alliance..
— The results of that compariscn were, on balance, encouraging, and nothing has
%ﬁ ocourred during the past five months %o shake our confidence in the design~ -

and adequacy of our programs. In the aggregate, Alliance nuclear forces are -

=

— numerically larger than thosc of. the:Soviet Union. - They are moTe diver—
| ‘'sified; better deployed and protected, and on a higher statc of alert.

% hay are combatwrcady and able -to enga,ge in flex:.ble and. . decls:we action.
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You Wlll recall that I also oxpressed confidence in the ablllty

*of the, Alllance to maintain its superiority over the Sino-Soviet. Bloc in a
general nuclear war even though we must face the prospect of great and -
growing damage in the event that deterrence should fail. I then indicated .-

my government's reasons for believing that the Alliance should bring its
non—nuclear forces to a better balance with its nuclear forces. -Today,
I-would like to discuss in greater depih our views on the problems of
general nuclear war and its deterrencce, the role and level of non-nuclear
Torces, and the linkage between these two types of forces in relation to
deterrence. At the end of my remarks I will relate thosc considerations:.

to scveral of. thc de*enoe 1ssues which have: rucontly occupled the attention
.of the All:.anoea :

l, The necd for the oxohango of information.to help provide
a morc adcquate basis for closer tonsultstion, participation and consensus
on important 1"°uos, 1nclud1ng in partlcular nucluar issucss

2. 'I‘hn formulatlon of guldellnus for tho use of naclcar woapons.

) 3; The rolb of byturnal nucluar forces in- the dcfonso of the
Alliance.i -

4. The level of non-nuclear force appropriate for the Alliance.
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I. General Fuclear War and Iits Deterrence
Nuclear technology has revolutionized warfare over the past seventeen
years., The unprecedented destructiveness of these arms has radically changed
ways of thinking about conflict among nations. It has properly focused -
great atteri¥ion and efforts by the Alliance on the prevention of confliot.
Nevertheless, the US has come to the conclusion that to the extent feasible
basic militaxry strategy in general nuclear war should be apprcached in much
the same way that more conventional military operations have been regarded in
the past. That is to say, our principal military objectives, in the event of
a nuclear war stemming from a major attack on the Alliance, should be the
destruction of the cenemy’s military forces while attempting to prescrve the
fabric as well as the integrity of allied society., Specifically, our studies
indicate that a strategy which targets nuclear forces only against cities or a
mixture of civil and military targets has serious limitations for the purposo
of deterrence and for the conduct of general nuclear war,

In our best judgment, destroying enemy forces whilc preserving our
oun societies is -~ within the limits inherent in the great power of nuclear
weapons — a not wholly unattainable military objective. Bven if very sub-
stantial exchangeés of nuclear weapons were to occur, the damage suffered by
the beiligerents would vary over wide ranges, depending upon the targets that
are hit. If both sides were to confine their attacks to important military
targets, damage, while high, would nevertheless be significantly lower than if
urban-industrial arcas were also attacked. As an example, our studies of a
hypothetical general nuclear war ocourring in 1966 show that, with the conflict
starting under one particular set of circumstances, and W1th the Soviets con-
fining their attacks. to military targets, the United States under present civil
defense plans mlght suffer 25 million deaths and Burope might suffer somewhat
fewer, On the other hand, were the Soviets to attack urban-industrial as
well as military targets, the United States might incur 75 million deaths and
Europe would hawe to.face the prospect of losing 115 million pcople. While P
both sets of figures make grim reading, the first set is preforablc to the = 1
second. There are others like them, : . : T

In the light of thesc findings the United States has devuloped its
plans in order to permit a variety of strategic -choices. We have also insti-
tuted a number of programs which will enable the Alliance to engage in a con-
trolled and flexible nuclear response in the event that deterrence should fail,
Whethex the Soviet Union will do likewise must remain uncertain. All we can
say is that the Kremlin bas very strong incentives ~ in large part provided by
the nuclear strength of the Alliance — to adopt similar stratcgies and programs,
Thus, we calculate that in 1966, if the Alljance were to limit its retaliatory -
attack to military targets in the Soviet Union, while holding supcrior forces
in reserve, the Soviets might suffer around 25.million deaths, wherecas if we
attack urban-industrial targets in the wakc of a Soviet strike against Buropean
and Amcrican cities, the Soviets would suffer at lcast 100 mllllon deaths.

Other factors be31des target siratcecgies of the belligerents would
determine the damage in a thermo-nuclear war. The yields of the warhcads used
in a nuclear exchange would make a significant difforence in the amount of
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- -strategy.
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blast, thermal, and fallout damage; and it is possiblc to mateh the yiclds o
the partichlar targets Under attack and so reducc damage to civilians.

- Purthermorc, as.the accuracy. :of missiles improves, the belligerents could

attack targ.ts with greater assurance of destroying thems; they.could also
reduce the yields with which they strike, If they so choosc, they-could
regulate tho height at which they burst their weapons and thereby gfféct

the amount of fallout that is distributed. The existence of civil defonses
also could have a sighificant impact on the numbcr of deaths, especially if

“only military targets .are attacked so that the principal danger o most

civilians is from fallout, Depending on these and other factors, the number
of dcaths could vary over a wide range - by four times. or.more. sFhe more
discriminating the attacks;"thc less the damago. cee T

. o . IR N
- : I have raiscd thess points because we think they are relevant to
allied dcfense policies now and in the future. In particuiar, we belleve
that they have important implications for the general war posturc of the
Alliance and the role that NATO should assign to-nueldar.forces.iniis, grand

':IIQ . The”éenerél War Posture of the Alliaﬂce S . ‘ ”-.'

.- Porhaps the most important implication of these observations is
that nuclear supceriority has importent meanings. I want to stroess that for
the most relovant planning pcriod — through the mid 1960's - thers can be
little quostion about the ability of the Alliance to maintain nuclear
superiority over the Sino-Sovict Bloc. During the coming fiscal year the.
United States plans to spend close to $15 billion on its nuclear weapons to

_assure such supcriority.

SﬁrétegiC‘Retaliatory Forces Y

We arc confident that our current programs arc adequate to ensure

!:coﬁﬁiﬁuiﬁg;éﬁperidrity'for as-far into the future as wé can reasonably fore-
": gee. ' By l965, as shown in the' table below, these programs will .give us
1935 long-range bombers, about 800 dir-launched missiles, and over 1500 TCBM

and Polaris missile&~in ‘addition “o nuélear forces Stationed in-Burope; the

Far Bast and at sea. - o RS TR

.- . . . . MR
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US Strategic Retaliatory Forces

B = ond: Fisca,l ‘Year .
.. 1961+ T1962 1963 | 1964 1965
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-Bombers

EES R . | B 555 615 630 - 630 630
‘B4T cE ... 900 - 855 585 45077225
B-58 ¢ - . : woo.o a0 8O 80 80 .80
‘Total Bombérs .. L1495 1550, 1295 1150 - 935
”Air-Lanaéie&.Miééilés.if". i - f,t: .‘x‘ _ ._ t: ﬁ:q- .. lﬁfﬁ?t-
Hound Dog _ : 216 . 460 .580 - 580_. ... 480
Skybolt ~ - - - _3e
" 5800 ¢ 580, 802

CTobal GaMts” | UNT v T a7 216 460

ICBM and Polaris Missiles T . ' B
R 28 87 129 . 129 ' 129

Atlas - 7 . S

Titan - 53° 91 114 © 114

Minuteman, Hardened & Dispersed . - o~ 150 .. 600 800

Polaris e e @;.H8Omu‘;lﬂ4 192 -0 304 464
Total-IQBM/PolariSL .o 108 - 284 - .562. 1147 1507

s -

(a) Bffective 1lst August, 1961, the program provides for approximately 50%
of the B-52 and B-47 forces,; less those units ;assigned. to ftraining, to
’be on 1 5 minu,te gro_lmd aler_t o - T IR R R L) P L e eme v e e wmae

B W& doubt that the Soviet Union will be able. to match this. capability.
Hevertheless, as insurance against the unforeseen, we.have already purchased
the capability to increase Tapidly the production of .the Minuteman missile i!h
be'yond our expeotéd;requireﬁeﬂté'by‘installihg production lines additional to
those required by our current program, We can take other remedial measures as
well should our estimates of Soviet capabilities undergo significant changes.

Target Coverage of Threat to Burope

The relevance of our nuclear capability to the nuclear threat facing
Furope deserves some emphasis. This threat is not inconsiderable. At the
present time SACEUR's most urgent set of targets, the threat list, consists
of approximately TOO0 targets. (There are in addition other lower priority
targets to be dealt with by major subordinate commanders, during and after the
first strikes.) The SACEUR threat list includes such high priority targets as
MRBM sites, bases for Soviet nuclear—capable aircraft, nuclear storage sites,
and military commend and control centers. A planned strike against one of these
targets may consist, for example, of a B-52 launched from a base in the United
States, an A4D from an aircraft sarrier in the Mediterranean, and also a missile

Ll = e -— "~ had 2 Sand
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fired from the United States or from SACEURts area.
cross~targeting we achieve a high probabllity .of destroylng the de31gnated
target : : i

‘More than 1800 weapons are. scheduled egainst SACEUR!s. nuclear
threat 1ist, - SACEUR plans to assure the destruction of 90 targets on the
list with his forces alone,  Approximately 300 targets are scheduled: for .
attack and -destruction solely with éxternidl foreces. SACEUR schedules
sorties agalnst enother 200 or more targets with -his own forces,. but the
assurance that he will be able t6 destroy them is not enough to warrant

rTeliance on his attacks alone, Therefore, with respect to these 200 -
sargets,.. addltlonal sorties are’ a551gned to foreces external: to hig theater.

The ontire threat list is covered and: approxmmately 90% of it.1is soheduled
for attack by cxternal forces. 0f the weapons now assigned to this task,.

- about two~thirds will be delivered by the US Strategic Air Command, - - The
‘United States has made clear thav. it places-the major. Soviet nuclear forces
: threaienlng Turope in the same . hlgh prlorlty category as those also lable fo

reach North America. In short, we' have undertaken the nuglear defense: of
NATO on-a-global basis. This will continue to be our objedtive.. Tn- the
execution of:this mission, the weapons in the European theater are only
one resource among many. S L Y

Survivablllty tnd Control .'

fute

S A large nuclear ferce 1s not enough +to assure. a polltlcally

1respon51ble i‘orc«,y or to carry oiit’ a pollcy df-controlled and selective
'response, or to permit us to fulfll all 1mportant general was.missions.-

Thése vital properties depend on the survivability and endurance -of the.

:forces ‘and. their wvital, networks of command and. control. - The Alliance now

possessces the ability to absorb- 8 Soviét attack and go-on.to destroy. a very

bigh proportion of -the targets o 1mportance 4n the Sino-Sovied blog. - -

This powerful, second~strike force will Ve maintained togothem with the .
ability to control and direct the forces as the mllltary situation. may.

c-.dictate at the time. Far this purpose, distance, dispersal, -moblllty,
- hardness, and alertness represent the most. efféctive measures at our -

dlSposal All are belng oxp101ﬁed in curirent. bomber and. m1351le programo,A

In llght of thcse con31deratlons, the bulk«of thv nuolear
resources of +the Alllance, to the “extent of" 90p of the alert nuclear
weapons -and over 90% ‘of. the fotal yield of alert.nuclear. weapons, is
stationed - outside &f European torrltory, designed’ o -function as a s1nglo
instrument to- accompllsh a single 1nd1v1»1b1e task,’ Geographlc, technical

“and military considerations ougggsﬁ thiat most of these forces should
continue: 6 be so located. And with a large overall gain in effectiveness. E

For example, the- large miggile, forco that is planned will greatly reduce.
the elapsed time from decision to launch to dostructlon of . enemy targets -
even’ w1th remoﬁely based mlSuilee ‘ SRR -

COBHFE PO PeSRORAT
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"and consulting ontﬁhe~apprdpriate occasions :for using -these weapons. .

Effectiveness in Combat

I think we are:entitled to be confident -that. the Soviet Union
will not initiate the use of nuclear weapons in the face of our nuclear
superiority. A surprise nuclear attack,; coming out of the blue, simply
is not a rational-course of" action for the Soviet Union. - However, even if
such an attack were to come,-looking aliead-.as Tar as 1966, we are confident

that in “the wake '6f such an attack we could destroy about.90% of the fixed.
targets in the Soviet Unioriwhile Tetvaining large reserve forces. with which
to counter surviving bloc' forbes and. to forceran-&nd- to the .conflict. : He.
could also inflict civil’damage over a wide range depending upon: our:target
strategy.~ ~ The Soviets ecould not win. such a war in. any meaningful military
Selige” and they might - lose their country.in the course of:the: conflict. ... -

. ~A Soviet -initiative.in the mse of nuelear weapons. as .an-outgrowth
of a-limitéd éngagement in Burope orielseﬁhere*appears_aguallygunlike%y,A In
‘this case also,” tHe ‘Soviets would Tind themselves unable to. gain any
fruitful” objectives.. ..von . el T S ot

D S )

I bhave already mentioned the importance of..command and..contzol,’.
If we are to exercise the necessary direction of our forces, a system of
command must survive for that purpose. But. there.dis mbrarto: .compand and
control than the underground centers, seéabo ne controls, and &irborne
operations Genters that we possess-or are developing. :.The efficient use of
our'feSburces:impliesﬁthat*the‘Allianoe~determﬁnoe system have- three wital.
attributes:- unity of iplanhing, executive: apthority, and Qéntral.dirggﬁion'—
for '#n a majoP “hudlesr war -there are no -theaters, or rather, .the theater is
world-iide,- Specific fissions and the most.efficient way to perform them
should détermine the ‘weapons ‘thiat we..acquire;: where- we deploy them, and who
should commahd them: =~ o7 L < X T e il -

1Y

It i§ -evén fioke important that the Alliarice have~unify'of piaﬁhing

decision-making, and direction with respect to:-responses to enemy, actions - 2

and especially’ to retaliatory atticks against Wim.. There must not be - ..
competing’ and conflicting Strategies in the: conduct of nuclear. war. - We are
convinced that a general nuclear war target system is indivisible and if
nuclear “war’ 'should octur, -our best.hope. lies in conducting -a centrally
controlled campaign against all of ‘the. enemy's .vital nuclear: capabilities...
Doing this means -carefilly choosing targets; pre-plamning strikes,. _
co-ordinating attacks, and assessing.results, as.well as allocating and- .,
directing follow=6n attacks fromﬁiheﬁﬁenter;:hTheSQAQall,'in.qpr view, for.
a greater degree'ofﬁAllianCG‘participation~inﬁf0rmuiaﬁjng'nuglear.pg}iciég

: XAy

Beyond -this, it is essential -that we ‘centrglise the decision:sto use our, .
nholesar weapons to- the” greatest extont-vossible, .We would all find it
intolerable to contemplate having only a pant of: the strategic force ~
launched in isolation from our main striking power. -

If a portion of the Alliance nuclear force, acting by itself, were
to initiate a retaliatory attack by destroying only a small part of the

oo e
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Soviet nuclear force, our enemy would be left free to rcallocate other
weapons to cover the targets originally assigned to the destroyed part.
Thus, aside from endangering all of .us, a strike aimed at- destroylng the
Soviet. MBBM's aimed at Country A, which left the otlers standing, would
be of 1little value to Country A. It would merely oblige the Soviets to
shift other missiles %o cover the Country A targets. We would all find it
equally intolerable to have one segment of the Alliance force attacking

urban—industrial areas while, with the bulk of our forces, we were
'succeedlng in destroying most of the enemles' nuclear capabllltles, Such
‘a failure in co—ordination.might lead to the destruction of our hostages -
the Soviet cities — Jjust at a time at which our strategy of coercing the
Soviets into stopping their aggres51on was on.the verge of success.
Failure to achieve central control.of NATO nuclear forces would mean:
running a risk of bringing down on us the catastrophe whlch we most
urgently wish to avoid.

o o In this connectlon, our analyses suggest rather strongly that
! relatlvely weak nuclear forces with enemy citiés au_thelr targets are not
likely to be adequate to perform the function of" ‘deteérrence. In'a world
of threats, crises, and possibly even accidents, such a posture appears
. more likely.to deter its owner from standing firm undér pressure than to
1nh1b1t a potential aggresgsor. If it is omall mnd perhaps vulnerable on
_tthe ground or in the.air, or 1naccurat69 it enableg a’ magor antagonist to
- take a varlety of measures to counter. it.- Indeed, if a major antagonlst
came ta believe.there was a ‘substantial likelihood of it Dbeing used
independently, this force would be. 1nv1t1ng & pre~émptive first strike
against it. In the event of war, the use of such a force against the
cities.of a major nuclear power would be tantamount to suicide, whereas
its. employmont against significant military. targets would have a negligible
effect on the outcome of "the conflict. In short then, weak nuclear
capabllltles, operatlng independently, are expen31Vb, prone 1o ‘_“ P
obsolescence, and lacking in credibility as a deterrent. -

. It is for these reaoons that T have 1ald such stress .on unity
.of plannln g concentration. of executive, au‘thorltJ9 and central dlrectlon.
- Without them ceneral nuclear war means certain ruing w1th them we have a
ohance of surv1val as natlons,_

. :III« . The Role~of General Waz $treng£h in Alliance Stréfegy :*“

- ‘What does the Alllance acoompllsh by oreatlng this complex
maohlnexy to maintain nuclear’ superiority over the Sino-Soviet bloc? And
what is the impact on NATO's policies of both the grave damage that would
result from nuclear war and the great vurlatlons in that damage under
dlfferent strategies? .

My Government feels that the strateglo C&rabllltles I have
descrlbed have important political consequences. | The Alliance continues
to possess much of the dlplomatlo freedom that it has enjoyed in the- paat.

... We can- confidently reject the missile’ threats that Mr. Khrushchev so
T‘lmprudenﬁly brandishes. .If the’ uov1ets or thelr satellltes 1mp1nge on
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ouf'intepeéfs We can resist with cdnsiderable confidence that our antagonists
"will not wish to escalate . the conflict. The question at issue now fs the
pointnat'Whiéh,NATO, not- the Soviets, would wish to escalatc a nop~-nuclear
conflict. o : : : : L
As”the President has indicated on a number- of . occasions, the
United'Staﬁés is’pfepare&.to respond immediately with nﬁplear;ﬁeapons.to
the use of' nuclear” weapons aghinst one or more members; of the Alliance. The.
United States is also’prepared o counter with-nuclear weapons any. Soviet
conventional attack ‘so strong that it cannot be dealt with by conventional
means. But let us be quite clear what we are saying .and what we have:to
face, Owing to our non-nuclear deficiencies, there is, first,. a high’
probability that in'an'ambiguouS"situationgtheHWest, not the.Fast,. would
have to make the decision to initiate the use of muclear weapons. . Secondly,
there is the almost certain brospect that, despite our nuclear superiority
.,ahd our ability fo destroy the Soviet target system, all of us will suffer
-.deebly in the ‘evenwt of major muclear Wap, o
o . The Berlin crisis exemplifies a type of threat that we should
_expect to face élsewherc in-the NATO arca. . In such a crigig the provocation,
- while severe, ddes. not immediately ‘require or Justify. -our most violent
reaction. '  Also-as such a crisis develops, as military force is threatened
or becomeé.engage@'— evenin limited quantities - the increasingly alert
nuclear posturé of the belligerents makes-the prospective outcome of a

nucléar attack For both sides even less attractive.

o In short, faced with the more likely contingencies, NATO, not the
~ Soviets, would have to make the momentous decision to usec nuclear wegpons,

and we would do so in the knowledge that the consequences might be

catastrophic for all ‘of us. - ‘ ' '

. We in the United States are prepared to accept our share of thisg
Tesponsibility. "And we believe that the combination of oeur nuclear
':'éupefidri%y“aﬁd'a'Stratégy of controlled Tespomse. .gives us some hope. of iii
" minimizing damdge in the dvent that we have-to, fulfil our pledge, But T
would be less than candid if I pretended to. you that. the United Stdtes
regards this as a desirable prospect or believes that the Allianée should
dependAsblélyfonwoumimquﬁaR_qug;itOgdeterwthe.quiet Union from actions
not involving a massive commitment'Bf“Sb%iéf'f5r€€:“wgufely”an Alliance
.with the wealth, %aleht,‘and experience:..that we Dossess can-find a better
- way than this to meet our comméon threat, : : '
We shall continue to maintain powerful nuclear.forces Tor the
Alliance as a whole. They will continue to provide the Alliance a sirong
sanction against Soviet first use of nuclear weapons. Under some citoum—
stances they may be the only instTumcnt: with which.we can counter Soviet
non-nuclear aggression, in which case we shall use them. But, in our view,
the threat of general nuclear war-should- constitute only one of several
Weaponslih'bur arsenal and one to be msed with prudence., On this question
T can s¢e no valid reasbn for a fundamental:difference of view on the. two
sides of the Atlantic. S '
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Iv. Tactical-Use..of Nuclear Weapons

- Our great. nuclear superiority for general war does not solve all
our problems of deterring and dealing with less than all-out direct
assault. What, then, is tHe prospect that NATO can fall back on the local
or tactical usc of. nuclear weapons? Battlefield nuclear weapons were
introduced in NATO at a time when our Shield forces were weak and -the

+ Boviet atomic -stockpile was small. In these clxoumstances it -was.
reasonable to hope that NATO mlght very qulckly halt a Soviet advance into
Western Burope by unilateral application of muclear weapons on or near the
battlefiseld. U31ng nuclear weapons tactically might still accomplish a ..
desired end in the early 1960's. Consequently, we.continue to maintain
substantial nuclear forces within the Buropean theater and we now have
over nuclear weapons of various ¥Fields..stockpiled in Furope.

But how nuch dependenoe should NATO place on these capabilities?
We should succeed in deterring the Soviets from 1n1t1ut1ng the use of-

" nuclear .weapons, .and the presence of these weapons in Burope heélps to. )
prevent Soviet UuO 1ocally° But NATO can no 1onger expect to avoid muclear
‘retaliation in the event that it initiates their use. ‘Even a local nuclear °
exchange could have. consequences for Furone that are most painful to N
contemplata. Further,such an exchange would"be unlikely t0 give us any
marked military advantage. I+ could rapidly lead to general nuclear war.

: To be sure,. a very limited use of nuclear weapons, primarily for
purposes of-demonstrating our will and intent to employ such weapons, might
bring:Soviet aggression to a halt without subutantlal rebaliation, and with-

- out .escalation. Thlg is.a next-to-~last optlon we .cannot dismiss. But
prospects for success are not hlgh and T hesitate to predict what the
political consequencew would be of taking such action. It is also con—
ceivable that the limited tactical use of nuclear weapons on the battle—
field would not broaden a converntional engagement or radloally transform
it. But we do not rate these prospects very hlvbly,

. nghly dlspersed nuclear weapons in the hands of troops would be
difficult to control centrally. Accldento and unguthorized acts could well
occur on both sides. Purthermore, the pressures orn the Sovietsds to respond
in kind, the great flexibility of nuclear systems, the enormous firepower
oontalned in a single weapon, the ease and accuracy with which that fire~

" power can be called in from unattacked and hence undamaged distant bases,
the :crucial importance of air supnrlorlty in nuclear operations —.all these
considerations . suggest to us that local nuclear war would be a tranS1ont
but hlngy destructive phenomenono ‘

- I realize there is a s¢hool of thought which believes that the
United States and the Soviet Union might scek ‘o usc Burope as a nuclear
battleground and thus avoid attacks on one another's homelands. Not only
does my government emph"tlcallv reject such a view, we also regard it as
unrealistic. It ignores the badic facts of nuolear warfare I have
desceribed; it contemplates geographical limits’ unrelated to-%he
actualities of target locations, and of the varied sources from -which
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attacks would come. Any substanyigl”quqlcar.Qperqtion in Europe

inevitably would involve both forces ond targets in the US~&nd USSR, Tt is
possible, as I have mentioned, that a small, demonstrative use of nuclear
weapons could be contained locally; and possibly, distant nuclear operations
in less vital locations outside the NATO area, or at sea, may be limitable.
But there is likely to "be no .effective operational boundary, or set of
mutual restraints, which could restrict large-scale muclear war to NATQ
Burope and ‘the satellites..  As we understand the dynamics of muclear warfare,
we believée that a local.-nuclear engagement would do grave damage to Europe,
be militarily ineffective,. -and would probably expand very rapidly into
general nuclear war. ©t - . o Co

V. : © Non-Nuclear Forces and Deterrence -

With the Alliance possessing the strength and the strategy I have
described, it is most unlikely that the Soviet Union .will launch a nuclear
attack on NATO. But there are other forms of ‘aggression, and in December
I mentioned our concern that the threat of general. war might not be adequate

- 2gainst many lesser Soviet actions, political as well as mili"ba,ryo Some
such hostile actions we could thwart now; others we.might not. To deal with
these others, how can we convincingly show that aggression, if continued,
would lead to a situation where the danger of nuclear war was very great
indeed? Let us-assume two situationss :

In the first,. the NATO front is lightly covered by our forces, 1In
the event of deep penetration by. Soviet non-muclear forces which our Forces
- cannot prevent, the only military options open to Alliance forces are
immediate nuclear response or defeat. This might be trus cven for a minor
Soviet challenge. R

In the second, ‘we assume the NATQ front firmly held under a
concept of forward strategy. Ready and able to deal with any Soviet non—
nuclear attack less than all-out, NATO forces.guard positively from the - ‘-E
frontier against any quick strike or ambiguous aggression. The NATO front ﬂ!;
~ can be broken only by massive application of Soviet power.- -In such a major
fight; if Western forces were throvm back, Alliance nuclear action would.
follow. - L ~ : =

If you were on the other side, which situation would you consider
more laden ‘with a real risk of nuclear war with all its consequences? Which
would ‘make you more inclined t¢ refrain from s series of . actions -designed,
step by step, to crode NATO's interests? To us the answer is clear. -

In the first situation, it simply is not credible that NATO, or
anyone ©clse, would respond to a given small step - the first slice of
salami - with immediate use of nuclear weapons. Nor is it credible that a
chain of small actions, no one of which is catastrophic, would evoke a
response ‘of general nuclear war. We regard it as much more.evident that
NATO would. find-it-politically possible to act in. effective defense of its

interests from the second posturc than from the first.
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- The. developiment of. recent évents concerning Berlin' may provide

relevant evidence of the wtility of limited but ‘decisive action. Although

it would be premature.to announce: the.end of this crisis; 'and in any case
we cannot be cértain of .the :influencdes that most affect Kremlin pollcy, it

i not unlikely that the NATO nén<nuclear buildup conveyed to the Soviets

the right message about Berlin:. -<When the Soviets bégan menacing Berlin,

- -they may have entértained doubts:about Western determination; clearly "they

were not deterrad from their initial steps by our -previous nuclear threats°
But-the creation of greater new nom-nuclear strength has Feinforced our
overall deterrent, and the aggression has not occurred. It was not simply
the substantial increase :in'NATO manpower and the addition of -the- equlvalent
of four combat-ready divisidns, ‘88 more ships and 19 .-more air: sguadrons,,

-but the meaning which-their addition conveyed ‘of our determlnatlon that~may
ghave given the Sov1ets seoond thoughtss. :

... For ‘the kzads of confllots we thlnk most - llkely “to arise: in’ the
NATO area, non-nuclear capabilities appear to' be clearly the sort--the: S
Allianee would wish to-use at the outset.: The purpose of ouxr ‘Gommon effort
is «the defense -of the populations and terrltorles of NATO. =~ To- aohleve

E-thlS, aty least dnitially, with non-nuclear means requirés that Sur nbu~"
~ nuelear defense. Jbegin where the populations and territoriés beglna A truly

forward deployment, along the lines General. Nors»ad has advocated We
consider an,. urgent neced of- the Alliance: : R

Let me make clear however that we do not believe that a torward
defenso must be able to defedt. in non—nuclear action every" concelvable
clement of Soviet strength that might be thrown. against its CGur’ nuclear

-forces would rapidly come into play if an all-out attack developed. Wé-

believe the Soyiets san hardly doubt that:.hence, we think i% qulte

-1mprobab1e that a., maaor attack would devulop out of a cr1s1s.~

L - In ouxr v1ow, an urpent mllltary tash f 01ng NATO id 't prov1de

in the Central -Region non—nuclear forces of ‘the- approx1mwte 51ze callcd for
“in MC.i26/4; with:.thése forces being fully equipped and manned, and

adequately suppdrted, - Provision of the organized unlts ig one otep, and
from the table below, you can sec some of what remains to be ‘dones ' ™ -

Central Region Ground Stronvth( )"

Combat division ]
equivalent 16' 20 2

(a) Strengthe include Brigades as 1/3 Division
~TT=

~ Divisions = D1v131ons . MC 26/4 End -
in being = in Being .66 Requirements
1st April, 1961  lst April, - :
oo .1962 . -
Belgium 2 . 2 o2
Canada, t1/3 R R
* Gexrmany T - 8 '11*4/3
‘“Netherlands 2 : 2 L2
UK ' 3 o 3 . 3
Us ' 5.3/3 i 54/3 5 3/3
22 2§3 Coe T - 29 2§3
9
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e are about tio-thirds. of the way toward -ounr

" during the last year. we- have soen a 25% indroase in fully
] Ia air Torces -our-present .strength

» and the numbers have.been augmented by 10% over

division-squivalents.
~¥s quite néar the goals
this-year, OQur air and .ground forde.
Past year we have made real progress
forces, however, is another .quesfion
ghould. give Searching attention.  .Tn .

oiﬁing4the'surveys by major NATO commanders.,:
“then, -and some further ones ‘have been begun.
..¢o:Amprovement. But- dven aftér current

still remain ;serious deficiencies.- M
inadequate, and many needed -combat -sy
reflection of how this can drag down

table by the contrast, both for a year ag
division totals and “the number. of fully

€xposed positioning of stocks, lack of 4

war reservos. of ammunition and ‘ropair

for certain types of ammunition,  sonobuoys

suggest that we can correct our other-

These deficiencies. should be of. cone

additional-reason, . They. suggest that
defense tasks efficiently.

forces. on both sides of the
forces'areastrong‘enoughito make po

unbalanced. For example,

considerablejextentgﬁthis“inforiority

deficiencies, As-long as they continu

undermine -our overall efforts. -

May I emphasize the earncstnes

this non~nuclear buildup by recalling
1962 and 1963 budgets,
adding $10-billion for-this--purpose—to

expenditures for fiscal years 1962 and
which Berlin obliged

basis more added strength than the call

US combat-ready divisions has been increased from 11 4o 16.
in Burope now are full sets of equipment for +

men of these' divisions can bo rapidly m

~i1om

30-division-equivalent force-
-combat ready -
of 2,682 aircraf+t

geals aré not distant, and during fthe
toward them, : The guality of dur
and one to which all NATO governments
December, I spoke of this problem- -
‘Seme actions were under way
Here oo we have seen some
programs -dre completed, there will
anning. 1evels -still promise +o. be
pport units are. 'missing or weak. Somec
our combat capabilities is sden in the
o0 and for today, between nominal
combat ‘ready division cquivalents,
our service support systems. Defects
tained non-nuclear combat include
epth in depot‘Systems,'low levels of

oBaterial,’ . The improveoments whiech have D ? b 1

cen made in supply and stockage levels
s and Army personnel carriers,
logistical deficiencics. ’

ern to the Alliance for an
the . Alliance is not carrying out its

The- resources CurrentlyfdéVoted to non-nuclear
Atlantic are by no means small. But until- these

ssible éffective action against thoso of
the Bloc, they “contribute little to our defensc.

" Moreover; ‘our efforts are

NATO has more men under arms than the Soviet Union
and:ibs  Buropean satellites but judges’

eonflict = that type of conflict in Wwhi

itself -to be inferior in hon-nuclear
ok manpower counts most. To &' .
stems from specific, remediable

e to'exist, théy will serve 4o

§ with which my government regards

some of aur rclevant programs, Having
put in hand a series of measures, including +thé

addition of $4 billion to the

to assure adequateppxotegted strategic nuclear
strength, last summer we undeértook to strengthen

our non-nuclear power by
the previously planncd level of
1963, To take the immediate Steps

; and to tide us over while now permanent strength was
being created, we called up 158,000 reservists

this summer, but only beedusec in the meantime we

- We will be releasing them
have built up on an enduring
—up temporarily gave us. The number of
Stockpiled here
two additional divisionss the
oved to Burope by air.

12-
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VI, -

¢ and. arrangements for their use on

" -devoted to Alliance tasks,”

T

The US ig Prepared to offer its Allics help in overcoming their
~logistics Support diffitultios and equipment shortages by providing credit
for the purchase of matérial and supplies and by providing for the delivery
of. such material, in certain cases, from ex1sting US stocks or from current
US production to allied forces, ' S :

: I want to Tepéat that meeting these goals, and. improving the
quality and staying power of these forces may not cnable us to defeat an
ald-out Bloc non-nuclear attack, But it will fill in the magjor gap in
our detcrrent strength, With improvements~iﬁmgrouﬂd”forﬁé strength and
staying power, improvedinon—nuclear_air,cgquilities, and better equipped
and trained rescrve forcds, the Soviet Union can be assured that-no gap . - -
exis¥s in the NATO defehse’ of this vital region, and. that no aggression :- -

small or large can succeed., o ' ~ Lo

Current US Views on Alliance Decisions

. ~Although it is™not our purpoze at this mectin
on the major issues confronting the Alliance,
we must do so in the very near future.

our-current views on these issués ‘as th
and ongoing review. T trust that
ideas among us. ' o

& to reach decisions

my government believes that
.Consequentlyi I.shall summarize

ey have developed out of our current

the result will be & further 'exchangt of :

.Exchange of informétibn

An important item is the amount of information that the Alliance
should have about nuclear postureiand'strategy,_ Cur own view is that the:
flow of information sho 'been in-$he past. - Ve -
landling scnsitive information and:we plan

nuclear forces ‘and consuli about basic.plans
a continmiing basis. S ETAN

At this meeting, as 4t the December meeting,
forthright in providing information that bear
us. Last week, Genoral Power presented to th
aspects of TS gtrategic retaliatory power.

personncl will be prepardd to discuss other

I have attempted o be
8 on the crucial issues Tacing

e NAC a statsiisnt on‘certain

In the coming months,US military
aspects of our common problecmsg,

‘Guidelines and Consultation

- The formulation angd adobhtion of guidelines for the use of nuclegr
weapons has also occupiecd the attention. of the Alliance. T believe the
discussion has been~a“us¢ful one. It has cast light on the complexity of
the problems of deterrence and war conduct, .We fecl that the guidelines
that have been agrecd to by a large majority of the Alliance are appropriate
and helpful. - ' : - ' ‘

Coverage of SovietﬁForCGS»Threaﬁeniﬁg‘Euroné"”“""‘””” o

I bave described the strength of the stia

tegic retaliatory forces
This force works in co

njunction with NATO-

-13-
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committed forces and is devoted %o a’very considcrable degree to countering
Sov1ot forces that arc able to attack Western Burope. This mission is -

ssigned not only in fulfllment of::our treaty commitments but also because
the indivisible character of nuélear war compels it. More specifically, the
US targets key elcments of Soviet nuclear striking. power, including MRBM's,
with as high priority to that portion that can-reach Westerh “uropc as to
that portlon thwt also can TCaCh the United Statos.

Commltment of POLARIS ’

A major and growing component of those. extorn al forces is the
POLARIS fleet. :The President stated at Ottawa that the US would commit
certain of- these submarines to NATO., Effective today, we are committing the
five fully operational ships, earmarkced for assignment to SACLANT. By the cnd
of 1962, two more will be committed for a total of seven. By the end of
1963, we expect to have committed 12, and prebably withdrawn two for overhaul,
leaving a net of 10. Thus ocur entire POLARIS force ready at that time will .
be Sommitted to NATO. ' : ST !
As the. program develops’ thereaftcr, it is our present 1ntontlon to
commit to NATO those POLARIS submarines which are fully operational - -‘that
is, those which have been worked up to readiness, less those. withdrawn for
major shipyard overhaul — which operate normally in NATO waters. Unden:' -
present plans, this will be the bulk of the POLARTS fleet, since some will go
to the Pacific, and perhaps some in duc couxrsec, 1d.other statians.

This proteccted, long endurance, controllable forece is'a vital and
unigue element of NATO's retaliatory capdcity. It must be used so as to
make” a maximum contribution to the overall NATO nuclear response which we
regard as indivigible. Specifically, operatlons, “targeting, and firing

- timing of the ‘POLARIS submarines must be responsive to the overall requirements

of the Alllance as a whole. Their use therefore, will not be limited %o +the

support of any single theator or major commander.

An MRBM Force . u : : ‘ S @

We are. prepafed to enter into a detailed discudsion of the need
for an MRBM force in the Permanent Council as soon as possible after this
meeting. We will then be ready to discuss the full range of technical,
military and politiczl problems that would be. associatbed. withisuch a force,
We expect our allies will wish to counsider wvery ca arefully the full implica-
tions of undertaking this venture. Phorc are many complicated. gquestions to
be dealt with. In the mcéantime the US, aTthough it is not committed to the
procu;empnt or deployment of an MRBM weapon sysiem, is proceeding with the
design of such a weapon. Certain of the tochnical specifications of the
weapor ‘we have under development.are listed in the attached Appendix.

Non-Nuclear forces and the Forward Strategv

We believe that NATO and its mllltary communders should undertake as
a high priority matter the implimentation of the forward strategy in the Central

-
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Region. Specifically, +that tho ground forces
the frontier, cm the order of 30 divisions,

and air forces be appropriately deployed and
combat and service support elementss that
to make these forces effective be ma

needed to defond at

be provided; that ground
supplicd with required
adequate equipment and stocks
de available, and that the air forces,

in Particular, be protected 80 as to be able to function effectively in
non-nuclear combat.

The United States Tocognizes the difficulties to be overcone in
accomplishing this program. But it is a modest ome in relation both to
the crises that nmay arise and to the resourcos Wwe command. The question
is not one of the ability of the Alliance but of its will. "The obstacles
are real, We all have our Special problems of conscription, or budget
level, or the balance of payments, However, the brute facts of technology

and the realities of military power cannot be denied. They call for us to
take common action,

~15~
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APPENDIX to-

6-3(62)55

Summary Data on Missile WX¥

Range 2;000 n. mi.

CEP about 1,000 feet (land based) at
1,000 n. mi.

about 1,700 feet (sea based) at
1,000 n. mi.

Warhead yield
Missile gross weight 12,000 1bs

Method of operation: surface ship mobile or road mebile 4o be
determined in the light of numerous factors

Gost for 250 missiles about %2 billion

FY 1963 amount programmed by the US

for research and development $80 million
Availability: Assuming a production decision by 1st July 1963

operational deployment would begin in 1965.
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