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February 21, 1967

The Honorable, The Secretary of Defense
Robert S. McNamara
Department of Defense
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Dear Mr. Mclamara: Lt MAY 0 3 2013

Alain Enthoven suggested I write you this letter,

I would like wery much to have a ochance to talk with you soberly
and at some length about U.S, policy and doctrine on strategic offenss
and defense: in particular ebout BMD.

I do not myself support a go-ahead on BMD againat the Russians -
Postures A or B. kilitary and Congressional argumenta for a U.S. BMD
(vecause Russia has ane, or "to keep our supericrity", or the like)

&ye vague and in my view quits wrang.

However, (1) 1 believe an Amsrican BMD against any nuclear equipped
country other than Russia will form mn inexpensive and indispensable
support for U.S5, foreign and military poliocy in the foresesable future =
whether or not we reach substantial arms control agreements with the 5,U,

(2) It would be wise to commit the U.S. publicly now to undertake
such & program at whatever pace intelligence on Chinese progress indicates
is prudent - given the inevitable uncertaintiea., (I do not myself argue

for any particular schedule of spending and installation.) N
(3) I am deeply concernec that, when locked in battle with Congress o k
and the Chiefs, the govermment officials I respect most {(a) may neglect ya ’6'“

csnuot themselves sustain examination, and (o) appear to have moved
(almozt unconsciously) in the direction of & %W/ -
strategic doctrineS of minimum deterrence, onés not thin
support a coherent and workable .S, ce, arms control or other :
foreign policy. In Asia and the ijddle Zast I have personally observed
that parts of jour posture atatements written with Congress chiefly in
mind have been read by foreigners in ways that weaken some of our main
purposes.

Stated summarily, I fear this may seem excessively blunt, In this
letter I can only sketch the basls for my ooncern. We discussed some of
these points in 1965 but not other crucial ones,

l. The role of thin area BMD, A substantially preclusive BMD against
attacks involving & modest number of apparent incoming objects would offer
som protection against unauthorized or mistaken launchings, would help
stabilize arms control srrangerents against non-oigners or violators and
moat imporiant, while not the whole of & policy againszt the spread of
independent nuclear forces, would be & major factor in sush policy; and
would cos:, &3 you know, ok the average less than a tenth of what we were
spending annually oo active defense against manned bombers at the end
of the 1950s.

to make adequately clear to the public the more reasonable alternatives )
for decision, (b) tend to counter bad arguments with some that I feel / AA"‘ /,,-"-
R
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A seneible U,S. policy in a world where five hawe

exploded nuclear devioces and some one hundred thi have not, will aim
8) at reducing net incentives to the spresd of nuclear foroes, b) at
leseening the coercive wvalue of any new forces that coms into being,

c) at discouraging at least the actual use of nuolear weapons against
third parties as well as ourselves, and in the event that these prior
efforte all fail, d) at reducing the damage done., A thin U.S, BMD has
intercormected roles in each part of this four-fold process,

Here I'11 discuss phase (8) anly. The growing mmber of Asisn
proponents of nuclear self-protection against China claim that U.5. in-
terestis in Asia are smell compared to the risks the U.S. would inowr from
& long-range Chinese strike; as a result the U,S. either will not protect
an Asien country against nuclsar threats and attacks or will demand &
high price in the surrender of indapendence of countries it has no net
interest otherwise in protecting, On the other hand, oppoments of a
national military nuclear program sssume implicitly or explicitly that
the Chinese threat will be canceled by the certain expsctation of super-
pover retaliation, and especially ours,

Such arguments about national safety are not the only ones, but they
are central. Their force in Asia is underlined by the feeling that Asis
is less crucial to us than Europs, and Asians cite the isclationist
minority in the Senate and in Amarican umiversities in support of the
proposition that unlike Europe, Asia is not "vital™ to us. In this
circumstance we cannot presume, as the posture statement does (p.39),
that our detsrring attack on third parties depends only on the danmage .
we could do to the agressor and not on limiting damage to ourselwves, The
question ias would we risk threalening the aggressor if we could mot keep
the risks to owrsclves low compared to the dangers of non-comwmitment or
failure to meet commitment, In & orisis disproportionate risks ocowid
have domestic as well as foreign impact,

The plain fact is that at the present time only the Russians can do
substantial ham to the U.,5. on a first or second strike. If we do
nothing to prevent it, China will get the power to do us grievous harm
at least in a desperate act of massive retaliation or in aot lssuling
from some crisis of escalation. 7This would be an impertant change in
the strategic situation of the US, and 1t will affect the expectations
of countries that feel menaced by China.

We do not answer such a capability by saying that we'll bhave "enough
missiles left over aftsr attacking Russia, tc take care of China.™ Neither
a U.S, second strike nor a preclusive first strike capability cancels the
political effects of a desperate Chinese threat to the U.S, in the event

of our helping one of her neighbors., A preclusive defense that - without

re the U.S, to initiate a nuclear e - can us subs

Man ts H¥Tsront. 5 Tn 3 crisis.
protecting us ag L even desperate acts it ces effect of

desperate threats, Countries that regard themselves as lass "vital" to

the U,S. than Europe will be extremely sengsitive to this difference, even

if thay do nol ammlyse it. Many conversations with Indians and Japanese

both here and inside their countries convinca me that they will regard

even & nominal Chinese capebility against the U.S. as an ismportant change

and a lessening of their own safety., American stmmtegists preocccupied
with the binary relation between the U.S. and the S.U. tend to treat damsge
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limiting as of miner importance or even as dangercus. Their attitude is
dostrinaire rather than realistic. I think they are wrong in general,
but particularly so in ignoring the political role of an explicit or
latent Chinese wassive retaliation threat, Massiwe retaliation is a poer
policy for & great power, However, it {s the sort of thing a maall power
is likely explicitly or impliciily to threaten. We tend to think only of
acts as destabilising, but & failure to sct, as the strategic situation
changee, is also destabllising, For this reason I believe that just as
today the U.S5, 18 not subjeot to attack from lesser powers, so it will
ultimately defend iteelf against mmall ballistic missile attacks from
lesser powers. But this should bs made clear to the world now.
I have no spece to disousa statuz as distinet fron safoty considere-
tions that impel somtries to consider military nuclsar progrems, but
they alsc are related to the notion of the atam as an "equaliser”, Great
power programs that drastically degrade the military effect of masll
nuclear forces reduce their status valus taoo. Deflating China indirectly
takes some pressure off her neighbors, and has direct effects as well, ). N(’
Even Shastri and Bhabha speculated in veiled terma about whether they &Y.,
could ultimately cospare with the superpowers. Evidence that the U.S. ,,,f ‘% 'ﬁ,/&"'
by spending cn the average only a half a billion dollars & ysar = Gan ] ]
cancel small nuclear forces greatly reduces their status. Y et
Your 1967 posture statsment seeme nuch weaker on this matter than
the one in 1966, In 1966 aside from the queation of ti-ing, the un-

certainties you exhibited hed to dowith whether the Chinese would develep o
a small force of ICHMs and whether, as sgpemed promising, we would be able \}'/; Y ‘;&5*
to get a moderately priced effective defense against it. In your 1967 + .b,/:"‘ v
statement 1t appeara that the cost of & thin BMD will be lesa—than half - (Wf = o2
the 1966 estimate and that £t will be offective, "t the 1967 statement o

saze that it is not clear that we need an ARM défense agsinst China, If V47 a”y’,
this is based on the assumption that a firat-strike capability is a perfect Y
substitute for & preclusive defense, I believe that to be a grave mistake, i
and an unfortunate casualty of the present debate sbout postures A and B, I"

On the other hend thisz still leawes open the question of the timing of

deployment as digtinet from the timing of commitment.

{(2.) ¥hy commitment now? Becauses yg can affect decisions im
maidng now in Asia and the-Widdle Zast, The question of o
diffors from that of eﬁctly vhen to install an ares BHD.
statement does not separate the two cuestions.) No one can speak with
confidence on how rapidly after &n INC the Chinese might build their
force, and even an I(C ageinst the U,S5., possible as you say in 1969,
mght have a potent political effect.

But more important than the matter of the timing of expenditures is
our willingneas to male psrfectly clear thai we are now and henceforth
covmitted to the protection of non-nuclear countries in Asis from the
nucleay coercion of China, end easily can and will keep low the costs in
Amsrican lives of executing such comitments omgueswmtnes. Debats is
going on now in Aeise and the Fiddle East on decisions to undertake military
nuclear programs. Thess decisions mey be affected by many things. But
one unambignous fsotor that would push nsw countries to the adoption of
a nuglear waapon® prograa would be the beliaf that they have no other way
of assuring their safety from nuclear coercion or attacke The U.S.
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Oomd tment, tacit or explicit, formal or informel, unilateral or
¢lothed in the dress of a United Nation collective security arrangement
will be a potent element in these decisians and in making for stability
on the international escene,

e all believe so much in the importance of preserving options that ..
1t is easy for us to forget that foreclosaing some options is equally .
eagential if we want to keep others open in the future. Ve commit oure |
selves in NATO to regard an attack on Burope ar an attack on ourselves, H
Ve maks similar comsltiments to other allies and, since the first Chinese
nuclear explosion, to soms non-aligned cowntries, This is no faolly, If
we don't comuit ourselves and keep it plain that the configuration of our
interesis and capabilities will continue to make any sacrifice by us in
fulfilling a comuditment smaller than the loss we would suffer if we dd
not fulfill it, then the coumtries we are protecting against nuclear
threats will have to preserve their safety by their own means, This,
of course, is what Gallois and the advocatas of the spread of nuclear
weapons say they must do and it is glso implied by minimum deterrence
or deterrence-only doctrines, {the latter have logical and genetic
connections with Uallois' theory of the atom as equalizer.) But such
a failure to commit ourselves will in the long run reduce oxmy options
by changing the international environment adversely.

(3.) Strategic doctrine and the current debate. Several formlations
o the basic doctrine in the posture atatement need re-oxmamination: (a)
the claim that deterrence has nothing to do with our ability to limit
damage to ourselves is dubious in general, but surely cannot be sustained
vhen we talk of deterring attack on third perties, (b) The assured de=-
struction concept with its emphasia on mutual unconditional deterrence
in all foreseeable circumstances and refercnce to "saceptable™ or “ine
tolerable™ dsawage without any explicit indication of comparative risks
mRy have some use in avoiding complexities for the Congress, but to my
knowledge has raised questions in the minds of careful analysts in Japan,

(1f the Hussians can under all foruseeable circumstances inflict in-

tolerable damage and so rellably deter us, mightn't they deter us from
respounding to ir attack on an ally? On st least some of our allles?
‘ould we be 8 = even though we can destroy more than one quartsr of
the Russians - that they would be deter-ed if we bomb China? East Germany?
Poland?) In fact I don't think either we or the Russians ocan ovmoondi-
tionally deter each other. Moreover we can stand not being able to deter
the other from responding to acts we expect to aveid, or in circumstances
We think have 2 good chance of not coming up. I would go farther and
say that unconditional muiual deterrence is not a sensible goal. If
esach of the nuclear countries could unconditionslly deter eny other,
this would mean instability, not stability: any nuclear power could then
coerce any non-nuclear one, (c) The implicit assumption that there is
somsthing peculiarly destabilising about defense, making an adversary
nore likely to respond to defense than to an increase in our offense
capability, is implausible in general, and sspecislly so as applied to
the Russians who have mid exactly the opposite many times, (d4) The
statements on “arms races” have, I think, several important defects that
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require extended treatment.

These and severel other points of dootrine it would be best to
discuss with you at some length. Rowever, for the one action recormenda=
tion that I have to make (nemely that we make clear now our commitment
to a defense precluding damage from small power bellistic missile attack)
the relevant matter is vhat the particular arguments mamde against postures
A and B (both val.d and invalid) have no application to thin area defense.
(i) The lattar would leave untouched the Russian capability to destroy
over % of the U.S, population even if they failed to make minor adjuste
ments in their offense revtoring the status quo ante, {ii) As an area
defense it would not arocuse ihe regional pressures you wsuggest postures
A and B would inevitably produce (even it, econtrary tn the indications
of University of Pittsburgh public opinion polls, U.S. citizens are
highly interested and informed about the character and distribution of
active defanse)., (c) Directed as iv is against nth countries, it is no
part of a supposed zero-sum two person competition with the 5$,U,, though
disarmers frequently act as if it were. It does the Russians essentislly
no harm 1{ we have a defense against the Chinese, and I'd say it is all
to the gocd for us if ihe Kussians get a BM) cancelline the French aa
well as the Chinese fordes. (d) Most i -portant, it cernot be claimed
that the costs involved are "fantastic”, in the now unfortunate stereolype.
At less than a tenth of the rate o f expenditure for active defenses at
the end of the 19503 such a capabllity would seem a bargain,

I think it fair to point out that RAND and TRI studies of cost
estimates for stirategic¢c offense and defense showed that Bell Telephone
and Western Electric estimates for Nike Ajax and Nike Hercules were
almost the only examples of conservative costing. Perhaps long experience
with getiing the costs of complex systems recognized by public utility
cormisgsions has affected Bell and Western Electric favorably for our
purpeses. My inpression in any case is that the cost estimates of a
thin area B8MD are quite sober and would be modest, even if doubled,

Are the public, the press and Congress adequately awarc that some of
the alternatives for decision involve not fantastic costs, but quite
reasonable ones?

May we mmet to talk of some of these matters?

Sincerely,

Avi:fh Albert tohlste tter
Carbon to Alain Enthoven




