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The following is 2 composite of two lectures, one
siven at the Haval ¥War College on February 4, 1955, and
the other at the army War Colleze on February 20, 1255.

The army ¥Far College lecture was given under the
title indicated on this paper, and the Naval War Collecge
under the title: 7The Influence of !fass Destruction
sezpons on Stratezgy."

ine Lwd lectures were nOt identical but very simiiar,
and the Tollowing composite contains practicaily ail ke
substantive matter of boih, with editorial medificztions
a2nrd some additions. Omitted are the introdactory
pleasantries, which were in each case appropriate to the

nstitution and the circumstances under wnich the lecture

i

was delivered.
Published in the February, 1957 issue of the Bulletin

of the Atcmic Scientistse.
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Almost everyone zgrees that armaments are generally
unpleasant to support, and that the wars in which they are
used are always great evils and sometimes disasters. But
our dasic problem arises from the fact that we have so far
discovered nc substitute for ferce in the governance of
international affairs, and we seéx not 1o b¢ on the way of
developing one. It has been custcsmary in the past to biame
that ﬁnhappy fact on the absense of a world governzent;
but in view of the ethnic arnd other divisions smong mankind,
and the conflicts of interest and purposes zmong the various
groups, it is difficuit %o izagine 2 world goverasent strong
enongh to prevent wars among its mezbers unless it £isposes
of a very considerable amount of forca -- and often uses
it in the process. Anyway, there iIs no reascn to supposa
that we are going to get that kind of world governzent soon
encugh to soclve ary of our existing difficulties in main-
taining peace agd order.

That btasic problexs is greatly accentuated by the fact
that we now have nuclear weapons to contend with, iacludins
therxmonuclear ones or H-bombs. We can immediately stzke out
another area of almost uriversal agreement by stating that
if these weapons are used in some future war ir a relatively

unrestricted manner, especially in an interchange of what we
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i usu2lly cz211 strategic obombing, then the evil and the .

disaster associated with war in the past would be so many

iy

times multiplied as to reach tctally unprecedented and
unimaginable levels. There is in this country some difference
of opinion as to whether sucnh a war would be the worst of 2ll
vossible evils or only the second worst -- second, that is,
to defeat or total submission withont war -- zand some, like
. Zlmer Davis, consider the gquestion importanct enough to be
i worth writing 2 book about. I personally do not find the
cuestion interesting, partly because I suspect its imporiance
is exaggerated. T hope shortly to make clear why I think so.
To say that war h2s now Decome “impossible" is, however,
to deny the evidence of wnat is going on today in ilgeria and
on the frontiers of Israzl, and of whac seems to be going on

somewhere at some level of magnitude or intensity at practi-

cally 311 times., It is to suppose also that the status cuo

can in some mysteriocus {ashion be crystalized for ail time,
or that it c2n be appropriately modified whenever necessary
withcut appeals to force, either lasent or in zction. Cerizin-
1y it is clear that = deliberaie move to change an existing
situation in importzni ways usu=liy occurs only in response
to stronz pressures, which tend also to provoke comparable
counter-pressures. 3nd by "ipportant ways"™ we mean especially
such things as frontier changes, or changes in the dependency

’

status of some national group.

Iz is true that over the past haif-century sore f{rontier




chanzes have been made peaceably, and that the political
aratus of some peoples has been altered without bloodshed,

at least without concurrent or: very recent bloodshed. But
during the same periocd other frontier changes and alterations
of political status have occurred only after the shedding of
very larcze amount -~ blood. Thera is ro present reason o
assum2 that for the futurs the former pattern will prevail to
the complete exciusion of the latter. Obviously, what
Professor Harold D, Lasswell has called the "critical level
of exacerbation" between states has been raised enormousliy
since 1614, at least among the major powers, and puclear
weapons have no doudt grezatly contributed to that rise. 2
world in which major wars could be provoked or precipitated
by national insulis, especially by subile ones like the fanous
Zms telezrzam of 1870, looks fantzastically remote.

Sut this very fact o=y encourage one side or the other
to fish in troubled waters -- on the assumption that it is
not rurnins much risk in doing so. That is especially true
when one side cozprises the leaderszip of the Soviet empire,
with its doctrinal compuision 2lways to see how fz2r it can go.

If we admlt the relevance of the 20ove remarks and put

hem together, it would seem zo follow that we must be a2t

ct

le=st as interes:ied ir seekinz to control or limit war as we
have habituzlly Heen in seeking %o a2void it zltogether. Ve
should perhaps be especially suspicicus of schemes that seek

to acconplish coaplete avoidance of war through saerificing
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at the outset any hopes of limitinz whatever significant
hostilities may breakx out -- schemes, for example, that seek
to rest sverything on tot2l "deterrence.®

Evervene remembers the famous remark of Clemenceau that
nyar is too important tc be left to the generals.™ War has
long been something that involved the whole nation deeply
and often desperately, and its proper governance with respect
to fundamentals has always been the responsibility of the
political leaders of the state -- as Clausewitz, himself a
general, sSo earnestly stressed.

3ut because of the new weapons the political and social
context is now of much more immediate and direct influence
upon military affairs than it used to be. Perhaps the single
zmost important proposition one could make abou:t the infiuence
upon strategy of nuclear weapons is that they force one to
shift from preoccupation with a purely military context --
wnich was always too narrow, but for certain purposes useful

in the past -- to 2 wider one thzt is primarily peliticzal and

social., For over 2 century the better writers on strategy
aye been nmore or 1ess zwzre of the fact that "war is a
continuation of policy,™ but even so distinguished 2 member
of that guild zs ¥zhan could legitimately write of naval
strategy as though 1t existed in a separate reaim of being.
Fock and Douhet were clearly less successful in atteapting to

consider their own respective branches of land and air

strateszy in conmparable isolation. Bus the important thing
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today is that no one of any intellectual stature would even
attempt it. The question of how one fights can never again
be separated from the question of what the war is about.

Thls change greatly accentuates the twin problems of
(a) developing the appropriate political skills and insights
amonz the military, and (b) of developing the means by which
the political leaders of the state may furnish sound and
relevant political zuidance 0 the military planners and
cormanders. The latter is, Zor reasons I shall mention
presently, ruch the more difficult problexm $o solve.

One of the things that has made the development of
nuclear wWeapons historiczally unique is the speed witi which
the strategic revolution has been accomplished. Changes in
the physical circumstances aione are not the whole sum of the
difference. TIn the mair they were predictable at the very
outset of the atomic ase 7ust over 2 deczde 250, and were in
fact being predicted by people wWhose Judzment was entitled
to respect. I mean, for example, the predictions that nuclear
weapons of all kinds weould beccome cheap, z2bundant, and
individuzally more powerful.

#e knew also that the Soviet i'nion zs well as other states
wouid sooner or later develep an azoxmic capepility, and that
apar: from inherent wealih there was mothing :o keep them {r
making that capability comparzble to ours. ¥e were in a great
funk about exact dates ard figures, but in the not-so-long

run these are immaterial anyway. Certainly they are immaterial
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if we are talking about strategy with anything like the
reach and scope that Admiral »ahan gave to the study of it
a half century aszo.

From our point cf view, the only ncteworthy thing about
the relevant changes over the past decade is that they have
in almost 211 instances not only fulfilled early predfétioni
but outrun them. We might for comparison consider some other
historical revolutions of comparable though lesser importance,
like the introduction of gunpowder and the transition from
sail to steam in warships.

So far as the introduction of gunpowder is concerned,
its first military use in Burope occurred sometime in the
first cuarter of the 1li4th century. But when Joan of Arc
stormed the walls of Grieans and then of Paris a full century -
later, she suffered in both instancas wounds fronm arrcws.

The art of the armorer continued to flourish and reached its
greatest flower towards the end of the 16th century. We
cannot say that artillery became really important in battle
until the Seven Years War in the midilie of the 18th century.
Znd in cur own %War of Indepencence even so shrewd a man as
Benjamin Franxlin, whose 250th birthday we celebrated a month
ago, could reco=mend serious consideraticn of srming our
soldiers with bows and arrows racher than rmuskets. The gun
as #e now know it -- an accurate and rapld-fire piece --
dates only frcm the end of the 19th century, that is, five

and 2 half centuries =fter the introduction of gunpowder.
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3y contras$, the very, speed with which we have been
forced to adjust our thoughts over the brief span of eleven
years, in which we have moved from Alamagordo to the situation
facing us today, has been one of the major determinants of our
stratezy. It would be miraculous if there did not exist a
very substantia} lag in strategic thirking. There is always
the problem of bringirg minds together in the comprehension
of the new order. Strategy in the form of strategic plans is,
like legislation, inevitably a broth prepared by many cooks,
not all of whom are notable for their wisdom. The involutions
and evolutions of the bureaucratic process may be very
useful for keeping group thinking on a steady course, dut for
that very reason it places great obstacles in the way of
imaginative and insightful thinking.

The fact that there is a hierarchy cof command for each
service expedites the reaching of conclusions within the
service, although it will not guarantee better conclusions.
However, the device of command is not availzble for bringing
tozsther tho three services., The President as comander-in-
chief and the Secretary of Defense as hlis appropriate deputy
have a certain l1imited zuthority to force common corclusions
among the services; pbut for varicus reasons including good
ones, thev dare net exercise it very often.

Then we have the further problem of bringing together
the strategic conceptions of the alliance or alliances of

which we form a pars I think the iatter prcoblem is sometimes
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exaggerated. I suspect that more than we realize it our

allies look to us for cues about what their strategic
concepiions ought to be, and our long-term problem is mostly

to refrain from behaving in a way that impairs their confidence
in us -- which seemns, however, not to be easy. 38ut in the
shorter term, Sny attempt on our part te modify our strategy
because of new circumstances, or new realizations about exist-
ing circumstances, has to counter so much additional burden of
preformed cowmitment and conviction.

Thus the changes in physical circumstance effect, with
some measure of lag, changes also in the surrounding intellec-
tual climate -- and in one's own adjiustment to that climate.
Facts that are at first known only to 2 few later become kncum
to-many. JIdeas that a2re novel and original ore year become
commonplace the next. Some of these ideas are patently
failacious, an? perhaps in time the fallacies are exposed.

The area in which controversy exists tends to shift, and one
cannot keep one's thinking from being oriented largely towards
existing controversy.

above all, the more complicated a problem is, the more

t requires a certain amount of living with it in order that
ore m2y comprehend it. It is one thing to make a prediction,
even 2 correct one, and quite another to live for a time with
a fact that w=s once a prediction.

A prime example of nhcw cur arezs of discourse changes from

one year to the next, and a2lso of the profound nature of the
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chanse, =857 b€ Seen in Tth2@ sudden prominence given to the
debate over unlimited versus limited war. The British have
provided us, as thev often do, with the apt phrases with
which to identify the new ideas. In this inst: ice the
phrase is "graduated daterrence,” which replaces their
favorite phrase of yesterday, "broken-backed war."™ The
latter in turn was only a refinement upon 2 rative aAmerican
product in phrase-maxing, "massive retaliation.®

what a world of difference lies in the conception behind
“massive retajiiation" or "broxen-backed war" on the one hand,
and "gradnated daterrence™ on the other, yet little more
than a year or two has intervened between the ascendancy of
each! 3By "ascenpdancy™ I mean inteliectuzl ascendancy, because
national and interration2l rearrangemenzs come alons much
more slowly. The ideas that aye being inplemented at any
one time are likely tc be those which enjioyed an intellectual
consensus Seme tws or thrse years age -- &t Ieast the best
consensus then available -- and which are now perhaps dis-

credited,

0

The conception of "z:assiye recaliztion™ received it
clearest exposition not in the speech of Jamwary 17, 1G5L in
which Secretzary Dulles mades that phrase famous, but ratker in
the book by “arshal of the Royal 3ir Force Lir Joan Slessor,

entitled Stratesv for the Hest. Ths essential idez of the

boox was that everything from now on mst rest on the primcigple
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of deterrence. %o 1line of thinxing, iet aione of

rnust be permitted to impair the value or effectiveness of
Sir .Jochn admitted in one place that 3Sritain

could not survive a war inp which nuclear weapons were ex-

deterrence.

changed on a massive scale, yet he nevertheless insisted that

Britain must guarantee their beinz so used in any major war

by herself initiating that usel
The idez of deterrinz aggression by relying on 2 strategy
or stratezic policy that is ultimat._y suicidal is not
:sithout precedent, nor is it necessarily without sense.

Lut the precedents are not reassuring, 2nd the asount of

sense inherent in the proposzl depends, firsi, con wWhetner

it can really be carried through comsistently and persistentls,
and, s=condly, whether there are alterpative policies

For with a pure deterrence

available that look less risky.

policy 2 92 2nd LL/100 percent reliabiiity is hardly geod

T think that the Slessor doctrime fzils on toth these

a —pozeni that Sir Jonn

for
Slessor person2lly possesses 211 the
necessary to carry out the policy of
a nember of %the militzry profession,

liva zallantly 2nd eye death doldly.
z 5 3

of peopie in 2 countr7y like ours or like

intestinal stazinz=
jeterrence. 3Sut ne is
which is supposed to

However, the generality
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The &American populace has always found the thought of

war distasteful, even when there was complete assurance that
we could win in the end, or anyway come out sound 2nd whole
as a nation. 3ut what will the popuiar attitude be towards
a war in which we cercainly lack such assurance and even hzva
a fairly persuasive assurance of the opposite? Aind this
country of ours happens 21so to be a democracy in which the
vieuws oi the genera2lity cf tne people tend in the end to be
expressed, if not in the irmedliate crisis decision, ther in
the selection of the person or persons who will make that
decision. 2nd the gualisies that make one man a gocd vote-
getter are racther different froo those that make another
delight in pursuing 2 "brink-of-war” diplomacy.

Trus, the first weakness of the "all-out-{or-deterrence™
policy was that it was never really available for execution,
exca2pl Lo counter an all-out blow a2gainst ourselves. =and
3ince there neither 13 ror can Se absolutely any gquestion
or choice 2bout what w2 will do in that extrame case, there

- - -

is not much profit in talikiny zbout it. The real question

2o

$s

13, what wili w2 do in lesser cases? What will w2 do in

'*‘

local and peripheral challiengses?

I nave ot 50 far zmentionped the damage w2 might do o
the =nemy if we underiogk a strategic exchange. “F reascr
is simpiy tha:t war %as rarely desn, and is less 1likely to
be in the future, what =y mashematical friends call a zero-

sum same; that is, 3 same where the 19ss of one is necessarily
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the gain of the other. Unless our nuclear strategic attack
upon the Soviets has the effect of preventing or eriticslly
dininishing their attack upon us, and thus of ending the
war in the best possible way, its utility is linmited to the
final and minimal obiect of preventing the subjugation of
our unikappy survivors. Otherwlise the damage it does is mere
venzeance, and as snch is' strategically irrelevant

T said earlier that the idea of the "proken-bzcked war™
w2s & refinement con the "massive retaliation® doctrine.
Perhaps I shnould not dismiss it in such an offhand mzpner,
because it is probably true that the idea underifes the basic
stratezy to which this country 2nd the whole NATO a2l1liance is
cormitted. If so, I think it is too bad, because it seexs
to zme that of the several Xinds of war that one can envisage
for the future, the one kind that is almest da=monstrably
izmpossible is the "broxen-backed® varietye.

T::at phrase, wnich crept into the British Jefence Rhite
Paper for 1054 -- though both rhrase and thought were éropped
in the foliswing year -- conveved a conception of 2 massive
exchange of therzonucle=ar wezpons being followed by = phase
of nostilities carried on and presu=sbily decided by whatever
resources &nd conventional forces survived the strateglc
blows. Hotice scme of the assuzptions involved., First is

the assumption thai the capabllities of both sides to deliver
nuclear wespons strategically will cterminate a2z alout the

same tizme, and on 2 cozmon level of indecisiveness. Second
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is the assumption that forces that have been neither trained
nor tailored to operate from a basis of extrenme austerity

- in a3l1 conceivable respects including communications will be
able to take the field and operate successfullz fespite a
hinterland in ruins. There are other bizarre assu=mptions
too, but compared to these they are hardly worch meationing.

The case for continulng to provide large ground and

naval forces shouid be hung on other ard better arguxmenis.
To theose who point out that I kave no proof for the convictions
1 have expressed, my reply is that the burden of proof 1lies
with those who would explain how {leets will operate, and to
what purpose, or how aramies will go abroad and ta¥%e the field,
when the major bases, ports, and commnications centers from
winich and through which they would operate, as well =2s the
factories and depots supplying them with their vast stores

- of gear, are heaps_pf radioactive rubhle, Rezesber, we are
not taiking 2bout the comparatively trivial damage suffered

by Germany and Japan in World ¥ar IX.

-

Cne cannot distinczuish vetween old foras of war =2s

Jety

presusably tried z2nd true, ani new forms as untested. TFor
in the context of zThermonuclear war, evervthing is new a2nd
every military aram or weapon is sssentizlly untested.
Pernaps the least untested or urknown weapen of all is the
bomd 1tself.

In any war in which the Unlted States is enrngazed, a

nuclear strategic bozbing phase, if there is one, must be
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decisive. Tt will be decisive not necessarily in the sense
that it achieves a victory that is worth talking about or
that has any meaning for its survivors, but in the sense
that other forms of military action are either without pur-
pose or unfeasible or most likely bdoth.

Perhaps one should except the entirely one-sided
strategic bombing campaizn, if it could occcur. The fact that
it succeeded in preventing enemy reaction wouid confirm its
decisiveness, but the side that won S0 absolute an advantzage
aight nevertheless deenm it vrudent or expedient or even
humane to use ground forces to occupy and police the defeated
countrv. And the fact that it had suffered no eritical
damage would enable it to do so.

In support of these views, I ask you only to consider
that in strategic bombing the capavilities of the offense
are already encrm=cus and steadily and rapldly growing larger,
whnile those of the defense haée iong been greatly cutdistanced
and show in the n»t few signs of being avle to catch up.
Hotice also that the capadbility of the national air defenses
depends not alone on tecnnolozical progress in defensive
means as coxpared with similar and competitive progress in
the air offensive a2rms, but 2lso on how rmuch total resources
one 1s willing to invest in defenses as compared with the
offense., in "adeguate"™ 2ir defense of the United States might

be technologically fea=sible but too fabulously expensive to

be politically =z=cceptadle. 2xnd if one erects an adeguate
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defense against manned bombers, how about the long range
hallistic missiles that are sure to be alonz sooner or
later? The prospects for defense against the latter are
not nopeless, dut they certzinly appear zrinm.

However, it by no means foliows from these premises
th=t the next war will e fought predonminately, let z2ione
exclusively, Dy the Strategic Air Command, whether using
bozbers or rockets or toth. {m the consrary, if war is to

~79

nave 2 rational, roiitical purrose

-

(20

n the sense that
Jiausewitz m2de explicit in that famous phrase 2bout w#ar

xing

jude

beinz "a contimuaticn of policy,™ then SAT

cr

s the o

13
14

of power that ousnt not De used axcept 2s 2 latent zoverning
force that monitors the rules. The providing of an incom-
Parably strong SAC must rezmain a2 primary charge on the imerican

- Ty~

defense budcet. ‘othing czn De permitied to displzes i% in

priority. Thsei reguirement is certainiy cne o9f the =ost
elementary conseguences of the existence of thermonuciear
weapons. BSut another conseguence of those same weapons is

that SAC must remain as far as possible 2 force in being

rather than one irn action.

this idez popular with the =srresting phrase "graduated

detarrence,™ thouch hie claims no orizinality either for the
phrase of the idea. The ides is indeed seversl years oldg,
thoush it is only recentily that people have besun tO P2y

much astention o it.
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4dmirzl Suzzardt's arguments are pernaps a listle
unfortunate, because they smack tco much of the likadots
determination "to make the punishment fit the crizme." ¥e

should rez2lly not think of it in these terms at all. We

should rather view i{ in terzs of assuring that cur miliiary
efforts are directed and dedicated to fulfilling the natiornal
aims and aspirations rather than to desiroying them. & war
that destroys the cbjects for whica it is fougnt may indeed
occur, but it ceriainly ought not to be planned 28 the
obiect of 211 cur preparations. On the ceoatrary, it is not
too much to say that our military planning should mostly be
directed towards preventing it from happeninz.

In using ths term "limited war,™ we are not talkisg

about a return to somethins. e are talking about sozmething

quite rew. If wars were limited in ages pasi, tke reasons

: wny they were so have on the whole litile relevance for us
today. 1In the past princes =ay have teen inhibited nilitarily
by ooral and relizgious scruplies, or by the feeling in any

i narticular instance that s$he g2=e simply was not worth tke
candle. Certainly the wars were Xept limited by the

relasively small ==rzin of the national economic resources

availables for mobilizaiion, as well as by the relatively
small capsbilicies for destruction that could be purchased
with those narrow margins. Xven so, there were sozetizes
wars in which a good deal of <camage was done.

Today we speak of limited war in a sense that connotes




P-811
-17-

& deliberate hobblinz of a tremendous power that is already
rnobilized -- for the sake only of inducing the enemy to
hobble himself to comparable degree. ¥e have to admit that
it offends arainst some of the most cherished ideas znd
doctrines of what we consider to be classic strategy. General
nur surmed up the incompatibility of the new notions
with the older school of military thinkinz in that most
eloquent parase, “There is no subsiitute for victory."™ And
Incidentaliy, if it hzad not veen for the Forean “far to waich

he was referring, it wouii hardly b2 possible for us today

' -
even to Imagine such 2 thing as modern limited war
Thers has to be z revolution in w2ys of thinking about
>

war and peace, 2mong civilians apd military alike, before we
can even undertake to deal with the many technical problezms of
limited or peripheral war. That revOlution wiil not be ezsy
to accemplish. It is all very well to outline what reason
dictatss: th2t neither the Soviet “inion nor the "nited Stases
wants to destroy the other if in the process it zlsc dastroys

itself, thai every casus belli tends 3t least Lo start with

-

a certain geographic identificzazion, aad with a confiict of
varposes such as can usuzlly bte described in zodest and
pariicuiar rather tham glotal terms. All that is necessary,
seemingly, 1s to xeep th2 cquarrel limited $o the Terms on
which it began. 1In tlepast small powers were sometimes given
guarantees that could not be fulfilied excepi by rssorc to

general war, bui presumably that kind of guarantee is now out
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: of date. Anyway, we must get away from thinking a2bout war
and peace in terms of all or nothing. Such is the sueet
voice of rezson.

But what we come up agalnst irmediately is the fact that

passion and fear have also been inseparable from war, that

r

»he resort to arms is itself enocush to stimulate in those who

v

(o]

; do s¢ a powerful {flow of adrenslin, which is needed $o promoie
the forceful hzndling of tlose arms. YWar, in other words,

g does have 2an icherent 2nd almost necessary tendency to be

or~izstic. 3Sut that does not mean that we can afford to

surrenier 1o thzi tendency, or that we m=usSt use our ra2ason-

able momenis Guring peace e concoct docurines and strategies

] that inply lack of reasen ian war.

¥neither techaiques of limited war will really be svailabie

L0 us seems to hang a2lso on cariain technical cuestions, above

all on the guestion whether the SAT monitor or governor wiil
De free to function as such. Z=ny people togday take it
completely for granted that there will be no massive exchange

of nuclear wszpons sinply because boih sides will recognize

the suicidal consecuences of such an exchange, zand that the
only wars we need to think about are peripheral ones. Perhaps
so, but there is no reason to assume that such & condition
can be obzzined for free. 4:s tensions increase at any time

of crisis -- znd the ocutbreaix of 2 "limited war® would

o)

certainly be such 2 crisis -- there will be pressures to set
347 on its way, most of all ths pressure of fear that a SiC
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restrained is a SAC that is lost, or anyway hopelessl
vuinerable. o doubt much can be done to modify the
circumstances, perhaps by reducing critically the vulnerabilitiy

of a2 grounded SAC.

#nd if the situation should so develop in the future that
the side that makes 2 surprise atiack upon the other destroys
the latter?s capability to make a meaninzful retaliation, then
it will be entirely rational t{o De trigcer-hapdy with onels
strategic 2ir power. “ow could one 2fford under those circua-
stances $to withhold one?s SiC from its criticzl "biunting
mission® while walting to test other pressures zand strategies?

Sut if, on the other hand, the situation is such that neither

:’l

side can hope to eliminate the retaliatory power of the other,
the restraint that w=s suicidal in the other situation
becomes prudent, and it is trigger-nzppiness tha:t is sulcidall

Xow we should Be clear on two sthings: first, that the
situation that may aciuzily develop could repressnt any of a
substantial ranre of variztions on the two exireme cases I
have iust presented, and some of those variants could pe

P

is, for example, 211 too easy

creatly to our disadvantare. 1

¢t

t0 cc ceive of 2 situszion where she Zoviers coulid launch 2
successful biurting nission.but we could not. Seconily, no
situation 1s entirely preorizinad by free-wheelins techno-

lozical development. If we recognize that 2 secure Sil

gives us the priceless adventage of freedonm $0 choo0sSe how

ard when to fight aad what stratezy %o use, then we will
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certainly be willing and able 4o find the means of accomplish-

ng it. The chlef barriers are doctrinal, residinz in old

jats

axioms like "the best defense is a sirong offense,® etc.

There are other technical problems. For example, there
seem< O b2, on the one hand, 2 common assuaption that nuclezr
veapons must and will be used factically and, on the other
hard, a2n assumption that those so used will be relatively
sm2ll. There &r2 also assumpticns about the total numbers
to te used, which are usually given in rather modest fizures.
Yo one sz2ers to disclose the reasons for these assu=zptions.

Perhaps it is true that the same Xind of interest thaz

hrousgh restraiping SiC and

ﬂ‘

dictates the limiting of war
throush confininc the arez of fichting also dictates the
limiting of the weapons used to the sm=2ller sizes. 3ut if <o,
one rust still ask what sanctions will operate to maintain a
civen size limitation for both bslligerents? Hlitarily
is aimost always true th2t whare 2 sm211 nuclear bomd is
sood 2 bizger one is better, zand often no: apprecizbly more
expensive.

It has been said {by our President, 2mong others) that
it is usterly "irrzational” %o rezard = weapon as impermissible
sioply beczuse it is nuclear; and sz it is, except in one

important respact -- that it is much easier to distinguish

ul
Y
G“f

wesn nucie2r 2-d non-nuclear wezpons on the batilefield
than beiween Aifferent sizes of nuclear. &nd in grder to mzke

wWOr¥ 2Tt 2il anythin

e
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arbitrary and forced 2s lisitetions
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upon war are likely to be. i% would seenm that one major
requirement is thr . transzressions or violations pe very easy
*o reco-nize and very difficult to «2ny. This is nst to say
~hat we may not use nuclear weapeons in limited wari it only
vnderlines the problem of findinz out how we czn use {henm
without theredy siegnaling the 2bvandonzert of reszraints.
fSert=2inl, nilita: ars r +3inT wes a
Cerz2inly our military manners respectias weapons and

wethods will determine whether we have any friends to defen?

»)

or support in the area in guestion. Our posture for the
containment of Russia is not enhanced if no one wants Lo be
szvsd BY us. In =ost cases our very involvement in 2 peripherzal
¥ar will Be due to reasons thai zre not strategic in the

-

trzgitional sensz2 of the tern, that is, in the sense tha: the

AizGoush &n atdtisude inp favor of intervention omar sesk to
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and altozetner to be avoided; and the other 2 minor "brushfire.
{n the coatrary, the xinds of war we have to think about and
prepare for range from the unressricted kind thrsugh ail the
conceivable types of limited war, which include the big, the

little, and the in-beiween. Aifter all, Xorea itseif wz

®

limited and peripherzl in the usu2l meaninz of those teras,
hut it was hardly whzat one would calill a "prushfire.® Hacturally,
since we czn have & larzge measure of choice aboui the Xind of
2 war we woeuld fight 2nd she limitations we would proxotz or
accept -- in other words, = capaciiy to izay down arnd enforce
e situation in terms of what we w2nt
to prepare for need not be a2liosetlrer chaotic,

37 now you will 2ppreciate why I stressad the proposition,

ne2ar th2 outset of this lecture, thzat the new weapons force

a shift in stratezic thinkin- from 2 strictly nilitary context

<o fizt:t it, The decisions wrather we

tozether. his is by now 2 dious banality. The Jdnificaction
ict was laresly “ustified on +<t2 zrounds thzt it would help

achieve this 2ni, 251 of course the “lationzl Sscuriiy Jouncil
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which was created by that Act has no other p1 ‘pose, 3ut my
observaticn is that in so far as anything has -~een achieved

at all, it has been achieved only in the most superficial way.
The problem is not simply cre of achleving better contact or
communication but rather of the real content of understanding
waich each side brings to what is fundamentally 2 jeint problem.

There exists in Americz2 hardly any tradition of inteliectuzl
concern with tkat border area where military problems a2nd-
politicai ones meet. If the military approach to strategic
problems needs to be extended and leavened by the relevant
insichts of the stateszan, such insights are likely £o be
undeveloped among those rez2l-1ife civilians with whoz the
military actuz2lly have to deal, The Nazional Sacurity Council
is 2 =onument &o an aspiration, and the aspiration is
undeniably sound. But whether any rezl enrichzent of strategic
thinking has proceeded froz= it is another cuestiorn.

Political leaders in beth the aunministration znd the
Congress z=re resady enough to dDe exercised a2bout the size of
nilitary dudzets, z2nd thelr intervention in military affairs
by ways of cuts or shifis in appropriazions, czn be far-

o
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reaching encugh. e sage time they will pride them-

seirves onr not being Yarzchair strate
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with virtue an unwillingness to coxme to intimate grips with
military quastions.
Sven the 3zcraetaries of i=fense 2and of the thres services,

rega@rding their Sobs as deing m2inly "administrative,® normally
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avoid or try to avoid intervention in what they call
nstrictly military decisions™ -- in marked contrasg,
incidentally, to their Eritish counterparts. 4nc since they
are nornmally selected for talents in other fields than the

military, and come and go with great fregquency, their modesty

is probably for the best.

o

It is therefore clear that any r2al expansion of strategic

thcught erhracing the wholly new circwm3tances wiich nuclear
weapons nave produced will h»aveée to be Jeveloped mostly withia
the military zuild itself. That there are certain insticu-
tional inhibitions to such =xpansion is suffi-ciantl; obvious.
But the professional military officer is dedicated to = czareer

that reguires hinm to brood on the problexs of war, and in that

'y

espect he finds himself with very little civilian co=pany.

(e

et it be added that he listens not only indulgeatly but 2vidly
$o any civilian who has anything to sa2y tc him inp hZis own
field. He is also a2t the various imerican war coiieges today
being ziven 2 training designed %o expand, among othkar things,

his insichis on socizal and rolitical matiers relevant to nis

YTei howWever excellent = thing 1t iIs to increzse the

soldier's sophistication on political affzirs, such educztion
can be no substitute for 2d2guate guidance from the appropriate

rolitical authorities -- if for no other reason than that the

latter r2tain the authority and the responsibility for the

-

nitimate decisions. There is of coursa 2t least one other
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reason, namely, that good political guidance reguires both
specialized talent and professional competence.

In short, the problem is much less that of sensitizing
the military profession to the relevance of seasoned political
thinking, which obviously must be developed elsewhere, than
it is of providing on appropriate occasions and at appropriates
levels civilians capable of such thinkinz. The soldier has
now been handed a problem that gces far bheyond the expertise
of any one profession, his own certainly included.

Cne troubie is that there are now basiczally three kinds
of soldiers -- of the ground, of the sea, ami of the air. 3ind
never in history have they been further apari in their views
on strategic fundamentals. There have always been inter-
service rivalries, as well as techrnical controversies within
each service. 3But these disputes were slmost always on
tactical questions, and in the context of droad fundamental
agree=ent and understanding were relatively minor. That kind
of underssanding is mzaifestly lacking today.

It is hard to say where the Xeys to these great riddles
are to be fournd, but they will not be found in incantations
sugzgesting the utter rejection of force, the indispensability
of immediate world gcvernment, or the incorrigible stupidity
of practisinz diplomatists or soldiers. There are comparable
Incantations on the opposite side, which 2re no more helpful.
We have to ge:t down to relevant particulars. The task is

ideologically simple -- to follow consistently an enlightened
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self-interest in a world of new and terrible dangers, so
that we may avold equally the peacemeal surrender of the
things ﬁ%"value or the kind of a war that destroys all of
them at once. So stated, the proposition probably wins
aimost universal consent. 211 the difficulties are in the

specific implementation.




