BASIC ISUES IN NATIONAL DEFENSE i
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Tadies and Gentlemen: .

I was indeed delighted when several months ago President
Ellis ww te and invited me to return to Columbila to address this
gethering at the University of Missouri. . I have not had the
pleasumre of being on this campus 'since graduation week of 1951
when I wasg the recipiemt of an honorary degree from the Univer-

sity. I had then as I have now the feeling of returning to old

" friemds in my home State of Missocuri. As a matter of fact, in

my early years there was a reasonable expectation that I might
become a genuine son of the University{ﬁf Miasour{} Like most
of my contemporaries in high school in Kansas City, I was natu-
rally oriented toward Columbia for my college education. However,
World War T and other clrcumstances decreed otherwise so that I
went to West Point in-1918 and have returned to Missouri only in-
frequently in the subsequent years. -

‘One of the "other circumstances" which lead me to the
Army was the act of having had an unreconstructed Missouri Con-
federate as my maternal grandfather. I first heard of soldiers
and acquired an interest in soldiers!' ways ih my visits to his

Landr

farm in Chariton County{fhrougﬁ%uﬁ]my early years. In the course

of time, we both took a great interest in our respective military

experiences. Grandfather would never concede that the United
4/"1‘#’;_, g Ve

States Army=%te which‘l{?eloﬁé@ﬁbwas quite in the class with Shelby's

Brigade and Price's Army in which he had served. Following gra-

duation from West Point and a few years in the Corps of Engineers,
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I decided to transfer to the Field Artillery, a change which
was accomplished only aifter several months of negotiations with

the War Department, Grandfather was franckly contemptuous of

" such red tape., He pointed out that when he had wanted to trans-

fer from the Cavalry to the Infantry in his Army it has a matter

of no time at all. . I asked him how it all came about. "Oh", he

- said, "My horse died and then I was in the Infantry." - -

I am afraid that Grandfather would have been even more

puzzled and confused about military matters if he were alive to

« survey them today. Wherever I travel about the country I find

that meny of our thoughtful citizens are deeply perplexed and

concerned over matters of ndational defense. In spite of .their

gincere .efforts to understand the issues they encounter serious

difficulties in getting to the heart of the problem. New military:

technology has produced new weapons which in turn have required

new tactics to serve a new strategy - énﬁaggregate of ehange

which constitutes a revqQlution in the art of war - or perhaps
T O ems T o] | :

better expressed, 1in the art prgestruction. Even responsible

military leaders with full access to all the known facts have

- difficulty in evaluatiung the full effect of these changes and

the probable consequeshces of the employment of these new weapons.

Without the advantage of the facts, the interested layman must

~form his opinion largely from the claims: and counterclaims of

interested manufacturers who make the new weapons and the partisans
of the military services who hope to operate them. Is there any
wonder that the man in the street is confused over - what we can

and cannot do to defend ourselves in this age ofw%hg\long-range
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m1s311e$and atomic war heads? ¢

We®also tend to make the natter harder by our way of
considering parts of the defense problem out of context, Con-

A -\.E’V:d’
cerned over our#gtggrtedﬂlag in missiles, we rush to acquire

v Prveadio -
maze missiles w{%'out any real idea of how many we need and why
we need them., We build more aircraft carriers’without knowing
how they will fit into the overall strategy. We seek more and

more atomic weanons without asking if there is not some limit

- ez

in these weapons even if we a&etpegég upon bﬁ\demolishing theh%&Lu
earth. It would seem to sensible men that there must be somne
proper balance of men, forces, and weapons required to execute

a rational military strategy. But it is this view of the aggre-

=

gate necessity which we never seem to obtmln°

It is in the hope of assisting in ﬂiving some such over-

M
all picture that I have unde ~taken to discuss with you?f%day a

few of the basic 1ssues of national defense. Although I have
some fairly strong views on these 1ssues, I have no burpooe of
converting you to any particular viewpoint but do want to show

an approsach to these matters and a way of posing quesulons wnich
el et -
may even+aally[erZg forth {seful answers[ There is no question
L -
that we need a greateg uﬁdefstandlng of these matters because na-

tional defense is the business of us all. Some of you will be

called upon to serve the ranks of the armed forces, Many of you

— Pt pme Aes
i ust one day}as voters t 31dés in defense matters. All of you

&sz of us ~ will be ghlloed to nay taxes to support national defense.
19/57&4/
Thus 1ndeod defense is everyone's bﬁdfness and we owe 1t to our-
R ‘b 3

selves and our Country to arrlve at an 1nte111gent understanding
N
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of the basic issues, Thus, I would encoﬁfage you while still

students to take an 1nter st in mllitary affalrs, recognizing

that we caano+ do our duty and be fence sitters w1th rospact to

i g

matters which 1nvolve the _very ox*stenue of the nation, Lndeed

5 "ﬂvxi : ¢
of the world. . : "

What then, are some of the principal 1ssues wnlch we

- ’ A \//ef
nee& to recognlue and assess? The 3ﬁgra&l one _is %o de01de how

. We_are a01ng to date in prov1d1ng for the seoarlty of the nation.

*f’ dﬁs’-ﬁ M W?”:{;ﬁ v»»'u{

} hat w1ll lead. t67a consideration of _the precent and Luture mili-

\

tary threat an& ~the adequacy of our preparatlons to cope with that

tqreat today and tomorrow.

g2t

we W111 then have to d601de what we shoul; do to correct the de-

flciencmia

L e e RRET.

Admlttpdly 1t is aifflcult to answer such broad questlons

in a few para raphs. ~But if we are to artlve at/overall concept
J

of the state of our natlonal seuurlty, we must have g try at it,
' i - ML, P
ﬂlrst 1et us have a look at the hlsto“lcalﬂrecord ﬁ¥f$&gﬁmwﬁiv*:T

been relylng since 1945 has been called one of Massive Retaliation,

“ur use of atom1c weapons at the end of Wozla War II against Japan

e /

weapons & sure means of 1mpos1ng Dermanent Amerlcan peace upon

the rest of the world. Partlcularly at a tlme when we had a

£

ter surpaa51ng all other forms of mllltary force in pifectlveneos

and cheapness._ Impressed by their apparent advanbages, we proceeded

to disband most of thg veteran forces whiqhkhad won World War II and
NIl )
embarked upon ﬁhlsAstratcgy which placed primary reliance upon the



use or the treat of the use of weapons of mass destruction. We
indicated that we were ready to use these weapons any place, any
' tlme in order to malntain the peace on American terms¢

It is true that subsequent events showed the 1nab’11ty of
such a strategy to cope wrth many 31tuat10ns. Korea offorded the
most strikiné example of its failure. 1In this'oonfiict'we decided
for reasons sufficient'?o our responsible leaders at the time, %o
wage a so-called conventional war without using atomic weapons
eyaathough our monopoly still existed., 1In spite‘of the overwhelm~=
ing superiori%y of the United States in the air and on the sesa,
Korea was a bitter war of ground forces where the victory was de~
termined by the location of the infantry front line aloog the rug~
ged Korean hilltops. The fluctuations of contact on the ground
prorided the measure of victory.

Other examples arose to show the limited effeotiveness of
the strategy of Massive Retaliation. Heavy atomic weaﬁons did
nothing to solve the challenges posed in Vietnam, Taiwen, the Mid-
dle East or Berlin, Nevertheless, these experiences which should
at least have Stipulated a reexamination of military policy have
thus far failed to shake our official confidencerin qusive Rela-
liation as the prlmary strategio concepte, Every defense budget in
recentyears has testified to this continued rellanc Each year
we have spent approx1mately two thlrds of our money on' weapons
which are applicable only—to general atomic War. I refer to such
weapons as our longe~range bombers, our big naval carriers which

provide transport for such bombers, our 1ong—range and medium—

range missiles, our submarine warfare forces, our overseas deploy~
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ments in Europe and our air aefense system in the contlnental
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United btates.r All of tlése renresent weapon systems w1th primary,

1f not excluslve use, in general atomlc war. They are not the

PN v gk

kind of weapons cpplioable to situatlons short of a nuclear

struggle for surv1vel w1th the Communlst‘Bloc.

Thls emphas1s on general war ioroes hss eeeessaaily

been accompanled by a comparatlve neglect of those forces

Wthh would be called upon to flght noo—atomic wars. These

L et T T e

forces are represented prlmerlly by the Army, by the Marlnes

and by certaln elements of tne Navy and of the Alr Force.f

S e

When the money has run short or out these are the foroeé»which

N \..ﬂ ks s e BN AL

have been skjmped. As a result the Unlted Stetes Armyrhas not
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been reequlpped to any great'extent 31nce‘Wor1d Wer II. Our

m 1 T
=

soldlers are often armed w1th weapons wnloh are far from the

bcet obtalnable in the equlpment market.;

¥

i oovlet Army has been comoletely reequloped at least once since

o T ¢ . ¢ Fore o

World War II and in meny cases 1is recelving a second round of

—— . v T

postwar weapons. Our grcund forces have suffered not only

mhe 5 - e 20T
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from shortages of modern equlpment but also from frequent re—~

Akl 3T )Leemwri f hepe "“‘,& :

ductlons in numerlcal strength. Durlng my four years as._ Chiei

In contrast, the

L4

rof StaFf the Army dropped from a llttle¥over a mllllon men to

v‘oﬁ‘our front line units facing thefCommg

deployed along the Iron Curtain Eurooe. In Korea we were obllged

v,g.
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to fill the gaps in the ranks of Unlted States d1v1s10ns by ine

T

corporatinb 1nd1v1duel Korean solalersreignectlce uncomfortably

remlndful of the use of barbarian mercenﬁrles in the declining

days of the Iomen legions,
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A gummery reply then to the question of how we are do-
ing iﬁ National Defense up to now would be about as foiiows. In
the pursuit of a strategy of Massive Re%aliation We have ac-
cumulated a very substantial retaliatoryrforce based largely
upon the 1ong-renge bombers of the Air Force and of the Navy. We
are_beginnihg to supplement these bombers ﬁith iongiehd medium~

‘;range missiles but they will not be the preponderant strategic
weapon for several years. Both the bombersrand?%hermiesiles are
leceted on bases known to the enemy and thus highly Vufﬁerable
to surprlse attack, These weanons are very eXpen31ve and we
have been obliged to develop them under defense budﬂeTs of

fixed size. To stay within the budget and still pay the bill
for the big weapons, itrhas been necessary to give comparatively
little attention to the requireﬁents of limited wars and of
Vthose militeryrforees which would cepe'wifh such aff;ifé. The
'Armyfat home and abfead has shrunk in numbers without the com-
pensatlon of the modernization of 1ts equlpment. We have not

been able to do anythlng about developlng a mlseile de;ense of
crltlcal tarvetsipthe United Sfates and or about providing fall-
out protection for the civillan populatlon.

, 30 much then for how we are doin up to now in Natlonal
Defense. The next obv1ous que5u10n is "Are we domb well enough _
in relstion to the threats" ““ﬂdf |

| before we can answer that questlon i.thlnk we:enould pause
and consider certain changes which have occurred in recent years.
which @ave had a significant bearing'upon our national securitye.

~ Only if we recognize these changes and take them into account can




The IlrSt change of 1mportance has been the loss by the

United States_ of technological superlorlty over the USbR in

many imnortant mllltary and s01ent1flc fleld For the moment,

I refer prlmarlly to the Joviet brogre%s 1n atomic weapons and

the long—range missiles for the dellvery of atomlc war heads.

Though I am always skeptical of 1nformation tending to 1nflate

the strength of an enemy, L have reluctantly been obllged to

L]

aucept the reallty and the significance pﬁithe ooviet missile

procresq. R
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mhe fact tnat the Sov1eus probably have or will soon

]

have more and beuter lonb~range m1331les than we 1is al] the more

smgnlLicant because the Unlted States does not have or is not

presentTy plannlng an efiectlve antl—misqlle deLense. This

defen51ve weakness in our mllltary progr

S e 2 iar .

of the so-calléd m19511e gap which 1s attractlng 80 much public

1s an important part

attentlon today.

Slnce the Unlted States 10 commltted not to strlke the

ilrst atomlc blow, the need for a m1 Sile defense elther to

—r*

J‘ deter or ward’ off attack is periectly ﬁk

ot
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rJV svéntic1pab10n of
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5§£i§ this need the lee-éeus ant1~m15311e has been under dev =lopment

AN for a number of years and its uests have been most encouraging.
Eowever, the de01%10n has been withheld to spend the funds neces-
\ary for its productlon 1n quantlty. Some mornlng I expect to

read uhat the’Rus51ans have beaten us to thls vital Weapon, in

Whiuh case the adverse consequences w1ll be far grea er than



stlck to. measure our progress toward su*flclenoy,
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those resulting from the victory scored by the Ru851an Sputuik,

These two, new factors, the Soviet oilen51ve missile

strength and the nonaeY1stent Unlted States missile de*ense,

a

combine to put our country in a very exposed position during

the next iew yeafs. They represent factors ohanglng the balance

-

of militery power which must be taken into account in our military
and polltlcel plannlng. They create a condition oi exposure to
poss1ble oe*eat in general war, and of fncrea31né vulnerabillty
‘to atomic blackmail‘ﬂi%his latter vulnerabiiity is enhanced by

_our continued 1nfer10r1ty to the Communiot Bloc in convenulonal

ground foroes, the third important iac+or which must be taken

¥

into account in a2ppraising our military p051t10n. To be doing

well enough in National Defense we must at 1east have some future
a/f e A

, hope of ofise*tlng theAe¢fec+s of the missile gap 8nd of our

weakness on the ground.

¢

The inquiring 01tizen will flna 1t dlfflcult to de01de
whether or not adequate offsetting actlons are belng taken. A
point whlch will baffle him is the absence of goals in our military

programs. No plaoe can you find an answer to the questlon of how
- 3

much is enough in mllitary force Hom much do we really need in

,terms of bombezs, missiles, shlns, d1v1s1ons and the like? We

Wit uM 'C’{\. ‘l‘eAALﬂ-ﬁT\A
have never agreed en such matters and hencée have never constructed

our defense budgets in meaningful terms, Thus, we have no yard-

Y —

A related defect in the conduct of our defense bus1ness

is the absence of any set of books to show whe ther our military

€

capabilities are in balance w1th our political commltments. As a

Py

personal reminder when I was Chief of Stairf, I kept a chart on my
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Wall.thowlng the pOllblO%l commitments whlch we had undertaken

“around the world which had mllltary 1npllcatlons. This chart

rerlnded me thau we have obligaulons to sore 48 natlons, and

that any or all of these obligations mlght ‘require mllltary

force to make them good, They include our obligations under

such agreements as the North Atlantic Treéty, the Rio Treaty,

the Anzac Treaty, the ooutheaot-Aela Treaty,’as we¢1 as a

number of b11atera1 agreements w1th 1nd1V1aual countrleu. To

answer whether we are d01ng well enough in natlonal defense will

requlre a oareful study of the poss1ble milltary actlons which

mlght ETOW out of uhese oommltmente. Thereafter we qhoulo look

at the mllltary forces avallable to us an& ask ourqelve s, are

they 11Ke1y To be enough¢ Untll some such systematlc bdlznoing

of the books tahes place I am afraid that the 1nqu1r1ng ‘citizen,

or for that matuerﬁa resnonsible govevnment OfIlClal can never

-

reach 8 quallfied conclu51on as 'to the ad

‘uaCJ of our military

forcee

In uhe llght of thls uncertalnty abouu our mllitary
Snrength whaf should be our react10n° Should we stand pat on

what we nave been d01ng or should we make ‘some chanﬁeSV At a

mlnlmum should we not take another hard look at our military

policy and programs and see if they atlll make sense9

I am sure that by now it is qulte clear where I stand

on this queotfon. I feel th%t 1t is 1n01spensaole to make a

'thorough overhaul of our procedures for mllltarv plannlng, pIo

grammlng and executlon. But, unfortunately, we do not have une

lirited time for prelimlnarles. If the balance of mllltary power

is 1n011nlvg to our dlsadvantage ~as I belleve - we must not
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become involved in procedural niceties to the detrimentﬁof the
hard, cohsérﬁctiﬁﬁﬁthought>which needs to be brought td bear on
the heart of our security probiem. After all, the objéct of our
efforts s'simple enougﬁ - we need 2 military progfam that will
prevent war, large or small, or will win in war if deterrence
fails.' Now what Would be éhe content of such a program in specific
terms? _ _ o 7

First, we must recdgnize two principal forms of possible
military coﬁflicf. The first is'general nuclear war between our-
selves and the Boviet Bloc. The second ié military cbnfliot short
of general war, uéually referred to as Limited War,

In order to deter the great»general atbmic.war, which
would mean disaster to all participants and most bystanders, the
basic requirement is for the United States to maintain a secure
second—strike nuélear cépability.r Thét is the>?eﬁfagon way of
Usayihg thatrwe‘must have an‘inVulnerableriong-range missile force
which could survive a surprise missile attack by the Soviet and
still guarantee the destruction of all essential enemy targets,
It.does not mean an astronomical number of missiles,.rather it
stresses the need for these missiles to be safe against attack
and reiiable in operation. Af present, we are making great efforts
in increasing tﬂérnumbers of our missiles. Thus far, we have not
donermuchrin p?oviding for their protection. As T mentioned above,
we have been strengely timid in not going all out tc get an anti-
missile missile to provide an important part!bf this féquired pro-
tection.,

Thils secure second-strike nuclear force is vitel to our

safety but it is only half of the major requirement., Such a force
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d981gned to see that general war does not occur, or if it does,

that 1t w111 bg accompanleghby the sure destrbctlon of the ag-

gressor. Unde; such 01rcumstances,riortunately, it is extremely

unlikely that general atomic war will occur as a deliberate

choice of The'Gommunist 1eaderé. On thewofhér‘hand there is &

e

great 11kellqood that they will take aovqntnve of thls nuclear
. Lovre
A balancé%to resort to llmlted war, secure in the knowledge that

we will not da:e to use our own heavy nuclear weapons to repel

a limited attack,
 This éﬁomio statemate fofcoé us théu to giﬁe serious at-

tention "to our abillty to deter or wage oucoessful 11m1ted war,

" To have this Hblilty will requlre 1ncreaoed conventlonal military

* forces visiblyicapable of going to the he%p of our frionds with-

out dééffoying%them in the @rocess. Thus, modernized armies and

related sea anﬂ alr forces vested with greatly 1mnroved tactloal

and strateglc moblilty are wust as essentlal to ba]ancea security

as are the forces whlch constltute our re*allatory nuclear strike

force. The 1ack of limited war forces conatltutps a zone of criti-

oal weakness wh"ch we cannot neglect in our fascunatlon with the
terrors of general atomic war, As a matter of fact, the danger
which we run ofrthe attrition of our Wori&;wide position and of
the peacemeal loss of our frlends though limlted aggre381ons is
1“eur' more real than the danger 01 direct atomlc attack on our home-
land. No mllltary program is adequate for the securlty of our

nation which does not face these facts suuarely and made adequate

prov151on for limited war,

So much then for the two essentlal mllltary oomponents of

n



an adequate Security Program. But military adequacyGQE% not the

full measure of the sufficiency of a Security Progfam. It should

also be consistent with our overall national objectives, such as

the safeguarding of our constitutional libertieé, the promoting

of the economic welfare of 6ur people and of our friends, and the
maintenance of péace through removal of the ééuses for war. 1Is it
pogsible to meet the miiitary requiremeﬁts of security without
sacrificing at least in part, these other”objectives to which we
are pledged” '4 - o |

I believe that the harmonization of the reqairements for

DL hen,
security with the attaivment of national obiectives is indeed

- possible, provided we are wise and utilize our assets to the ful-

lest advantage. If we analyze our military requirements and set

‘clear goals and standards of sufficiency for them we can stay within

limits of manpower and dollars whiqh will not bankrupt the nation
and bring impotence to other tields of nationa7 endeavor, To sup~
port a military program of the sort we have been. discussing will
1nit1ally cost in the range of 50 to 55 billion dollars a year in
comparison W1Th the 41 bil]ion deiense budget of reoent years.
However, this sum would not exceed 10% of our Groqs National Pro~
duct and thus Would qot represent an impossible drain upon our
economy. The Manpower required for the Armed Services would in-
crease, but would remain wéll belaw the_levels mainfainéd during
the Korean confliect, 7

In compensation, the removal of priméry dependence upon
atomic weapons oI mass destruotlon Would tend to reassure our

friends and t0 strengthen our wavering allianceso The fear of an
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irresponsible blind Samson lashing out with nuclear weapons to
destroy his friends in the destruction of“his enemies would be
removed from the fevered imagination of many natlons about the
globe.év%qﬂélscardlng a strategy of M3531ve Retallatlon we would

give to our leaders in the Cold War a flex1b1e weapon for maneuver

Once we have reliable 1ong~range mlss1les and truly mobile
limited war forces it will be possible to glve up proaress1vely
many overseas military bases. We must recognlze ‘that these bases
are a frequent cause for friction between ourselves and our allies.
 war have become 1ncrea51ngly unwelcome since Khrushchev has begun

to rattle hlS mis511es and threaten to direct them upon ‘these tar-

gets. Our ground forces are somewhat more popular abroad as they
promise help Wlthout the use of atomic weepons and symbollze our

willingness to share with our friends thg;hazards of 1iv1ng uncéer

tﬁeACommunisﬁiguns.' Neversheless, they ﬁoo provide their share of

vlncidents to perturb normal relations abre

o

de The fect is that our

" overseas depioyments are very expensive nd sﬁouidibe withdrawn

as they lose mllltary Justlflcation. rﬂhe Justlflcatlon will dis-

appear when we have the 1nvulnerable 1ong~range m15511es we have

dlscussed and Army forces v131b1y able 1

o 1\.’)4,‘
of our frlends overseas. s, the Jepartment of State can reap

7moVe repldly to the aid

the many polltlcal advantages of a voluntary offer to reduce our

forces abroad '
These have been some of the thoughts whlch I wish to bring
el = g
to you to a881st in apprq1s1ng the bas1cwlssues of natlonel de-

[

fence. Fvery'01tizen has the rlght, 1noeed hes the duty, to ask
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the Government what kind of military strength it is maintaining and
what kind of security these forces Wiz?r;;giide. Before he is satis~
fied he should establish the fact that dﬁ%ﬁmilitary program is such
as to create respect for the military strength of the United States
without creating fear of its misuse. That respect should be so great
as to deter military attack on the United States and to discourage
aggression in any ares oikbup.natlona] interest. Should deterrence
fail strength should be sufficient to impose appropriate punishs
ment upon the aggressor., ©Such, I believe, is a fair statement of
the proper objective of our defense efforti;ﬁégn their form today or
as planned for the future, are fgg;e effoxts gdtz%zﬁﬁsgfito achieve
this objective? That is the question which we should repeatedly ask
and honestl§¥£éswer. If we are to survive lemg as a nation, each
d/%w by M‘ééw{(

~&¥me the answer should be an unh681 ating yes. L o tn g
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