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A B~UEPRINT O~ NATIONAL SECURITY 

California Institute of Technology 
October 12, 1960. 

President ~ Bridge has done  me a great honor in asking 

me to lead off this series of lectures dealing with national 

policy and international relations. My only regret is that I 

cannot take part as a listener in the subsequent lectures and 

seminars, for I am sure that much profit will derive from the 

contributions of so mamy speakers of broad and differimg ex- 

perience • 

I have tagged my remarks to-night with the title " A Blue- 

print for National Security" and will stay within the context 

of a broad outline of the orientation which I feel should be 

given to our defense efforts. In concentratimg on this defense 

topic, I recognize that soldiers and ex-soldiers are suspected - 

not without cause -- of viewir~ all the world's problems in terms 

of their solution by military force. ~ Y ,  

that this first lecture deals with military security may suggest 

~-~ b=~ ~ ......... ~=~. ~~. _-~-.t_~ the mil~itary element of mational policy, 

and -.hould b= rcgar~od ~_~ h~v!~g ~ " " . Per- 

sonally,~ard^stremg national defense as an indispensable 

element of A policy, brat not am end in itself. The very word, 

security, like safety, conveys a defensive, negative thought 

whereas national policy should be a blen&img of dymamic forces 

directed at the attaimme~t of the ultimate objectives of the ~ 

• ,,,..,---.,-,,,-~ o,'. , . , ~ r  ~ "= =~t-r~ t "~  
• " y. The umresolved problem so far has been to 

. . . . . .  i 4 
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effect this blending of • dissimilar fe~s in ~ a t e  

way to utilize all of' e~Lr a~sets to the best effect ~ c h -  

The failure ef our policy-maklmg machinery in this res- 

pect is now being recognized in many quarters. A conspicuous 

effortto appraise the problem is being made by Senator Jackson's 

Sub-committee on National Policy Machinery which has accumulated 

an impressive volume of testimony from witnesses representing 

many fields of competence. However, just as we are doimg to- 

night, the inquiry appears to be placing primary emphasis on an 

examination of the ~^~ ...... of i machinery for 

making and executing security policy. 

This Senatorial appraisal will undoubtedly make a signa~! 

contribution if it pr2~duces useful suggestions for improvement 

in this one important field of security. But the question still 

~ a s  to whether we can plan effectively for our security 

without first reaching agreement on overall national objectives 

and the~strategy for attaining themo These important prelimi- 

naries eertaimly appearnecessary if we are to fit military 

policy into proper relation with other andequallyimportant 

aspects of national policy. 
i 

But the fact is that we have ne agreed national goals to 

guide our plamming. Although most of us have an instinctive 

concept of what the U.S. stands for, except for the writings of 

Founding Fathers, there is little recorded guidance as to where 

we are headed as a nation. It was in recognition of this omis- 

that the President's Committee on National Goals sion, I presume, 



was established some months ago with the mission ef g~mg / 

e ~ e  the goals which the nation does or should pur- 

sue. I am told that t h e  Committee will submit its report at 

the end of this year. If thSs study results in establishing 

ultimat~ goal~ the N.S.C~ill forth e first t~ ha/an 

/ - / ..... +/~ +~ formulation 6f a rational na- 
ade~te ~/~r~Img p o ~ n ~  ~ . . . .  

t~6nal st/rat egy. 

But, if all these prelimimaries a~e oo~_to effective 

security plannimg, it raises the question of whether we can 

await upon them. I do not believe that we can. The require- 

ments of security ~inexorably upon us now for immediate re- 

solution. The werldl~is~c~~gi~g fast and to our disadvantage. 

j>~ ..... ~ ~ .... Among the changes which I have in mind is our loss to the 
f ~ / ~ ' ~ ' ~  '~ '~  ~ . .+  

.......... Soviets of the lea~ in many important military and scientific 

fields. Not so lomg ago, in our national planning we assign- 

ed top priority ~f our efforts to the maintenance of techno- 

logical superiority ever the Soviets. ~~~s we have assmmed 

our ability to stay ahead in war-makimg stremgth, particularly 

in the ~aemm~--w~ field. I think the records show, gentlemen, 

that in many respects we have lost our lead in these fields and 

how has it come about? The Soviets have simply devoted re- 

latively greater efforts th~ we to their military forces and 

to their research efforts, ann in so doing they have shown care- 

ful selectivity in usimg their resources. Although they are a 

nation~;with a Gross National Product less than half of our own 

and although their standard of living has been estimated at 

about one-third of ours, they have been spending at least as 
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much as we on milita And they have more to show 

for their work in the ~where they have concentrated their 

efforts. Reasonably certain that we would not use our prepon- 

derant bomber strength in a first strike, they deliberately de- 

clined to try to match us in bombers and threw their efforts 

into missiles instead. They leapfrogged into the missile 

lead andavoided expending large resources on obsolescent man- 

ned aircraft. Thus, at the start of this decade, they are 

achieving, if they have not already achieved, equality with 

us in deliverable destructive power. But the significant point 

is that their delivery means will be primarily the missile, 

where~s ours for a~m~g time will be primarily the bomber. 

As a consequenceof this Soviet progress in atomic weapons 

and long-range missiles, it makes no sense for the United States 

to continue to place major reliance for maintaining the peace~n 

weapons of massive destruction. During the time that we had a 

substantial superiority in atomic weapons and delivery means, 

many of our leaders felt confident that our possession 0£ these 

weapons would allow us to police the world, that by their use 

or even the threat el their use we could impose a Pax Americana. 

Yet evemin this period of vir~aal monopoly, we se~ a 

proliferation ef limited wars and many instances of Communist 

aggression which our atomic superiority was unable to prevent. 

Now in 1960 the ~ Soviets have just as good atomic weapons as we 

and in all probabilitytheir means of delivery will soon be 
L 

better than ours. They have developed a strong air defense 

for the Russian homeland as well as ~ shelters for the 

civilian population. By these latter measures, they are creating 
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an effective defense tendimg te neutralize ourbomBer strength 

while they build a pewerful offensiv~ missile force fer which 

the United States has no defense. 

As a consequence, the United States' superiority in man- 

ned bombers is a dwindlimg asset. Our planes are expesed te 

surprise missile attack en fixed air Bases known to the enemy. 

The effect ef their nmmerieal superiority steadily diminishes 

with their increasimg vulnerability. Nevertheless today, I 

would say that while the Soviets in a first strike eould damage 

our re taliatery force s seriously 'A surprise at tack eeuld hardly 

hepe te prevent eur forces from respendimg with a powerful re- 

taliatory Blew. In ether words, the Soviets de not have today 

a reliable first-strike capability. Thus, it appears unlikely 

at this mement that the Soviets would deliberately embark on 

general atemie war - the atomic stand-off is still with use 

This consideration of strategle nuclear forces, hewever, 

is only half ef the defense problem. The other half relates 

to the se-called limited war or conventional ~orces available 

to the respective power blecs. Here the situation is vastly 

different. The United States a~d its allies have deliberately 

accepted inferiority in conventional ground forces an~ their 

supportimg servlees. They have adopted the defeatist attitude 

that Communist manpower caunet Be met on the ~round and hence 

we must rely upem weapons of mass destructien. Actually, this 

inevitable inferierity in manpower is a myth, but it is one 

~hich has been carefully fostere~ and perpetuated. We have 

acre& as if it were true and ~allowed our ground forces to 
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dwindle. While the ratio of 175 Soviet divisions, the strength 

of their Army, to 14 American divisions, the strength of ou~ is 

hardly a true measure of relative ground strength, nonetheless, 

it is suggestive of the relative effort and attention paid to 

that kind of military strength which is essential to cope with 

situations short of general atomic war. And in an atomic stale- 

mate, that is the form of warfare most likely to occur. 

It is considerations such as these which lead me to feel 

that there is~an urgent need to reappraise our strategy w~th- 

e ~ Y  and recast our military policy in the light of the 

ne -- 

• ~ ~ ~ h ~ a ~ e t ~ f  more specific guiaance 
~&~-must be done- ~ ~ ~ ..... . L 

~ - ~ ~-- ~ ~ ~veni~ te develop the ~ueprln~ 
~ ~  from on high. Le~ ~re ~ry ~a~ ~ ~. ~/~ ~ ~ ~c~~ 

r J ,  • 

/"~ oZ a revlsea a~ 

~ ~ d l e s s  of what political and economic goals our govern- 

ment may pursue, we can without hesitation set the goal of an 

adequate military program as the maintenance of peace. Deter- 

rence of war has always been the accepted purpose of our defense 

efforts but)for too lemg a time it was assumed that readiness 

for a general atomic war would not only deter the big war but 

the little ones as well. I heard that argument seriously ad- 

vanced in the Pentagon as late as 1958 in spite of its clear 

implausibility in the light of the Soviet progress in atomic 

~ ~  ....... oe. Nonetheless this 
weapons and the advent ef~mu~ual ae~er±~ ' ~ .  

fallacious argument accounts in a measure for our^lag in limited 

war capability~w 
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The military program must also take into account the con- 

tinuing threat of the cold war conducted by the Communist Bloc 

against the U.S. and its friends. It required little reflection 

to appreciate that our cause may be lost in the cold war just as 

surely as in a "hot" one if we allow Soviet intrigue, cajolery 

and threats to undermine our will to resist and to sap~th e con- 

fidence of our Allies in us and in themselves. This cold war 

must be won and the military program should be such as to con- 

tribute to the victory. While military strength in being will 

be an important part of this contribution, the nature of the 

U.S. military strategy ~d the kinds of weapons with which we 

arm our forces can also exert a great influence In~winning, ~ f~ 

In plannimg for our security we must not forget the 

economic facts of life and assume unlimited resources for the 

military program~ It will compete with many other national pro- 

grams directed at goals other than security and, hence, must 

-~ ~ ~ t  withstand the hard scrutiny of the fiscal peweTs he govern- 

ment. It can do se only if it is based on verifiable military 

requirements with a demonstrable relation to the deterrence or 

winning of war -i~ool~, limited or generalo 

In summary, by making a few common sense assumptions which 

will be valid umder any set of national goals, I feel that 

security planning can proceed with reasonable assurance el 

being pointed in the right direction~even in the absence of more 

..... J refined guidanceo 



After a decision has been taken to proceed from t ~ -  

base of departure, it becomes largely a professional 

military matter to the outline of a military program 

which will provide guidance to the Armed Forces in developing 

a proper set ef fighting forces and i~r~r~ ±h~ ~ ~ -  

w ~  the defense budget to support these forces. To be 

consistent with the substance of ~e precedimg discussion, 

such a program should make provision for the following elements: 

a) A~ invulnerable, long-range missile force with a 

second-strike capability, i.e., the ability tc in- 

flict crippling damage on an enemy even after absorb- 

ing a surprise nuclear attacko 

b) Adequate and properly equipped mobile forces tc cope 

with limited war, i.e., conflicts short of general 

atomic war between the two nuclear power blocs. 

c) An effective system ef alliances. 

d) Procedures for assuring the most effective use of the 

f ~ l  resources committed to the program. 

To show why these elements are necessary, let me d~e~ss 

~ i n  order: 

The purpose ef cur preparationsfer general atomic war is 

to assure that me smeh war will ever be fought. This purpose 

can be achieved provided there is an approximate balance ef des- 

tructive capability between the two power blocs which makes the 

deliberate choice ef general atomic war unthimkable~either 

side. We have such a balance today but it has begun to incline 

in favor of the Soviets because ef our lag in developing a re- 

liable, protected missile system. Consequently, the security 

program which we are designimg must stress as a matter of 



urgency the achievement ef s~ch a system to restore the equi- 

librium which is being lost. To do this task, our strategic 

missiles must imelude~~hei reharacteristics reliability, 

immediate readiness for launching, and protection from surprise 

attack. ~ ~ S ~ L ~  ~ ~ ~ 4 ~  ~ ~ ~ ~  

Reliability in a missile c~be obtained only after the 

patient, prolonged elimimation ~innumerable mechamlcal "bugs". 

Under the pressure to close the/missile gap as fast as possible 
I 

I 
we have often had atendeney t#declare operational, missiles 

which are far from having pro~bd reliability. In former old- 

fashioned days, a new field a tillery piece was test-fired with 

hundreds of rounds of servio ammunition before being considered 

operational and ready to be 

after a few launchings, opt 

is quite usual to proclaim 

plicated missile carrying 

If their records were ful~ 

judgment many of our eurr 

~ut in the hands of troops. Now, 

mistically termed successful, it 

~peraticnal a new, enormously com- 

the life of a city in its war head. 

y known, I doubt that by disinterested 

nt missiles woul~ be considered suf- 

ficiently tested to dese~re the ratimg of reliable. A few press 

notices of successful f~imgs ! are not to be confused with the 
! 

attainment of a traly ~liable missile system. 
! 

The necessary r~diness for prompt launching requires mis- 

_ siles of the solid propellant type. All of our presently opera 

tional long-range mi2siles use a liquid propellant sad requlre 
! 

hours of preparatio~ before launchimg. However, the next gene- 
! 

ration, such as th~ Minuteman, Polaris and Pershing missiles, 
/ 

are designed to u~e a solid propellant. 
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To have pro~cu,u~ 

siles need the attrib~.~ 

concealment a~a harde~ 

protective cover of s~a 

which the Nike-ZeuS a 

n against surpris 

L . Major ~c~ 

attack, cur new mis- 

combination - of mobility, 

areas should have the 

~ -missile defense such as that 

[le missile would afford. To avoid 

the needless destruction~nters of population, all launching 

sites she uld~ be far re~ved from our cities. The polaris sub- 

marine-launched reissue when operational will have all of these 

characteristics o/mobility and c~cealment whereas our present 

land-launched ~perational missiles ~resently do not. 

~nile we are often inclined to stress numbers in our efforts 

to close the missile gap, we usually fail to recognize the~m~- 

of the elements of a ,second strike" missile 

system. Actually a few hundred reliable long-ra~e missiles 

are all we need f@r&cf~n~ ~ur~c~s, provide~ they are invul- 

nerable to surprise attack. While complete invulnerability will 

mever be attained, if we employ all ensive measures m~- 

+~iaue~-~ve in intelligent combination, there can be a reason- 

able expectation of having enough missiles to survive a surprise 

-'~.~-~-. blow in 
attack smd~ still~-~zg able to strike a cripplimg 

retaliation. That is to say, we will have achieved a second-- 

strike capability. 
One can hardly overstress the need for an antimissile mis- 

sile for the tight ~efense of a limited number of vital areas. 

In an emergemey, such a weapon would allow us to hold our re- 

taliatory fire until we were sure that we were truly under hos- 

tile attack, secure in the knowledge that most of our protected 

missiles could still get off the ground and on to~rget. The 

umited States has been woefully remiss in not pressing the pro- 
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duction of the "Nike-Zeus~ missile in order to obtain this 

critical advantage. We may expect any day to find that the 

USSR has beaten us to such a weapon, and has thus ~ 

~more the~tability which we are seekimgto~ the op- 

posing nuclear d ~ t  systems. 

The second element of our security program, adequate a~d 

properly equipped i!mobile forces to copewith limited war, is 

of equal importance wi~h the invulnerable, atomic missile 
iii? I 

force. Unless we find reason to believe that Communism has re- 

nounced the use of all forms of military force to achieve its 

ends, the need for such a mobile force increases as the danger 

of deliberately plamned gemaral atomic war recedes~bo~fcro cur 

~ r ~ o ~ n e ~  ~n ~ I ~  ~ .  But, despite the clear 

evidence of the rising incidence of limited war, the United 

States has deliberately restrained the development of "adequate 

and properly equipped mobile forces" in order te pay the ever 

increasi~ cost of general war weapoms. 

Our weakness in this field of limited war has been obscured 

by the fact that there has mever been anagreed procedure for 

determining what forces are needed for ~limited war purposes - 

indeed, within the Joint Chiefs ef Staff there has been a posi- 

tive resistance tc studies designed to make such a determina- 

tion. Although we have umdertaken military commitments to more 

than 40 nations, we have never established a procedure for veri- 

fyimg that our military capabilities have a reasonable chance 

of meeting these obligations if they fall due. 

Apart from the question of their size, the modernization of 

the qequipment of limited war forces has lagged becuase of inade- 



quate fiscal prpvisiens. The Army's financial requirement for 

modernizing its equipment has been estimated at about 3 billion 

dollars a year for five years. There is a corresponding bill 

for the modernization of those portions of the Air Force, Navy 

and Marines whida could be used in limited war. No such funds 

have been forthcoming. As it is, the Army is still equipped 

largely with World War II equipment and has not been able to 

afford the means for the improved ground and air mobility ob- 

tainable from equipment now available for production. Nor has 

any great sense of urgency been shown in pushing the production 

of very low yield atomic weapons which are the only atomic 

weapons with a likelihood of use in limited war. 

While there is much to be desired to improve the tactical 

mobility of our limited war forces, it ~is in the field of 

strategic air lift that we need to make a major effort. At 

present, our available aircraft for that purpose are obsolete, 

inadequate in numbers and unprepared to move significant num- 

bers of troops on short notice. 

Our security planners will have to give much thought to 

this need for strategic mobility for limited war forces. They 

will have to reconcile the considerable cost of a replacement 

program for obsolete ~ transport aircraf~with the financial de- 

mands of other parts of~ program. They may well conclude that 

the stockpilimg cf heavy military equipment in certain strategic 

points about the wcrla will promote both economy and rapidityo~f 

military reactiono 

The United Stat~S since World War II has come to recognize 

the global nalnre of e~r security problems and the consequent 



nee~ for effective allies joined to us by common goals and in- 

terests. We have lomg since abandoned the idea of going it alone 

in the face of the threat of the World Communist Bloc. An ade- 

quate security program, then, should have the collateral effect 

of strengthening our alliances, reducing the causes for disagree- 

ment and division amemg our friends and enhancing their confi- 

dence in us and in themselves. 

To achieve these results, we need to make our military com- 

mitments to our allies only after careful thought, but then in 

unambiguous language. A vague promise to help "in accordance with 

our constitutional provisions" or similar terms is not very en- 

couraging to a country iiving on the Communist periphery thousands 

of miles from the United States. Bat even explicit promises will 

not suffice unless the military preparations of the United States 
t i 

show clearly an ability to come quickly/with help of a sort 

whichwill save but net destroy. This fact is an additional 

reason for the "adequate and properly armed" mobile forces which 

our security planners have placed high on their priority list. 

~Preperly armed" from the point of view of threatened allies 

means without dependence on the use of atomic weapons, particular- 

ly without dependence mpon those with an indiscriminate capacity 

for mass destruetio~ th~ ~ffect ~f which i~ en~t~mpS4~t~en 

~e~%h~5 ..... ~ ~e. 

Thus, a prerequisite for our limited war forces is an ability 

for prolonged combat without the use ef atomic weapons. 

The self-coTdence o~our alli 7 will de pend~pon their 

ability to defe~ themsel/v~ at le~ long eno~n~r our help 

to arrive. T~4 primary purpose of/military aid ~ programs should 



be to ~o~i~e t~e ~e~o establish t~f oel~ oo~i~ve° Our 

there will never~ enough to go a#ound for all a~aimants. 

In seeking to strengthen our alliances, the security plan- 

ners will recognize that a frequent cause forfriotion between us 

and our allies is the presence of U.S. bases and garrisons on 

their soil. Particularly, bomber and missile bases for use in 

general atomic war are increasingly t~uwelcome as Khrushchev rat- 

tlea~him missiles and threatens to direct them against these 

targets among our friends. U.S. ground forces are somewhat mere 

popular abroad as they promise the help of conventional weapons 

and afford day-to-day evidence of our willingness to share with 

our friends the hazards of living under the Communist guns. Never- 

theless, they too provide their share of local incidents to per- 

turb normal relations abroad. The fact is that all of our ever- 

seas deployments are very expensive and should be progressively 

reduced and withdrawn as they lose military justification. 

As a matteref policy, our security program should re-- 

quire an a~nual review of the overseas bases and a defense of 

their continued necessity by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. As our 

long-range missiles based in the United States and at sea achieve 

reliability, the need for overseas bases for bombers and missiles 

tends to disappear. ~Ikewise, when we have limited war forces 

properly trained and equipped for rapid strategic movement, the 

need for overseas garrisons at present levels of strength will 

diminish. ~r policy en this subject should be clearly and openly 



stated and the withdrawals of forces effectedas voluntary acts 

well in advance of the development of local pressures. 

Up to this point we have tried to determine the proper 

nature of our own military preparations and to find ways and 

means of strengthening o a n c e s b ~ n s .  Now we 

are obliged to consider the fi~~l~k--whi~h our program~l 

r ~  in terms of the defense budget. Here we run afoul of 

the long-standing defects in our traditional way of formulating 

this budget. 

The fact is that up to now it has been very difficult to 

find out what kind of defense the U.S. has been buyi~because 

of the way in which the defense budget is constructed. In spite 

of the ~act that modern war is no longer fought in terms of a 

separate Army, Navy ~d Air Force, we still budget . . . .  

these servic~.t~s. Yet if we were called upon to fight, we 

would not be interested in the services as such. We would be 

interested rather in task forces, those combinations o~Army, 

Navy and Air Force which are functional in nature, such as the 

atomic retaliatory forces, overseas deployments, continental air 

defense forces, limited war expeditionary forces and the like. 

But the point is that we do not keep our budget in these terms. 

Hence, it is net an exaggeration to say that we do not know what 

kind and hew much defense we are buying with any specific budget. 

Net only we do net know wha~ mar ~ 1 ~ t ~ y ~ e  will 

~e in the future~we usually are umaware of our actual strength 

in beimg at any present memento We might expect some such ap- 

praisal of current war-making capacity to be a routine act of 

the executive branch-but it is not. Although we have undertaken 



political commitments to many nations, all of which carry serious 

military implications, there is no accepted procedure for evaluat- 

i~ military strength in being in relation to ~ligations. Ne 

lack a system of politico-military bookkeeping to assure that com- 

mitments and capabilities are kept im balance. 

I am aware that arms control will be an importamt subject 

in later discussions here. Without getting into the ~~oof 

the important topic, I would point out how impoTtant it is~for 

us to knew what our commitments are and what our military strength 

is in relation to these commitments ~ore we stA~ ~ ~ ,  

~ ess we kmow, for example, what is the minimum missile force~~ 
/ 

w~th a second-strike capabilit~Swe are hardly ready to start re- 

ducing strategic missiles. Unless we have a pretty definite idea 

of the^capability of available limited war forces, it is an act 

of blindmess to impose limitations upon them. I make these points 

not as objectioms to arms reductions but as an additional argu- 

ment for the need of a more rational defense program which es- 

tablishes how much is e~ough in the Various operational categories 

of forces. 

We have now come to the point where we should try to pull 

together the substamce ef our talk up to now and produce that 

~lueprint of national security which we have taken as ~u objective. 

a ~  the kind of forces we need and the strategy to 

guide their uses 

a) The Armed Forces of the United States will be so or- 

ganized and trained as to have the capability of deterring 



a general atomic attack on the United States and cf deal- 

img a cripplimg second strike against the aggressor if 

deterrence fails. The weapons system for retaliation 

will consist primarily of lcmg-range missiles with atomic 

war heads, firing from mobile er secu~ positions removed 

from important friendly targets. To add to its deterrent 

effect as well as tc its capability of survival, the sys- 

tem will be provided with an active air and antimissile 

defense. 

b) 0oncurrently and with equal priority of effort, the Armed 

Forces of the Umlted States will be so organized and 

trained as te have the capability ~ Sustained combat 

on the ground and at sea, placing primary reliance on the 

use Of non-atomlc weapons. These fcrces will have stra- 

tegic and tactical mobility to permit prompt and timely 

intervention in any area of vltal U.S. interest. 

The rolesla~d missions of the military services will.be 

c) redefin~ to fix cleafy servic~respe~bility f~the 

organ~atien, equip~nt-~raini~°fthef~cesre- 

quir@d u~der subparagraphs a) and b) aboveo 

"To support therfe~goimg forces the Department of Defense 

may plan upon reoeivimg am annual sum approximating 10% of the 

Gross National Predmct. Per mid-range fiscal planning, it will 

submit to the President annually a five-year military program for 

overall approval. This program will ~efine and justify goals for 

all categeriesefeperational ~ereeslrequired in this period. 

These goals will bebased upon the estimated military threat and 



the extent of the political commitments of the United States 

which have military implications. The Department of Defense will 

justify its annual budget in terms of operational forces required 

to meet the aproved force goals. 

"It is the policy of the U.S. to continue to furnish 

military aid to allies on a selective basis related to the stra- 

tegic requirements of the common defense. As its strategic mis- 

sile force grows and the strategic mobility ef its limited war 

forces increases, in consultation with its allies, the U.S. will 

progressively reduce its overseas bases and deployments. 

"The Secretary of State a~d the Secretary of Defense will 

make an annual report to the President on the adequacy of the 

military forces in Being in relation to the current military 

threat and to the current commitments which may require the use 

of military forces for their fulfillment." 

At first reading~ the foregoing prose may not seem par- 

ticularly significant but it actually contains much of substance. 

Buttressed by supplementary decisions on such matters as the con- 

ditions for the use of atomic and chemical weapons, civil defense 

and the levels of reserves in ~ men and material to be maintained, such 

an outline~ directive should produce with maximum economy the 

~ ~ s  which we have determined to be needed - a compact, invul- 

nerable missile~ferce, modernized mobile limited war forces, and 

the support of effeoti~eallies. It would implement a strategy 

providinga flexible response to many forms of military threat. 

It would lay adequate stress on the protective elements of the 

strategicmissile force, ~ Y  ~- ~ pr ~ ~ ts 

o~ th~ -~ ~^~ ~ - ~  ~^ particularly on the need for the 

early production of the Nike-Zeus antimissile missile. It would 



leave no doubt as to the importamce e~ preparing for limited war 

without reliance on the mse of atomic weapons. 

The directive would help security planning by giving some 

idea to the Department of Defense of the availability of funds 

to anticipate. With such an indication in terms of a percentage 

of the Gross National Product, it would be possible for the 

Department of Defense to produce a mid-range defense plan for 

the guidance of the military services. 

The proposed directive imposes on the military services 

a requirement toobtain approval of force goals in terms of 

operational functions. These goals would take into account the 

estimated military threat and the extent of the political commit- 

ments of the United States which have military implications. The 

annual defense budget would then be justified in relation to the 

military forces required to meet the goals. A joint review by 

the Secretaries of State and Defense to verify that military 

forces in being are consistent with current commitments would 

become an annual event on the calendar of the National Security 

Councilo 

Thus I hope, the implementing actions flowing from such a 

directive would even~lly produce forcesappropriate to our 

military needs and capable of supporting the attainment of those 

national objectives which depend upon our military strength. Such 

forces would not rely on ~ny one weapcms system but would permit 

a strategy of ~lexible Response offering manyalternatives to the 

civilian leadership. ~ost important of all, the building of 

those forces would get u~der way without further delay in awaiting 

better guidance and mere sophisticated procedures. Once in be- 

ing, they would go far toassure that respect for the military 
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power ef the United States which is indispensable for the long- 

~e~maintenance of the peace. 

MDT/smf 
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