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you said you had told Secretary McElroy that you re-

mained of the opinion that the military doctrine set

forth in paragraphs 13 and 14 of the Basic Natlonal J
Security Policy paper (Tab A) 1s rapidly outgrowing its ‘&A‘?d“"”
ucefulness and that we need to apply ourselves urgently

to finding an alternative strateglc concept. You

stated alsc that we should seek the Presldent's approval

of further study of an alternative doctrine by a small ﬂ;:fz-%

In your letter of July 23, 1958, to the Preeident,/éz

State-Defense group. You will recall that the President ¥
later gave hils approval for thils study.

when I ap»nroached Defense on this subject in early ﬁpzbwﬂ
ugust, they requested that the study be deferred until 1?55 N
the FY 1960 budget was behind them. I accordingly let W *
the matter lie dormant.

\“‘ -
The budget process 1le now drawing to a close, and ¢d/jﬁ1,

we should press ahead without further delay. My talks { \

with General Picher, Director of the Joint Staff of the bﬁf A

Jcs, and others in the Pentagon have convinced me that ‘Vmﬂﬁm.

we must take the initiative, as Defense and the Chilefls Yoo

seem to be paralyzed by inter-service differences, i v
S/P has accordingly ventured to draft "A Concept of

US Military Strategy for the 1960s™ (Tab C) to serve as

a basis of discussion wlth the Pentagon. Thils concept,

which I believe reflects views .that you have expressed

in several conversatlonz with Secretary McElroy, differs

from the current strateglc concept in the following major

respecta:

1, We
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1. We abandon the major premise of the current
concept -~ 1,e. the threat of massive nuclear retallatlon
is the primery detervent t¢ all kinds. of Communist aggree-
sion. A corollary current premise is that general war
forces are also limited war forces. Our premise 1s that
the massive retaliation threat of our general war capabil-
ity effeotively deters only major Communigt aggression,

T0 prevent limited Communis{ aggression, a separate deter-
rent gtrategy and force, specifically designed for this
purpose, 1s required. _

2. We also abandon & major thesis of the cur-
rent concept -- i.e, any substantial overt eng: _ment of
US and USSR armed forces or any substantial Scviet aggres-
sion against the RATO area would automatlcally trigger
maasive nuclear retaliation against the USSR. As you have
pointed oult, this thesis 1s bscoming less and less credi-
ble, Although not specifically stated in our paper, we
agssume the probability of a lesser US vesponse to Soviet
aggrassion which does not clearly threaten a permanent
alteration of the world halance of power against us.

3. We question the current counter~force strate
egy which provides that the primary misslon of our strate-
gic nuclear striking force is to deatroy military targets,
especially nuclear strike capahilities, in the Communist
empire, We believe that this strategy will become in-
creasingly infeamible in the dawning era of quicke-reacting
and elusive misslle weapons ayatems, Moreover, the de-
struction of many military targets would reqguire ground
bursts of very large yleld weapons with resultant heavy
fall-out, the effects of which, in addition to causing
millions of unnecessary casualties in the Communist
empire, would extend around the world, Finally, the cost
of matching the Communists misslle for missile, an inher-
ent necessity of the counter-force strategy, would in a
very few years require defense budgets substantially larger
than the much debated FY 1960 budget. You will recall thsat
the President has on a number of occaslons expressed con-
cern that we peem to be “"over-insuring” by accumulating too
many strateglc weapons systems, Qur paper, therefore, in-
¢lines toward an alternative strategy, which has many ad-
herents in the Pentagon, of striking a finite number of
control centers and power bages of the Communist empire.
Although the prime targets of this strategy ere populatlon
centers, the fall-out effects and the number of casualties
would be far leass than under a counter-force strategy as
we belleve that air bursts of many fewer weapons of much
lower yleld would suffice to accomplish the mission,

) L,  Because
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L, Because we incline to a smaller strategic
strilcing force, we place muoh greater emphasic than the
present concept on the invulnerability of the force.

5. We question s major asgumption of the cur-
rent concept ~- 1,0, nuclear weapons will be used in most
limited war situations, The fact is that whenever the
issue has arisen in the past decade, we have consistently
drawn back from using nuclear weapons in limited war situa-
tions., We helleve that we would rarely find it politically
practicable or militarily desirable to use nuclear weapons
and accordingly propose that our limited war force be able
to fight effectively without these weapons.

Since the question of cost 1s now very much to the
fore, 1t is pertinent to mention my belief that it is
reasonable to assume that the savings result from a
shift to & smeller strateglc nuolear striking force would
offset the increased costa of an effective limited war
force.

As you indicated to ths President that the preview of
the strateglo concept would be held very closaely, I have
sought clearance of this memorandum from G and C only,

Recommendation

It is recommended that you sign the attached letter
(Tab B) to Secretary McElroy transmitting the 8/PF paper
as a basis for State~Defense discussion,

Attachments:
NSC '5810/1 (Teb A)
Letter to Secretary McElroy (Tab B)

S/P Draft Paper (Tab C) \
1
Approved 5(’b l\,pi |

Diasapproved

Concurrenc —:

S/P+EGMathews : AVH
. —ZOP-SECRET—

.



jél/b S..L:u.ﬂ,g T

—TO2 SECRET | Al @ /
- ! S/’D C‘d’l—(‘-/l{ —_—
— 4-\-:‘,_1:,:1\‘:'-‘, e A J,t'- | \/ / _1:,/ / o c/‘

2 T, oo

g b Ly
J{L iﬁv\ th (1 P rw"lf\}_‘l\"ﬂ&r %(Lm/_ ‘1"/‘) r{[’s/ﬁ

AL 3
‘% b ‘. , A
et ¢

Dear Kr., Secretary: i‘f£%:%7£\¢gj;;///

I belleve the time hon coms fop our two Departments to
undertake the Joint study of our stretegic concept which you
snd I bove discussed on scveral oseaslons in the past. - This
1a, of course, releted to the Frepident's divresctive that
paragraphas 13 end 14 of use 5610/, Beale Ratiomal Security
Policy, be kept under continuling study,

In order to provide 2 point of departure for study of
the strategic concept, the Policy Plemming staff of this
Department has prepared the encloped » entitled "4 Con-
cept of US Hilitary Stratepy for the 1 "s Thin iz &
staff paper, put forward zs a bagls for disoussion, I em
myse%r reperving Judgment on this peper pending puch digw
cussion,

As I bave provicusly told you,. Y 4o not have in ning
that we phouldd make any abrupt change in our strategic concept.
I em, however, vonvinced that Af we mre to make & in
-tha next few years, we rust now Getermine the dtrsotion in
which we wish to go =nd begin €0 pave the way for tha change,

Asslstant Sooreinry Gerard ¢, Swith stands ready to
meet with your people to discusg the censlosed paper or sny
other related propogals that your Dépertment mey wish to
&dviace, I hopo that we shall be 4n & pesltion to reponrt
progrese bo the President within the next fow ocntha,

Sinceraly youra,

John Fogter Dulles

IFrelosura:
2/P Paper dated January 5, 195G

The Honorable
Mell H, MoElroy,
Secretary of Defenze.,
S/P:EGMathews s AVH
January 22, 195G D0P-SECRET
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i P
A Concept of US Military Strategy for the 1960s

I. Objectives

1. The objectives of US military strategy should be:

Primary, to deter Communist imperialism from
resort to force; and

Secondary, to deal with Communist aggression if
1¢ occurs.

We 8lso need to prevent snd halt remort to force within the
non-Communist world, We sghall be militarily prepared to
act to this end AL we have an effective strategy and capa-
bility to deal with limited Communist aggression,

IXI. Deterring Comnunipst Aggression

A. General War

2. We must deter Soviet nuclear attack on the US and
other major Communist aggression which would threaten a
permanent alteration of the world balance of power against
ugs, Although we must have active and pasasive defenslve
cgpabilities to reduce the disastrous effects of a Joviet
nuclear attack and should undertake preparatory measures
to facllitate natlonal recovery after attack, the primary
component of our general war deterrent is our strategic
nuclear striking force,

3. If our deterrent 1s to be effective, the Commu~
nists nmust be ccnvinced that retaliatlion will be ineviteble.
Thig reguires that our strategic striking force be rela~
tively invulnerzble, As the 1"SR will know the location
of most fixed installations {..r bases, missile gites,
ete,) in the non-Communist world, mobility and elusiveness
are among the quallties we should emphaslze 1n the further
developrent of our striking force.

4, A relatively invulmerable US strategic striking
force would make Ampracticable & pre-emptive Sovlet nuclear
attack to disarm us. It would also reduce the risk of war

by
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by mlsadventure as we would not have to react instantaneously
to an ambiguous threat of major Communist aggreaslon; we
would have time to verify the threat; we might alao have
time for maneuver. S

5, The Communists must alsc be convinced that our
strategic striking force ocould Inflict a scale of damage
that would be fatal to the structure of thelr empire. It
may not be necessary that we be able to destroy most Commu-
nist military targeta, with the side effect of killing most
of the Communist peoples. It may be sufflclent to have a
known capebility to desbroiithe_imperial control centers
and power bases. A capability so designed would be more
acceptable to our allies and the uncormitted peoples than
s ocounter-force capability with its attendant danger of
severe fall-out effects extendéing arocund the world,

B, Overt Limited Agpresslilon

6. We must deter a wilde range of possible overt limited
aggressions by Communist lmperimlism., This kind of Communist
aggression can best be dsterred by further development of our
present strategy of forwerd defense,

7. We should continue to encourage states on the
periphery of the Commnist empire to maintaln armed forces
commensurate with their sconomic capacity, Where the threat
15 great and the will to resist strong, but the indigenous
economy weak, we should, am we have in the pest, provide
appropriate assistance upon request Yo enable the endangered
atate to maintain forcee at least capable of harassing and
delsying a Communist invasion,

'8, We should also comtinue to encourage those few non-
Communist states that have the requisite military experlence,
manpower and economic capeelty to develop armed forces that
could be made avellable outside their national territory for
collective defense., We should where necessary provide mill~
tary aid to this end.

9. The US will have to provide the major supporting
force at 811 points on the perdphery of the Communist emplre,
For us, the essence of a strategy of forward defense 1s speed
of reaction,

10, Our
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10. Our deterrent limited war force should, therefore,
be highly moblle and so deployed as to be able to react
quickly in any part of the world, It should comprise a
balanced and flexible combination of ground, sea and ailr
pover. In view of the growing difficulty of maintaining
forelgn bases, much of this foroe may have to be gea-borne
in the 196Cs, Its training should enable it Lo perform
effectively in conJunction with widely varied local forces
and 1n all types of terrain and climate.

1l. The force should have nuclear capabilities hut
should be able to fight effectively without using those
capabllities,

12, Such a US 1limited war force would give the nations
under the threat of nvert Communist limited aggression greater
cogiidence than they now have in their security and defensi-
bility. '

€. Indirect Aggression

13. We must deter Communlst imperialiem from indirect
aggression -- covert resort to force. We should continue
to encourage and where necessary assli 5 all egtates cutslde . -
the Communist empire to malntain the effective internal
securdty forces and procedures which constitute the firs.
line of defense agailnst Communlst indirect aggression,
While this function can normally be left to police forces,
the megnitude of the threat of indirect aggression to states
on the periphery of the Communist empire requires that the
tralning of thelr military forces include preparation for
internal security duties,

14, Indigenous e.iorts to deter covert Communist re-
sort to force should be reinforced by a readily available
US limited war force as described in paragraphs 10 and 11,
This is particularly important for the peripheral non-
Communipt statea where the proximity of Communiat military
power, unless offset by the evident, prompt availability of
US power, tends to sap the courage of non-Communists and to
feed the aggressiveness of Communists.

III. Dealing with Communist Agpression

15. General War, Given & relatively invulnerable US
strategic nuclear striking force with a known capability
to inflict e scale of damage that would »~ fatal to the
structure of the Communist empire, it 1 1y unlikely that

the
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the Communipts would venture major aggression which would
risk bringing that force into mction, If they did, the
relative invulnerability of our force would enable us to
tallor our response to the character of the aggression.
At the maximum, we should employ the full power of our
force to destroy the structure of the Communist empire,

16, Limited Aggression. Our military response to
Communist limited aggression, overt or covert, should deny
the obJectives of the mggression in a menner least likely
to lead to a large expansion of the scope and intensity of
the hostllities,
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