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LtCol J. F. Donahoe, Jr.
# RECENTLY, THERE HAS BEEN EVI-
dence of the beginnings of another
“great debate” in relation o na-
tional defense. Such debates are no
novelty, but rather a healthy aspect
of the form ol government that re-
lies upon the public forum instead
ol the sccret chamber in shaping
the affairs of state. In the area of
national defense, for example, the
years of 1946 and 1947 witnessed the
unification debate which culminated
in the National Security Act that,
with subsequent madifications, gave
us the present Department of De-
fense. The public press dubbed
1949 delense debate the “Revole of
the Admirals” and called one in the
spring of 1956 the “Revolt of the
Colonels.”  Shortly thereafter, a
Senate sub-committee investigated
the adequacy of Defense Depart-
ment planning and procurement in
development of the Strategic Air
Command.

Indications are that new debate
may he centered on even more basic

than those ol size, 1oley
and missions which have been the
previous local points, but that ele.
ments ol cach previous debate will
be present. A new coneept s e
ported under discussion which con
templates replacing men with the
instruments of war to the extem
that over-all armed forces sucn;.,lh
may be reduced as much as
cent by 1960, Ju is linked 10 the
present capability lor massive e
taliation embodied in the SACS B
52, and it envisions the obsolescence
ol this lormidable weapon as the
ICBM becomes a reality. It furthe
assumes  that  withdrawal of US
troops from loreign lands will be
accelerated as other more efficient
atomic and thermonuclear WeApOI
become operational.

Along with weapons progress, the
development of nuclear power has
heen demonstrated by the nuclear
powered  submarine  Nawtilus  in
steaming 50,000 miles without re
fueling. It that s possible,  how
would nudear power plants change
the operational capability ol surface
craft—both combatant and logistics
Propulsion should bhe equally elfec
tive and, therefore, a far more
mobile fleet could be evolved s
dependence upon the supply train
is lessened, if not climinated. The
concept of the fast carrier striking
force is enhanced in direct propor
tion to its increase in mobility —
the ideal for which such a force
strives.

Naturally, the employment of
nuclear weapons by all of thee
delivery systems (B-52, TCBM and
carrier forces) is to be inferred. 50
also is |(with greater aircraft and
guided 1‘1issile ranges and the greater
fleet mobility) a withdrawal of 'S
forces to “Fortress America’—mne
name given to this proposal.
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{he “Foruess America’ idea has

appeated in various forms during
the vears of US development as a
wotld power. It has found favor
hecause the basic sympathies ol a
large segment of  our population
huve taditionally been isolationist.
For exammple, President Woodrow
Wilson learned this as he attempted
to fond support for US participation
in the League of Nations alter WW
I only o be repudiated by the
Congress. (Certain historians point
to this withdrawal as a significan
cmtiibution o the beginnings of
WAW 1) And, both the late Senator
Robert Taft and ex-President Her-
bert Hoover again recommended
such o move as recently as 1952
With the new ranges and greater
rmobility, it might well be argued
we do not become isolationists by
rettacting our forces into a “Fortress
Vimerica” We can move rapidly and
retaliate massively with weapons and
at a time and place of our own
choosing. Mititarily, the concept of
“Forrres. Nmerica” bs osound. It
peimits  concentration  of - forees
mainhy within the continental US,
and such concentration is militarily
far more desirable than “piccemeal”
deployment in a ring of contaimnent
surtounding the Communist world.
Too, this concentration has as ity
corollany “economy of force,” and i
significant reduction in size becomes
[easible. Thus, the published fea-
tures of the “Fortress America” con-
cept. In this concept, cach NATO
nation becomes responsible for it
own defense and the present U'S
forces on the ground will be re

placed by the nation’s own troops.
Our great nuclear power becomes
their main support.

While this may  be  militarily
sound, there are certain blind spots
m such a concept. It is held that
modern war (and the present “cold
war” iy evidence) is not only mili-
tary, but also diplomatic, psycho-
logical and cconomic in nature. In
fact, military action is usually with-
held until the other phases have
been fully exploited. The co-ordi-
nated employment of the non-mili-
tary phases with the threat, or use,
ol military power ol a nation is
termed national strategy.  National
strategy  supports national  policy.
National policy is the guideline for
courses of action to attain ends that
further a nation's own best interests,

The question becomes, therelore,
in the present world situation, is
the US military evacuation of NA-
TO nations under consideration
sound from the standpoints of na-
tional policy and national strategy,
incdluding  possible military action?

Unless modified, or unless unpub-
licized  features ave  present, the
ansuwer 1s: “No!”

It is the intent, here, to present
conditions under which such a pro-
posal, somewhat modified, might be
sound; and, in broad terms, to
discuss methods for implementation,
using modern technology to the ut-
most, yet still keeping faith with the
ideals of western ctvilization. It is
basic to these suggestions that our
national policy must foster and en-
hance these western ideals because
their world-wide acceptance is in

our own best interests.

Turn back the clock to WW 1L
A world watched Hitler, in quest
of Lebensraum, expand  Germany
into a vast FEuropean Nazi state
through bloodless conquest until he
attacked Poland. France and Eng-
land declared war, but it was called
a “phony war” because they did not
have the capability to interfere with
Hitler's plan.  After Poland was
conquered, Hitler occupied Norway,
then turned west and south; France
and the Low Countries fell; the
British got out by the skin of their
teeth from Dunkirk and 4 years
were needed to prepare the mighti-
est war machine the world had ever
seen to reclaim the nations that had
thus been lost. Hitler's success, mili-
tarily, has been credited, on one
hand, to his audacity and the el-
fectiveness of a completely rebuilt
war machine; and, on the other
hand, to his realization that eflective
co-operation would not exist among
the threatened nations and that
piccemeal aggrandizement of terri-
tory would bhe possible. In short,
he employed force and the threat of
force boldly in a succession of mili-
tary vacuums and ncarly achieved
his objective.

Today the potential enemy is not
Hitler, but Russia. Whether we call
it “cold war” or “competitive co-
existence” we are in a struggle
(bloodless, at present) with Russia.
This struggle is one between two
great groups of pations with the
widest possible divergence in cul-
tures and ideals. Our economic
supremacy and our national re-

A military capability for nuclear warfare alone jeopardizes the ideals it is designed to protect.

We must exploit the mobility of the balanced fleet with its inherent landing elements
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sources have thrust upon us the
leadership of the Western nations—
nations that, in general, believe in
the ideals expressed in our own
Constitution; in the inherent dignity
of the individual human, His rights
to huild a better life and 1o be
governed by a government of his
own choice are parts of this dignity.
Facing us is a culture based upon
the supremacy of the state, where
too many witnesses can give only
silent testimony 1o its ruthlessness.

If we retract from NATO foot-
holds into a “Fortress America”—
which naintains its strength only
from nudlear potential—what will
happen to these Western nations who
are our philosophical and  psycho-
logical allies in the “cold war?”

If we promise to support them
with atomic or thermonuciear weap-
ons in the event of war, do we not
limit ourselves to only one possible
course of action?

And what would be the overt act
that would commit this suppor?
Where and when would be
time and place of our choosing?
Assume that all NATO forces ex-
cept a newly constituted West Ger-
man  Army are withdrawn from
Germany., Could  this  (proposed)
12 division, 500,000-man army with-
stand an invasion by Fast German
forces?  Assume that the East Ger-
mans would use only “conventional”
non-atomic weapons and that their
forces would be augmented by Rus-
sian volunteers, just as the NKPA
found aid rom CCF volunteers in
Korea, How soon would a “United
Germany”  disappear  behind  the
“Iron Curtain?” What of our com-
mitments to support and retaliate?

How?. . . .. Nuclears. . .. .Where?

Particularly in West Germany,
such an attack would also cause
heavy casualties among our psycho-
logical allies. How long would they
remain allies?

The Russian  homeland -itself?
Thus giving Russia the opportunity
to show the world that we are the
imperialistic war mongers that Mos-
cow has said we were—and worse,
that we have rained death and de-
struction upon a “helpless people?”
The “day of infamy” that was Pearl
Harbor would fade into insignifi-
cance in the propaganda onslaught
alone if we [ollowed such a course.
Where would the sympathy of
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the

Nebru's India and tne “neutrals”
of the world lie as a result?

And, with group “purges” and
individual political eliminations or
“suicides” as witness to the Russian
disregard for human dignity and
rights, what restraint would exist 1o
prevent their pursuit of action caleu-
lated to invite our only capability—
nuclear actionz To them, it might
he expedient and, in the past, ex-
pediency has been the only yardstick
used in measurement of means to
their ends.

Even further, the use of nuclear
or atomic weapons should be care-
fully scrutinized on two major and
related issues: the moral and the
practical.

The practical:  Just as we have
known “counterbattery” in the past,
the Jogical development, once the
first atomic weapon is employed,
will be “atomic counterbattery” in
ascending caliber until hoth sides
have passed the range of atomic
cannon or tactical guided missiles.
Then, high performance aircraft as-
ume the mission, In turn, we are
led to the ultimate employment of
strategic aircraft with thermonuclear
weapons. Scrious scientists, speaking
in complete objectivity, have said
that when that starts “this world
will have had it!”

The moral: ‘The Western ideal of
individual human  dignity has its
moral and ethical roots in Judean-
Christian  culture and  traditions.
Under this culture, use of [orce in
self defense against an aggressor is
justifiable if a clear and present dan-
ger exists and is recognized; but the
force to be employed is limited 1o
that sufficient to subdue the aggres-
sor; license is not granted to employ
force overwhelming in proportion
w that of the aggressor. (As a
simple, pre-atomic example, in the
“winning of the west” as we learned
it on Saturday afternoons in our
local Bijous, it was not enough that
the “bad guy” was armed. He had

to draw belore Tom Mix, Thm N L.
Coy, Buck Joues and the rest of 1 ¢
“good guns” could go tor their gu
The evil capability of the “bad g, »
was not enough—his intenton 1§
to show clearly.  And, always, 1
seemed, the “good guys” had we,
ons of only the same or Jesser ¢
her.)

sefore Hivoshima and  Nagasal i,
the A-bomb was an uncertain Wi p-
on, aml deliberations in serious
counsel resolved it to he  usable,
Now, the uncertainty ol A and H
bombs has heen eliminated. Can we
then use such weapons first - -that s,
can we use them first and <aill pre
tend nadonal and suategic policies
consonant with the morality  and
ideals which those policies supposed.
ly furtherz  Naturally, should an
enemy e them fonst, we should
have no quabis, moral o1 otherwise,
in using them in retaliation.  Our
previous practical experience with
counterbatiery techniques probably
justifies  the immediate retaliation
with H bombs 1o enemy use of tac
tical atomic hand grenades, if there
are such things, for we must antici.
pate and prevent his counterbattery
reactions once “the weapons” are em-
ployed. Further, his full capability
has beconie a recognizable intention
through his entry into nuclear ac-
tion,

Returning 1w our  hypothetical
case, would not retraction from Ger-
many and reliance upon nudlear
weapons alone create the same sont
of military power vacuum that Hit
ler exploited? A vacuum inviting
entrance. ‘Then, would our ditemma
ber massive retaliation or noner

Our decision could throw us into
a moral and psyvchological abyss that
would cost us our ultimate objective
as the price of milituy viciny,
There are still groups of philosophi-
cal and psychological allies on the
other side of the Iron Curtain. The
East Berlin riots in 1953, the Juue
1956 demonstrations in Pornan and

LtCol Donahoe, just finishing a tour with the NRCTC at Holy Cross, 15 enroue
to Senior School. He wrote: | was prompted to write thr, because | parser -

ally believe that Russia would have liked to provoke atormic action by the L.

forces in Korea in order that she could have propagancized the entire Grient !
world with the accusation that the US would use nuclear weapons against on s
Asians (i.e., as against Japan in WWII). From that it was only one step to the
hypothesis of how they could exploit similar US nuclear action in Europe, ar”
thence to what alternatives to nuclear war should we consider? To me, thz
moral and ideological considerations are paramount, and nuclear war must :2
viewed in the light of what those considerations dictate ™
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the recent Hungarian uprising hasve
hown us that. But, would Poznans
and Budapests of tomorrow rise once
nuclear weapons have been employ-
«dr There is a significant difference
Letween  nudear and  non-nudear
voar. 1t could be the difference be-
vacen the rioter who now says: 7l
diall sk death to resist the Russian
rank with sticks and stones so that
i family and descendants can be
free of this yvoke!” and the one who
would not say: “Though my wile
and childien will perishoin the holo-
caust that follows, T will still resist
the Riussiians!”

Ruling out, except in retaliation,
l'll‘ llll(l('ill \\’(‘lll)Ull\, \\'hil[ le)()lll
the wse ol conventional weapons in
the restoration of West Germany?
11 the Fast Germans have been suc-
cessful in consolidating all of West
Germany, and “de facto™ recogni-
tion is granted by any nation, or
full recognition is granted by Rus-
sia. do we not have a situation analo-
gous 1o Korea and the inviolability
ol the Yatu boundary? Or, recalling
the 1 vemrs of preparation between
Dunkirk and the Normandy beaches,
i~ that the course to which we would
commit owselves. Such a prospect
would mvite additional moves into
sinilin vacuums while we prepared,
and ume would act to the Russian
advantage.

Sut there is an alternative. One
that would use modern technology
to the maximum advantage, retain
the deterrent threat against nudlea
or conventional warfare, support al-
les o manner consistent with our
national ideals, and still permit re-
duction in our armed lorces.

Ihe West German hypothesis con-
tnues; however, the general outline
should be valid in any critical area.
West Germany builds up armed
her own defense o the
point that meets treaty requirements
and that she can financially bean.
As she builds, the US withdraws
until. no “foreign forces” are on
German soil. In effect, Germany be-
comes a Western  nations’ strong
point, a fixed position to be held at
all costs, and an outpost guarding
approaches to “Fortress America.”
But fixed positions, tactically speak-
ing, are unsound without mutual
support and observation from other
fixed positions.  Strategically, the
same generalities apply. Strategic

forces for
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Nuclear power can untie the fleet from a complex supply system

lines of communication are the
equivalent of tactical patrol routes.
We can withdraw our ground forces
from Lurope—if we can return in
good order and in sufficient time o
support those positions which must
be held. We must keep our lines of
communication (patrol routes) open.

The advent ol nuclear power can
significantly untie the fleet, com-
batant and transport, from a com-
plex Togistical resupply svstem.
Much as the Sixth Fleet now oper-
ates in the Mediterrancean, another
fleet could range the Adantie, the
Channel and the North Sea—{rom
Gibraltar to Norway—as our mobile
pattol force. Tt would be a fleet
capable of swilt striking action from
its fast carrier  components,  one
which contains its own air defense
and antisubmarine  elements, and,
in addition, one which contains the
Thetis Bay-type CVIHAs and trans-
port clements essential to the lift of
a J-division amphibious corps. The
concept ol NATO would change.
“Foruess America” would become
the base from which this huge mo-
hile patrol operates.  Opening  of
hostilities would signal the initia-
iton ol a 3-phase counteroperation:

Phase I——"Declay” phase. Nation
attacked trades space for time in or-
der to assure success of Phase 1.
Tactical air support from the US
flect available.

Phase H—"Blunting” phasc. Sea-
borne US amphibious corps joins
nationals to reduce impetus of at-
tack to zero. Joint forces establish
force beach head line to permit build
up for Phase I1L

Phase IHHI—Counteroffensive phase.
US and allies mass and attack to re-

store boundaries.

In Phase 1, the mission of each
NATO nation would be to delay,
deceive and disorganize (the classic
outpost mission) and to force full
deployment of the invader. Should
an invasion commence, our power-
ful fleet, using pre-arranged code
plans, and already seaborne, would
move to the theater of operations.
National army  retirement  plans
would be hased primarily upon con-
solidating and telescoping their per-
imeter into a littoral where a natu-
ral force beach head line exists.
Fleet air support would be available
during this phase. "T'he optimum re-
sult, assuming enemy  superiority
that forces retirement, is that the
retirement would be deliberate
cnough to permit unopposed land-
ing of US forces for Phase 1. Short
of this optimum, the “new concept”
US Marine helicopter assault forces
would move directly to the planned
and predetermined FBHI. o cover
the withdrawal of the NATO ally's
forces.  Having withdrawn within
the FBHL perimeter, they would
strengthen and consolidate this FB.
HI. to be held “at all costs.” The
arca encompassed would permit ad-
ministraitve landings of forces suffi-
cient to mount a counteroffensive 1o
repulse the invader without the nec-
essity for an amphibjous assault
(Considering  cconomy  alone, it
would be absurd to compare the
case and rapidity with which forces
may land upon friendly ground to
the problems involved in an am-
phibious assault against enemy held
territory.)

Without an exhaustive analysis of
all intelligence factors affecting each

11
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The Helicopter Assault Forces—a primary element in US power . . .

possible theater, the proposal of a
8-division amphibious corps as the
required force is obviously suspect.
It is not the purpose here to deal
in such specifics. However, on the
critical D-day in Normandy, SHAEF
put ashore 8 divisions in an opposed
landing. Thus, the immediate com-
mitment of an intact amphibious
corps and the addition of retiring
national lorces in organization of
the FBHIL would appear to approxi-
mate the strength sufficient to ac-
complish the Phase II objective of
blunting the attack and setting the
stage for Phase IIl. Phase 111
would, in this hypothetical case, take
place much as the “Breakout from
St. Lo” occurred when sufficient
strength had been massed,

At this point, close examination
must be made of the weapons in-
tended for use of this mobile force.
The assumption that has heen in-
corporated into the US Marine
Corps “new concept” of vertical en-
velopments and  extremely mobile
helicopter assault forces is that tac-
tical atomic weapons will be in the
hands of the troops. Realizing that
such assumptions and concepts are
not developed without greatly de-
tailed studies, analyses and evalua-
tions, the question remains: Must
we not guard against letting that
assumption become so accepted in

12

our thinking that we neglect devel-
opment of methods for waging “con-
ventional” warfare? Admitedly, it
would require unheard of unanimity
of national opinion to allow US
forces to withhold any weapon avail-
able if American lives are being lost
in efforts o aid any ally. Yet, if a
situation such as this should occur,
a world, half-free and half-slave, will
he watching! If the enemy uses nu-
clear weapons first, naturally, retali-
ate. But until then we must hold
hope alive in the slave world for re-
liel from that oppression which
denies human dignity and creates a
slave responsible to the state, To-
morrow’s Budapests hold the hope
that human dignity can be regained
—not that they and their children,
if they survive, will be reduced to
slobbering sub-humans grubbing lor
existence in a devastation brought
about by their yearnings for free-
dom. And the presently Free World,
il we can withhold the nuclear weap-
ons, will have visible evidence that
we practice what we preach. Thus
we would strengthen the moral fi-
bers that bind it with us.

The most modern conventional
weapons, coupled with modern tech-
nology applied to transportation and
other logistic problems, will permit
significant reductions in the size of
our Armed Forces. A seaborne force

would have that mobility that we. ¢
allow us to halve requirements p
US forces landlocked in one nar.
or another. The capability of n, .
ing a corps into cither France o
Germany would relieve us of the (e
quirement of keeping a corps iy
cach.

Morcover, in timespace facto,
helicopter assault forces and othier
clements of this mobile amphibiou,
corps would be no  further away
from the theater of operations than
the potential enemy. Thus, the de
terrent cliect of a “lorce-in-being”
would not be lost, and in fact, the
type of deterrent that did not exist
belore the Korean action would be
present.

The diplomatic/psychological ef-
fect of a ready US force would act
to the best interests of the US by
bolstering the national morale of
its allies while eliminating the al-
legedly dewrimental effect upon dip-
lomatic relations of  permanently
based US forces in forcign lands,
The “thorn in the side” would be
removed. s the defense plans were
developed in cach nation, CPXs and
full scale rehearsals of the Phase 1)
part ol cach code plan {joint am-
phibious force — national army ¢
tablishment of the FBIL) could be
conducted. This might call for a
I5-day exercise followed by 7 days
of critique. US units during this
period would gain the psychological
cffect often referred to as “showing
the flag,” but the reaction of the
populace toward them would be
more as it is to tourists or “visiting
firemen,” than as to the “men who
came to dinner.” (Present evidence
is that the American tourist has
been a most welcome visitor in these
lands.)  US personnel permanentls
stationed in NATQ nations would
be reduced to essential liaison group
working with various nations’ field
commands and perhaps some US
exchange stedents in the militay/
naval schools of each country.

This is ambitious thinking, but
we do have the prototype command
in the Sixth Fleet. Through its op-
eration, we have gained invaluable
experience in making such a con-
cept pdssible.

Conversion or new construction
of combatant and transport flcet
elements with nuclear propulsion
will be costly. The development of
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his mobile force must naturally be
adjusted to our economic capacity.
It would serve nothing if we bank-
rupt ourselves in our efforts. But it
~in be phased with troop withdraw-
1~ that the sum of our immediate
capability ior NATO ac tion remains
Constant, A vacuum, no matter how
remporny, must be avoided.

I'he exact composition of  the
ffuating mobile force in strength and
Wepons would be subject to close
wiutiny. It would need both con-
ventional and nudear  capability.
Ihe guided missiles, artillery and
other new weapons in various stages
ol development will use both nu-
clear and non-nuclear warheads, so
the warhead used will not unduly
atfect the vaining of troops.

I'he percentage of the force ac-
tually at sea or engaged in the pro-
posed CPXs and rehearsals and that
which is US based, but poised and
ready for immediate movement o
the threatened area, may vary. Ad-
verse indications would obviously
put a greater force to sea. As ten-
stons relax, the seaborne force could
be diminished, but its units so dis-
posed at stations and bases that the
capability exists for fmmediate as-
sebly and movement o augment
the mobile force. A “moth-balled”
fleet requiring 30 days’ preparation,
or understrength troop units with
material shortages or waining defi-
dencies would not have this imme-
diate capability.

[raining and plans for employ-
ment of this mobile {orce must re-
pect enemy nuclear capability; pri-
m‘.'nlly in regard to fleet and troop
dispersion, evasive action and de-
fense against attack and must retain
the capability for immediate tactical
retaliation.  Invariably, our post
Ww ] training exercises have as-
sumed that enemy capability.

The landing force mission will he
to hold, at all costs, the terrain nec-
essary to insure administrative land-
ing of the forces required for Phase
H—restoration of previously exist-
ing boundaries.

Present roles apd missions of the
Armed Forces appear to remain val-
id. Keeping the sca lanes open has
always been a naval responsibility.
They are open if we can unobstruc-
edly bring forces ashore in Europe.

The Marine Corps responsibilities
for development of tactics, tech-
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niques and equipment to be em-
ployed by landing lorces and for the
organization of Fleet Marine Forces
of combined arms would continue.
Revisions in force composition
would occur as new organiziations
and new tactical concepts are made
possible by new weapons; neverthe-
less, operational readiness would be
at a constant peak of efliciency be-
cause ol previous Navy-Marine
Corps experiences in years of “hal-
anced fleet” development,

The Army responsibility for sus-
tained land operations naturally in-
dicates its mission in the main effort
of Phase TI1. In Phase 11, the de-
fended terrain would include both
ports for scaborne delivery of Phase
I forces and air fields permitting
their airborne arrival,

The Air Force's SAC deterrent
threat would be most persuasive in
keeping the war “localized” and non-
nuclear. Its Tactical Ajr Command
would support the Phase 1T coun-
ter-offensive.

In summary: in our own best in-
terests we cannot permit the exist-
ence of military power vacuums
among our allies that would invite
aggression by Russia or its satellites.
We can prevent such vacuums and
still reduce the required number of
troops if we will exploit to the fullest
the mobility and staying power of a

powerful fleet—a modern, balanced
flect, relieved of many logistic prob-
lems by nuclear propulsion, and a
fleet whose landing clements, in
themselves, also possess the ultimate
degree of mobility.

Further, through an adherence to
cthical and moral principles in the
selection of armament and weapons
for that fleet, backed by the practical
deterrent foree of a nuclear weapon
SAC, we can, il war comes, attempt
to keep the war localized, We can
stand firm in the defense of the Free
World and still let the conduct of
operations bear witness to the prin-
ciples for which we stand, and for
which we are willing to fight. Our
ultimate end in confilict is not mere-
ly military victory, Military action
is but another means employed
when efforts short ol war have failed
to serve our own best interests. Qur
aim is to serve our hest interests by
making the world realize that na-
tional ideals which respect human
dignity are practical and attainable.
T'hat aim is what our national pol-
icy and national strategy, including
military action, must support. A
military capability for nuclear war-
fare alone does not adequately ren-
der that support hecause it jeopard-
izes—even invites compromise of—

« the ideals it is designed to protect.
UsF MC
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