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8.  Egged on by t h e i r  leaders, the mi l i ta ry  have been 
s t r i v i n g  to  perceive, comprehend and then to  Integrate  In to  
strategic and t a c t i o a l  doctrines the  implicatioxm og t h e  
sundry nuclear/niselle weapons being placed a t  their  dis- 
posal. They have been t ry ing  t o  bridge the long ex i s t ing  
gap, as several Soviet vritera have p u t  it, between Sdviet 
m l l i t a r r r  theory and develoDaents In nuclear ImaDons and 
their &an8 of-delivery.  
over such questions as t h e  re'tati ve r o l e s  and composition 
ofnuclear ana conventional forces, t h e  nature of co mbat i n  
fu iure  w a r ,  ms pr-66abie duration, rtlt e rna t  ive attack 
s t r a t e g ! ,  the e r n  S * T X i % T n u c l e ~  attauk, and a 
host of substrate- er%Tuii.joe- -;"the 

2 e ~ i i E T i i n m r ~ r ~ - t ~ ~ j e r a t  SiS7 

'In t h i s  effort, they  have hashed 

or anizat ipn or flBnT?' or=es c -&idM*& .....-- I "Gse of t- mu- 

9. Debate on questions of s t r a t e g i c  consequence, t o  be 
s u r e ,  hats not gone unbridled even in t h e  highly alacseified 
sources. 
enemy w i l l  be, on what scale the w a r  w i l l  be fought, and 
what the basic weapons in the w a r  w i l l  be. 

Common assumptions are made abou t  who the probable 

Questions of such 

10. Barly i n  the debate, in 1960, sharp dichotomy was 
apparent in the  strategic thought of t he  mi l i ta ry  discussants. 
One dietinat tendency w a s  to  resist changing time-tested 
pr inc ip les  and pract ices  and to  r e l y  heavily on t h e  lessons 
of World W a r  11. Adherents of t h l s  school emphasized t h e  

as l i k e l y  t o  be protracted and not unlike World W a r  If in a 
number of respects.  Though they expected the PPassive use 
of nuclear weapons, they believed t h a t  even under these con- 
ditions a general war would e n t a i l  ground combat on a m a s s  
scale and multi-million man armies. The opposite tendency 
rae t o  s t r i v e  for  a complete break with pas t  conceptions of 
warfare. no6e inclined in t h l s  direction felt tha t  the 
changes in doctrine have not kept pace with developments In 
teohnology; and they  urged the  adoption of bold new concepts 
for f u t u r e  w a r  that give an almost exulusive combat role t o  
nuclear miesile weapons. Among t h i e  group were .officers who 
maintained that a f u t u r e  war w i l l  have a rapid, blitekrieg 
character; t h a t  It 2s not necessary t o  have a multimillion 

lialtations on modern weapons; they iwqgined a future  w a r  
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man amy f o r  w a g i n g  w a r ;  and that t h e  basic function.of ground 
troops should not be extended combat b u t  occupation of enemy 
t e r r i t o r y .  ds t he  debate developed and fresh off ic ia l  mili- 
tary positions vere elaborated, the opposing schools have tended 
to move closer together, t he  sharpness of t h e i r  differences 
on strategic questions having diminished. 

11. There could also be d i s thgu i shed  in the controversy 
a very small minority of officers who  might be said t o  con- 
e t i t u t e  an *tunrestrained w a r "  school. 
extreme re l iance  02 nuclears, R u t  great emphaeis on high yield 
warheads, and advocated -6 amhihilation of t h e  enemy on a 
country-busting acale. O f f i c i a l  mi l i ta ry  thinking t h u s  f a r  
hae rejected thie  extreme view, at least tw regard6 the European 
theater. But t h i e  view may have found acceptance m the  meet 
feasible s t r a t egy  for war i n  t he  American theater. (Yore on 
thie later.) The lgunrestrnined war" viea, aa .applied by It8 
exponents to  fu tu re  w a r  in general, was most forceful ly  ad- 
vanced i n  e a r l y  1960--soon after Khruehchev's 14 January speech 
on f u t u r e  war--and appears to have been an effort to  take 
Khroshchev's s t r a t egy  to its logical conclusion. Thie con- 
ception of how fu ture  w a r  should be waged v i r tua l ly  rules out  
e possibi l i ty  of real victory for ei,ther side. They would 
ve w a r  be sa destruct ive that  it would be unfeasible from 

a m i l i t a r y  point  of view. For t h i s  reason, they paradoxically 
emerge ae '*no w a r n  advocates, whose whole concern is with de- 
t e r r i n g  w a r .  This, it Beem, is Khrushchev's philosophy in 
a nut shel l .  It springs f r o m  h i e  long dal l iance w i t h  nuclear 
raieaile weapons, vhioh 14 previous years brought hier into con- 
f l i c t  with Soviet mi l i ta ry  leaders; his self-esteemed deftness 
i n  using nuclear blackmail in support of foreign policy objec- 
t ives ;  and h i s  confi  
cenpdatition a8 the 3 st road to  the expanaion of Boviet-Corn- 
munist influence. 

Thie group has urged , 

2 * . /  

nce in hie  %o-warl* program of p e a c e f u l  

12. Most of t h e  mi l i ta ry  spokesmen could be sa id  t o  favor 
'*restralned war" in a broad sense. All, of course, expect 
fu ture  w a r  to  involve the  use of nucleara on a large scale. 
But they eschew country-busting w i t h  regard40 Europe, urging 
r e s t r a i n t ,  discrlmination and deliberation in the use of nu- 
clears. Their task, as they see it, la t o  make war feasible 
or manageable. For their professional purpwes they asstme 
tha t  w a r  w i l l  occur, and they draw up a tFeory of war and a 
doctr ine f o r  preparing for it that  w i l l  permit them t o  w a g e  
w a r  e f fec t ive ly ,  minhize t h e i r  own losses, survive as a great 

t I 
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power, and preserve a pa r t  of the world to preside over. 
Thus t h e i r  insis tence on a major combat role for enormous 
ground foratas, equipped w i t h  tactical nuclears and aonven- 
t i o n a l  weapons. 

m i l i t a r y  w a r  alms, however, is Incompatible with t h e  notion 
of a **controlled warn In t he  sense cur ren t ly  in use In the 
United S ta tes .  That is, t h e  doctr lnal  emphasis on "decisive 
poli t ical  and m i l i t a r y  goals" and n t o t a l  victory"--which le 
sa id  to make "any sort 0% compromise almost lmposslble"--tends 
t o  preclude the poss ib i l i t y  of continued bargaining and 
deterrence In  the course of a f u t u r e  general w a r .  
ception of total victory I s  ideological In origia: it springs 
from aasumpt ions aboat the  **irreconcilable contradictions 
between the socinliet and capitalist Whether it 
la also an operative mi l i ta ry  estlmate of the Soviet General 
Staff that the opposing sides w i l l  s t r i v e  for total  v ic tory  
is still a matter for aonjeoture. (In t he  1~1188 propaganda, 
U.S..statements on a s t ra tegy  for eontrol l ing a possible 
f u t u r e  war have been derided and held up 88 evidence of a 
Ug. des i r e  t o  make w a r  feasible.) 
p bable that  Soviet mi l i ta ry  thinking m i g h t ,  at some point 
i n ' t h e  fu ture ,  follow the U.S. pat te rn  of thought on con- 
trolled war:  Soviet m i l i t a r y  th ink ing  in t h e  past  has, 
albeit belatedly, adjusted t o  change8 i n  U.S. strategic 
doctrine. 
gained currency in o f f i c i a l  'circles In t h i s  country. 

13. The o f f i c i a l  Soviet conception of political and 

T h i s  con- 

In any case it is not im- 

And the idea of a controlled w a r  has only recent ly  

1 :  

14. Summing up, there appears to  be a fundamental con- 
f l i c t  of i n t e r e s t s  between t h e  Khrushchev circle and the  
b u l k  nf the officer corpe. There i s  first of all an impor- 
t a n t  difference ia focus between them. Khrushchev and h i s  
coterie tend to concentrate .on peacetw m i l i t a r y  requlre- 
memts, the most important of which is deterrence. The m i l i -  
t a ry ,  by and large, tend t o  focus on war t ip i r e  requiremente, 
which may be subs tan t ia l ly  greater than pernetlam needs. 
Thus, w h i l e  Khrushchev may be confident t h a t  there w i l l  
not be a fu tu re  general w a r  and reason that t h e  USSR needs 
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