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FOREWORD

This Integrated Global Tarce Posture Analysis (Task Order 73-1) is
an element of the WY73 research program for the Office of the Deputy Chief
of Staff for Military Operations (ODCSOPS). Pursuant to the outline sub-
mitted by the Strategic Studies Center of SRT, reviewed and approved by
ODCSOPS, this study is a glcbal overview of the factors which affect
guidelines for force planning in the changing international and domestic
environments. It is a complementary research task to that undertaken
in Task Order 73-3, Theater and General Purpose Force Posture Analysis.
In accordance with discussions between SSC and ODCSOPS, the major integra-
tion of the force posture research program was to be accomplished in Task
Order 73-3. The scope of the latter was extended to cover all the major
world theaters, and to include an integration of force posture and force
characteristics implications for Army general purpose forces. To accomplish
this objective, certain areas of investigation originally planned for

Task Order 73-1 were shifted to Task Order 72-3.

The Integrated Globhal Force Posture Analysis consists of two elements
of research effort: a Summary, and a series of input substudies. Five of
the latter have been published separately, namely:

® Edward 3. Luttwak, "The Emergent International System and U.S.

Foreign Policy," SSC-TN-2240-10 (June 1973).

e Y. L. Wu, "The National Security Implications of Internatiomal
Economic Polici:s," SSC-TN-2240-9 (June 1973).

e Edward N. Luttwvak and Mark B. Schneider, "The Dynamics of Evolving
from a Strategy of Mutual Assured Destruction to Mutual Assured
Survival and Security: Two Views," SSC-TN-2240-12 (August 1973).

e N. R. Danielian, "European Economic Integration~-The Next Phase,"
SSC-TN-2240-18 (October 1973).

e Robert C. Richardson, I1I, "The Role of Military Force in the
New International Milieu," SSC-TN-2240-13 (October 1973).

As a part of the ongoing program of the Strategic Studies Center
of SRI in national strategy research for the Army and other clients,
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this study drew upon the prior 2ad concurrent work in this overall program,
including the national strateg: papers presented at several symposia
sponsored by the Strategic Studies Center and other U.S. zand foreign

research organizations.

This study was prepared under the supervision of Mr. Richard B.
Foster, Director of the Stratagic Studies Center, and Dr. Wynfred Joshua
and Mr. M. Mark Earle, Jr., Assistant Directors. The Project Leader
was Mr. William M, Carpenter. Members of the Project Team were Dr.
Stephen P. Gibert, Mr. Edmund L. DuBois, Mr. Gordon Boe and Mr. Mark B.
Schneider. Consultants included: Mr. Edward N. Luttwak, Dr. Y. L. Wu,
Dr. N. R. Danielian, Mr. Robert C. Richardson, III, Dr. Robert M. Law-
rence, and Mr. Raymond G. Leddy.

Richard B. Foster
Director
Strategic Studies Center
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I INTRODUCTION

A. Rescarch Objective

The overall objective of this study is to examine the central issues
which confront the United States in devising a glebal force nosture fo
support American security interests in the decade ahead. Two principal
historical factors have coalesced to make such an examination necessary.
First, the international environment is undergoing a period of fundamental
change. The relatively simple bipolar structure of international relationms,
which characterized the first generation after World War II, is giving
way to a more comrlex mixture of military bipolarity and political-economic
multipolarity., The effect has been to create a milieu of uncertainty.
Alliances which were formed to accomplish goals commonly agreed upon a
generaticn ago are now strained by changing attitudes and capabilities.
States which continue *to be ideological adversaries have in some situations
found it necessary to negotiate with each other, This, in turn, further

increases intra-alliance tensions.

Second, uncertainty on the international scene is paralleled in the

changing attitudes on the part of the American public. The basic tenets

which have guided U.S. foreign policy since World War II are now being
questioned; there is a new concern about domestic problems and the require-
; ments which they place on national resources. Concomitantly, the roles and

utility of military force in this new environment are undergoing reevaluation.

The fundamental nature of these changes makes it appropriate to examine

r the impact on the factors which affect the guidelines for a future U.S.
global force posture,

r B. Anproach and Scope

F— This study utilized the methodologies and the research base developed

by the Strategic Studies Center in its broad program of analysis of national

security policy. The Center's program has focused on three major areas:




Soviet studies; studies of U.S. relationships with allies, especially
Western Europe; and U.S. foreign and defense policy analysis. Strategic
interactions, especially between the United States and the Soviet Union,
and among the other major world powers, have been the subject of
particular attention. This study seeks to identify and evaluate the
impact of the factors of change in the international environment as they
affect the strategic framewcrk for force posture planning. 1In addition
to drawing upon the Center's national security policy research program,
a number of substudies were undertaken by consultants to SSC to provide
inputs on specific 1ssues. This study was prepared in coordination with
the research effort on Theater and General Purpose Force Posture Analysis,

to which it is a complementary study.

C. Organization of the Report

Chapnter TI of this study delineates the major changes taking place in
the international system, and an evolving U.S. foreign policy designed to

meet the challenges posed by these changes.

The third chapter reexamines U.S. national interests and U.S. national

defense policy.

The fourth chapter analyzes the changing roles of military forces in
the emerging international system. Emphasis is placed on conflir* ' ter-
rence, warfighting capabilitv, the political use of force and the effect

of technology on military force.

The fifth chapter analyzes the various relationships of forces, both
among U.S. national forces and between U.S. and allied forces, as these

forces confront adversaries.

The final chapter summarizes the factors affecting guidelines for a
U.S. global force posture in the next decade. Included are the military
implications of the changing international system, the changing nature of
U.S. relations with other countries, the military aspects of internaticnal
economic interdependence, the relevance of military force in national
policy, prospects for arms control measures, and the evolving strategic
nuclear balar~e. The impact vhich all these elements have on U.S. force

planning requirements is assessed.




I1 THE UNITED STATES 1N AN EVOLVING INTERNATIONAL SYSTEM

A, A World in Transition

The internationcl system of the 1970s is expcriencing rapid change.
New milir~vy, political, and economic relationships are modifying situa-
tions which conditioned American foreign policy thrcughout the first genera-
tion of postwar history, and a world is emerging which poses new challenges
for the United States. The most important changes in the international
milieu are the following:

e The evoulving strategic balance between the United States

and the Soviet Unica
e The growth of international economic interdependence
e The emergence of a politically wmultipolar world

o The lessening of American domestic support for an activ-
ist U.S. involvement in international affairs and the
growth of public uncertainty as to the proper role of
the United States in a changing world.

1. The Strategic Balance

By the early 1970s, it was clear that the strategic nuclear
balance had shifted from one of American superiority a decade before to
a state of approximate U.S.-Soviet parity. This shift was not the result
of happenstance, but rather followed from conscious policy decisions made
by the two powers. Acting in accordance with its doctrinal decisions of
the 1950s, the Soviet Union not only increased its defense budget (especially
since Brezlinev and Kosygin have come to power), but also substantially enlarged

the portion allocated to strategic weapons,1 in order to develop and deploy

R. E. Osgood, "The Military Issues," in R. E. Osgood, et al., America
and the World, p. 197 (Baltimore, The Johns Hopkins Press, 1970).
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a force of third-generation ICBMs which would equal or surpass that of the |
Jnited States by 1969-70.! Meanwhile, from the vantage polnt of strategic

superiority, American defense officials reached several conclusions in the

mid-1960s: (1) The buildup of U.S. forces had resulted in a situation in

wuich further additions to its strategic arsenal would provide diminishing

returns to the capacity for assured destruction; (2) moreover, attempts to

preserve the U.S. superiority would only serve to fuel the "action-reaction

phenomenon' of the arms race by spurring the USSR to make greater efforts

to catch up to the United States; (3) Soviet military plannerc and American
planners shared similar views about deterrence and the uses of military
power (a "mirror-image' view of policy formulation). U.S. defense plan-
ners therefore concluded that the arms race would stabilize on the basis

of mutual assured destruction once the USSR had attained approximate stra~-
tegic equality.2 These conclusions led American policymakers to miscalcu-
late Soviet intentions and to underestimate the rapidity and extent of

the buildup of the USSR's strategic arsenal.

Thus, although numerical parity was achieved by the late 1960s,
the strategic balance has not stabilized on the basis of equality. As
Table 11-1 illustrates, the United States is now numerically inferior in
ICBMs, and if the limits (for the United States, 710 SLBMs on 44 submarines
and for the USSR, 950 SLBMs on 62 submarines) of the SALT ONE Interim
Agreemen’. and Protocol are reached, as the USSR has shown every sign of

doing, the United States will soon be inferior in SLBMs deployed on

For a discussion of the development of Soviet strategic doctrine and its
effects on the deployment of Soviet forces, see W. T. Lee, "The Ration-
ale Underlying Soviet Strategic Forces," in W. R. Kintner, ed., Safeguard:
Why the ABM Makes Sense, pp. 142-178 (New York: Hawthorne Books, 1969).

In 1965, Secretary of Defense McNamara even went so far as to declare
that "The Soviets have decided that they have lost the quantitative
race, and they are not seeking to engage us in that contest ... there
is no indication that the Soviets are seeking to develop a strategic
force as large as ours,”" cited in L. W. Martin, "Stratagic Parity and
I1-s Implications,” R. E. Osgood, ed., Retreat from Empire?, p. 140
(Baltimnre: The Johns Hopkins Press, 1973).
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submarines. Also, the SALT ONE agreements do not restrict qualitative

improvements in strategic forces. Taking advantage of this, the Soviet
Union is developing at least three or four new ICBMs and is progressing
toward a MIRV capability. These developments could jeopardize the sur-

vivability of U.S. forces.

The shifting strategic balance has repercussions other than
purely military since nuclear arsenals also serve as symbols of prestige
and power. In the last several years, the world at large has received the
general impression of Soviet advances in this arena of national power rela-
tive to the United States. An immediate consequence of parity has been a
further decrease in the credibility of the American nuclear guarantee in
the eyes of U.S. allies in Europe and Asia. The United States is there-
fore confronted with the problem of finding ways to increase allied cohe-
sion at a time when its willingness to come to the defense of its allies

is perceived to be diminishing.l

Finally, the new strategic equation has joined the United States
and the Soviet Union in a limited adversary situation different from that
which interfaces with any other actors in the international system. The
vulnerability of the United States to the Soviet Union's nuclear arsenal
has raised the issue of whether continued reliance on deterrence through
mutual assured destruction is adequate to guarantee the long-term survival
of the United States.? Accordingly, new concep.s to enhance the mutual
survival and security of both superpowers, which can be developed through

unilateral measures and negotiations, need to be considered.

For a discussion of the political utilities of nuclear parity and whether
nuclear superiority can be translated intc nolitical gains, see W. Slocombe,
The Political Implications of Strategic Parity (London: Adelphi Paper

No. 77, May 1971).

See F. C. Ikle, "Can Nuclear Deterrence Last Out the Century?" Foreign
Affairs, pp. 267-285 (January 1973).
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2. The Growth of Economic Interdependence

As indicated in Table 1I-2, total world trade (excluding commu-
nist nations) increased by over 250 percent in the ten years between 1963

and 1972. This rapid expansion of international trade was led by Japan,

Western Europe and the United States. In the 1970s, trade is expected to continue

to increase, resulting in an even more interdependent economic system. To
date, however, the USSR and China have not participated extensively in
these developments. Both of these communist states have historically pur-
sued autarkical policies, and neither has ever engaged in international

trade to any great extent.!

The phenomenon of an increasing economic interdependence among
the nations of the world raises new and important implications for U.S.
security policy. A primary problem is that, for the first time since
World War II, trade and monetary issues have become major exacerbating
factors in the political relations among the United States, Western Europe
and Japan. The procedures established among these nations after the war
provided for the separate treatment of economic and foreign policy issues.
This essentially two-track system meant that trade and monetary vroblems
were handled on their own merits by technical experts and ordinarily did
not intrude into the high-level arena of foreign policy.? Now, however,
in the face of the instability of the American dollar, the declining U.S.

3

trade position vis-a-vis Western Europe and Japan,” and continued political

The agreements signed in October 1972 between the United States and the
USSR were intended to increase trade and undoubtedly will do so. How—
ever, even if such trade tripled, it would still be less than two percent
of total American trade. Soviet trade with Japan is also small, with the
USSR buying only two percent of Japan's exports. See W. Laqueur, "The
Cool War," The New York Times Magazine, p. 15 (17 September 1972).

See R. N. Cooper, "Trade Policy is Foreign Policy," Foreign Policy,
pp. 18-36 (Winter 1972-73).

In 1971, the United States had a positive balance of trade of $405 mil-
lion with the six EEC members and Britain; in 1972, the balance was
negative--~$588 million--representing a loss of almost $1 billion in one
year. During that same period, the U.S. trade balance with Japan slipped
from minus $3.2 billion to minus $4.1 billion, another loss of almost $1
billion. U.S. Department of Commerce, Survey of Current Businegs (March
1973). An encouraging reversal of this trend occurred in September 1973
when the overall trade balance showed the first sizeable monthly surplus
($527 million) in over two years. However, future needs to import energy
may well restore and increase the trade deficit problem.

7
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Table 11-2

SELECTED FACTS CONCERNING WORLD TRADE, 1963 AND 1972
(Millions of Dollars)

1963 1972

Area/CountEX Exports Imports Exports Imports
World total* $135,800 $143,700 $372,200 $386,000
Industrial countries 95,290 98,620 275,400 281,540
Industrial Europe 47.440 52,670 151,650 150,0:C
United States 23,387 18,616 49,768 58,944
United Kingdom 12,219 13,956 24,361 27,859
Federal Republic

of Germany 14,565 12,995 46,701 40,190
France 8,088 8,730 26,423 27,002
Japan 5,457 6,742 28,620 23,494
Less developed countries 30,900 32,100 72,000 72,000
USSR 7,272 7,059 14,149 16,047

Excluding the Council for Mutual Economic Assistance (USSR and East
European Communist) countries and also the Peoples Republic of China,
North Korea, North Vietnam, and Cuba.

, Sources: International Monetary Fund, International Financial Statistics,

J Vol. 25, No. 5, pp. 36-39 (May 1972); International Monetary
Fund, Intermational Financial Statistics, Vol. 26, No. 7 (July
1973).
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barriers to trade (such as the EEC's Common Agricultural Policy which

discriminates against American agricultural products, trade preferences
extended by the Community to third countries but not to the United States,
discriminatory measures imposed by Japan on U.S. products, and American
pressures for "voluntary'" export restraints by Japan and Western Europe),
this two-track system is rapidly eroding. This has two serious deleterious
effects on overall allied relations: (1) the conflicts caused by econom-
ic tensions exacerbate the divisive tendencies already present; (2) eco-
nomic concessions are increasingly being linked in allied discussions to
political and military concessions. The American attempt to link monetary
reform to a continued U.S. troop presence in Europe is a case in point,

as is the tacit linking of the reversion <t Okinawa with a Japanese agree-

ment to curtail its textile exports to the United States.!

The danger in-
volved in a continued application of linkage for short-term economic
concessions, however, is that it may create even greater political and

military tensions with which the allies cannot cope.

World economic interdependence is also increasing as the indus-
trial nations become more dependent upon the less developed areas of the
world for a continuous flow of petroleum products, minerals
and raw materials. Japan currently imports about 99 percent of its petro-
leum and Western Europe approximately 96 percent.? Although the United
States impor.s only an estimated 17 percent at present, by 1980 it could
be importing about 50 percent of its petroleum supplies from foreign

3

sources. Moreover, the bulk of the world's proven oil reserves is con-~

centrated in the Persian Gulf. This situation has created a producer's

R. 0. Kechane and J. S. Nye, Jr., '"Power and Interdependence," Swrvival,
pp. 159-161 (July-August 1973).

L. A. Brown, The Interd.pendence Among Nations, p. 41 (New York: Foreign
Policy Association, October 1972).

J. E. Akins, "The 0il Crisis: This Time the Wolf is Here," Foreign
Affairs, p. 463 (April 1973).
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market in oil, and has conveyed tremendous economic and political power

to the countries and ministates of the Gulf. These nations have succeeded
in great:y increasing the price of oil to the consuming countries in the
last three years. In addition, the oil suppliers are engaging in linkage
themselves, by using their economic power to force political concessions
from the importers. The Arab embargo of o0il to the United States because
of its support for Israel, accompanied by reduced oil production, is a
parcicularly vivid jillustration of a worldwide propensity to link economic

with political policies.

Table I1-3 shows the dependence of the United States on external
sources for its supplies of other minerals and raw materials and illustrates
the increasing vulnerability of the U.S. economy to external forces beyond
its control. Most of the world's exportable copper is supplied by four
underdeveloped nations~-Chile, Peru, Zambia, and the Congo. Malaysia,
Bolivia, and Thailand mine 70 percent of all tin entering international
trade; and Australia, Mexico, and Peru account for 60 percent of the world's
exportable supply of lead.! This limited number of suppliers creates the
kind of oligopolistic situation potentially exploitable by the producing

countries.

In terms of agricultural commodities, however, the underdeveloped
areas of the world are dependent upon the developed countries for adequate
supplies. At present, agricultural production in the developing countries
is increasing at a rate of only one to two percent annually, which does not
even keep pace with the growth rate (about 2.5 percent) of their population.?
This overall shortfall of food production is currently being seriously aggra-
vated by drought conditions and other natural disasters in the Third World,

which have contributed to a global shortage of wheat and a multimillion-ton

Brown, op. cit., p. 45.

A. H. Boerma, Director-General of FAO, The World Food Situation and Its
Implications (Washington: Washington Institute of Foreign Affairs,
24 QOctober 1972).
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U.S. DEPENDENCE ON EXTERNAL SUPPLIES OF PRINCIPAL
INDUSTRIAL MINERALS AND RAW MATERIALS
(Percent Imported)

ial

Raw Mater

Chromium
Copper
Iron
Lead
Manganese
Nickel
Phosphate
Potassium
Sulfur
Tin
Tungsten

Zinc

Source: Adapted from Brown, op. cit., p. 44.
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Table II-3

1950

- ot
e -

11

1970

100

0
30
31
95
90

0
42

1985

100
34
55
62

100
88

47
28
100
87
72

2000

100
56
67
67

100
89

61
52
100
97
84
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rice shortage in Asia. Estimates of current grain shortages in the worst-
hit areas are: India (4.5 million tons), Pakistan (1.5 million tons),
Bangladesh (1 million tons), the Philippines (500,000 tons), and the
African drought belt (over 1 billion tons).l This kind of situation neces-
sitates emergency aid by the United States and others to these countries;
but it also presents America with a longer range opportunity to translate
its capacity to export soybeans, wheat, corn, and other foodstuffs into

an asset to be utilized to foster both domestic prosperity and American

diplomatic influence.

3. An Emerging Multipolarity

Although the nuclear strategic balance will continue to be domi-
nated by the United States and the Soviet Union throughout the 1970s, the
relatively simple bipolar pattern of international relations which charac-
terized the earlier postwar period is giving way to a more complex set of
interstate relationships; a multipolar world is evolving in the political-
economic arena. In this arena, the nuclear superpowers have been joined by
at least three major power centers--the Peoples Republic of China, Western
Europe, and Japan--each of which possesses at least some of the credentials

necessary to be a power entity.

By virtue of its geographic size and location, its large
population, its growing nuclear capability, and its ideology, China
has emerged as one of the world's major powers. The growth in Chinese
power, however, has been accompanied by a deterioration in its
relations with the USSR. The current Sino-Soviet relationship is charac-
terized by ideological rivalry for the allegiance of other members of the
communist camp and by rivalry for influence throughout Asia. Sino-Soviet
hostility has doubtless been an important factor in persuading both China
and the USSR to seek better relations with the United States. American-

Chinese relations have also improved as the United States has withdrawn

1
Washington Star-News, p. C-3 (23 September 1973).
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troops from Asia., Sino-Soviet rivalry, the Sino-American rapprochement
and the Soviet-American detente now form triangular balance-of-power
relationships. Each protagonist seeks to prevent the development of a

rapprochement between the other two powers.

Western Europe and Japan represent the geopolitical anchors of
the Eurasian balance on opposite sides of the globe. Moreover, both have
attained sufficient strength through the projection of their economiz
power to play major global roles. However, their ability to achieve fully
independent status in the international system is hampered by the fact that
neither Western Europe nor Japan possesses the requisite military strength
to provide for its own defense; consequently they must continue to rely on
the U.S. nuclear guarantee to deter attack.! For comstitutional, political,
and economic reasons, Japan feels unable to mount a rearmament program
sufficient to protect its strategic interests and will thus remain vulner-
able to both the Soviet and the Chinese nuclear arsenals. Japan is also
vulnerable to possible future threats to the sealanes which are vital to
its trading position. Western Europe's difficulties stem from a different
source. Although it has succeeded in forming a viable union in economic
affairs, it has not been able to unite politically. Thus Western Europe
is not a single unit, but is rather composed of individual sovereign nation~
states, each pursuing its own concept of its national interests and security.
Lack of political unity has prevented, and will continue to preclude,

Western Europe from developing into a truly independent world power.

The emergence of China, Western Europe, and Japan as major power centers,
even though the United States and the Soviet Union retain their nuclear

preponderance, has resulted in what can be called an asymmetrical multipolar

For a discussion of military power as a prerequisite for superpower
status, see E. N. Luttwak, "The Emergent International System and
U.S. Foreign Policy," SSC-TN-2240-10, SRI/Strategic Studies Center,
pPP. 2-15 (June 1973).
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international system. In such a system, the five protagonists cannot
interact equally on all levels in the power spectrum, but they do inter-
act in a series of intertwined bipolar, tripolar, and quadripolar rela-
tionships based upon varying strengths and weaknesses. Consequently,

the diplomatic process will be much more complicated in the 1970s than
was the case during the Soviet-American bipolar cold war period. But this
imperfect multipolarity should also result in an amelioration of the former
atmosphere of intensive and extensive competition between two opposed
power blocs, with continuous crises and tests of will. In a multipolar
world, political-economic gains and losses can be more easily accommo-
dated among the five major powers because lesser shifts in power relation-
ships need not be of decisive importance to the central balance. Another
effect of asymmetrical multipolarity is that an individual state cannot
devise its policies solely in opposition to another power, but must rather
consider the effects of its policies on its relationships with the other
actors in the system. 1llustrative of this is the triangular relationship
among the United States, China, and the Soviet Union; each of the twoc commu-
nist rivals has attempted to improve relations with the United States

in order to strengthen its position vis-a-vis the other. This fluid
multipolar system is expected to endure for the foreseeable future,

and U.S. national security policies will need to be formulated within

this context.

4. A Changed American Outlook

The domestic support which sustained an activist American foreign
policy between World War II and Vietnam has diminished censiderably. This

"flagging of the psychological drive," as Secretary of State Kissinger has
phrased it,! is attributable to a number of factors, but principally to
these three: the frustration experienced in Vietnam; the increasing econom-

ic and political friction between the United States and its allies; and the

Quoted in W. F. Hahn, "The Nixon Doctrine: Design and Dilemmas," Orbis,
P. 363 (Summer 1972).
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general relaxation of tensions resulting from the waning of the cold war.

The change in public attitudes from staunch support of internationalism

to uncertainty concerning America's proper role in the world is reflected

in the results of public cpinion polls.

of a poll taken in June 1972 by the Gallup Organization:

a.

For example, below are the results
1

While the percentage of those Americans who think
of themselves as isolationists has not changed
since 1964, the enthusiastic iaternationalism ol
the population has been moderated; also, 87 per-
cent thought that the United States should continue
to play a major international role but should cut
down or some of its responsibilities abroad.

1964* 1968+ 1972

Completely internationalist 30 25 18
Predominantly internationalist 35 34 38
Mixed 27 32 35
Predominantly isolationist 5 6 5
Completely isolationist 3 _3 _4

100 100 100

*1964 and 1968 percentages from the Institute for
Internatioral Social Research.

When asked to agree or disagree with the statement
that the United States should come to the aid of

its major European allies and Japan with military
force if they are attacked by the Soviet Union or
China, only slightly more than half agreed in the
case of Europe and only four in ten agreed in the

case of Japan.

Agree
Disagrece
Don't know

1

Europe Japan
522 43%
32 40
16 17

100 100

For complete results of the interviews. see W. Watts and L. A. Free,

State of the Nition, pp. 192-204, 214-

verse Books, 1¢973).
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c. When asked if they thought America's contribution
of ground troops now serving in Europe should be
increased, kept at the present level, reduced, or
ended altogether, those polled answered:

Increased 6%
".ept at present level 44
Reduced 30
Ended altogether 15
Don't know 5

100

d. Finally, when asked to agree or disagree with the
statement that the United States should maintain
its dominant position as the world's most powerful
nation at all costs, even going to the brink of
war if necessary, 50 percent disagreed in 1972 as
opposed to only 31 percent in 1964.

1964*  1968* 1972

Agree 56% 50% 392
Disagree 31 40 50
Don't know 13 _1o0 _11

100 100 100

*1964 and 1968 percentages from the Institute for
International Social Research.

Congressional support for an activist American foreign policy
has also declined, especially in the Senate and its Foreign Relations
Committee. This is partly the result of the continuing political strug-
gle betveen the Legislative Branch and the Executive Branch, with Congress
the weaker of the two after abdicating much of its power over the years
to a strong Executive. But this diminution of support also reflects the
desire to avoid (uture Vietnams; consequently U.S. commitments overseas
are being examined with more scrutiny by Congress. Also, many Congress-
men and Senators believe that priorities should be reordered in the federal

budget to give more funds to domestic concerns and less to defenmse.

Under pressure from these and other forces, Congressional sup-
port in foreign policy has deteriorated to the point where Congress is at
loggerheads with the Executive Branch on many issues. Especially among
Senate Dcrmocrats, support for internationalism has declined considerably.

With regard to the defense budget, pressures for reduction, however, come




-

not only from "doves" but also from conservative "economizers". Even the
armed services' committees have recently become more critical of defense

spending levels.

Congressional pressure to reduce foreign commitments has met
with but partial success thus far. Nearly every attempt to pass legislation
favoring withdrawal of troops from Vietnam on terms which were opposed
by the White House was defeated, with the exception of the Mansfield
Amendment to the defense procurement authorization bill of 1971, which
urged the President to establish a final date for the withdrawal of troops
from Indochina with the stipulation of the return of American POWs and an

accounting of MIAs. But when President Nixon signed the bill, he went on
record as stating that the provision was without binding force and it
would not change his policies,!

However, Congress was able to set limits on the numbers of Ameri-
cans stationed in Laos and Cambodia, and it did succeed in its efforts to
establish a cutoff date of 15 August 1973 for the U.S. bombing of Cambodia.
There is also growing Congressional support for another Mansfield Amendment
to reduce the numbers of American troops stationed in Euvrope, although the

Administration has been able to defeat this amendment so far.

Another indication of growing Congressional restiveness is the
passage in 1973 of a War Powers Bill, requiring the President to report
to Congress within 48 hours after committing U.S. forces to hostilities
or substantially enlarging U.S. combat forces in a foreign nation; the
President is further required to stop the operation after 60 days unless
he receives Congressional approval (the President can continue for an
additional 30 days if it is necessary to protect American forces). Under
the bill, Congress can end the operation within this period by passing a
concurrent resolution which would not be submitted to the President for
a possible veto. Not only did Congress vote to pass the War Powers Bill,
but when President Nixon vetoed it Congress overrode that veto; this was
the first override of a veto in nine attempts in 1973,

1
F. E. Rourke, "The President Ascendant,” in Osgood, op. eit., pp. 89-90.
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B. The Nixon Doctrine

Recognizing that nuclear parity, political multipolarity and
changing domestic public opinion pose new challenges for the United
States in the 1970s, the Nixon Administration has developed an innovative
foreign policy approach designed to reconcile these divergent trends with
the continuing necessity for a vigorous U.S. involvement in the world.
The Nixon Doctrine purports to make a skillful use of the principles of
strength, partnership and negotiations to orchestrate a dynamic diplo-
macy intended to bring about a global structure of peace in a multipolar

world.

The Nixon Doctrine is based on a perception that the United
States and the Soviet Union, by virtue of their nuclear status, will re-
main the preponderant military powers for some time to come. The adver-
sary nature of their military relationship will continue, as will their
political rivalry. This relationship requires that the United States
retain its nuclear strength at a level of "strategic sufficiency,"” which
is defined as the "maintenance of forces adequate to prevent us and our

allies from being coerced" and "enough force to inflict a level of damage

on a potential aggressor sufficient to deter him from attacking.”"! Stra-
tegic suffi~1 ncy is designedly a flexible and dynamic concept, and, when
viewed in the larger context of the continually increasing strategic and

; . conventional military power of both the USSR and China--and the shrinking
American military strength--it implies the necessity for continuous assess-
ment of its validity. The most difficult judgment, and probably in the

future the most important, is the political adequacy--''to prevent ...
being coerced." As one anal ‘st puts it, "the conclusion is inescapable
that the Russians are pursuing a deployment strategy that calls for more
weapons than are required for retaliatory purposes alone, because they

R. M. Nixon, U.S. Foreign Policy for the 19708, Building for Peace,
Report to the Congress, 25 February 1971, p. 170 (Washington: Govern-

. ;:??]Printing Office, 1971). [Short title: Nixon, Foreign Policy
| ( 4 .
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see the extra margin of strategic power as politically useful."! This
problem, complicated by the ongoing arms limitation negotiations and the
unknown degree of trust that can be placed in a detente enviromment, will
be a critical challenge to the Nixon Doctrine and successor foreign poli-

cies of the United States.

The Administration views U.S. relations with its allies, particu-
larly Western Europe and Japan, in terms of an increasing partnership. The
United States will continue to provide the nuclear guarantee to its allies,
but the emergence of Western Europe and Japan as major economic powers
makes it possible for them to assume more of the burden of their own de-
fense. It also promotes a greater degree of independence from the United
States and a new pattern of allied relations, from American predominance

to a more equal and balanced coalition.

The combination of continued strength and increased partnership
makes possible the third pillar of the Nixon Doctrine--negotiations with
adversaries. By engaging in bilateral arms control negotiations with the
Soviet Union (such as SALT) and multilateral talks (such as Mutual Force
Reductions in Europe), the United States promotes the formulation of new
ground rules for cooperation and increased security for all. The Nixon
Doctrine has broadened the negotiating process to bring the Peoples Re-

public of China into the international arena.

1
E. Luttwak, The Strategic Balance 1972, p. 88 (New York: The Library
Press, 1972).




While encouraging negotiations with the Soviets, the Administra-
tion recognizes that the USSR will not readily give up its aim to dominate
Western Europe and other areas adjacent to the USSR. Accordingly, it is
still U.S. policy to contain the communist threat through the maintenance
of countervailing American and allied power. But as the era of negotiations
progresses, and as a network of agreements and understandings evolves, it is
hoped that the resulting mutual accommodations will form the basis of a modus
vivendi? in which competition is moderated.

The Nixon Doctrine has devalued the importance of the Third World
as the decisive arena of superpower competition. This devaluation results
partly from the breakdown in the unity of the communist threat and
the discovery by the United States and other major powers that the
underdeveloped nations are more difficult to manipulate than had been
supposed. Furthermore, much of the Third World is now viewed as in-
trinsically less important than was the case previously. The Administra-
tion hopes that the United States and the Soviet Union will exercise mutual
restraint and limit their competition in order to avoid becoming involved
in a direct confrontation during local crises. America's allies in the
Third World are expected to become more self-reliant and to provide for
their own defense against indigenous threats and subversion. As the major
powers concentrate on fashioning new relationships among themselves, the
smaller nations will be faced with the task of accommodating to charge in
their own independent ways. They will need to formulate and make their
own decisions on defense and development. The United States will play

a supportive but not a central role in these endeavors.

)
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The United States and the Soviet Union confront each other as
two opposed social systems with fundamentally different world
views and objectives. As the interests of the two superpowers clash in
various parts of the world, a situation is created in which there is ample
opportunity for conflict. However, the conflictual nature of their rela-
tionships is moderated by the fact that the destructiveness of their nuclear
arsenals is so pervasive that their employment in a general war cammot be
a feasible instrument of national policy. Thus the United States and the
Soviet Union are faced with a common goal which overlays their entire
relationship--the necessity to prevent a nuclear war. This necessity pro-

vides the basis for cooperation through negotiations.

The contradiction between opportunities for conflict
and cooperation permeates all levels of the superpower relationship. Stra-
tegic interactions are therefore much more complex than in the earlier
cold war period. One of the major contributions of the Nixon Doctrine has
been the recognition of this fact--U.S. policy has moved away from an over-
emphasis on the quantitative aspects of nuclear strategy and greater impor-
tance has been accorded to the political, diplomatic, psychological and
economic factors. This also involves a deeper appreciation and understand-
ing than heretofore of the Soviet Union's global strategy and the tactics
used to implement that strategy. The challenges posed by the USSR are thus
viewed less in terms of quantitative comparisons of two weapons systems
and more in terms of the Soviet use of military power in effecting its
political goals. A primary task facing the United States is therefore to
ameliorate the superpower nuclear confrontation while generating a dynamic

diplomacy designed to nullify the political utility of the adversary's
forces.

e
o
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The Nixon Doctrine attempts to accomplish this task through a
policy based on strength, partnership and negotiations. However, the
implementation of such a policy is hampered by the contradictions found

in these elements. For example:

@ The joint necessity to prevent nuclear war makes arms
control negotiations between the United States and the
Soviet Union possible. Yet these negotiations have a
deleterious effect on U.S. relations with its allies by
heightening their fears concerning the willingness of
the United States to come to their defense.

® On the other hand, efforts to retain the credibility
of the U.S. nuclear guarantee in order to guard against
Soviet attempts at nuclear coercion in Europe are in
conflict with U.S.-Soviet negotiations to cooperate
in avoiding nuclear confrontationms.

® Increased partnership between the United States, Western
Europe and Japan in military and political affairs is
undermined by the intra-alliance confiicts in trade and
other economic matters.

® Greater solidarity between Western Europe and the United
States is made more difficult by the lack of agreement
between the United States and Western Europe regarding
financial support of their military forces and the
sharing of the defense burden more equitably with the
United States. This in turn has led to a rising resent-
ment in the American Congress and in the public over
vhat is seen as a disproportionate U.S. contribution to
the defense of its complacent allies.

® The maintenance of a sufficient U.S. military posture is
constrained by domestic pressures for a decreased defense
budget in an age of detente and negotiations on arms con-
trol and mutual force reductions.
These contradictions illustrate the difficulties involved in
attempting to reconcile the fundamental and divergent trends in a rapidly
changing international system with the imperatives of planning an adequate

global force posture.

Y-
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III U.S. INTERESTS AND U.S. DEFENSE POLICY IN
THE EMERGING INTERNATIONAL MILIEU

In his earliest full statement on the Nixon Doctrine the President

pointed out that "our interests must shape our commitments, rather than

the other way around.”'! Every major power has interests beyond its shores,

which it must support and protect. As a part of the consideration of fac-
tors entering into military force posture requirements, it is appropriate
to examine U.S. interests, especially those which affect U.S. national
security policy. This chapter briefly reviews U.S. interests and U.S.

defense policy, as they evolve to meet the needs of the future.

A. U.S. National Interests Reappraised

1. Isolationism, Universalism, and Selective Globalism

U.S. foreign policy for the decade ahead faces challenges which
cannot be met by adopting either an isolationist outlook or a universalist
approach. Rather, what is needed is a more discerring policy, which can
be called selective globalism, in which the United States does not involve
itself indiscriminately wherever threats occur but rather determines its
actions in accordance with its own vital interests, the threats to those

interests, and its commitments to defend against such threats.

The isolationism followed by the United States during the period
between the two world wars was a political rather than an economic phenom-
enon. The United States expanded its economic ties through trade and in-
vestment but refused to maintain alliances or political commitments to
uphold the existing international system. Forays into the international
political arena took the form of sporadic attempts to reduce the dangers

R. M. Nixon, U.S. Foreign Policy for the 19708: A New Strategy for
Peace, Report to the Congress, 18 February 1970, p. 7 (Washington:
L U.S. Government Printing Office, 1970). [Short title: Nixon,

1 ' Foreign Policy 1870)
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of the outbreak of general war through such measures as sponsoring dis-
armament conferences and participating in multilateral pacts designed

to "outlaw" war. But the United States opposed a universalist peace-
keeping obligation such as that envisioned by the League of Natioms.
Continuing its belief in George Washington's "great rule of conduct,"
the United States did not allow its expanding economic relations to lead
to political arrangements. As Washington had advised, the “detached and
distant situation” of America allowed it “'to steer clear of permanent

alliances."!

Following the failure of this approach to keep the United States
from becoming involved in a second great war within two decades, American
decisionmakers became convinced that isolationism had to be abandoned.
Peace was seen as being indivisible--a threat to one nation was a threat
to all, The advent of the cold war and the threat of communist aggres-
sion gave impetus to a universalist approach to foreign policy. This led
directly to the containment doctrine, advanced by the Truman Administration
in 1947. Containment was intended to frustrate Soviet attempts at aggres-
sion and eventually "mellow" the expansionist tendencies of the USSR, It
became U.S. policy to intervene wherever and whenever threats to peace
occurred outside of Eastern Europe. This view of America's role in the
world--generally referred to as universalism--led quite naturally to ex-
tensive American commitments to come to the defense o° threatened nations
everywhere. This policy was followed throughout the 1950s and 1960s, and
by the beginning of this decade, the United States had formal treaty com-
mitments with 43 other nations in addition to numerous commitments embodied
in executive agreements, congressional resolutions, United Nations resolu-
tions and Presidential declarations. Some pacts, such as NATO, represent

as automatic a commitment to use U.S. force in defense of American allies

1
For a discussion of the meaning of 1solationism, see R. Tucker, Isola-

tioniem: Threat or Promise?, Chapter 2 (New York: Universe Books, 1972).
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1 as is permissible under the U.S. Constitution; others, such as SEATO, do
( not involve quite as strong a commitment to respond with force and are

primarily expressions of American intent.

By the time the Nixon Administration took office, U.S. policy
was still based upon a universal commitment to preserve the peace in all
regions of the globe. But both international conditions and the mood of
the American people had changed. It was necessary to develop a new ration-
ale for American foreign policy, one which would synthesize the two previous
policies of isolationism and universalism and which would continue to meet
U.S. responsibilities abroad but limit the involvement of the United States
to those areas where its vital interests were at stake. Hence the Nixon
Administration adopted a policy of selective globalism,

A policy of selective globalism requires a redefinition of U.S.
interests and a more discriminating examination of the commitements under-
taken to defend those interests. As President Nixon has observed:

Well, I think as far as commitments are concerned,

the United States has a full plate. 1 first do not

( believe that we should make a new commitment around

the world unless our national interests are very

vitally involved. Second, I do not believe we should

become involved in the quarrels of nations in other

parts of the world unless we are asked to become in-

volved and unless also we are vitally involved.?

However, the Nixon Administration did not begin its foreign
policy on a tabula rasa. The practical problem of implementing a policy
of selective globalism based on self-interest is to find the means to
make the transition from universal commitments to a more restrained and
gelective posture of choosing which commitments are vital and should be

retained and which are not.

. }
F’ Presidential Press Conference, 4 March 1969.
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2. U.S. Security Interests and Regional Priorities

Although the general American strategy continues to revolve
around denying the communist powers opportunities for aggrandizement,
U.S. security interests vary in each region of the globe, and possible
threats to these interests are becoming increasingly diverse in the more
flexible international milieu of this decade.

Western Europe has traditionally been regarded as the corner- '
stone of American foreign policy because of its strategic location, its
economic dynamism, and the cultural, social, and political ties which have
formed between Europe and the United States. Western Europe is also the
area in which the Soviet Union poses the most direct military and politi~
cal threat to the West. Consequently, NATO remains the most important
alliance of which the United States is a member. In terms of countering
the immediate military threat and deterring a war in Burope, NATO has been
eminently successful. But, paradoxically, this may have contributed to a lessen-

ing of the sense of urgency and to a diminished perceptinn of the USSR as
’ a military threat. As fear of the Soviet Union has waned so has support
;,, for NATO, both in the United States and in Europe.

The United States is confronted with the problem of reconciling

a continued need for a large contribution of U.S. forces to Western Europe
with increasing domestic pressure to reduce the contingent. This issue is
linked to a whole gamut of trans-Atlantic problems, ranging from balance-
of-payments deficits, trade, and currency reform to the seeming inability
to devise a NATO strategy for deterrence and defense which is both mili-
tarily feasible and politically acceptable to all allies.

-
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Even within Western Europe, divisive issues threaten to fractionate

the alliance. One of the most significant problems is that the political

unity necessary to formulate a common policy toward the United States and the
Soviet Union does not exist. France is a "team player'" only on individualistic
rules of its own; West Germany's Ostpolitik creates uneasiness in other Furopean
capitals; British-Icelandic relations are poor in the aftermath of the "Cod War'';

the Greek government has been viewed with distaste by many persons in the more

liberal and socially cor.scious European societies; and none of the European

allies seem to be willing to undertake significant steps to upgrade its defenses.

These intra-European problems also affect the United States, in some cases directly.

For example, the dispute between Britain and Iceland has provided the Icelandic
government with still another reason to close U.S. bases in its country. Thus,
at a time when the conventional military capability of the Warsaw Pact continues

to grow and the Soviet Union's nuclear arsenal equals that of the United States,

NATO is becoming increasingly disunited.

In Asia there is likely to be intensive and extensive great-power
involvement for some time to come. Although the United States is less
directly affected by Asian developments than the Soviet Union, China, and
Japan, the long~term balance of power in Asia will certainly impinge upon
U.S. global interests. A major diplomatic task for the United States will
be to maintain a close partnership with Japan, in order to prevent Japan
from being drawn into either the Soviet or Chinese orbit. Japan is vul-
nerable to nuclear weapons of both communist powers, but it is also a
major potential source of economic capital and technology for the USSR
and the PRC. Hence, Japan finds itself being courted by both competitors.
Without American partnership, Japan would be forced to fend for itself
without the military power necessary to preserve its independence.

The Nixon Administration has downgraded the perception of the
Chinese military threat to American allies in Southeast Asia. This has
facilitated the development of a Sino-American rapprochement and the re-
duction of U.S. ground forces in the region. Nevertheless, the United
States has bound itself to defend five mainland nations--Korea,
Vietnam, Laos, Cambodia, and Thailand--and has given security guarantees
to five island nations~-Japan, Taiwan, the Philippines, Australia, and
New Zealand. These commitments must be reconciled with the U.S. desire
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to avoid "future Vietnams," which acts to constrain the deployment of
ground forces. The Nixon Doctrine's solution to this dilemma has been

to place greater reliance on indigenous defense forces, backed by American
military aid and advice, to counter subversion and internal threats. How-
ever, some forward-based American presence is maintained, primarily in
Korea and Thailand, to demonstrate the U.S. commitment to the security

of both East and Southeast Asia.

In the Middle East, the United States has three basic interests—
to deny the Soviet Union the ability to increase its influence in this
strategically important region; to aid Israel in its search for security;
and to insure an adequate and steady supply of oil to itself and its allies
in Western Europe and Japan. Unfortunately, as the latest Arab-Israeli
war has demonstrated, these interests can be in fundamental conflict with
each other. American support of Israel and Soviet support of the Arabs
brodght on a confrontation between the superpowers and endangered the
fragile framework of detente which had been so pailnstakingly negotiated.
Arab oil producers have been able to institute a boycott against the United
States and have reduced exports to Japan and Western Europe. Aside from
the immediate situation, the ability of the Arab oil producers to use oil
as a political and economic weapon poses serious long-term security problems
for the West.

In Latin America, the United States has traditional interests
based on concepts of hemispheric security. The United States obviously
wishes to retain control of the Panama Canal. Alsc, Latin America supplies
oil, tin, copper, and other raw materials to the United States. However,
these interests are not presently threatened by superpower competition, due
to the remoteness of the region from the USSR and China and the power of
the proximity of the United States.

The United States has moderated its interventionist tendencies
in Latin America, and has even learned to live with the Cuban communist
presence in the Caribbean. A basic problem of the region continues to be
political instability and lack of economic growth, although the performance
of Brazil and Mexico has been exceptionally favorable., An issue which the
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United States must increasingly be concerned with, however, is the action
of some Latin American countries in claiming large areas of the ocean for
national exploitation. International negotiations on territorial waters
and uses of the seabed will probably not be able to resolve all these

controversial claims in the near future.

In sub~Saharan Africa, the potential exists for chronic internal
conflicts due to the difficulties African states are experiencing as they
attempt to evolve from tribal societies into modern natioms. But because
the major powers have few strategic interests in this region, there seems

to be little likelihood of superpower involvement and competition.

B. U.S. Defense Policy in Tramsition

In making the transition from a universalist to a more selective foreign
policy, a main task of the Nixon Administration has been to design a defense
policy which will be fully supportive of a changing American role in the
world. The cold war era was dominated by the advent of nuclear weapons and
the threat of world communism. America's response to these two factors was
a fundamental shift from the nation's traditional isolationism to acceptance
of the role of free world leadership. Through a massive program of foreign
economic and military aid, the building of an elaborate set of security
alliances, and the acquisition of a powerful nuclear arsenal, the United

States succeeded, in the main, in a policy of containment. There was a

heavy reliance on the threat of massive nuclear retaliation in the early
years. In the 1960s, it was perceived that America's conventional mili-
tary capabilities needed to be strengthened, and a policy of flexible re-
sponse was adopted in order to correct what was judged to be too narrow a

defense posture.

By the end of the 1960s, however, U.S. defense policy was again
in need of reconsideration. When the Nixon Administration took of-
fice it found that the existing strategy did not meet the needs of
the new global milieu. This was so for several reasons: (1) by over-

emphasizing the quantitative aspects of the deterrent equation at
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the expense of political, economic, and psychological factors, the result
was an inadequate correlation of national security policy with the nation's
overall foreign policy; (2) the reliance on the strategy of assured destruc-
tion did not provide the President with options other than the destruction
of the enemy's civilian population and industry should deterrence fail;

(3) although U.S. strategic forces had been structured to lower the prob-
ability of niclear war through deterrence of aggressors, the stress had
been placed on structuring U.S. conventional forces to increase their
capability to intervene in, rather than deter, other types of conflict;

(4) the trend of the 1960s was toward a greater and more direct American
involvement in providing security for allies in nonnuclear confliects; (5)
the 2-1/2 war strategy, whereby it was planned that the United States would
possess a capability for simultaneously fighting major Asian and European
conflicts plus a minor conflict elsewhere, was not realistic and had never
been attained; and (6) the concept of a continuum of force which could deter

conflict at all levels had not been adequately formulated.

Underlying all the foregoing reasons for the necessity to restructure
American defense policy was the need for a basic reconsideration of how the
United States should allocate its national resources. There was an evident
shift in the public consensus concerning priorities accorded to external
versus internal demands. A growing number of Americans had come to believe
that a greater proportion of money, manpower and attention should be applied
to domestic problems. After a quarter century of bearing a heavy burden in
preserving the freedoms which the United States and its allies cherish,
Americans thought that their allies had progressed to the point where they
should do more to defend themselves. Thus the new defense policy had to
be consistent with new strategic and international realities, but also

formulated within severe fiscal and manpower constraints.

1. The Four Realities

Approaching the protlem of defining a new defense policy, the
Nixon Administration recognized that it was faced with four realities, or
major prcblem areas, which place both imperatives and constraints on
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national security planning. These realities concern strategy, politics,

money and manpower.1

a. The strategic reality is concerned with the threat posed
by the Soviet Union to the United States and its allies. This threat in-
cludes the entire range of Soviet military and para-military efforts, from
Soviet assistance to the Third World to the Soviet strategic nuclear chal-

lenge to U.S. deterrent forces.

b. The political reality is concerned with both intermationmal
and internal political factors which affect national security policy. In~
ternational factors include: (1) the political and psychological effects
of increasing Soviet military capabilities and presence throughout the
world; (2) concerns of U.S. allies that the United States maintain substan-
tial forward deployed forces; and (3) the possible impact of SALT agreements
on U.S. military forces. Internal factors include: (1) the difficulty of
maintaining broad domestic public support for national security efforts;
and (2) Congressional opposition to policies, specifically Congressional
desires to withdraw forward deployed forces.

c. The fiscal reality concerns the urgent need to commit greater
resources to domestic problems at a8 time of rising military costs. While
defense costs have been declining in real terms, the defense budget reflects

increases resulting from inflation, force modernization and manpower costs.

d. The manpower reality is concerned with the pressures for
smaller active armed forces and the recruitment problems of an all-volunteer

service.

2. The Strategy of Realistic Deterrence

After reviewing the existing defense policy in light of the problem
areas and the requirements of the goals envisioned by the Nixon Doctrine, the
Administration set forth a new national security policy in 1971--the strategy

Secretary of Defense M. R. Laird, National Security Strategy of Realistic
Deterrence, Statement on the Annual Defense Department Report for ¥Y 1973,
PP. 29-34. [Short title: DOD Report FY 1973].
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of realistic deterrence.?

This new policy is based on the premise that the
security of the United States and its allies will be enhanced through the
deterrence of aggressors at all levels of potential conflict; to accomplish
that goal, a renewed emphasis is placed on allied partnership through shared
strength. The United States does not intend to be the "policeman of the
world,"” but it will continue to provide leadership and protection as its
partners assume more of the burden of their own defense. 'Our goal is to
prevent wars, to maintain a realistic and ready force aimed at deterring

aggression--adequate to handle aggression should deterrence fail."?

As a basis for designing a defense policy appropriate for a chang-
ing international environment, the following criteria were established for

U.S. national security planning:?

e The maintenance of a sufficient American strategic
nuclear capability as the cornerstone of the allied
nuclear deterrent."

o The development and maintenance of effective allied
forces which will minimize the probability of employ-
ing strategic nuclear weapons should deterrence fail.

® The development of an international security assist-
ance program to enhance the effectiveness of the
gelf-defense capabilities of America's allies.
These defense planning criteria are to be implemented according to four
guidelines:’

Secretary of Defense M. R. Laird, Toward a National Security Strategy
of Realistic Deterrence, Statement on the Fiscal Year 1972-76 Defense
Program and the 1972 Defense Budget, p. 17. [Short title: DOD Report
FY 1972].

Ibid., p. 11.
Ibid., p. 15.

Secretary Laird delineated the principal objectives of sufficiency as:
"Maintaining an adequate second-strike capability to deter an all-out
surprise attack on our strategic forces; providing no incentive for the
Soviet Union to strike the United States first in a crisis; preventing
the Soviet Union from gaining the ability to cause considerably greater
urban/industrial destruction than the United States could inflict on the
Soviets in a nuclear war; defending against damage from small attacks or
accidental launches," ibid., p. 62.

DOD Report FY 73, p. 23.




e In deterring strategic nuclear war, primary reliance
will be placed on U.S. strategic forces.

® In deterring theater nuclear war, the United States
also has primary responsibility, but those allies
who have nuclear capabilities share in this respon-
sibility.

e In deterring theater conventional war, U.S. and
allied forces share responsibility.

® In deterring subtheater or localized war, the coun~
try which is threatened has primary responsibility
particularly for providing manpower, but when U.S.
interests or obligations are at stake the United
States will provide help as appropriate.

3. The Total Force Concept

The concept of Total Force planning is founded upon the necessity
to make maximum use of all available allied military and related resources
for the attainment of an optimum level of security. These resources in-
clude "...both active and reserve components of the United States, those
of our allies, and the additional military capabilities of our allies and
friends that will be made available through local efforts, or through pro-

vl The Total Force ap-

vision of appropriate security assistance programs.
proach involves both a division of responsibilities between the United States
and allied countries, and a more efficient integration of U.S. and allied
resources to achieve greater security at lower cost. The most appropriate
application of the Total Force Concept is in planning for theater and sub-
theater conventional conflicc. In this area, four general categories of

force planning exist:?

® (Combined force planning assumes the integration of
U.S. and allied forces (e.g., NATO and Korea) and
involves close consultation with allies.

e Complementary force planning assumes U.S. military
obligations to help in the defense of an ally, but
does not involve prepositioned U.S. ground forces
during peacetime (e.g., Japan); it also involves
close allied consultation.

; DOD Report FY 72, p. 21.
DOD Report FY 73, pp. 62-64.
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® Supplementary force planning assumes an American
role in aiding allied defense capabilities, basic~ i
ally through appropriate security assistance (e.g.,
Indonesia, Israel).

o Unilateral force planning involves contingencies in
areas where U.S., interests are at stake; only U.S.
forces would be involved and allied help would not
be expected.
The Total Force Concept has several potential advantages for the '
United States. From the fiscal standpoint, it is clear that a dollar spent
on international security assistance can buy much more defense against the
threat to an ally than a dollar spent directly on U.S. forces.! Total Force
planning permits America's allies (especially those in Asia) to "do what

they can do best," namely, providing ground forces for defense, while the
United States "does what it does best” by providing higher technology forces
and logistic and training support. A significant factor is that the Total
Force Concept allows the United States to shift from the previous 2-1/2 war
strategy to maintaining sufficient general purpose forces consistent with

a 1-1/2 war strategy. This is especially important in view of the constraints
imposed by the fiscal and manpower realities, and the low degree of probability
that concentrated military action will be simultaneously taken by the communist

powers in both Europe and Asia.

4. Net Assessment

e

Net assessment 18 the comparative analysis of the capabilities
and weaknesses of potential adversaries with the capabilities and weaknesses
of the United States and its allies. These assessments play a critical role
in the implementation of Total Force planning.?

Net assessment takes into account the imperatives and constraints
of the strategic, political, fiscal and manpower realities. However, it is
most concerned with the military threat posed by adversaries at all levels

; Nixon, Foreign Policy 1971, p, 184.
DOD Report FY 73, p. 29,
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—-strategic nuclear, theater nuclear, theater conventional, and subtheater.
Also analyzed are the impacts of communist military assistance and the chal-
lenges involved in the effort to maintain U.S. technological superiority.1

This comprehensive and on-going assessment makes possible a new
order of realism for effective Total Force planning by the United States
and its allies.

5. Continuing Problems

The present national security strategy seeks to make deterrence
indivisible by maintaining America's nuclear strength while enhancing the
ability of U.S. allies to provide for their own defense. However, there
are and will be problems in attempting to implement this policy:

a. Although the concept of sufficiency provides overall guid-
ance as to the maintenance of U.S. strength, it is difficult to structure
the specifics of a force posture based upon the necessarily broad objectives
of such a concept. In regard to general defense policy, the President has
stated that, "...there is an absolute point below which our security forces
must never be allowed to go. That is the level of sufficiency. Above or
at that level, our defense forces protect national security adequately.
Below that level 1s one vast undifferentiated area of no security at all."?
The problem lies in translating this definition into an agreed and sustain-
able level and mix of armed forces. Concerning America's nuclear arsenal,
the four objectives of sufficiency which have been delineated by the Admin-
istration raise further questions: (1) What is the level of strategic forces
required to maintain an "adequate" second-strike capability to deter an
all-out surprise attack?; (2) how can the United States provide "no incen-
tive" for the USSR to strike first in a crisis?; (3) what is the definition
of the ability of the Soviet Union to inflict a greater level of urban/indus-
trial damage than the United States could inflict on the USSR?; and (4) how

1
]X)D Report FY 73’ Pp- 30-58'

Nixon, Foreign Poliey 18970, p. 167. ;
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can the United States, within the comstraints of SALT ONE, develop the
capability to limit damage from small attacks or accidental launches?

Such issues illustrate the difficulty in operationallizing the concept
of sufficiency.

b. A principal‘goal of Total Force planning is to increase the
ability of America's allies to defend themselves through the provision of
security assistance as a substitution for the stationing of U.S. troops on
allied soil. This particularly pertains to the Asian theater and is founded
on the principle of comparative advantage and on the idea of cost~effective-
ness--"as long as Washington can support eight to ten foreign soldiers for
the cost of one U.S. soldier, American taxpayers are getting a bargain..."?
This concept, however, suffers from two flaws: (1) it is by no means cer-
tain that an increase in security assistance will in all cases adequately
improve the mil.tary capabilities of the recipient nations; and (2) it tends
to ignore the fact that a principal purpose for the presence of American
troops is to demonstrate concretely the U.S. commitment and to deter attack
by making the threat of U.S. intervention credible. In this respect, mili-
tary assistance 1is not a simple substitute for U.S. troops.

¢. The new defense policy has rejected the former concept of a
2-1/2 war capability for a new goal of a 1-1/2 war capability, which entails
the ability to fight a major war in either Europe or Asia, and concurrently
deal with a minor contingency elsewhere. In reality, however, the U.S.
posture is more constrained than the 1-1/2 war concept would imply. The
commitment to Europe, where the major portion of deployed U.S. forces re-
mains, is the priority commitment. This means that the United States is
first prepared to fight in Europe, and elsewhere as the forces not deployed
to Europe permit~—in Asia, or perhaps in the Middle East. This is a politi-
cally realistic posture, but it is not, strictly speaking, a "1-1/2 war"
posture. The forces available for a non-European conflict would be those
deployed in the Pacific and in the CONUS, including, if necessary, forces

1

R. J. Wood, "Military Assistance and the Nixon Doctrine," Orbis, p. 273
(Spring 1971),

i
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earmarked for NATO. The NATO Central Front forces cannot realistically

be expected to be deployable, although flank forces should have more flexi-
bility.

d. The ultimate success of the U.S. experiment with an all-
volunteer force is not assured. Problems in recruitment, adequate numbers
of reenlistments, manpower costs, and social and racial composition of the

armed services must be solved if the program is to provide effective general
purpose forces.!

e. U.S. strategic policy as it evolved in the 1960s was based
upon assuring the destruction of an aggressor nation in retaliation for
an attack which would attempt to destroy the United States. The doctrine
postulates that the adversary is thus restrained from attacking by the
knowledge that the resulting damage would be so great that the gamble would
not be worth the risk. American policymakers extended this concept of
assured destruction into mutual assured destruction (MAD) by making the
assumption that Soviet strategists accept a similar premise and that the

shared vulnerability of each to the strategic forces of the other is seen
as a deterrent to both.

It is a matter of record that, during the tenancy of the mutual
assured destruction doctrine, U.S. expenditures imputable to strategic-nuclear
forces have been stabilized; significant arms control measures have been
negetiated with the -Soviet Union; and no nuclear war has taken place. How-
ever, it has also become evident that this doctrine and the force postures
derived from it have serious limitations; MAD provides no strategic

Recruitment is especially a problem for the Army, which has failed to
meet its goals in each of the first nine months of the all-volunteer
program. William K, Brehm, Assistant Secretary of Defense for Manpower,
estimates that by June 1974, the Amy will fall 15,000 to 20,000 men
short of its 792,000-man goal, New York Times (16 November 1973). For
an overall analysis of problems resulting from eliminating the draft,

see M. Janowitz, The U.S. Forcee and the Zero Draft (London: 1SS,
Adelphi Paper No. 94, 1972).
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alternatives which counter other types of threats or which could conceivably

limit a nuclear exchange--it postulates either deterrence or all-out war.!

Because the overriding goal of the superpowers should be to pre-
vent nuclear war, it is essential that these shortcomings of MAD be recti-
fied. A concept which has been advanced to accomplish this can be described
as a strategy of Mutual Assured Survival and Security, or MASS.2 This con-
cept converts the negative aim of assured destruction into the positive
goal of assured survival. It is founded upon the idea that a nation cannot
assure its own long-term survival in the nuclear age without assuring the
adversary of its survival as well. Concrete progress on moving from MAD
towards MASS can be accomplished through a variety of both negotiated and
unilateral measures. In arms control negotiations such as SALT and MFR,
the mutual self-interest of increasing the security of all can be used to
agree upon measures to limit damage in case of attack. For, example, al-
though SALT ONE had the effect of preserving a situation of mutual vulner-
ability by limiting ABM sites, SALT TWO can be used to negotiate an agreement
to freeze or reduce offensive forces and perhaps even reconsider further

ABM deployment; a City Avoidance Treaty could be negotiated to give legal

For extended discussions of these limitations, see F. C. Ikle, "Can
Nuclear Deterrence Last Out the Century?" Foreign Affairs, pp. 267-284
(January 1973); and E. N. Luttwak and M. B. Schneider, "The Dynamics of
) Evolving from a Strategy of Mutual Assured Destruction to Mutual Assured
' Survival and Security: Two Views," SSC-TN-2240-12, SRI/Strategic Studies
Center, pp. 13-24 (August 1973). 1Ikle argues that MAD is untenable in
;. the long run because it can be undermined too easily--by an irrational
leader who is not deterred by the prospect of the destruction of his
homeland, or by an accidental launching through technical error or
human failure. He also contends that the targeting of retaliatory
forces against the enemy's population is immoral--assured destruction
is in fact "assured genocide" (p. 28l1). Luttwak states: "This doctrine
is therefore based on exclusive deterrence in its most extreme mode:
the value to be threatened is survival itself, and no defense is permis-
sible since it would only attenuate the reciprocal terror that is con-
sidered essential to ensure stability" (p. 18). Furthermore, MAD is
inflexible, since it leaves the national leader with only one course of
action, ordering the destruction of enemy civilians or capitulationm.

See R. B. Foster, "The Nixon Doctrine: An Emerging U.S. Policy," in i
W. R. Kintner and R. B. Foster, eds., National Strategy in a Decade E
of Change, pp. 11-13 (Boston: D. C. Heath and Company, 1973).

38

B i AT




standing to the mutual retargeting of retallatory forces away from popula-

tion centers.! Unilateral actions which can be taken incl