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.%-, o e - ' EEFENSE TRENDS IN THE UNITED STATES
LR - . o - - _ 1952-1975

L If we could first know where we are and
whither we are tending, we “we could better

'lJudge what to do and how. to do it.

~ ~—Abraham Lincoln
~ Springfield, Illinois
June 16, 1858

BACKGROUND, PURPOSE, AND SCOPE

America's defense archltects and responsmble crltlos, liberal and con~
servative allke, all have the same purpose in mind: 1o prov1de the United

'States with proper protectlon at approprlate costs.

There is llttle controversy over our most basic securlty interests, but
contentlon perennially arises over what must be done to satlsfy those inter-
ests, how it should be done, what resources .are requlred, and what expensee
are admissible. The thruet of U S. natlonal defense thus undergoes continual

'oh&nge‘as situations develop‘an& new groups of decisionkmekers gain the upper'
hand, :

P | “ S o o -
| Alterations in the'U-.SI &efenseienvironment and in thie naﬁion*s re-
aponsos have occurred rapl y and haJe been immense since the Truman Admin-
iatratlon. It is not Surprlslng, therefore, that fundamental trends, docu-
a,éz r- mented in this study, reveal a profound transformatlon in pollcy and posture

durlng the last two deoade8°

_-Twenty years'ago,'ﬁhis country occupled the. plnnacle of worlﬂ
' power, secure at home and.- strong overseasa '

-=Since then, U, S. armed forces have 1mproved immensely in
~ absolute terms, aided by & technological transformation, of
' unprecedented proportions.
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- ——Paradoxically, however, the preeminent feature affecting U.8.

national security has been the relative decline of American’
military capabilities in comparison with the Soviet Union.

——For the first time since the American Revolution, a competitor
~ has the capability to destroy this natiop, if it chooses to run

reciprocal risks. . o :
|

--To guard against that eventuality, the United States now depends : '
on mutual vulnerability, diplomacy, and arms control measures to
' guarantee nuclear deterrence. '

)

';—Should a nuclear exchange nevertheless occur, we are exposed %o ' ;
its full effects, having repudiated strategic defenses that could ‘ '
limit U.S. casualties and damage. '

—-The prevailing nuclear stalemate magnifies the importance of
limited and revolutionary wars, which in some ingtances could
affect our securityfacutely. ' :

~-Despite that development,; this country has cut its active general

purpose forces by more than one-third since 1969, although U.S.

treaty commitments remain unchanged.

--To safeguard its national interests, the United States therefore

mist rely heavily on reserve components, whose readiness is

questicnable, and on a global alliance system that exhibits sig- - '
nificant cracks. ' . )

' —_The diminishment of U.S. military capabilities ircnically has
been accompanied by ever—increasing defense budgets.

‘The implicétidns'of:such developments are debatable. Some_obéervers
discern impending disaSter for the United States. Their im@ulse is to re-
‘inforce our nilitary establishmeﬁt immediately. Othérs see less cause for
" concern. In theii-_ estimation, there is little fear that nuclear deterrance
will fail or that'regidh%l_deve%opments in Europe,.ﬂsia,‘orithe Middle EBast
wiil~endanger ﬁ.Sijéecﬁrity.:'ﬁ'milita:y.machine of the.magniﬁude'that America

heas maintained_fof-the past'20.years th@s seemé UNNEcessary. o -
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This study Sﬁbscribes to neither brief. Tt simply identifies,

‘analyres, ana interreiéte;.processioné of pertinent events as dispassiqnate-
1y as possible. The pufpose is to provide a.tool that could help U.S. leaders
determine whethér they should ratify, reinforce, retard, or repeal dominant
defense trends. |

The_survéy period 1952-1973 covers fhe Administrations of four Presidents,
two' of whom were Democrats, two Republicans. Neariy every significant con-
femporary defense trend had ite genesis during those years, which bracket
two major wars, and thus afford illumingtingrcoﬁparisons.

The methodology_examines ends and ﬁeans in conjunction with the pressures
that prompted change and the;choices that conditioned responses. Reviewiné
the bent of U.S; &efenée éfforts in gsuch context fécilitates_the isolation
of causes, effects,.inGOnsistencies,‘and synergistic conseqﬁencesn

Much of the text iS'keYEd to bar graphs that trace cogenf developments

‘during the past two decadps. Dotted lines 1ndlcate formatlve, fadlng, and

transitional stages. Discu531on relates each chart to its predecessors
in ways that hlghllght 1nkeractlon .

No attempt has been made to plumb any toplc in depth. The aim is to

portray patterns.;- ;‘ L ' : L -
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* EVOLVING BASIC INTERESTS

The United States has numerous.ﬁational'ooourity interests, both regional

and_worldﬁide."The most basic of theée,_which butiress our ﬁay_of life, are
reasonably'oonstant, but even So'havo reoontly'experienced significant changes
in emphasis.

“&mwwm |

C : :
The 1rredu01ble natlonﬁl securlLy -interest of every state is surv1va1

under conditions that preserve 1ndeandencey fundamental 1nst1tutlons, and
‘values intact. This concern was academic throughout most. of our hlstory, be-
cause the Unlted States was s0 splendldly 1nsulated by oceans that no foreign
power could 1mperil 1ts exlstance.. Amorlca's survzval in modern times has

'been seriously threatened for fewer'than 20'years,-sinoe the U.S.S.R. acqulred

the first increments of its'lonQArange nuclear strike force.

JPHYSICAL SECURTTY
Safeguarding individual elements of the natlonal entlty, p&rtlcularly
ﬁgeographic integrity, key'population oenters; and‘produotive o&paclty, was
(llke survival) largely a self-satlsfying U 8o 1nterest until the past decade.
Phy31cal securlty of the Unlted States, however, can no longer be taken for
.ogranted.' = B
PRACE | |
.When'poteﬁtioi_;oponenfo'Bégoﬁ.to oran&ish,moos destruction woapons, the

United Sﬁates.éﬁtereg a#-éra.io:wﬁich.ovon limited S£rife_involving associates

‘of great_poﬁers'oohcoivabay could escalate to genoral nuclear war. "Peace. ..

i
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E without sacrifice of individuél rights or national sovereignty, but not

peace at any price,"i/' ﬁhen bécame a central U.S; interest. President

 Nixon confirmed that assertion in his 1970 State of the Union message:

"When we speak of.America's priorities, the first priority must always be
peace.™ The asplratlon for peace subsequently became the theme for his

annual foreign pollcy reports to the Gongress.

INTERNAL STABILITY . | .
An abiding U.S. intefest in "domestic tranquility“ originaily was
certified in the Preamble to the ConsJt:L‘l:'u.’t-:s.on,.i and has endured ever since.
No national defense plan or program, however sensible it may otherwise seem,
can flourish for long ;f_lt.cont?adlcts ﬁhat end. Many adjustments in America’s

milifary policies and posture over the past five years were prompted by

internal unrest that caused U.S. leaders to alter defense priorities.

NATIONAL CREDIBILITY
Credibility is an indispensable asset for any nation that aspires to
international 1eédership, or hopes to function effectively as a global

power. It comprises demonstrable capabllities, intentions, fortitude, and

| integrity, without which no detefrent or defense program can command the

respect of opponents, allieé,.or the uncommnitted. This country's interest

in credibility iﬁcreased by orders of m%gnituie-after World War II (immediately

i

i/ U.S. Congress. House Armed Services Committee. Doc. No. 600, Unification

' and Strategy. 8lst Congress, 24 Session. Washington, U.S. Govt. Print.
Office, 1980, p. 14. Quotes General of the Army Omar N. Bradley, then
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. ’

2/ Nixon, Richard M. Annual Message to the Gongress on the State of the

Union. January 22; 1970. Public Papers of the Presidents, 1970
Washington, U S. Govt. Print, Offlcen 1971, p. 8.

-
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before the period covered by this study), when.American‘military might

‘became the Free World bulwark.

FREEDOM, OF ACTION

Finaily,_freedom of action.overlaps all other U.S. interests. It is
the key to strategic initiative, without which this countfy would be compelled
to react, rather than acf. This interest was pfopelled to the fore when the
United States became a wﬁrld power., We have been increasingly conscious of
its importance'sinée cdmpetifors began to exhibit . military capabilities

comparable to our own.
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PRESSURES FOR CHANGE

Several compellihg pressﬁree for change condition U.S. defense policies,

| plans, and programs dev1sed to satisfy the fundamental security 1nterests

sketched above. Some such influences are well wlthln our capacity to govern

4s we see fit. Others are beyond our control (Greph 1).

INCREASINGLY AMBIGUOUS THREATS

.External.threaﬁs'are growing”evermore ambiguous. Ten years ago, there

‘was little questlon in the mlnds of U.S. leaders, or among the mass of the

Amerlcan people, that 1nternatlonal communlsm, controlled by Moscow, was on

the march. That 51mpllst1c eonclu51on has been. dlscredlted. The dissclution

" of what once Was portrayed as a monolithic Slno—Sov1et Bloc produced an entirely

new set of defense'problems for the Unlted_States; vastly,more eomplex than
thoee-that_prevailed‘earliér.

Since the split bétween Peking and Moscow, identified in-this country

_durlng the early 19605, threats to the United States have been less exp11c1t

~and more diffuse. Our rlvals now accent a subtle blend of political, mxlltary,

economlc, and. psychologlcal powers, ather than armed confrontatlons. In-

dlrect strategles replace conc1u31ve confllct as the preferred 1nstrumant.

Proxy wars, partlcularly "peopleﬁiwars" and "wars of netional 11beratlon,"
came into'high feshion, then‘seemed to regressn' Soviet activities in NATO
Europe, the Medlterranean, the Mlddle East, and the Inﬂlan Ocean Ba51n eXw=

hibit a less pugnaclous Posture than Khrushchev‘ progected 10 years ago. Even

‘:_Breahnev?s threat to lntervene unllaterally 1n the Middle Fast on October 25,

| 1975, was low key in comparlson w1th probee that dlrectly endangered u. Sn_and.

l

Free werld securlty in earller pe-rlodse “.-a
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. .. _ The sharp shift in ‘modi operandi exhibited by competitors complicates
T7.S. threat estimétion processes. The Department of Defense and Joint Chiefs
of Staff continue to predicate their conclusions'largely'in terms of enemy
military capaﬁilities,l/,buf tépnlevel aséessments.also ﬁust divine the
opposition's probable cdurseé of acfion. That procéss'demands gome feel

for péliticéi as well as military‘intentions. Ctheﬁwise, there'is no way

to predict the imminence or intensity of prospective perils. The results
are confusing, since various authorities of£en read identical indications
differently. Tﬂoée observers who regard detente as perishable still see

!

significant threats; those who diagnose detente as inevitable see little

1 .
i | i | .

: resi&ual danger.
None of the findings can be proven. It is possible, for example, that
the mammoth Soviét miiitary'méchine may be exclusively for deterrent and
defensive purposes, with no aggressive designs. ‘Conversely, it may constitute
the ﬁnderpinﬁing for polifical_and military offensives. Ghinese'Communist.

(CHICOM) missilery may scon be an active threat to the United States, although

dany contend that it will mefely menace the Soviet Union. A consensus thus
is difficult to obtain.

o

1/ Official, unclassified threat appraisals are contained in Schlesinger,
James R. Annual Defemnse Department Report to the Congress on the FY 1975
‘Defense Budget and the FY 1975-1979 Defense Program, March 4, 18974,

p. 3-13, 45-49, B3, 87-91, 93-94; and Moorer, Thomas H. - United States
. , Military Posture for FY 1975, Statement before the House Armed Services
M Committee, February 7, 1974, 92 p. : ’ :

il

e
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 CHANGING INTERNATIONAL POWER RELATIONSHIPS
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‘The outlines.ufanmltipolar:world have teken shape in recent'years,

Pre51dent leon, in his flrst annual forelgn policy report to the Congress

" noted that "the whole pattern of 1nternat10nal polltlcs [1s] changing. ' Our

‘challenge [is] to understand that change, to define Amerlce's goals for the o -

1
next . perlod, end to set 1n motlon pollcles to achieve them."‘/
A brace of trends constltutes controlllng factors._

~~The Sino-Soviet schism, flrst sensed in the early 19603,
has widened and deepened.

--U.S. dominance of the Free World has faded.“

The bipolar wprld.ue have known for mearly 30 years still remains in a
modified form._ Ne country.or coalition of.countries can yet cempete militarily
with the Unlted States or the Sev1et Unicn, whose armed forces possess capa-
bllltles that are awesomely dlsproportlonate to all the rest. However,_the-

two superpowers‘derive 8 good deal of their strength from nuclear weepens,

. which neither dlsplays any procllv1ty for w1eld1ng. As a result the emergenee

of Cemmunlst Chlna, Western Eurepe and Japan as supplementary centers produces
& pentagonal world for national securlty purposes. Lesser luminaries, such
as Indias, Brazil ‘and Iran; create a polycentrlc s1tuat10n.

The changlng pattern calls prev1ous U S. defense policies and prectlces
into questlonn When‘Slno—Sov1et solldarlty prevalled, we pursued an undlf—
ferentlated taek toward commnnlst countrles. When U. Se eonsorts were less
effective, we relled almost exclus1vely on our own prescrlptlons and resources._

Amerlca is now eccommodatlng to the new enulronménta

)

N 1
i

1/ Nixpn, Richard M. U.s. Fbreign Policy for the 1970fs°. A New Strategy
' for Peace.. Hbshnngton, U.S. Govt. Print. Office, February 18, 1970,
.pﬁ lo '
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" THE IMPACT OF VIETNAM
The Vietnam War exefted urgenﬁ pressures that were manifest within.a
few months after we "Americ&nized" operations.

U. 5. militar&’personnel in Vietnam, ali in advisory and support roles,
totalled 23,000 on New Yesr's Day, 1965, TIn the next 12 months, the con-
tingent burgeoned eight—foldlto 184,000, as U.S. coﬁbat forces aséumed
primary'responSibility for prosecutihg.the conflict. The influx'finally
peaked at 543,000 in April, 1969. Direct financial war costs zoomed from
$i03’miliion to more than $21 billion anmuaelly during that four-year period.
7.S. combat deaths in all of 1964, just before the.bﬁildup, totalled 147;
more than 500 Americarswere killed each week af the Eeight of Hanoi's 1968
offensives. |

After the first year or two of indecisive hoastilities, war in Indo-
china became 1ncrea31ngly unpalatable to the Amerlcan peoplég who questioned
whether the mounting costs and caaualties were commensurate with prospectlve |
gains. Public opposition'Was muted at first; but became strident as frustra-
tions mounted. The_U.S. senge of purpose wavered._'Antimilitafism began to
abound. The national consenéus bégan to break down. Broad Congressional
support for our defense poliéies began tc disintegrate. _

Mass protests and violeﬁce became.comm§npiace. By March 31, 1968, anti-

- war activities had become so inténse that PreSﬁdent.thnson wae prompted to

announce'

e _/ Statistics extracted From Cooper; Bert H. Statistics on U.S. Participation
v ‘ in the Vietnam Conflict, with addendim. Weshington, Congressional Re-
v - . gearch Service, JAugust 159 1972, p. 3, 15, and MACV weekly summaries for

. ' . ' January—.)'une, 1969 :
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: A house divided against itself...is a house that cannot, -
stand... éConsequentlyl/ I do not believe that T should de-
vote an hour or a day of my time to any personal partigan-

' cauges or to any duties other than the awesome duties of
- this offices... Accordingly, I shall not seek, and I wili

not accept, ;the nomination of my party for another term as

your President. 1/ .

JIncoming Pre51dent Nixon acted quickly to reverse that trend as soon
as he took offlce the following January “Vletnamlzatlon" was immediately
in vogue. Mbre than,él,OOO U.S. troops were w1thdrawn from Vietnam in 1969.
Amerlcan combat deaths were cut by more than 35 percent that year.%/

-_Nevertheless, the-sztuatlon got much worse before it got better.
Roughly one-thlrd of all U.S. fatalities in Vletnam oceurred during 1969—70
The number of POWs accumulated. Direct war costs tallled $50.4 billion from
1969 through 19712/

DisPlays of discontent by antiwar activists'culminated in the Vietnam
.Mbratorlum of October 15, 1969 and the massive rallies one month thereafter
‘(the latter involved an. estlmated 250,000 partlclpants in Washlngton, D. C.

' alone). Demonstratlve dissent wes flnally dampened down, but dlsenchantment
1ncrea31ngly permeated segments of middle Amerlca that earlier had reglstered -
apathy or approval of cfficlal pollcyo No natlonal canvass concluded that
a majority of the Amerlcan people would countenance "&efeat " but as 1ate

C o oas October 1971 Louls Hsrrls announce& that U S. cltlzens by 3:1 favored

'termanatlng "all forms: of mllitary 1nvolvement in Vlet Nam". within six months0

1/ Johnson, Lyndon B. Publlc Papers of the Presidents, 1968- 69 'Bcok T
- Washington, U.S. Govt. Print. Office, 1570, p. 475-476. .
2/ Statistics drawn. from Cooper, Bert H. Statistics on U.S. Participation
in the Vietnam Confllct (updated infonmally), p.- 3-de

g/ Ibid., p. 4, 15. 7
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‘pollcy de01sions were reached.‘/ A serious war-powers controversy ensued.

of continuing resolutions.”

CRS-13 | \

An impressive 53 percent of those polled advecated;accelerated withdrawal

1/

.of U S. troops, versug 26 percent two years before.

~ Congress reflected the natlonal temper. Measures aimed at restricting

~or ending U.S. involvement in Southeast Asia came to a vote more than 100

times between 1966 and 1972. Most notable were a-CooPer—Chnrch amendment,
which proposed barring funds for U.S. military operations in Cambodia after

July 1,‘19703 the McGovern—Hatfield amendment, which sought the complete

extrication of U.S. troops from Indochina by December 31, 1971; and three
Mensfield amendments, which prescribed short—term-de&dlines for withdrawal,

.dependent only on the release of American prleoners of war.g/

Congress regected most blnding restrictlons, although the Sen&te did

.rescind the Tonkln Gulf Resolutlon by a 575 roll—cell vote on dJuly 10, 1970.

" However, estrangement sharpened between the Executive Branch and the Congress,

whoee 1eadere5were not always consulted_before major defense and foreign

i

 The entlre U.S. alliance system and most forelgn aid progrems came under fire. In
_ Octqber 1971, the Senate temporerily“refused to appropriate funds for military

_assistenee, before it decided to support existing commitments through a series

&/

1/ The Harris Survey: As Nizon Nears Troop Decision, Public Favors End to
Viet Nam Role. Chicago Tribune, November 8, 1971, p. 22. :

g/ The Power of the Pentagon: The Creation, Control, and Acceptance of
Defense Policy by the U,S. Congress. Washington,; Congressional Quarterly,
1972, p. 70-78, 112-113. BE

”.i§ Toid., p. 40-45, T1-73, 8L,

Foreign Aid: Authorization Gleared After Long Delay. Congressienal
Quarterly Weekly Report, January 29, 1972, p. 221.
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An Agreement on'Ending the War and Restoring Peace in Vietnanm was'
signed in Paris by all beiligerents on January 27; 1973, Congress leter.
clamped e 1id on‘the conflict in Cambodia. Those actions relieved the
_olamor}for defensenreforms,'out.scarcely expunged the legacy of experience,
:whlch apparently will contlnue to conditlon U. 5. defense polloles and procedures
for a good many years,‘ g:'f | o | o ' ‘ L
THE DOLLAR DEBACLE
Finenciai anomalies‘oonstitute another category of pressures eompeiling
‘change. Our Gross National Product (GNP), whlch passed $1 trllllon in 1971,
is by far the largest of any natlon. Amerloan society is the moat affluent
in the world. Assoclated trends nevertheless denlgrate efforts to create a
credible U.S. nationel defense structure that matches current polloy goals
;:w1th costs ecceptable to the Congress and the publlco
Inflstion is generally'identified as the most pressing economic proolem
'in the Uhited Sﬁafes today._ Serious problems began in 1965, when rising costs,
sharp increases in federal spending for defense and domestic programs, reduced

-'revenues as a result of tax cuts, and excessive monetary stlmulatlon generated

e e e e

“serious’ overheating.l/ ”
From 1965 through 1972, consumer prlces rose by more than 29 percent,
~ or about 3. 8 percent oompounded annually A series of economlc controls, the
first of which were applied in August 1971, causedlnflatlaﬂto subside tem-
_porarily,-/ but prlces 1n 1973 1ncreased almost 9 percent, the most serlous : | wfﬁ

upsurge in more than 20 years.-

1/ U.S. Congresso Joint Economic Committeeo Price and Wage Control: An
Evaluation of Current Policies. Hearings, 92nd Congress, 2nd Session.
‘Part 2, Studies of Selected Aspects. Washington, U.S. Govt. Print. Office,
19729 P 389 ¢ . . . 7 e ) E : -

g/ Tbid., p. 364-365, 389, 393- - L
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eﬁhan antlc:Lpatedo Consequently, the dollar was further devalued 16 percent

in February'19735 By mld—March however, that flxed reduction in value wag

CRS-15

The United States also has been plagued with severe balance of pay-
ments problems. We invited deficits in the late 1940s and 1950s so that
Free World countries whose economies had been shattered by World War II and
its_aftermath_could accumulate surplus dollars and rebﬁi;d'reserVes ef hard_
cﬁrrency. However,lés.time passed without-significant reedjustment‘of
foreign exchenge'rEtes to account for reconstruction progress, this poentry.

began to experience a pinch. By 1967, cumulative deficits had reduced U.S.

.gold reserves from $26 bllllon (1949) to $14.8 bllllon. Four years later,
_our llebllltles to. offlclal forelgn institutions were four times greater than

our holdlngs in gold.

Amerlca's unfavorable balance of payments, which reeults in part

~ from mllltary expendltures overseas, primerily reflects trade inequities.

During the decade between the early 1960s and early.1970s, an &verage annual

'$5 billion surplus became a $6.8 billion loss. U.S. dealings with Japan.

acceunted-for neerly half of the total deficit in;1972.3/

Depreclatiun of the dollar overseas has been ane outgrowth. De--

‘valuation becam‘e-inevitable0 A 749 percent cut«back in terms of gold re-

sulted from the Smithsonian Agreement of December 1971. Other countrles

 also declared new exchange rates at that time. Results were less favorable

1/ leon, Richard M. International Economic Report of the President:
- Together With the Annual Report of the Council on International Bconomic
Policy. March 1973. Weshington, u. Se Govto Print. Officeg 1973,
2/ Ibid., p. 19-20.,-
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abandoned and the dollar allowed to float free.is relation to supply and
demand. Furfher aepreciaticn in relation to most foreign exchanges followed——
about 6 bercenf is NATO coustries,lfor'exﬂmple. American buying power
sagged. ) - |

| Aﬁy-one of the finansisl trends outlined above would have exacerbated
U,3. defense budget problems.- In combination, they impact resoundingly‘on

all efforts to reshape "our military'establishment_into & compact; modern;

versatile, all-volunteer force.

| TEEHNOLOGICAL COMPETITION
- Moscow's military technology hss received huge emph581s since World

War IIn Soviet scientists, possibly with outside assistance, exploded
‘.1their first:nuclear deviee_ih_1949; They thenrconfounded Free ﬁorld fore-k

cssters by produciﬁg.s fusion weapan within’the next four years; a scant
;10 months after U, S. phy31clsts succeeded. SPUTNIK electrified the inter-

naticnal scene in 1957, when 1t ‘demonstrated a spectacular potentlal that

presaged the early development of 1ntercont1nental ballistic m:n.ssn.les°

Technologlcal progress in the U.8.S.R. 1s stlll cau31ng U.S. offlclal

‘concern to mount. Former Defense Secretary Me1v1n R. laird expressed the mood | g
precisely wheh.hefmourned “the already lsrge and rapidly growing mllltary—- |
related [researcﬁ and developmeht] effort of.ﬁhe'Soviet Union," and eautioned

that "nothing soéldrbe more deétrimental to osr future...than tc neglect our

'technole ical base."g/ Many members of Congress share those sentiments.
(=4 : : _

1/ 1Ibid., p. 18, 2025,
2/ Laird, Melvin R, Statement Before & Joint Session of the Senate Armed

Services and Appropriations Committees on)the FY 1971 Defense Program
-and Budget, February 20, 1970, P 66-68. - .
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Thefe is considerable evidence that our once-taken-for-granted

scientific supremacy may be slipping awey in some respects. The President
“of the U.S. Nationei Acadenw of Sciences, for example, singles out Soviet

accomplishments in certain aspects of physics and molecular biology: for

v

1 _ - o o
particular praise. The United States apparently maintains a solid
lead in computer fechnology, integrated circuitry, telecomminications, ship
and sublarine noise suppressants, and super-strong composite materials. The

U.8.5.R. clearly excels at Chemical'warfare, high-performance integral rockets

and ramjets, special nurpose vehicles to cope with cold weather and tight

Jterrain, and aircraft maintainability. Soviet sclentists Mare quite capable

of matehing their U.S. counterparts® in other areas. The day has passed when

we could be smugly sure of nnquestioned scientific and technological superior-

ity, which has sustained this'cbuntry in the past and is the key to future

2/

capabilities.’

THE ENERGY CRISIS y _

Planners in the Department of Defense (DOD) were preoccupled throughout
1973 with the p0581b111ty of a nation-wide energy shortage. In May and
June of that year, Deputy Secretary William P. Clements, Jr. initiated

several conservation measures and announced specific goals for reducing DOD

-1/ TU.S. Scientist Says SOV1ets 81081ng Gap.  The Washington Post, July 4,

1973, p. A24, ; .

2/ Foster, John S. Jr., . The Department of Defense Program of Hesearch,

- Development, Test and Evalution, FY 1974.. Statement Before the Defense
Subcommittee of the Senate Approprlntlone Gommlttee, March 28, 19?3,
Section 2, p. 8. ‘ _ .

1

o .
S
Cy T




CRS-18

Y

pstroleum requirements in FY 1974. The following September, a Defense
Energy Task Group was formed to analyze all aspects of the problem.l/
Studies proliferated, but few emphatic policy or force posture changes'were
immediately forthcoming.

The Arab oil embargo, invoked in October 1973, provided a sudden catalyst.
Sgudi_Arabia goon ordered ARAMCO and its affiliates (Standard 0il of California,
Texaco,.Exxon, ang Mobil) to withhold Arabian products from U.S. armed forces |
_around the world. When Riyadh threatened to deprivé refineries in Singapore
and the Philippines, those sources cut off supplies to our Pacific Command.
.Similar actionsrtook pléce elsewhere.g/ Within a matter of days, DOD was
short 40 percent of its normal petroleum-input.é/

That economic warfare wédge, calculated tg isoiate Israel from U.S. and
other gympathizers, pinched this country painfully. It shook our global se-
curity éystem_and daused contention with aténch allies, whose dependencg on’
petroleum sxceeded their intefests in Israel. Less immediate implications

of such sanctiohs involved their potential for disrupting U.S. defense in-

‘dustries and degrading our military mobility.

“/ Cooper, Bert H. Cil Shortages and the U.S. Armed Forces. Washington,

Congressionsl Research Service, April 16, 1874, p. 3. : '

'. An 0il Threat to the U.S. Military. BuSlness Concedes Denying Oil to
U.S. Military Since October. New York Times. Jan. 26, 1974, p. 14.

Getler, Michael, Arab 0il Embargo Reduces P&cifle Fleet?s Operations.

Washingtor Post, Nov. 15, 1873. p. AR6.
Finney, John W. Schlesinger Testifies Fuel Allccations to Military
.Must Be Raised This Spring. New York Times, Feb. 1, 1874. p. 46.
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Prompt and positive countermeasureé were compulsory. . Nﬁmercus DOD
administrative-and operational restrictions went intq effect, with as yef
undisclosed effects on readiness. Routine training and field éxercises,
for example, were drastically re_ducéd° POL consumption for the second guarter
of FY 1974 dropped 16 percent, as one result.l/

Even so, DOD found it necessafy to invcke the Defense Pro@uction hct of
1950 to requisition 19.7.million Earrels of petroleun products from éivilian
sources. The Emergency Fuels and Energy Allocation Act of November 27, 1873
(PuL. 93-159) went into effect just after New Years Day, 1974. And the role
of Naval Petroleum Reserves was subjectéd to qloée'scrutiny during Congres-
sional hearings.g/

A1l efforts to the contrary, however, the energy squeeze will not be
easily resolved. Tts continuing impact on defense trends is thereforeé certain

"to be pervasive and sevéré; Future finaneial cbsts'will_likely be extravagant.

5

{

"1/ Gooper, Bert H. 0il Shortages and the U.S. irmed Forces, p, 1, 12.
2/ Ibid., p. R4~25, : :
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| @ - . STRATEGIG NUCLEAR AND CBR TRENDS

EVOLVING THREATS

Soviet Nuclear Capabilities

Three salient trends characterize the maturation of Soviet nuclear

capabilities:

—- The offensive force structure has magnified immensely
since the Cuban missile crisis, and continues to im- .
prove at a rapid pace.

R b o i

-~ The¢ emphasis has shifted from manned bombers to
" ballistic missiles.

-~ The Soviets have curtailed the deployment of an anti-
ballistic missile (ABM) shield, although R&D efforts
continue. g ' ' '

The U.S.S.R. is the only country in the world that has sufficient

strength to vie with this country militarily on a global basis or sericusly

harm our home base. Its capacities in such regard have inflated manyfold

in recent years.’ : , ;

The United States conﬁinued'to enjoy aﬁ absolute monopoly-of
nuclear weapons ﬁhat could be delive:ed transoceaniéally until the
Kremlin began dgploying medium-rangé BADGER bombers in 1955, ﬁhich

‘could‘have'flowﬁ-qne#way_suici&e missionsf Long-range BEAR and
BISON aircraft 8PPEafed the Eoiloﬂing-jear. ‘Soviet progress during
the remainder of_that'deéa&e and into ﬁhe eafly 19608 was relatively g

mo&estaICBM devéloﬁment“waa impressive, but deployments were not great,

{
H . . i
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There was indeed a cagabilitx gap at the time oflthe Cuban missile:crisis,
but it was in our favor. Russian leaders, being realists, reluctantly backed
down. However, Mdscow's Deputy Foreign Minister V. V. Kuznetsov predicted -
in an oft-quoted remark that "this is the last time you Americans will be
able to do.thié to us." Soviet programs accelerated rapidly thereafters
Admiral Thomas H. Moorer, Chairmsn of the Joint Chieﬁs of Staff, evaluates
the consequences as they are perceived by U.S. net assessment groups:

While thls nation spent the greater part of the 60s

in a costly war, the Soviet Union dedicated its resocurces

in a drive to expand and modernize every sector of their-

strategic and conventional forces. The Soviet goal was to

shift the military balance and they succeeded in doing so.l/

The numerical realignments reflected on Figure 1 have far-reaching
ramificatioﬁs. Before the big buildup, Moscow's nuclear strike force
featured manned bombers.;'OMr air defenses were 1mpressive at that time.
Sov1et flrst—generatlon ballistic m1351les were few, and prlmltlve by
Present standards. By the mid-1960s, however, quantitative and qualitative

improvements in its ICEMs and sea-launched missiles gave the U.S.S5.R. an

indisputable assured destruction capability agsinst this countryeg/

4

;/ Moorer, Thomas H. Address Before the American Ordnance Association.
Washington, News Release, Office of the A381stant Secretary of Defense
(PA), May 17, 1873, P 2. -

2/ McNamara, Robert S. Statement Before'the Sénate Armed Services Committee

on the FY 1969-73 Defense Program. and the 1969 Defense Budget January
22, 1968, p. 46,
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Bomber Weapons 5,500 (+-)  :.1,200 (+-)

CRS-z%
| Figure 1

THE SHIFTTNG STRATEGIC FORCE BALANCE
’ U'SO vsc UoSoSoRo :

u.s. 7.S.5.R. | 0.8, U.S.8.R.

1962 - o 1973 i

ICBM 294 o+ 5 : 1,054 : 1,527

SLBM - L4 *  some 3 656 : 628

Heavy Bomber 600 3. 190 : - 400 | : 140

 Medium Bon"tber ' QL0 B 2 1,000 o -80 : 700
TCEM/SLEM , P : : -

Warheads : 438 : 15 3 3,428 t 2,053

2,450 (+ -.-) 250 (+ =)

Source:

Tables compiled from‘ mltiple publicatlons, primarily the Military Balence, 1973-7%4

London, The International Institute for Strategic Studies, 1973, p. 69-TL.

" Mreraft weaponry is complicatéd %o compute, since it can include a mix

of air-to-surface missiles and gravity bombs. Paylosds vary wlidely,
depending on type tergets and the range ‘to those targets. The figures
displayed are for order of magnitude comparative purpoaes only.

) . . 1 L . :
U.8. B-47 medium bombers possessed refuqling capebilities that would have
enabled them to;éngage Soviet targets in the ehrly 1960s, Our FB-11l
aircraft enjoy similar advemtages today. Soviet TU-16 medium bombers,
in service since 1955, are supported by such a limited tanker force that

" only & few could undertake two-way intercontinental missions, but Kemikazi-.

type attacks are perfectly feasibles. U.S. Adr Force strike plamns comuonly
‘assigned such m?issions_m the 19508, - L . :

A

Soviet SLBMs for 1973 include 66 on Gtesel-powered submarines.

{
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Since'theh, tﬁe deiets have had the power to obliterate the United Stétes
gs a 20th Century sogiety, if they: care to risk national suicidé.

That development is unprécedented. _Our survival has not been at stake
since we gained our independence. Even if the Union had iost the Civil War,

a truncated Unlted States would have surv1ved. Hitler lacked “the amphibious’

assault and loglstlc capabilities to span the English Channel during World
War IT, much less the broad Atlantic.

Fortunateiy, fears that the U.S.S.R. might maliciously trigger a general
nuclear war seem far-fetched, since'thé Soviets.lack an effective ABM de-
fense; and we posseésimpressive repris§1 powers. Acéidenﬁal initiation by

either of the superpowérs is implausible, considering the stringent safeguards,

- they employ. A contlnulng dlalogue and emergency measures, such as the Wash-

ington-to-Moscow hot line, reduce the likelihood of misunderstanding;_ Past 3
behav1or patterns by Soviet leaders suggest that the probablllty'of irrational
acts is low, Miscalculation in time of tension thus remains the most pre581ng

concern, although purposeful adventurism cannot be ruled outl.

Chinese Communist Nuclear Capabllltles

The Peopléis Republic of China (PRC)‘és yet represents no direct danger
®© the continental United States. Chinese.threats are largely local, of
greater concern tqjthe U.5.S.R. and our Asian allies than to this far-distant
countryy but the PRC is 1nch1ng toward capabllltles that soon will permit its
leaders to progect mllltary power far beyond Chlna?s perlpheryo

The Chinese hava been amassing a nucléar arsensl since OCtober9 1964,

‘When they touched off thelr first atomic dev1ceo They now are perfecting

¥ . . - ’ . i
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an ICBM delivery system that could impinge on the continental United States
by 1976 or 1977.‘lIts range, carrying a three-megaton warhead, appears to
be about 6,000 nautical miles,“ sufficient to reach virtually all major

U.S. targets."i/ That assessment, however, is tempered bj estimates of
Peking's intentions. Improved Sino-American reiations, blus U.5. |
deterrent powers, seenm to.make Chinese nuclear aggreésion against the

2/

United States a rather remote possibility,~ although PRC nuclear options

will inéreasingly constrain U.S. actions in Asia as this decade progresses.

U.S. NUCLEAR DETERRENT GOALS

Evolving Soviet nuclear capabilities have encouraged successive Presi-

‘dents to alter most objéctives that underwrite the irreducible U. S.

interest in national survival (Graph 2).

-=~The deterrence of nuclear attacks on‘the United States
still overrides. all other aims.

~-However, we no longer seek to "win" if deterrence fails.
The goals now are to: ' -

~=Limit escalation.
--Restore stability.

—--Devastate the aggressoris homeland, if other methods of
terminating the conflict fail.

~—Limiting eivilian casualties and damage has ceased to be a
fundamental concern.

¢

]

1/ Moorer, Thomas ﬁe United States Military Posiure for FY 1974, p. 26,
and for FY 1975, p. 38. : : ‘ '

2/ Kissinger, Henrf A. Question and AnswerﬁseSBibn After a Briefing.
Washingten, Office of the White House Secretary, June 15, 1972, p. 7.
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o - . GRAPH 2 .
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o _ .The dete_rrence of atomic attacks on our homeland became a E;_‘qu
-U,S, objective in the mid-1950s, when the Soviet Union acquired the:
ability to engage ruliiple targets in this country. The avoidance of a
nuclear exchenge with the U.S.S.R.has dwarfed other U.S. defense consider—
atlons since that time.
If deterrence had collapsed in the 19505, U.S. leaders planned to
"win" the ensuing conflict by disarming the opposition. One of Presi-
denf Truman's momentous decisions; in the opinion of General Nathan B,
~ Twining, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff from 1957-1960, was "o
buildaup.U.S. strategic nmuclear forces--both as a deterrent to Commﬁnist
-aggression and as a ﬁar—winning capability." The succeeding Eisenhower
Agministration "never wavered" iﬁ its deteriination_to win "if general
;ar were thfust upon us."
| "Winning, however, scon ceased'to be & realistic aim, in the opinion
of U.S. decision-makers. We lost our credible first sirike capability
shortly after the Cuban erisis, as the Soviets hardened their missile silos _' .54
and increaeed their seaborne missile fleet which, 1ike our own, is relatively .
‘invulnerable; In January 1964, Defense Secretafy Robert S.rMcﬁamhra announced
that successful U.S, counterforce operatione would be "simply unattain-
able," even if they were 6951rab1e. ﬁor the.next few'yeai's9 America‘s

primary obJectlve if deterrence failed- was 31mply "o destroy the aggressor

4

i/Twining, Nathan B. Neither leerty nor Safetya New York, Holt, Rine— _ :

hart and Winston, 1966, p. 146-147. - : .

" 2/McNamara, Robert S. Statement before the Sénate Aymed Services Committee ;

" and the Subcommittee on DOD Appropriations on the FY 1965-89 Defense
Program and the 1965 Defense Budget, January 27, 1964, p. 31
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as & viable_sodiety.“ That.vengeful.aim remains as a last-ditch option
if all other efforts to restore stability prove fruitiess, but eécalation
- control and diplomatic bargaining to. conclude any nuclear conflict ex-
peditiously on acceptable terms have both become high priority objectives;
The contraction of 6qr SAFEGUARD antiballistic missile programs, the
progressive deterioration of our air'defense scfeen, and the impotence
of U.8. civil defenﬁe efforts corroborate the absence of any goal to con-
fine civilian casualties and damage. A decade ago, McNamara concluded
that "none of fhe [ABM] systems at the present or foreseeable state of the
art" could prevent American casualties in the "tems of millions". Con-
sequently, AR "defenseréf ouf cities against a Soviet attack...would be
a futile waste of our resources,“é/ No one in authority has refuted that

judgment.

U.S. NUCLEAR DETEBRENT POLICIES _ | ‘ : ' ft
Primary‘U.S. nuclear deterrent policies that guide strategic planners . _ %

in-£heir pursuit of ways and means fo‘satisfy ﬁital objectives have been

revised ovef the yea:s to.refieét ouf altefed aims The chﬁnge has

i

1/McNamara , Robeit S. Statement Before the House Armed Services Committee
on the FY 1966-70 Defense Program and 1968 Defense Budget, February 18,
1585, p. 38.

2/Nixon, Richard M. U. S Foreign Pollcy for the 1870's, May 3, 1973,
p. 182-184.,

§/NbNamara, Robert S. The Essence of Sécuritﬁg New York, Harper and Row, ‘
1968, p. 83; and McNamaras, Robert S.. Statement on the FY 1969 Defense i
’ Budgetg Po 63.? : . II . . o ! i Clil
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been characterizéd by:
—-4 reduction in retaliatory options
—-The rejection of strategic défenées.
--Increasing reliahce on érms control.

Three distinct stages.of development stand out in bold relief (graph's).

The Era of Assured Ascendancy

Whentﬁe Atomic Age was in its infancy, America excluded preemptive oi
prevenfive wars as an instrument, and elected a secondfstrike strategy; Even
so; our evident edge encouraged decisive concepis. Policy in the 1950s was
therefore predicated on what might have been termed "Assured Ascendancy".
Counterforce operations of all kinds were a conspicuous ingfedient, de-
signed to deliver crippiingwblows against attacking waves of hostile aircraft
and suppresé the foe's defenses. A multifaceted warning and defemnse network
cOmplemented_Uos.'offensive systems. The intent was to protect our homeland,
and pave the way for swift and sure Massive Retaliation againsﬁ Moscow's
capadities to wage qffensive war. The aggregate solidly enhanced
America‘s déterrent5acrosé the nuclear spectrum,by guaranteeing that we
could wage a general wéf "yictoriously™, and hanéle aﬁomié contingencies : . ;
‘with aplomb. Arms ;ontrol played'an unpreposseséing part in U.S. deterrenti
policy during thosejdays. It Qas simply an adjuﬁcto_
The Fra of Assured Destructlon

1

The Unlted Statgs abandoned Assured Ascendancy in 1965—64 and substltuted

0

ﬁssured Destructlona  The reasonlng was elemental. UaS, leaders conéluded Co- .

that the surge in’ Soviet muclear capabilities m&de effective counterforce

‘operations impractical, if not impossible. '{
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Soviet sea-launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs)}, which then had a range
of about 400 naqtical‘miles, were begirning to pose an impressive poténtial
threat to U.S. coastal cities. They were {and still are) virtually invul-
nerable. Our nuclear arsenal‘lacked the requisite blend of accuracy and
yield to eradicate Moscow's intércontinental ballistic missiles (ICEMs),
.which-were béing encased in hardened silosa. We could have developed the
‘capability to_crush hard targets, perhaps at the exﬁense of an acceiérated
arms race, but néither the meané tp eliminate hostile submarines nor to ﬁn—
stall effective antiballistié missile defenses seemed to be fortheoming in
thé foreseeable future.’:Aﬁﬁarently, nething we cqul& do within existing states
of technblogicél art would prevent the devastation of this countrj if‘ﬁe en-
gaged in a general nuclear war.

Consequently, U.S. leaders remolded Massive Retaliation, fashioned in the
- 1950s to fulfill multiple functions, and focused it on city targeting, designed
' _to_"ensurelthé destruction, singly or in combination, of the-Soviét Union,
.Gommunist China; and the éommunist satellites;"l Efforts to'pro%ect the
'American people from atomization were allowed to languish, on the assump-
tion that the power "to-destroy an attacker as & viable ﬁwentieth century
natlon.a.prov1des the deterrent, not ouf ablllty to partlally 1imit damasge
to ourselves."g/1 Strategic defenses thereafter were structured primarily

b
_to preserve U.S.; retaliatory- forces, not cities.

-1/ U.S. Congress. House. Subcommittee of the Committee on Appropriations,
Department of Defense Appropriations for 1965. Hearings, 88th Congress,
1st Session, Part 4. Washington, U.S. Govt. Print. Office, 1965, p. 25-28.
2/ McNamara, Robert S. See section on. strateglc defenses and damage limita- -
tion in annuhl DOD posture statements to %he Congress, F.Y. 1965-1969,
- Final quotation from Statement on the 1968 Defense Budget, p. 38-39.
3/ McNamara, Robert S. Statement on the 1969 ‘Defense Budget, p. 62.
P f ) o L' : ’ .
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This country's general waf deterrent stayed sound through the;19€Os,
but the comparative decline of American'militafy might éooh dispelled con-
v1ctlons that we could dictate the terms of limited nuclear combat if pre—
ventive meagures cc;llapsede When Massive Retaliation lost credlblllty as
the gponsor of Free World security, U.S. proscriptive powers weré dulled,
and our énguished‘NATO ally had to récast its concepts.l/

The absence of flexibility derived from ourISPecialized stance emphasized

demands for diplomacy and negotiation. Arms control, which previously played

~a peripheral role, became an inseparable part of U.S. strategy, despite voci-

ferous condemnation by skeptical conservatives.

In an effort to strengthen deterrenée, cut costs, and curb the holocaust
if nuclear wardshould ensue, the U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency,
activated in 1961, took‘on g, éompendium of projects. Duringithe brief span
from 1963 through 1968, these culminated in the establishment of a Washington-
to-Moscow "hot line", whose expressed purpose was to lessen the dangers of
war resulting from error or misunderstanding; a limited teat ban treaty that
banned experimental nuclear detonations in the atmosphere, outer spaée, and
under water; a treaty that prohlbltq the emplacement of nuclear weapons in
outer space; a treaty that d331gnates Latin Amerlca a nuclear-free zone (a
similar accord addressed Antarctica in 1959); and a treaty impeding the pro-
liferation of nuclear weapons among natlons not already members of the

“Nuclear Club "2/

t i

1/ NATO Facts and Flguresg Brussels, NATO Information Service, October
1971, p. 92. i _

g/ Arms Control Achlevements, 1959_19729 Washington, U.S. Govt. Print.

S Offlce, ‘1972, '
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The Era of Assured'Anxietv

{

Assured Destruotionconcepts,adopted.a decade ago because U.S. spokesmen

Pperceived no practlcal alternatlve, Were enshrined as dogma until Pre51dent

Nixon asked an oft

~quoted rhetorlcal question shortly after he assumed office:

Should the Pre51dent in the event of a nuclear attack,
be left with the single optlon of ordering the mass destructlon
- of enemy civiliane, in the face of the certainty that it would
be followed by the mass slaughter of Americans? Should the con-
cept of assured destruction be narrowly defined, and should it be

the only measure of our ability to deter the varlety of thredts
‘we may face9 l/ '

In answer to that question, the incumbent Administration is seeking to

supplement Ma531ve Retallatlon with more adjustable responseso_ "Given the

range of posslble pOllth&l-Mllltary situations whlch conceivably could con-

front us, our strateglc policy should not be based solely on a capability of

flnfllctlng urban and 1ndustr1al demage ‘presumed to be beyond the level an

- adversary would aceept " the Pres1dent postulates. "We must be able to

respond at levels approprlate to the 51tuatlon."~/

' structlon as our last-ditch stand, but sought dlvers counterforce capabllltles K

After a searchlng reappraisal, the Administration confirmed Assured De-

to deter and, 1f need be, deal with nuclear ehallenges at Lower levelsu Re-

quests are on record or. under reV1ew to MIRV more MINUTEMEN modify them to

F

carry larger loads, develop warheads that oen deal adroitly with hard targets,

and

3
perhaps augment the U.S. trlad w1th ) stable of cruise and mobile MlSSlleSa—/

e t‘,'

Nixon, Richard M. TU.S, Forelgn Pollcy for the 19703, Februery 18, 1970,

p. 122,

Nixon, U.S. Foreign Pollcy for ‘the 19703, February 9, 1972, p. 158.
Schlesinger, James R. Annual Defense’ Department Report to the Congress

on the FY 1975_Defense Budget, p. 49-686. !
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That course sparked a nation-wide debate over nuclear deterrence, unduplicated
in the past deoade.l/ However, even if sufficient funds were soon forthcoming

'-to.cover 21l proposed programns (by ho means a foregone conclu81on), practical

improvements in U S. retallatory capabillties would still be many months in

developmeﬁt.

Paradoxically, the delviﬁg for.versatility applies only to retaliatory
policies. By formally repudiating strategic defense, U.S. decision-makers
in thls decade have actually excised options, instead of adding alternatives.
Mutual vulnerability, an outgrowth of the SALT I ABM treaty, allegedly en-

hanced Arerica's generai war deterrent by emphasizing the futility of & full-
.- scale nuclear fusillade. -Unfortunately, it alsc openéd up new opportunities

for rivals to test our resolve in limited nuclear combat. That possibiiity

currently causes queasiness in the U.S. defense establishment and among con-

oerned citizens in every walk of life.

Thislcountr& now .enters the Era of Assured Anxiety, wraoked by deep un-
certainties. The sapping of our nﬁclear strength has far-reaching implications
.for a U.S. foreigntpolicy'predicated on tartnership and negotiation. The
inability,of the United Ststeslto provide a nuclear shield for the Free World,
ag promised by the Nixon Doctrine,é/ threatens to undenmine our global security

system. It is dlfflcult to. persuade allies that coalitions are still to their

! 1
H
H

ours, when we cannot produoes Nuclear prollferation

; :

i/ A comprehens1ve review of associated problems is contained in Collins,
John M. Counterfgree and Countervalue Options Compared: A4 Military
Analysis Related to Nuclear Deterrence. Washingtong Congre381ona1 Re-:
search Service, December 7, 1972,

advantage, as well as

: g/ Nixon, Richard Mo; U.S. Forsign Polloy for the 1970‘u9rFebru&ry 18, 19?09
: po 4-13. i
. 8/ Wixon, Richard M., U.8. Foreign Policy for thetlQTO“s, February 25, 19?1,
. ‘.'. o D 1314, N . i i
X _':jL: i ‘ i

i
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.may eventually be 1nduced, to Amerlca's detrlment FUrthermore, the spectacle
'of unusable U.S. nuclear power has dlluted our dlplomacy. We are 1ncrea31ngly
hard put to convince the- Kremlln that negotlated compromlse is preferable to
coerc10n or one—sided deals that serve Sov1et ends at U.S. expense.

To redress 1mbalances and reverse such trends, the United States now
engages in an enormously expens1ve and seemlngly endless arms race that causes
’bten81ons to mount. As a result, -reciprocal arms control accords, which once |

Were strateglc adguncts, assume crucial proportlons. ‘U.8. national security .
qulte llterally depends’ to a hlgh degree on cooperatlon by a canny competitor,
whose incentives to_collaborate are slight. |

._SALT I ameliorated an sppalling shift in the muclear balance toward the
Soviet Union;:by freezing selected offensive forces for a full five years.
' That temnorsry_injunctionsleft this country in better shape.than otherwise
would have pertained; but‘stili.st a disadvsntage.;/ U.S. SALT 11 negotiators
- now strive to ensure;endnring'equilibrium. Success tﬁus far hss surely been

: ssant,‘and the issue stays in dodbt.g/

U.S. NUCLEAR FORCE POSTURE TRENDS %

A nuclear deterrent posture second to none hss been the ultlmate U.S.
force goal throughout the past two decades. w1thout credlble capabilities,
. we would be hard pressed to retsln the confldenoe of our frlends, the respect
‘_of our foes, or our oun self-essurence in tlmes of crlsls. Todey, more than

i
ever, the need for American mllltary strengﬁh 1s,tled to a deterrent pollcy

1/ U.S. Congress. ‘Senate. Message From the Presldent of the United States
' Transmitting the ABM Treaty and the Interim Agreement and Associated
~ Protocol. 92nd Congress, 2nd Session, Executive L., Weshington, U.S. Govt,

Print. Office, 1972, 16 p,. -

2/ More limited Moscow Pact Seen by U.S. Wpshington Post, Aprll 13, 19?4,
p. A-1, A~4. Quotes Secretary Kissinger as saying "We will not have a
permanent agreement [in 1974]. Whether there oan be an egreement on
part of it really is not cleer yet.". . _ _ _ !

i
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which hopes to_convihce competitors that negotiation is more attractive
*than naked aggression. The_question is, "how many forces are enough?"
Tﬁree basic policieé set the style {Graph 4y
—-Our mixed retaliatory force concept remains constant.
—-Strength criteria for U.S. offensive forces have shaded from
superiority through parity to ngufficiency" and "essential
equivalence.™ v
--U.8. defense assets have declined.

.

The Mixed Retaliatory Force Concept

1
"Flexibility" is a prime Principle of war.—/ The experience of many
- millenia has confirmed that it is rarely wise to rely too heavily on &a.
- b bl
single weapons system, regardiess of its attributes. The United States

therefore has long maintained diversified forces designed to enhance the

eredibility of our deterrent by guaranteeing this country a valid second-

strike capability under worst-case circumstances.
Beginning in the 1980s, wheq long-range aircraft coﬁprised the only U.5.

| 'intefcontinental-nuclear‘delivery means, we settled on a Triad of manned.

bombers, iCEMs, and;ballistic migssile submarines. Each-compdnent exhibits

_ﬁnique capabilitieé: measured in terms of ﬁeliability, range, accurécy,-

penetration potentiélg pre- and_postélaunch sufvivability; sim@licityg

adaptabi}ity, respbnsiveness; control, research éﬁ& developﬁent prospects,

and cost. The thfe% elements‘are essentiaily co%plementaryg rather than

competitive. o : ‘ j

'

1/ The Principles of War comprise mauy different lists. The British sub-
scribe to 10, the Russians to half that many. Flexibility, oddly encugh,
_ _ is disregarded in American versions. Collins, John M. Grand Strategy:
» Principles and ?ractice'so ‘Annapolis, Meryland, U.S. Naval Institute
- Press, 1973, p.' 2R%-28. : :
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GRAPH 4
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' ® Congress. put its seal oi‘ approval on the mixed force concept by appro-
priating R&D funds in the 1950s. -Variegated forces have supported our deterrent
-policy ever since, althoughsan articulate oppositisn opposes the present de-
.gree of fedundancy, alleging that it is neither necessary nof cost4ef£ective.
Some critics argue ﬁhat'aircrsft.ars.obsolete in the missile age. Increasing

| Soviet capabilities to destroy hard targets cause others to scorn ICBMs in
.concrete silos. A few would limit our retaliatory fsrce to POLARIS submarines,
whose survivability seems assured for the present. Thus faf, however, the
Nixon Administration has resisted all such pressures, partiy because it is

: L
convinced that salvation lies with the mixed force concept, partly because 1t

views unilateral disarmament as diplomatigaily improvident.

Strength Criteria for Retalistory Forces
Superiorifx. ‘Bald quantitative and qualitative nuclear supremacy backed
_UgSe deterrent objectives at the onset of the Atomic Age. Until 1955, the
United States engoyed s monopoly of nuclear weapons that could be.delivered
intercontinentally. we retained unquestloned superiority into the succeedlng
decade._ Assured Ascendancy was prsdlcatsd'on that advantage.

- Parity. Pafity reﬁlaced,superiority as the U.S; force structure standard
by 1964, in cbeisance to the bellef that relative strengths were meanlngless—-
the mission of Assured Destructlon was merely to cover essential urban targets

' w1th a high degree of confldencea "Excess® strength defined as "overkilll,

i)

, . was considered unnecessary and undes:Lrablen

P
!

i/ Nixon, Richard M. iU.S, Forelgn Policy for the 1970s, May 3, 1873, p. 201
2/ U.S. Congress. House. Subcommittee of the Appropriations:Committee.
' Hearings on Department of Defense Appropriations for FY 1960. 86th
7 Cangress. 1st Session. Washington, U.S. Govt.: Print. Off., 1959,
® - Part I, p. 58. o L

oy ' '
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.'The quantity.of laﬁncﬁ_vehicles was Tated lese iﬁportant than "the

'Inﬁmber of'eeparatelj tergeteble,_serviceab;e, accufate, reliable warheads."

That conjecture strongly influenced fhe_decision to eqﬁip existing U.s,
| missiles with multlple 1ndependently targeted reentry vehlcles (MIRV) as

a counterbalance for burgeonlng Sov1et capabllltles, instead of boleterlng

our inventory of bombers,and ‘ballistic missiles.

U.S. retaliatory force structure in recent years has reflected those
l_ de‘bermlnatlons (Flgure 2.
| Figure 25

U S. NUCLEAR RETALIAIORY FORCES

1964 ~ 1973
Long-Range  ICBM - SLBM
-Bombers : :
1964 l . 630 83 416* ,
1965 - o © 630 .. 854 496 :
1966 S 6306 904 592
i967 B 500 1054 . 656 S
1968 R 545 1054 656 - S
1969 . - 560 1054 © . 656 o
1970 ¢ ... 5506 . - 1054% 656 T \
1971 R © 505 t 1054 656%% - . _ .
1972 - 455 . 1054 . 656 \ o N
1973 42 - 1054 656 . '

L
'

® First multiple reentry vehicles (MRV) . §
i

k%  First mult%ple independently targete& reentry vehicles (MIRV)n'

Source: The Mllltary Balance, 19?3 ?4, Pe 71

s McNamara, Robert s. Statement on the FY 1969 Defense Budget, ~ - .
pesz C . . . " o . :

-
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As a result, the United_States lags well behind the Soviets in total
numbers of delivery systems (See Figure 1 for comparison), although the U.S.
inventory of nuclear bbmbs and warheads exceeds theirs by approximately S:l.l/
Héﬁever, that lead ma&'be chéllenged shortly. In August, 1973, Defense Secretary
James R. Schlesinger announced that Moscow for the first time had successfully |
flight-tested MIRVs aboard at least tﬁo experimsntai ICHMs. Opefational models
could augment the Ruséian arsenal iﬁ about two years.2 Should the Soviets
choose to go that route, MIRV competition probably would act‘to their net
advahtage, since their missiles carry a much greater payload than ours. American
incentives to.negotiate MIRV restrictions during SALT I thus have been in-
tendified.

Sufficiency. The policy of parity persisted for about four years in its
purest form,(soﬁélsay it éhaded into subﬁarity), until PreéidentrNixbn sub—.

stituted "sufficiency", an ambiguous appellation geared to his conviction

5/

that superiocrity is no longer attainable, but inﬂériofity'would be unacceptable.

As he'explained,'

, There 1s 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 is one vast undifferentlated
area of no security at a1l. For it serves nc purpose in confllcts
between natlons to have been almost strong enough. g/

Schlesinger, James R. Annual Defense Department Report to the Congress
on the FY 1975 Defense Budget, p. 50.

MIRV Warheads Seen Successful in Sov1et Testsg Washington Post, August
18 1975, P- 1- :

leon, Richard M. U.S. Foreigr Policy for tHe 1970's, May 3, 1973, po 8.
Nixon, Richard M. U.S. Foreign Policy for the 1970's, February 25, 1971,
pe 167. B g ‘ »
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Melvin R. Laird identified four criteria for nuclear sufficiency when
he was Secretary of Defense:

 Maintaining an adequate second strike capability
to.deter an all-out surprise attack on our strategic
forces. o

Providing no incentive for the Soviet Union to
strike the United States first in a crisis.
. Preventlng the Soviet Union from galnlng 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. 1/

Those force posture guidelines, essentially deterrent and defensive in
nature, were calculated to preserve the foundations of Assured Destruction,
which remains the terminal U.S. retaliatory option; to enhahce stability; and.

%o "prevent us and our allies from being coerced". ‘/

Propaganda notwithstanding,the ostensibly sliding scale.of sufficiency
neither fostered flexibility'nor appreciably affscted U.S. force posture
during its brief 1life span. Réquirements for ICRMe and sea-launched ballistic

missiles were treated much alike, despite the radically dissimilar attributes

of - those two.syste:m-su

‘ 27' Laird, Melvin'R. Statement on thelFY 1972 Defense Budget; p. 62.

2/ Nixon, Richard M. U.S. Foreign Policy for 'the 1970s, February 25,
1971, pe 709 ‘ ' ’

el ”I !\!ih}”i’ i .
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Essentiai Equivélence. "Sufficiency" has now been succeeded by

r

"essential equlvalence” as the standard for sizing U. S. strateglc retalia-
tory forces. The origins of this criterion can be traced o the Joint
Congressional Resolution approving the SALT I accords, which specifically
stipulated that SALT IT should "not 1imit the United Stateé to levels of
intercontinental strategic forces inferior"™ to those of thé Soviet Union.2

As Defense Secretary Schlésinger explains it, the term essential equivalence
in no way means "that exact syﬁmetry mist exist between [U.S,.and Soviet]
offensive forces. The United States ié wiliing to toleraté the existence of

<

assymmetries provided'that, in an era of alleged parity, they do not all

3/

favor one party" [emphasis added]. In short, essential equivalence and

parity are virtually synonymous, since both visualize overall capabilities
thet are approximately equal in effectiveness.

Limitations on Offensive Wéapbns

The SALT I accords, which expunged most U.S. and Soviet ABM defenses,
present and projecfed, also applied ﬁémporary brakes to some aspecté of @he
strategic offensive arms race, pending efforts to conclude a.permanent'
treaty.

In essence, the iﬁfefim agreement prohibiﬁs the Uniﬁed States and Sovietl
Union from deployingselecteddelivery systems?in excess 6f prescfibed_limits

during a five-year freeze period from mid-1972 through mid-1977 (Figure 3).

1

;/ Schlesinger,EJames R. Annual Defense Depdrtment Report to the Congress
on the IFY 1975 Defense Budget; p. 6. i

2/ U.S. Congress. Senate Foreign Relations and House Foreign Affairs Com-
mitiees. Joint Committee Print concerning Legislation on Foreign Re-
lations. With Explanatory Notes. 93d Congress, 2d Session. Washington,
0.3, Govt. Print. Off., March, 1974, p. 1L73-74.

3/ Schlesinger, ‘James R. Annual Defense Department Report to the Congress
on the ¥FY 1975 Defense Budget, p. 45 i

T
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Figure 3

" SALT I OFFENSIVE ARMS LIMITATIONS

U, S,
ICBM Launchers _
Deployed mid-1972 1,054
Projected 1977, if no _
freeze : 1,054
SALT ceiling ' 1,054
. If max conversions
elected 1,000
Modern Ballistie Misasile
Submarines
Deployed mid-1972 . 41
Under. construction 0
Projected 1977, if mno
freeze ' 41
SALT ceiling 41
If max conversions elscted 44
SLBM Launchers .
Beployed mid-1872 656
Projected 1977, if no
freeze : 658
SALT ceiling : 8586 .
If max conversion elected 710
Source:

Figﬁfes compiled mainly from Moorer, Thomas H.
Military Posturs for FY 1974, p. 8-10. ‘

U.5.5.R.

1,527

2,868
1,618

1,408

25
16-18

80-90
41-43
62
430
1,200

740
950

United Sfates

A1l estimates of future Soviet Tforce strengths are'straightm
line projections that made no effort to forescast whether pro-

duction rates would accelerate or, abate.

i
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Long-range bombers, land- and carrier-based tactical aircraft with
gtrategic missions, intermediate- and medium~range ballistie missiles, ' : 1
and cruise missiles were excluded. Both countries are free to‘improve
authofized forces qualitatively, using conventional technology. The -
Nixon Admiﬁistration has made it clear that the negotiation of a more
comprehensive pact is a high priority matter. Failure to do so before 19774
could jeopardize "U.S. supreme interests", in the opinion of arms control
spokesmen. |
The interim agreement barred both countries from military ICBM launcher | | H
construction after July 1, 1972, No "light" ICRMs (undefined, but interpreted %
to include all missiles smaller than a Soviet 5S-9) or heavy models deployed - éﬂ
béfore 1964 may be converted into or exéhanged'for up—to-date ICBMs. Those
restrictions did nof affect the United States, since the last TITAN Ii was ‘ lm5
7 ' installed in December 1963, and we had no plans to augment our 1,000 MINUTEMEN.E '
| However, the Soviets.werg building ICHMs at an estimated rate of 250 per year. Bl
Without the freeze, their arsénal could have numbered nearly 2,870 land-based . z@

launchers by 1977, as‘compareé with 1054 for the United States.g/ !

:
. L b
1/ U.S. Congress. Senate. Message From the President of the United States ‘ ”H
Iransmitting the ABM Treaty and the Interim Apreement and Associated
Protocol. 92nd Congress, 2nd Session, Executive L., Washington, U.S. Govt. |
Print. Office, 1972, p. xvi-xviii. 5-~7, 10-18, ‘ A
2/ Moorer, Thomas H. United States Military Posture for FY 1973, p. 7-9;
and Kissingery Henry A. White House Press Conference. Moscow, Office
” ‘ of the White Houyse Press Secretary, 0L:00 A.M., May 27, 1972, p. 1.
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SLBMs and "modern" ballistic missile submarines (typified by U. S.
POLARTS and Soviet Y-Class models) must be limited to those that were
operational or ﬁnder construction on May 26, 1972, ICBMS deployed before
1964 and SLBMS on Obsolescent Soviet G- and H-Class submarlnes may be con-
verted to SLBEMs on "modern" vessels on a one-for-one basis. The United
Stetes is authorized a maximum of-?lO SLBMs.and 44 “modern' boats; the

Soviet ceiling is 950 and 62 respectively. ™Modern" SLEMs on any type sub-

marine will be counted against those totals.l/

The United States had nc programs to augment its ballistic missile sub-
marine ferce during the freesze period. The U.S5.S.R., however, was building
eight or nine new boats aﬁnuelly; If the freeze had not gone info_effect,
its cemplement of "modern" submarines might well have been more than twice as
&/

Congress approved the SALT I intefim-agreemen% with a joint reselutiony \
sighed into law (P.L. 92—448) on Sepltember 30, 1872. SALT II, which is con-
cerned ﬁith qualitative as well as quantitative limitations, opened in
November, 1972. Little substantive progress‘has been yet been recorded.

The Demise of Strategic Defenss

Antiballistic Missile Defenses. The U.S. shield against land- and sea-

launched ballisticfﬁissiles thus far has been confined to an alert network.

The present assemblage, progressively sugmented and upgraded since the

| -

_/ Moorer, Thomas id., United States Mllltary Posture for FY 1873, p. 10-12;
Kissinger, Henry A. and Smith, Gerard C. White House Press Conference. .
Moscow. Office of the Waite House Press Secretary, 10:05 P.M., May 28,
1872, p. 10-11; Kissinger, White House Press Conference, May 27, 1972,
p. 1-4, ? ' - ‘ o '

2/ 1Ibid. .

§
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Ballistic Missile Early Warning System (EMEWS) was completed in the early

' 1960s, is a sophisticated grldlron that now hlnges heavily on satellite

Sensors.

No ABM sites are yet operational. The U.S. Army already was prosécuting
an "dggressive anti-missile program" in the mid-195059l/ despite widespread
skepticism, buﬁ Secretary MeNamara consistently opposed deployment throughéut
most‘of the Kennedy/Johnson years; In his opinion, any conceivable system
could eaéily be saturated by "an_enemy*s éimply sending more...warheads, or
dummy warheads, than there are defensive missilese“g/ He postulated that
a "nuclear-armed offensive weapon which has a 50/50 chance of destroying its
target would be highly effective, but a defensive weapon with the same prob-
ability of destroying incoming nuclear warheads would be of little value."é/
Improved offensive capabilities ostensibly could cancel out any defense..

The first reluctant steps iﬁ the- opposite direcfion resulted from g
significant shift in tﬁe strategic situation. When Mao's China began to
emerge as a nuclear power, McNamara reversed his stand. In 1967, he conceded
that there were "marginal grounds" for erecting a modest ABM screen as a pre—
cautlon agalnst "mlscalculatlon” or "irrational behavior" by the Chlnese.i/

Active preparations began that year.

1/ U.S. Congress, Senate. Hearlngs on Study of Alrpower before the Sub-
committee on the Air Force, Armed Services Committee. 84th Congress,
2d Session. Washington, U.S. Govt. Print. Offeg 1956, p. 726,
McNamara, Robert S. The Essence of Sequrity; p. 63-66.

McNemara, Robert S, Statement on the FY 1969 Defense Budget, p. 42.
Ibid., p. 164—1§69' ' i .

H
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The original 17-site SENTINAL program, which would have developed a thin
area defense of the Continental United States, was supplanted in 1962 by 12
SAFEGUARD complexes, whose phased introduction was intended to:

1. ProtectU.5. land-based retaliatory forces against
.a direct atitack by the Soviet Union.

2. Defend the American people against the kind of nuclear

attack which Communist China could mount within the
decade.

N 5. Hedge egainst ECcideﬁtal attacks from any source.l/

As thinge turned out, however; U.S. antibellistie hissile deployment
programs virtually ceased on May 26, 1972, when the SALT I ABM treaty went
into effect. Eech signatory to those accords renounced the right to erect
an area defense of its hemeland,'ana agreed to restrict regional defenses to
8 pair of sites at least BOO miles apart, one centered on the capital city,
the other on an ICEM fieldeg/

Our sole remaining SAFEGﬁARD installation, which presently ehieids
MINUTEMAN silos in North Dakota, is important primarily as a functioning
R&D facility, Its overall defensive value to the nation is minimal. The
second eite, proposed to cover the Nationel Command Authorities (NCA) in
Washington, D. C., is being held in abeyance. fhe Congress withheld funds
requested by the Department of Defense for FY 1975, pending further debate,

and the matter was dropped from the FY 1974 budget regusst, except $5 million

:

Nixon, Rlchard,M. U.3. Foreign Policy foflﬁhe 197089 Februsry 18, 1970,

i
, p. 126.
2/ Message from the Pr681&ent Tranemltting the*AEM Treaty and Interim
- Agreement, p. V-XIV, l-4, 9-18. { :

i
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o 1
for research and development.” - As a result, U.S. antiballistic missile
defeﬂses will be minute, as long as the ABM treaty remains in effect.
Alr Defenses. Working hand-in glbve,with Canadian neighbdrs, the United

States installed a multifaceted air defense system in the 1950s. Arrangements

comprised a comprehensive surveillance network asscciated with point and area

defenses. The results were impressive, although not impenetrable.

Even at £hat early stage, however; the U.S5.5.R. was starting to trans-

. fer its energies from bombers to ballistic missiles. Intelligence estimates

soon indicated that the air-breathing threat would be somewhat less severe
than originally was assumed.g/ The peril was still considered significant,

but in June, 1959, the Defense Department reviewed U.S. continental'air de~-

fense plans and began to concentrate its attention less on antiaireraft

facilities and more oﬁ means.éf coping'with missilés.é/ The stage thus was
set for progressive reduction 6f our air defenses.

Reductlons in force over the past decade have been &rastlc (Flgure
(4)The residue is anthuated in terms of progected Soviet capabllltles,-
partlcularly the new BACKFIRE bomber. None of thls country*s remalnlng
weapons systemshas been in service less-than lSiyears. All are the products
bf_programs based on ohsolescent teéhnology. Névertheles;, furthér.slashes

are in progress, for reasons reviewed by Defense Secretary Schlesinger:

1/ Murphy, Charles H., The Antlmballlstlc Mi581le Defense of Washington: &
Continuing Issue. W&shington, Gongre531onal Research Serv1ce, February
7, 1973, p. 20-23.

2/ U.8. Congress. . House DNocument No. 432.° Unlted States Defense Policies
in 1959, B86th Congressg 24 Session, washlngtony U.S.CGovt, Print, Offey
1960, p. 38-39,

3/ U.s. Congress. House Documant No. 207. Unlﬁe& States Defense Policies

in 1960. 87th Congress, 1st Session. Washington, U.S. Govt. Print. Off.,
1961, p. 55856 | o | |
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Figure 4.

] , DECLINING U. S. ATR DEFENSE ASSETS

; o : : . Peak Strength Present Strength
- in 1960s 1973
Interceptor Squadrons
; . Active S 87 : 7
] _ Air National Guard _ 55 20 i
SAM Batteries : .
Active o 208 21
Army Natlonal Guard 52 27
| . (Control and Surveillance
i 'EC-121 Aireraft .67 18
DEW Line Stations . , 81 31
Long-range Radars . ' 188 _ 105
Gap-Filler Radars C 137 0
Radar Picket Ships 32 ‘ : 0

; - Source: Murphy, Charles H. The Decision to Curtail Strategle Alr Defense
' : Programs in FY 1975% Rationale and Implications. Washington, -
Congressional Research Service, April 5, 1974, p. 6.
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Without effective. ARM defenses, air defenses are of very

limited value against potential aggressors armed [mainly] _

with strategic missiles.... As long as there was some chance

that we might deploy at least a thin nationwide ABM defense,

it made sense to keep open the option to deploy a complementary

air defense. Now that the ABM Treaty [limits] both sides...

we cannot in good conscience postpone any longer the basic ad-

justments in our air defense program. l/y

According to current plans, all 48 NIKE-HFRCULES missile batteries
assigned to the Army Air Defensé Command (ARADCOM).are to be deactivated dur~
ing FY 1975, The 27 interceptor squadrons aséigned to the Aerospace Defense
Command {ADC) will be reduced to 21 during that same period, but may be
stripped to 12 in FY 1976, by eliminating all F-101 and F-102 aircraft.
The remnants would be primarily responsible for emsuring the sovereignty of
U.S. air space, with a secondary mission of fending off smeil-scale bomber

&/

In addition, DOD recommends drastic curtailment of modernization programs,

attacks.

- except for over-the-horizon backscatter (OTH-B) radars. The Airborne Whrniﬁg
and Control System (AWACS) will be allocated to a genéral purpose YpoolH,
available in limite& numbers on call. TNeither?the Improved Manned Interceﬁtor

(IMI) nor SAM-D surface-to~air miséiles %ill,bé procured especially for air
defense of the United Statés.é/. _ : _ |

Should this country.feel coﬁpelled to ahroéate the SALT I ABM treaty,
as authdrizeds the question of bomber defense %ight well bé reopened. Meanwhile,

we retain a sword but scorn a shield.
: : ‘ !

L/ Schlesinger,‘@ames Re .Annual Defense Depaftment_ﬁeport to the Congress
T on the FY 1975 Defense Budget, p. 66, ’
; 2/ Murphy, Charles R. The Decision %o Curtaix Strategic 4ir Defense Programs
. in FY 19753 Do 13 25"2?@ : b i " ) - .
e 3/ TIbid., p. 31-37, ' .
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Civil Defense. Passive protection of therU.Sn population and industrial

: Base is the purview of civil défense, which never has achiefed lasting prom-
inence in the, United States. Programs langﬁished in the 1950s, even after

the Kremlin unveiled its long-range nuclear strike force; shone momentarily -
in the spotlight as a result of the Cuban missile crisis; then lapsed into
lethargy, where civil defense remains for lack of public gsupport and high~

level emphasgis,

- U.S. CHEMICAL, BIOLOGICAL, AND RADIOLOGICAL POLICIES
Chemical, biological, and radiélogical (CBR} policies, like those re~
 '1ated to nuclear deterrence, have the potential for producing mass casulties.
Despite- that association, however, the trends afe quite different (return to
Graph 3).
The United States has shunned the use of lethal CHR weaponry as a mattier
of policy sincé World War I. We maintained capabilities for deterrent and
- reta1iatory purposeé, but the subject received 1little attention during most
of the 1950s. The Army, then as now, was charged with R&D programs and train-
iﬁg responsibilitiés for ali‘military services. Hdwever, funds for those
.purpogeé qonsumediless than 0.1 percent of its totel FY 1960 budget.g/
Inﬁeréét'picked uﬁ in 1959, responding td Sﬁviét experimentaﬁion with

1
i

nerve gases (first developed in Nazi_GermAny)a menﬁal and physical incapacitants,

L

' ,/ Funds are still forthcomlng, at less than one third of the 1962 rate,
but the spark is gone. Annual Statistical Report, FY 1972 Washlngton
- Defense Civil Preparedness Agency, 1973, p. 5. |
g/ U.S. Congress.  House Document No. 432, United States Defense Policies
in 1959. 86th Congress, 2d Sessiona Washington, UeS. Govt. Print. Ofi.
1960, p. 20, ‘ _ - !

J ; ; | i l |
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and micro-organisms that produce diseases highly resistant tq existing
vaccines and antitoxins. The whole proposition was intriguing, since it i

profefred prospects of oveércoming enemies without Tisking property damage ]
- i

warfare, like its nuclear associaﬁe, would also be very hard to regulate, and
if out of hand.coulé cause consequences beyond estiﬁation. For several years,
therefore, CER warfare has been & topic of intense interest to American arms
controllers., |

After protracted negotiations, the United Sﬁatés and Soviet Union concluded
? éonvention_on Aprii.lo, 1972, prohibiting the production and stockpiling
of bacteriological"and toxin'weapons, and prescribing their destruction.
More than 100.c§untriesihave signed since, although only one has ratified the
accordsngf' We are actively seeking z corollary asgreement to centrol chémical
émmunition, The problem, unfortunately is somewhat more éoﬁplex'thaﬁ_that
related to biological warfare. “Several nations may have [chemiéal} weapons,
and the capacity to pradube them is wi&espread. It is ekceedingly difficult
to verify existing stocks, let alone moﬁitorf‘their reduction, or tq'distinguish

‘ : : . o : . :
between civilian and military production. g/? Nevertheless, the United States

continues to press for s suitabie solution;, éonvinced that elternatives appear

unattractive, ! i
»# .:

1/ Arms Control:Achievements, 1959-1872, p. 98-107. Several countries have
signed the Bacteriological Convention since this document was published.
2/ Nixon, Richard M, U.S. Foreign Policy for the 1970s, May 3, 1973,
p. R07-208. | - 3 ¢ S o

: i
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GENERAL PURPOSE TRENDS

EVOLVING THREATS | SR D .

.-Potential ncn—nuclear threats to U.S. national_security, poeed by'
expanding Soviet and Chinese Communist military cepabilities, are both
global and reglonal in nature. Four salient trends'stand.out:

-—Sov1et armed forces have broken out of their traditlonal
cont1nental cocoon by means of a “blue water®™ navy.

~-Chinese Communlst conventional threats are still confined
to Eura51a.

—-Both of those powers have become less bellicose toward
the United States. :

~-Nevertheless, the U.S.S.R. still contributes to several
unstable situations which imperil world peace. '

The Rigse of Soviet Ses Power

Soviet armed forces traditionally have been dominated by a mamoth
arny; erganized, trained, and eQuipped to defend Mother Rnesia_and to
support overturee on adjacent land masses., That instrument, tcgether
‘with companlon air forcea, hae been cummlative]g'upgraded since the
early 19505o It is modern, diversifle& and far larger than its U, S H. : | a
counterpart bnt 1n the absence of intercontinental mobility’ ﬂtlll
is-of 1mmediate cOncern maznly to Mbscow“e neighborsa Soviet ground |
forces ‘and tactlcal air arms can jeoperdlze our alliance system, but not o . ;
- our homelando ‘i " - - L i ’

The recent proliferatiun -of Soviet ée& power ie altering defense R I

i

equations, although “in what waye and to what extent is & cantentioue matter.'

In s recent dlalcgue, for example, Senetcr William Proxmire accused the
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Defense Department of "systematically distorting” the threat. Admiral

Elmo R. Zumwalt, the Chief of Naval Operations, strongly demurred.

Most authorities concur that the United States retains a commanding

B quantitétive'and qualitétivé lead in many*réspecps; although the Soviet’

. Navy now is the world's secondllargest The U.S. inventbry of carrier

- aircraft constitutes- unparallelaistriking power that will . remain paramount
| for a Jong time to come. We have nuclear—powered surface combat shlps
 unduplicated by the U.S,S.R. Our smphiblous forces are by far the Pinest
of any nétion, even though their capabilitiés have withered steadily since
World War IT. No other country can duplicate our shore-based support
”facilities at home andiabfoad, pius under—wa& replenishmenﬁ vessels, which
give the ﬁhited States éingular gtaying power on the high seas. Finally,
the.U.S. N&fy enjoys'command/control surveillance, and communications
'systems that are infinltely superlor ﬁo those employed by its Russian
rivale.2/ - | | | |

The Soviets;'howevef, hayé_nearly three times as msny attack sub-

narines as the United States. Only about one—fourth are nuclear-powered
at ﬁresent butgthat percentage is incfeésiné rapidly. Several classes

of Suhmarlnes and Burface eraft have an 1mpre551ve cruise missile capabil~
ity against Free World naval combatants and merchant shlpping. This

f

country has no - qamparable weaponry. In addltion, the Soviets are

[

37 Proxmire, Willlam. The Soviet Fieet is no Match for the U.S, Fleet—
Reply to Admiral Zumwalt's Letter of June '2, 1972, Remarks in the
- Senate. Congresslonal Record, June 12 1972, pe. S9179-8.9195,.

2/ Schlesinger, ‘Jemes R. Annual Dbfense Department Report to the Congress

_ on the FY 1975 Defense Budget, p. 11-133 and Moorer, Thomas E. United
States Militdry Posture for FY 19759 P. 69—-77a : 2 ‘
L
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upgréding and-di#ersifying other forces rapidly. Their well-épprdinated
: maritimé program involves the balanced and integrated develgpment, not
just of the Navy's global reach; but of merchant fleets, shore establish-
ments;.prqfeSSional oceanic education, énd-research.l/_.

Gross comparisoﬁs, however, are ﬁisléading, since U.S, and Soviet
sea power serve dissimilar purposes. Admiral Zumwalt submits a sweeping
analysis;. | | |

Both navies are designed in part for nuclear deterrance.
To that extent, our tasks are similar. Beyond that peint,
however, U.S. Naval forces are designed to support distant
U.S. forces overseas, and, under the Nixon Doctrine, when
required, the indigenous armies of our allies, neccesi-
tating forward defense, sea control, and the ability to-

' project power ashore... We have, in addition, a logistic
defense requirement of vast proportions. o

The Soviet Navy, by contrast... is designed largely for
[Ebunterforce and political purposes. It§7'units have
been optimized... for strong initial striking power, with
relatively limited reload and endurance and hence. less
tormage per unit and little need for nuclear propulsion...

They have built cruise missile armed submarines and _
surface ships...to combat our fleet. We have bullt car-
‘piers in order to be able tc control the ses lines of ‘
commmnication as well as to project tactical air power

overseas from flexible, mobile, &ir bases.2/

Geographic?constraints compel the]Sovieﬁs to subdivide thelr n&#y.

into four widelyaseparaﬁed fleets, based in ﬁhé Baltic and Black Seas, in
‘the Buropean arctics and the Far Bast. gThoseicomponents lack mutual sup-~

%

port and operaté from areas that (except for Murmansk) are ice-bound

1/ Tbid.; and Soviet Sea Power. Special Report Series No. 10. Washington,
_ The Center for Strategic and Internstional Studies, Georgetown -
. University, 1969, p. 3. _ o { T _
2/ Zumwelt, Elmo R., Jr. Letters to Senator William Proxmirs, June 2 and
8, 1972, Reproduced in Congressiomal Record, Jume 12, 1972, p. $,9186-
8_091879 . ssgl 93-8091950 : : _‘ : s o -
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part of each year and are vﬁlnerable bottlemecks. Nevertheless, Soviet
sea powef has made such spectaCular.prcgress during the past decade
that Jane's Fight;gg Ships, an impartlal w1tness, recently announced that
"the Soviet Navy has-glven-the victory sign to the world. nl/

'Jene's pronomncemeht‘may be unduly sensational, but henceforth and

hereon Moscow's ocean—going fleets can, if &esired impinge on all U.S,

plans that, demand secure sea lines of communlcation. Free movement of

our raw materlals, flnished products, military men, and materiel is no
1onger guaranteed. That fact of llfe qualifies what we can do and vhere

we can do it when U.S. and Soviet interests fail to coimcide.

ChlneSe Communist General ‘Purpose Force Trends

There is nearly unlversal concurrence in the U.S., official establish-
ment and in ecademla that Communist China, despite its Brobdingnagian
proporticns, is a "paper tiger“ that'exerts non—nuclear strength cnly
within its own borders and along its perlmetera

leen that dieparaging appraisal however, Shina's general purpose
capabllitles unquestiunably have Amproved conslderably since Mao inter-

vened in Korea wlth massed manpower and 11ttle nore. Current estimates

!

indicate that mﬁlnlan& Chlne maintaine & three million-man army (the

worldls largest), whose accoutrements are impreseivey although not up to
guperpower stanéerdsn Chlnese tectical air forces, now being fitted with

‘modern, locallyamenufacture& Jet fighters, are improving rapi&ly, but even

. 5

1/ Tene's Fighting Shjaps, 1972-'?3° Edited 'by Raymond vo B. Blackman
London, Sampeon Low, Marston and Coi, Lbd,9 1972, p. 76,
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so are still "far behind the U S and U,S5,S8.R, both quantitatively and
qualltatively." The  PRC navy “1s quite small, but growing.“ Guided
missile destroyers are 3oin1ng the fleet and medium-range attack sub-
marines, same poss1bly nuclear—powered, are in production, Capabilities
for action on distant seas thus exist, but the Chinese Navy is expected'
fo renain primarily a coasnal defense forne for the rent of this decade.l/
' All three CHIGUM serv1ces exhibit serious logistic shorteomings that w1ll

take a long time to erase. Meanwhile, the Chinese, preoccupied as they-

-

are with Soviet threats on their borders, could confront the United

States effectively in few regards.

RegionallDisturbances . | : o ' )
._ Reginnal threats tc worid pe&ce_have been significantly reduced

since militant communlsm was on the march following World War II. The
' Soviets and Chinese both have scrupulously avoided head-on military
claahes with the United States and middle—ranked powers for more than
ten years, even 1n areas where they have inveterats interests._ Except
for Sino-Soviet incidentns Tittie "snber—rattling“-occurred between |
B 1962, which saw:the Cuban missilé crisis and thé-Sind-Indian bofder-dis«
pute, and October 1973, when Brezhnev threatened to intervéne between

Israel and Egypt; Predelecﬁinns in Peking and Moscow to snpporﬁ'so-'

called "peoples wars" and "wars of national liberation" are less pro-

nouncéd' although'neither country has aban&oned that procliﬁitya Detente

distlnguishes relations between the North Ailantic Treaty Organizatlon

!

(NATO) and the Warsaw Pact. Despite continuing black—white confrontations,

i

i/ Moorer, Thomas H Uhited States Military Posture for FY 1974, Pe 34~
503 and Jane's Fighting Ships, 1973-74. Edited by John E. Moore. . “
~ London, Sampspn, Low, Mnrston and Co?, Ltd,, 1973, P. 78 .
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digturbances in Africa draﬁ the United States into fewer delicate disputes
than they did a decade ago. Latin America is less inclined to Castrolsm.

Nevertheless, U, S. and Soviet interests still seem to differ in
several trouble spots that have the potential to destroy world peace. Two
tinderboxes could tfigger catastrophé. President Nixon identifies the
Middlé East as a cancerous problem with great "potential for drawing Soviet
policy and our own into a collision that could-prove uncontrollable.ﬁl/ In
addifion, the Arab World, by its future aétions, can attenuate or accen=—
tuate tﬁé.impending U.S. eﬁergyfcrisis. The Sino-Soviet impasse, which
could.grossly disrupt the present global balance of power however it is

resolved, conceivebly could trigger World War III.

0.8, GENEE&L PURPOSE GOALS |

Against that backdrop of.evolving threats, proven and potential,
the United States has scaled down its general purpose aims in rePenﬁ
years (Graph 5). |

'-;The goal of curbing commmist aggression undverselly has
given way to selective containment, which is linked to our
search for a stable balance of power.

—~Since fAmerica no longer strives to sefve gz the Free Worldis
"policeman," its demsnd for intsrvention capabilities has
shrunk con31derab1y, ! .

-=The preventlon of reglonal wers thus amerges as the preeminent
U.S, aim. :

-~The mainten&nce of sufficient militarﬁ strength to attain de-
sired deterrent and defensive onds repains & constant objective,

1/ Nixon, Rlchard M. 0.8, Foreign Policy for the 1970vs, February 259
1971, p. 122.

i
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GRAPH 5
- U.S. GENERAL PURPOSE OBJEGTWES
- HEERmIm
Solid Trends | - Formative, Fading

And Transitional Stages

Contain Communism
Universaily

Maintain Balance of Power

Rk

N T

Deter Regional Wars

If Deterrence Fails:
Cope With "Brush Fires"
Cope With 2/p Limited Wars | | _
Cope With I/2 Limited Wors IR o
Defeat Insurgencies | | _---1,-_

1 Help Prevent lnSUr@nciésé 1 | | T
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Reluctance to riek s nuclear holocaust has caused U.3. leaders to

_amend their approach to containment profoundly sinCe the onset: of the

‘Cold War. The original obJective which persisted from 1946 into the

19605, was “to contain Gommunist aggre551on...w1thout resorting to

_total war, 1f that be p0351ble to av01d" [emphasis added]. —/ We meant

to draw the line sverywhere, at all costs if necessary.

The ideal, of course, did not alweys match reality, Lebanon was

‘conveniently Situated for the execution of containment policy, as was

Taiwan, wherse the U. S- Seventh Fieet stood guard, but there was no

'practical way for the United Statee to apply military power effectively

in Tibet, when Mso brutally suppressed & popular uprising in 1959. Re-
.bellions against Soviet control in East Germany, Poland, snd Hungary in

the 1950s elicited no miiitary retort from the United States, partly

| because containment policy contained no provision for retaking territory

seized by the U S. S R Increasing communist influence in Indoneeia,'
.which peaked in 1965, provoked no armed reaction by this country for
several reasone° the threat‘was ambiguous; neither,the_U.S;S.R. nor o
Ghina was directly involved° and U.S. leaders already were preoccupied
with Vietnam., = Such exceptions, however, did not invalidate the goal of

ublquitous containment

The tran81tion to Selective containment was prompted first by improved

Soviet nuclear capabilitiesy which made it BV1dent thet the costs of even a
Llimited conflioi might well exceed gains, end by the Vietnam War, which

conv1nced U S. dec131on-makers that indeed there are realietic limite to

f

1/ Marshall, George C. “Statement Before the!Senate Committees on.ﬂnmad -
Services and Foreign Relations on the Military Situation in the Far
East. 824 Congress, lst session, 1951, p? 365-366 (known as the
MachArthur Hbgrings.ﬁ _
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‘inbervention. In particular, the 1atter‘fevelation applied to revo-
‘1utionafy wars, whibh.the Kennedy and Jobnson Aﬂministrations viewed as
"a challenge we must meet if we are to defeat the Communlsts."—/ Few
responsible offlclala today feel compelled to implicate this country in

squabbles-overseaS' simply to frustrate communism.

g/ n ! .

The goal now isltb'gggg; érmea conflict at all levéls._ The - N
President propqsés that we aésist:Free World defense only'"wheré it |
makes a real difference and 1s considered iﬁ‘bur interest."z/ In es~
sence, he seeks & stable balance of power, devoid of "maneuverlng for
marginal advantages over others,“ which could precipitate an unwanted
var, &/ | |

Increased emphasis on 6bviatibg, rathier than coping with, regiopal
wars has been accompanied'by.less expansive.war-fighting objectives.

During the heyday bf Massive Retaliétion, the United States preferred te
.engage principals, not proxies, if deterrence f&iled._ 0ﬁr~éenera1

purpose forces therefore were merely tasked with "putting out brush

fires nd/ Throughout most of the 1960s, however, the ambition was %o

i/ MbNamara, Robert S Statemsnt Befbre the DefenSe Appropnlatlons
Subcommittee of the Semate ﬂpproprlations;Committee on the FY .
- 1963-67 Defense Program and 1963 Defense Budget February 14, 1962,
' Pe 200
2/ Laird, Mblvin R. Statement Before the Hbuse Armed Services Committee
‘ on the FY 1972-76 Defense Program and the 1972 Defense Budget,
: Mmd19,EWl,p.l.,
3/ Nixon, Richard M. U.,S. Foreign Policy fom the 1970's, February 18,
‘ 19709 po 60 i . - : *
4/ Nixon, Richard M, U S. Foreign Policy fom the 19708, May 3, 1973,
pP. 232, = : N e
5/ Eisenhower, Bwight D. The White House Yéare° Mandate for Ghange, ' L.
1953—1956 wa Iork Dbﬁbledqy & Gaeg Inc., 1963, D. 4520 : R
| .

L : 7 s

SR e "r“il‘ 'll)“ i || m i i w:"
i HIF\W‘H i \ih IH H] ’n'h HolE lfi‘l,A?:i.;‘\ii'hr?riqﬂ !



CRS~61

amags armed forces that could coﬁe simyltaneously with major conflagra—- '

tions in Europe and A51a,wh11e holdlng gufficient assets in reserve to

handle an isolated contingency (2% wars in popular parlance). Y PreS1dent

leon telescoped that goal to 1} wars as soon as he took office. He

) planned to provide forces that could staunch serious attacks in Europe

'fg; Agia, assist allles against non-Chinese threats in the Orienmt, and

contend with a lesser emergency elsewhere.g/

Regardless of their other alms, the last three Admlnlstratlons all

identlfled golid general purpose force capabilities as an obllgatory

objective. Weakpess, they believed, might tempt would-be aggressors to

make dangerous miscalculaﬁtioﬁsn Tn addition, American military strength
(now more than ever) has buttressed our'prOElivity to negotiate .  Without
it, this country would be hard pressed to convince competitors that they

‘should forego armed force for finesse.

1 U, 5. POLICIES RELATED TO REGIONAL DEFENSE

The Unlted States has adjusted its general purpose policies to re-

#lect the foregoing ob;ectlves (Graph .6).

~-Flexible Response has replaced Massive Retaliatlon as the U.S.
r9301ndef to non-nuclear aggre551ono

——Collectlve securlty still is preferre& to unllateral defense,

_-—Uhderwritlng world order has been supplanted by the Nixon Doctrine.
That change has been characterlzed by

-—Increasing respon51b111ties and authorlty for U, Sa.allles0

L/ MoNamara, Robert S. The Essence of Secur;ty, p. 79-80.
2/ Nixon, Richard M. U.S. Foreign Policy for the 19'70'3, February 18
- 1970, p. 129. - ! o _

{
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"GRAPH 6
. ‘ U.s. GENERAL PURPOSE POLIGIES
. o T ULl
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Massive Retaliation

Flexible Response

- Tactical Nuclear Weopons

Primorily For Defense
-Primarily For Deterrence
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——Mere seleetlve applications of U.S, military force.

D A
i o - : -—A review of U,S. mllltary ald requirements.

;Bews;to Fle Hblekﬂee onge

This country mainteihed modest conventionai capabilities in the
ﬁf 1950s, but the threat of massive muclear retaliation wes-conetrued to be
_our priﬁary deterrent tc minor as ﬁell as mejor provocetione. There.

_ never was eny intention "o turn every lecal war into a global war,"
Dulles explained, bef‘“locel defenses must be reinforced by the further
deterrent of massive reteliatory power. A potential aggressor must knoﬁ
that he camnot always prescribe battle conditions that sult bim, "L/ |

Events, hewever, indicated that U.S. leaders lacked the'stomach to
. 'ﬁtrlp atomic triggers in local altercations, even in the early days when we
were immune from dirsct reprisala ‘The ends s1mply failed to Juetify the

means. Pre81dent Truman in fect refrained from using nuclear weapons

'lin Korea on ggz scale, although General Twining, Ghairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff in the late 19508, -later expressed regrete ehared by many
ethere who waﬁched the subseguent prol%ferat%on.of regional-wars which our

‘pollcy was 1mpotent to prevent: ;

In reﬁroepeet I have often thought thet had we dropped

" one A-bomb on a tactical target during the Korean War...
therexmight have been nc Chinese 1nvasien.oa Furthermore,
Dien Blen Fhn might not have happened nor would Vietnam
have been pertitiened _/

1

.;7_Dulles, JohniFoster. Address to Coﬁncil of Foreign Reletioﬁs, January 12,

. . .~ 7 195,. Dopartment of State Bulletin, Washington, U.S, Govt. Print. Office,
i - January 25, 1954, Pe 108; end Statement Before the Senate Foreign Relations -

Committee, March 19, 1954, D« 4y 5.
2/ Twining, Nathan B. Neither L:Lberty Nor Safe‘hy, p., 117,
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Those views were rejected by a sizeable body of skeptics, who
recommended a more versatile policy. Prominent among them was General
Maxwell D. Taylor, then Army Chief of Staff. He wrote:

The strategic doctrine which I would propose to

replace Massive Retaliation is called...Flexible
Response, This name suggests the need for a capa-
bility to react across the entire spectrum of possible
challenge...It is just as necessary to deter or win
quickly a limited war as to deter general war. Cther-
wise, the limited war which we camnot win quickly '
may result in our plecemeal attrition or involvement
in an expanding .conflict which may grow into the
‘general war we all want to awoid.l/

That thesis uﬁs repudiatéd when itrcame to a vote by the Joint Chiéfs N
of Staff in March 1956, but was resurrected by President Kennedy five yearé
later. It has besn in effect ever since; The term "Flexible Response®
is no longer fashlonable, but the policy stiil is to maintain a "full

range of options, w2/

The Role of Tactical Nuclear Weapons

Nuclear weapons, originally suiteble only for strategic boubardment
purposes, wers aﬁapted for battlefield use in ‘the 1950s.. Land- and carrier-
based tactical aircraft tﬁbe artillery5 free rocket59 a varlety of gmided
missiles, and atomic demolltions all put in an early appearance as
delivery systemss 7 ‘

First-generation tactical nuclear weapons, designed primariiy for

NATO. usage, w were deployed to Burcpe durlng thé Eisenhower Admdnlstra‘tlon9

whepn Massive Retaliaﬁion was stiil in full flower@

i/ Taylor, Maxwell D. The Unceriain Trumpet, New,Ibrk. Harper and | : .
Brothers, 1959, p. 5-7. ‘ ‘
2/ Mixon, Richard M. U.S. Foreign Poiicy for the 1970's, February 25,
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6 ' B The expressed purpose at t.hat time was to’ offset NATO's apparent )
. infer1or1ty in conventional combat power.—/ As long as the United States
enjoyed‘nuclear aecendency, that ploy was plausible. Tnitially, we had

| no fear of nuclear retaiiatioﬁ'by the U.S.S,R., against tergetc in

the Unlted Stateso Even after theISoviets_deVeloped strategic de-—

| - livery systems, U.8. superlorlty remalned S0 pronounced for several

P ..years that we still could put & cap on_any escalation resulting from

| | tactlcal nuclear exchanges. - ;
| After Moscow achieved an Assured Destruction capabllity against

: this:country, NATO retained tactical nuclear weapons in its inventory,

_but the rationale for their use was revised to reflect the strategic
standoff. If purely coﬁventional resistance crumbled, NATO still intended

" to "go nuclear® after consultation amongwmembers, but the objective be-
came‘maicly deterreﬁce, rather thandefensee ‘That distinction may seem
excessively subtle, but in fact the nuclear threshold was raised, McNamsra,
‘recalculatxng the balance between NATO and the Warsaw Pact, concluded that

friendly forces need not necessarily resort to the earky use of tactical

nuclear weapons, and -plans were revised'tc reflect the splrit of Flexible

'Response.g/ \

. That concept remains in effect today Theater nuclear forces not

only serve "as a deterrent to full—scale Soviet atteck on NATO Europe .

] . ' : 4

v

1/ Proxmire, Willlam. Excellent Report on T&ctical Muclear Weapons by
Senator Nelaon. Remarks in the Senats. angressional Record, Juky 20,
1971, p. S.11626..

: . 2/ Ibid., p. S, 11626-1162'7, ‘and NATC Facts and Figures, Brussels, NATO'

[ ] N Ihformation Service, October9 19719 Pe 92. '
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-Zgﬁt to 27 Chinese attack on our Asian allies.“l/ However, U.S., policy

once again seems on the verge of transition.. Sharp reductions in force
(see'subseQuent'sections) that followed the Vietnam Wﬁr have revived
interests in smaller, "cleaﬁef“, more diacrefatectical nucleer ueapons,
whose'timely employment in emergency.might counterbalanee U.S. manpowef
shortageS.g/ | | | -

Crities decrj that_incipient trend for three'reESons.

First, strict regulation might well be impossible. Nuclear weapons

could be administered very eelectively (for defensive purposes only, on

friendly territory only; against militery targets only; using air bursts
or atemic land mines only; and low yields only), but none of those re- o
strictions would be as readily dlstinguishable by the enemy as the "fire—

break“ between nuclear and conventional combat. And we could ill-afford

to risk losing control, having relinquished strategic nuclear superiority.

.Secondly; neither Soviet nor Chinese ordneﬁce or tactical target

acquisition capabilities are well-guited for discriminating nuclear combat.

: Hhether delivered<by aircraft intermediate—range, or mediumrrange ballisg-
tic.missiles (IREM MRBM), the relatlvely highkyleld wespons posseseed by

those countries weuld be most effective against ares targete, such as. :

'_airfields, ports, logistlcal bases, and command/control 1nsta11atlone,

difficult to flghﬁ a limited nuclear war if they wanted to, much less

%
|

. 1/ Nixon, Richard M, U.S. Foreign Pblicy for the 197075, Februery 18,

1970, p. 129, - :
2/ Beécher, William, Over the Threshold° “Glean“ Tactical Nuslear

Heapons for F.hrope, Army, July, 1972, pe 1'7-20.
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one in which collateral damage and civilian qasualties were minimized,
excépt in lightly=-populated fegions.;/

Finally, manpower requiréments for tactical nuclear warfare could
exceed those needed for conventional combat. Friendlylforces would have
.to be strong enough to make the enemy mass., Otherwise they would find few
profltable targets. Moreover, U.S. attrltion rates might be very high if
the opp051t10n reciprocated in klnd Eventuai dominance thus could fall
to the side with the greatest reserves of trained msnpower and materielog/

Any tendencies to subsﬁitute tactical nuclear firepower for per=
sonnei'under conditions that presently preﬁail therefore bear careful

scrutiny.

Collective Security Characteristics, Through 1968

Golle;tive security has been & pillar of U.S5. defense ﬁolicy-since
World War II, although interpretations have undergoné a marked ﬁetav
morphosis in recent years. The concept is increasingly restrictive.

When our ambition was to confain commuhi sm uhivepsally and to deter
or deal successfully with all manner of regional wars, U.S. collective
security policy was calculated to underwrite world order. The pattern
.established by Presideﬁt Truman was perpetﬁated by Eisenhower, Xennedy,

and Johnson. The keynote was best expressed in the Truman Doctrine,

o | i‘ |
1/ Enthover, Alain C. and Snith, K. Wayne. How Much is Fnough? New
- York, Harper qnd Row, 1971, p. 127; and Wolfe, Thomas W. Soviet
waer and Europe, 1945—1970 Baltimore, The Johns Hopkins Press,

1970, p. 197-199, 203, 209, 211, 456-458.
2/ Enthoven and Sm:l.‘th, How Much is Enough?, ps 125,

i 1
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which was expounded before a joint session of‘Coﬁgress on March 19,
1947, shortly before the period covered by this survey:
Totalitarian regimes imposed: upon free people,

- by direct or indirect aggression, undermine the
foundations of international peace and hence the
security of the United States....I believe that
it must be the policy of the United States to
gupport free peoples who are resisting subjugation
by armed minorities or by outside pressures.l/

Our alliance system started with the Inter—ﬂmerican Treaty of
Reciprocal Assistance in 1947 and the North Atlantic Treaty (NATO) in
1949, It continued to spread throughout the 1950s and into the éarly
. 19608, Eventually, fhe United States put together a global secﬁrity _
skein that incorporated eight mutual defense pacts, whose membership
totalled 42 countries., Pledges and agreements linked us in one way or

-
another to 30-odd more.g/

During those days, U.S. patronage prevailed; fmerica not only pro-

vided a strategic nuclear shield for the entire Free World, but the lion's

‘share of materiel supporfg funds, and (in many cases) conventional forces
as wgllgz That trend, established when our moast effective alli;s were
still recovering from the ravages of World War II, was litﬁle altered
after they regalned full strength |

In CONnSONAnce with the poliey of forward defansey fmerican bases:

proliferated aiong the Sino-Soviet perlpheryef D scounting peaks during:
the Korean and Vietnam Wars, we habitually po%itioned approximately a
. . | . | ) .

i
P B

ﬁ
| 1/ Truman, Harry Sa Publlc Papers of the Pr991dents, 1947, Washington,
U.S. Govt. Print, Office, 1963, p. 178-179, | -_

2/ Global Defense: U.S, Military Commitments Jbroad. thhington9
Congre ssional Quarterly Service, Septamher 19699 P iv, 3=l

i . . R :
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quarter of our armed forces outside the Continental United States through |

1968, afloat-and in 30 some foreign countries._ More than half were ‘ f?

‘dedicated to or associated with NATO. Most of the remainder were in the

Pa01f1c ‘and - around the rim of Asia.

' Yy
To buttress the milltary capabllities of our allies, we sponsored

expansive military assistance programs (MAP), beginning in 1947. Grant

aid in the form of free arms, equipment, training, and services was

originally bestowed on "forward defense countries", but 78 states eventually

‘were recipients, despite charges that many of them were only remotely

assoclated with_U.S. national security needs.

Grant aid costs cresfe& at $3p95 billion in FY 1953, then subsided

. sharply. Nevertheless, gratuitous contributions consumed $33.05 billion

between Fisca1?§9ars 1952 and 1968, even though direct sales and credits
increasingly replaced.largesg~ds Europo revived from its post-World War II
slump and other sﬁates iﬁproﬁed their capacity for éelf—help. _Mbreover,
those-figures were'iﬁcomplete. Assistanoe_to Vietnam'and Laos has boen

budgeted in g aeparate category since 1967. FEconomic aid, calculated to-

grand total of grant aid and lo&ns to $133. 5 blllion from the ‘birth of all

© programs thoughg1968 2/

‘In short, foreign assistancé'in a:varie%y of forms was a highly
, ; . : ' | ? '
visible, and eventually a highly controversisl, component of U.S,

3

%
1/ Marphy,- Gharles H. and Evans, Gary Lee. U S. Military Personnel 'j&i
Strengths by :Country of Location Since World War II, 1948-73. i
Washington, Eongr9581onal Research Service, November 13, 1973, P 1—10.

_/ Global Defenseg P 7-44a : . | o - _' o
R TR E
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_co]_'l.ectlve secur:.ty. By the late 19608, that trend was on a collision
_course with the Congress s whosa manlfest dissatlsfaction had been

moun‘ting for' more than 10 years.

| Collective SecﬁLitv 'Ch_aggcferistj;cs'. 1969 to 'PreSept

Sbout the time that unélquiw}océl' containment of communism expired
as an Amgric#n security o’bjecﬁiﬁ'e s a_“ collection of othei' compelling
'p:re.ssures -~ most nofably the Vietném War and excruciating economic
problems - also prompted ilmnedlate and inecisive changes in U, S |
collective securl‘ty pollcles. Our gelf-imposed _qbl:.gat:l.on to act as
' this planet's "policeman” thus gave way to the Nixon Doc_:{:r:_i.ne'. ‘
The P:nident stated his phia.osop‘l;y. as follows: "There are lessc;ns'
_to be learned from our Vietnam éxpe'rience.,.. But there is also‘ a lesson

not to be d.fawn: that the 6nly antidote for undifferenti'a.ted. involvement

is indiscriminate retreat." In his judgment, "America cannot live in

isolation if it expects to live in peace." .Par‘ticipa.tion in world affairs

is imperative, notlbécause we have conimiﬁneﬁ;ts, bt bebaﬁse we have
impOrta.pt intexie'sts. To identlfy wha‘h shape future collective security
policy should take,. he therefore chose to review U.S. commitments “in

| the light of.,.iour own national interests an[d those of other countries,

of the Specﬁ‘ic threa‘ts to those i.n'ter;ests, and of our capac:u.ty to

\i

counter those t-hreats at an accepta'ble risgk and eost. “—/ . : R

i

The U.S. Ja.lllance system remalns in’ta.qt despite the increasin

- divergence of mterests among iws va.rious qembers,, but fcmr ﬁmdmnental

.changes ensue, all related to the sea.rch fdr & ‘bal&nce of power tha‘i:

. '1'
! !

i/ leon, Richard M. U.S. Fore:.gn Policy for the 1974 8 Februa.ry 18,
1970 P 6—7, e.nd Fe‘bruary 25, 19{71, P« 16. _
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could preclude global or regional hegemony by any potentially hostile

country or coalltlon.

|

Steps to redietribute Free-Wbrld &efense burdens delineate the
central theme. In place of petronage, we now strive to institute
genuine partnerships. America' will no longer conceive gll the plans,
design all the prbgrams, and execute gll the defense under any conditions.
In conformance with U.S. efforts to impede the proliferation of nuclear i
weapone, the_Adﬁinistration promises to "provide a shisld if z nuclear
power threatens the freedom of a nation allied with us or of a nation
whose survival we consider vital to our security“; bet "in cases involving
other types of aggression... we shall look to the nation directly threatened
to assume the primary re3p0n81bllity of prov1d1ng the manpower for its

defense.” That is not to eay that the United States will arbitrarily

abstain from committing armed forces in such conflicts. The policy still

provides for U.S. military-pertieipation whenever "our interests dictate,

but as g weight — not the weight — in the ecale“"—/

Adjustable: forvard defense pollclee have derived from thoss gulde-
lines. The Admlnlstratlon proposes to eontlnue a strong U, S. presence in
Eurcpe until mutual force reductlons can be negotlated with the Sov1et
Union, although the Departments of State and Defense recently unleeshed

broadsides egalnst several of our NATO partnere who refused to cooperate

~with the United Statee durlng.the Middle East crisis in October, 1973;"/ By

i ) .
} : 5
!

l/ Nixoﬂ; RiCh&I‘dé Mo Ua Se FOI‘eién Polic for E:.the l Ow F . . .
1974, p. 13_,14 : : Y ; g ng ebruary 25,

2/ gg% Scorzs Mideast Fole of WATO Alllesu Washington Post, October 27,
% Po -1 ‘ ’
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way of contrast, our milifany silhoﬁette‘in Southeast ASié, Japan, Korea,'
. and the Phiiippines shrank significantlf in the early 19703'.1/ - - - o [
| Sécurity assistance retains an authorifétive rdié-undgy the . . o
'HNixbn Doctrine. Indeed, if we ére to redﬁne our military prqsence
 overseas without under cutting crucial 7.8, interests, tﬁé need to S é
streﬁgthen frien&s and allies may be even greater than in earlier éraé,
.whén our power.to act iﬁdependantly wﬁs somewhat more reliable. waéver,
thére are cogent differenceé. Whereas U.S. bﬁunﬁies once were broadeast
with abandon, present outpourings match three main ob jectives: M40 provide
_affoundatidn of* stebility... among East Asian coﬁntries;;a to presérve
the balance Qf nilitary power in fhe'Middle East...[Eh@? to strengthen
" the southern flank of NATO at & time of increased Soviet military presence
in the Middle East_ and the. Mediterranean-.ﬂ!?/ The termination of grant aid
+to Taiwan, Greece, and Liberis and reduced assistance to ?akistan
exemplify thefchanging paﬁtern. _ | | |
" Bqually iﬁportaht, a: shift in the slant deemphasizes aid that pri-
1 marilylbenefits_individﬁaljéountries and stresses assistance that will
“gontribute td regisﬁal,sebﬁriﬁy ar?angements.;,zzhd.iﬁ the précésé? avoid
expensive redﬁndandy in défs#SE:ﬁfécurement, esqé;ially in cbstly airfand

B

naval wespons sytems.

1/ Murphy, Charies H. and Evans, Gary Lee. U.S. Military Personnel
Strengths by Country of Location, p. i-8s and U.S. Military Strengths _ :

_ Qutside the United States, as of March 31, 1973. Washington, Office R
- of Assistant Secretary of Defense {Comptroller), Directorate of - i

. Information Operations, undated. ) f ' S R

2/ Rogers, William P, The Fiscal 1972 Budget Reéquest for Development R
Assistance and Security Assistance, Department of State Bulletinp Sep~ o '
tember 27, 1971; p. 336-338. = | o :

3/ Laird, Melvin Ri Statement on the 1972 Defense Budget, p. 109.
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Perhaps the greatest alteration of all involved counterinsurgency
policy, which had 5een evolving since the early 1960s, when President
Kennedy responded to challenges issued by Khrushchev and Mao. Vietnam,
which provided our only direct experience in coping with so-called "peoplé's"
‘wars, left an indelible imprinf. There is some evidence that no amount
‘of money, manpower, or materiel provided by outsiders can deter or defeat
determined.revolutionaries in é conflict that is primarily politicél,

economic, social, and psychological. Success hinges on steps by beleaguered

governments to eradicate causes and rally the populace to their side.
"Americanization," stressing wilitary actions, is not only enormously
expensive, but can be self-defeating,

.In an endeavor to redefine relatiomships between hélpers and the
helped Pr651dent Nixon announced thaﬁ direct U, S. military partlclpatlon
in future insurgency operations will be somewhat more circumspect than
in the past:

The best means of dealing with insurgencies is to
preempt them through economic development and social
reform and to control them with police, paramilitary

lltary action by the threatened grovernment.

We may be able to supplemant.loaal efforts with
economic and military assistance.  However, a direct
combat role for U.S, general purpose forces arises
primarlly when insurgency has shaded into external
aggr6551on or when there is an overt conventiona®
attack In such cases, we shall welgh our interests
and cqmmitments, and we shall consider the efforts
of our allles, in determining our response 1/

t
{
i
3

L

1/ Nizon, .Richard M, T. s Foreign Policy f‘or the 19’70"59 February 18
1970, p. 127, - g.
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That policy prefaced the phased ﬁithdraﬁal of U.S. forces from
Viet.naﬁ. It elso -p.rom_ptled_. the ];973. U.S. bombing campaigns J.n Cambodié., '
where guerrilla.offtlalnsiv‘e-s by the Khmer Rouge were couﬁled with.extérnal
) éggreséion bj North IVietnam. _'-Congress and the public appleuded .the
former action. The '1attér was -assailed. The key word in the Ni:xpn
quotation is My, Thé Congress cléarly'. intends to participé.{ef in the
.weighir.lg of iﬁterests and conﬁnitments that deterﬁﬁne whether any "direct -
comﬁat roie for U.S. geﬁeral purpose forces" would be a&visaﬁle ._in' the -

future.

 Conventional Arms Control Trends

_Defensé policy—makéré in the United étates placed little emphasis on
" conventional arms control at any time duriﬁg the period reviewed by this
survey. Congress fec_pgnize-é that "the danger of smaller acale ‘w.ars has
been fueled "b}} the failure of the superpowers to reach agreements limiting
arms shipmenta to client. states, w2/ but despite increased interest in

the subj ec.t,. fhere is scant .e_ﬁ.dence' f.hat any impressive change in the

_ ",trenld "wil‘l goon be_fortﬁcomjng_;g/ E N |

[
1

1/ U.S. Congress. House. Report by the Subcommittee on National
Security Policy and Scientific Developments concerning National
Security Policy and The Changing World Power Alignment. 92nd
Congress; 2nd Session. Washington, U.8. Govt. Print. Off.,

1972, Do he . . R |

2/ For corroboration, see Arms Control Report: 12th Amuual . = -
Report to the Congress by the U.S. #rms Control and Disarmament -
Agency. Washington, U.S. Govt. Print. Off., 1973, p. 17-18.
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The sole important exception concerns U.S. efforts to arvange
mutual (not necessarily balanced) force reductions in Europe.l/

Those endeavors date from November, 1965, when a U.S, arms cbntrol
committee, composed of distinguished private experts, expressed its belief
that "thelUnited States should encourage an examination of the problem
} ‘ ,.  of parallel troop reductions in..;Germany by the United Stétes and Soviet

Unidn."‘ The group recommended equitable adjustments on both sides "which
would preserve the balance at less cost and strain for each."gf.
6ongress heid hearings.on that subject in 1966, Two years later, on
Jtne-24, 1968, the Foreign Ministers of 14 NATO countries (1eéé Frénce)
Iiﬁvite& the Warsaw Pact fo iritiate negotiations, That demarche was signi?
ficant, since it wﬁs the first Western éffer to separate force reduction
;matteré from Eurdpe's political coﬁtext, inéluding_the reunifiéatiﬁn of
Germany. Moscow ignored NATO's overture for two years, during which time
-Soviet.leaders pressed for an all-Buropean security conference énd crushed :
Czechoslovaiia. On June 22, 1970, the Kremlin finally responded, but
.'fencing peréisted uhtil_ﬁhe_ﬂhy, 1972 summit conference between Presidenf

‘Nixon and Soviet Premier Brezmev. At long last, both principels proclaimed

;/ For a survey, see Lampson, Edward T. Mutual and Balanced Force
Reductions, Washington, Congressional Research Service, February 2,
.1973. 56 p. The original intent to 'attain mutual and balanced force
- reductions (MBFR) has been supplanted. "Balanced" reductions sre no
| o longer a U.S. goal. See Text of Joint Communique, May 29, 1972, The
. Department of State Bulletin, June 26, 1972, p. 901-902, ' .
: - 2/ Beport of thé Committee on Arms Control and Disarmament of the National
- Citizen's Commission on International Cooperation, November 28, 1965.
i - Documents on!Disarmament, 1965, United States Arms Control and Disarmament
. 2 - Agency., Washington, U.S. Govt. Print. Off., 1966, p. 570.
| o . ’ ]
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'that'“egreement shculd be‘reeched as soon es practicable beﬁweeﬁ the
states concerned on the procedures for negotlatlons on this subJect in a
spe01al forum. "-/ Prelimlnany dlscu551ons began in Vienna on January 1,
1973 . | .
Progress has been peinfully slow partly because of procedural
disputes and_partly because the problems are extremely complex. _Deleting
.'stipﬁlated_percentagee of U.S. and Soviet ferces would favor the commmnists, ; '
who have substantially greater numbers ofjtroops,-airefaft, and divisions in

the Eqropean Theater'than we do-—the Iarger'the reduction, the greater the.

disparity. U. S negotlators are partlcularly concerned that the U.S.S. R,
could concentrate to attack at times and places of its chooslng,wh1le

‘ NATO's forward defenders would be gtretched thin along a lengthy front. The
" United States would find it @ifficult to regenerate combat power in

.emergency, since its contlngents would have to be repositioned in North
America. Soviet forces would simply withdraw a few mmndred miies to
Western Russa.aa MEasﬁres to control the reintroduction of U.S. En& - _f B

.;Sov1et elements 1nto Gentral Europe for maneuvers must be worke& out. - - -

.Mobllization potentlals on both gides, which conditlon how rapidly pre- | Y
reductlon levels could be restored, are cogent calculationag

Acceptable eolutione to such problems mist be devised before

' reductions cen ocpura The prognoeis for an- early reconciliation of

: }
dgifferences is;pegsimisticb_

1/ Department of State Bulletin, Jume 26, 1972, p. 901-902.
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U.S. GENERAL PURPOSE FORCE TRENDS

General fu:pose”forces, by definition, must be able to function
effectively in the furtherﬁnce of deterrent and defense objectives across
the full confliét spectrum, from generasl war to IOWhiﬁtensity operations
that fall short of armed combat, Scme Air Force and Navy tactical fighter
squa@rons, for example, would act as a sﬁpﬁlement to or extenaion of our
long-range aerial strike force in event of a global nﬁclear exchange.
'However; the requiremént for geﬁeral purpose forees is related not so
much to the defense of our owﬁ territory as it is to the support of
allies and attachments around the wurld;

Since World War II, five successive Presidents have charted an
active course fiwe the United States in internationsl gecurity affairs, on
the supposition that strong particip&tion is in our mmtional interest.
Many members of Congress and citizens in private life.increasiﬁgly
challengs that conclusion. In consequence, there is no solid consensus
concerning the significance of general purpose force posture trends dis-
played on Graph 7.

Essentially} the United States is in ﬁhe'process of swinging full

) L

eircle, back to a-situation reminiscent of %_Hef late 1950s:

el Sa regular forces have been reduced preciplﬁouslym

~~Land power has been downgraded.

P

L ; . —-Modernization messures lag.

il
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GRAPH 7
U S. GENERAL PURPOSE FORGE TRENDS _'
2 Ll ‘ ----!
Solld Trends o Formative, Foding

And Transitional Stages

Official Accent
“Benign Neglect
Renaissance
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L —The All-Velunteer Force has hit serious snags.
—_Reserve components resume critical roles.
——M1ied forces assume unprecedented importance.

- —-Tactical nuclear weapons are again being eyed as a
'-substltute for manpower

~-—The U.S. military presence overseas is dlminlshlng.

| --Strategic mobility assets to reestablish that presence in
: emergency continue to decline. '

s

. Changes in Size and Structure of U.S. Active Forces

President Eisenhower's "New Look", which set the style for the 19503,
featured a hlghly speclallzed force posture. It underscored nuclear fire-
power for "deterrent and destructive" purposes BCross the full conflict

_ spectrum. General purpose forces, were "to be modernized and maintained...
but with decreases in numerical étrength. Supporting reserves in the
1 - Unité& States, whiié importan&,wmre givén a Z;till7 lower priority." Not
‘ only did the New Look indorse é'single weapons system, i1t stressed a single -
o service, ‘Ground_forces_and,_to & lesser extent, the Navy were downgraded
; . | in faﬁor of the Air Force.l/ -
fa _" That pollcy 1nvolve& far more than rhetorlc. A dramatic change in

prlorities occurred as Figure 5 indlcates.' -

P _ i
b _ _ ) |

A }

T/ Fiserfiower, Dwight D. Vamdate for Changs, 1953-1956, p. 451-454.
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FIGURE 5
THE IMPACT OF THE "NEW LOOK" ON GENERAL PURPOSE FORCE POSTURE

ggg QQ, 5§ June 30, 1958 | Percentage Change

wmy O Lssa,000 899,000 - 20%
Navy 794,000 | 641,000 ~ 19%
Marines o 249,000 189,000 | - 25%
Aip Force. _ ' 978,oo0 o .371,000 - - 11%
Total . sEs000 - neoooo '-27

Source:  Selected Nanpower Statlstlcs, Offloe of the Assistant, Secretary
: of Defense (Comptroller), April 15, 1973, p. 7. Figures rounded
off to nearest thousand. -

Funds for operation, malntenance, ‘and modernizatlon were even more
revealing The Army dropped from $12 9 to $8 B billion between FY 1954
‘and FY 1955, Air Force allocations swelled from $15.6 to $16.4 billion
during the same perlod.l/

That solutlon tc U.S, defense problems eventually prove& def101ent
because we lacked sufficient latltude to support our containment goals

and pollcles. After the advent of Flex1ble Response in the early 19605,

i thls country malntained diver51fied land, sea, and aeroepaoe combat forces
that could functlon effectlvely in every env1ronment, together with the
‘loglstic apparatus needed to provision: them in dletant Zf.,c.m:':aii.essa The Golden
Age of general purpose forces ensued durlng the 31x—year perlod 1965-70,
when we were preoccupie& with Southeaet Asiao 3 o _

U.S. leaders began to reverse the trend about 1970 in compllance with..

'pressures generated by inflation and the Vietnam War, and in conformanoe
;/'Eisenhower, Duigit D, . Mandate for Ghange,-1q5351956, Pe 45}.7

[
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with the Nixon Doctrine, which tolerates & less versatile posture than

previous containment policies. In contrast with reductions that followed

the Korean~Wér, however, the drawdowns were drastic, even though the

Administration acknowledges that constraints on the use of nuclear weapons

have "increased the importance of maintaining [Ebnventiqnq;7 deterrent

forces capable of coping with a vﬁriety of challengés,"l/ No service

escaped fhe'knife, as the Air Force did in the 19508, The Army wss siiced

in-half_(Figure.6). Purther curtailments are pending.g/

| FIGURE 6
CONTEMPORARY TRENDS IN GENERAL PURPOSE FORCE POSTURE: -MANPOWER

June 30, 1968 | Dec, 31, 197 Percentage Chengd
Army - _ 1; 570,000 782,000 | -50%
Navy__ . 765,000 . 556,000 " -27%
Marines 307,000 189,000 . ~38%
Air Force ; éOS,OOO - _ 6?4,00@ B ~26%
Total f3,547,ooo ‘ 2,éox,ooé ) | 538%

Source: Leird, Melvin R. Statement on the FY 1972 Defense Budget,
Do 187? and Milltary Strength Figures for January, 1974, Office of the
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Public ﬁffairs) February 255 1974
Figures rounded off to nearest thousand i )

i |

The resultant retrenchment affected cambat power asg well a8 person-

1
3

nel levels, as Flgure 7 ghows,

1/ Nixon, Richard M, 0.5, Foreign Policy for the 19708, May 3, 1973, p. 186.
R 2/ Schlesinger, Jamss R. Annual Defense Department Report to the Congress
L “on the FY 19‘75 Defense Budget, p. 237. _
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FIGURE 7 ' \

CONTEMPORARY TRENDS IN GENERAL PURPOSE
FORCE POSTURE: COMBAT POUER

 Peak Vietnam Current Percentage

- _June 1968 June 1973 __Change
Ships
Attack Carriers 15 1 7%
ASW; Attack Submarines 379 | 252 -33%
Fleet Air Defense - 75 _ 73 ' -3%
Amphibious Assault 48 65 =44
Attack and Fighter Squsdrons \
Air Force ' 103 - 7. -31%
Navy - 80 : R (¢ B ~13%
Marine _ 7 ) 25 _ =7%
 Ground Force Divis;i.oné
! L . I ’ ¥
 Army S S 18 1/3 : 13 _ -29%
~Marine % _ 4 ; . 3. -25%

Source: ].‘v!:l.xom.9 Eichard M., U.S. Foreign Policy for the 1970's, May 3, 1973,
P 1885 ‘ ) o . ) ’ . e

i
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The intent was to constitute a smaller force which modernization
measures would endow with greater capabilities than its predecessor,

However, retraction began well before refurbishment could teke place.

Size, therefore, was reduced without concomitant increases in strength.

That situation will persié%-for some time to come, inasmuch aé leed times
fer the pfincipal items of oncoming equipment are measufed in terms of
years. Moreover, the higger performance of new systems does not always
compensate for the severe fe@uction of flexibility'caﬁsed by fewer mumbers.,
The end results currently tend te'degrade the credibility of our active
general purpose forces as a deterrent, and deplete their combat ca?abilities

to support stated defense policieé if deterrence should fail.

Combat/Support Ratios

Scales which long ago balanced combat forces and the backup
establishmehﬁ have sagged gteadily under the weight of support elements
in the past 20 years, reflecting a persistent trend that dates from the
Civil War. That phenomenon has been a matter of chronic concerﬁ to the
Congress .y | |

Just trying to identify a point ef departure for attacking associated
probleme is.difficﬁlﬁe The Department of.Defense identifies three tiers
of support —-— o?ganic, direct missiony and. central suppoft == then ﬁroceeds
to segregate "combat" an& "support" xncremenﬁs into seven separste categories
respon31ve to individual needs of the milltary services. The Navy and Air

Force, for examgle, are weapons Systems oriented Combat/éupport ratios

f

l['For example, gee U.S. Congress, Senatea Armed Services Committee
Report No. 93-385 to accompany H.R. 9286, on Authorizing Appropria-
tions for FY 1974. Washingtom, U.S. Govt. Print. Off., September 6,
1973, p. 131-141. o :

St 3 ',.Va‘i‘ ii’"}’! H' i IE s1||1 , Ei i
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_oophisﬁioeted weopons and equipment that demand constant attention.
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in their cases therefore tend to look quite different than those of the
Army and Marine Corps, whose strength is mainly in manpower.l/

The proportion of Anny combat, troops to organic and direct mission

.support which excludes central supply, malntenance, tralnlng facilltles,

and adminlstrative overhead draws the greatest flak., However, even using

'_tho Armg‘s total strength as the criterion, support personnel at the

helght of the Vietnam Whr outnumbered combat forces by more than 3-to-1
(77.8 to 22,2 percent)._ The proportion was 2-to-l1 durlng the Korean-con-

'Thaﬁ dramatic.increaée can be traced to teehnological advances‘aﬁd
tectical refinements. Progress enhanced combat effectiveness, thereby
reducing reqﬁirements for f{ront-line soldiers,tmm concurrently introduced

_ _ 3/
A pair'of trends are evident. The Army's battle fatality rate has

been cut almost in half since 1952, from 6.4 to 3.6 percent per 1,000 men,

-since fewer men were exposed to hostlle fire and medical coverage wes .

_ improved. waever, support coste climbed simultaneously; until they

currently consume anywhere from a quarter to a half of the defense . budget

depending on How "support"” is definedméf

1/ Military Manpower Hequirements Report for FY 1973. Washington,'

~ Department of Defense, February, 1972, p. 69-73.

2/ U.S. Congress. Senate. -Hearings Before &’ Subcommittee of the
Appropriationa Committee on Department of Defense Appropriations for
FY¥ 1973. Part 5.  Washington, U. 8., Govt, Print. O0ff., 1972, p. 162-164

3/ Military Manpower Boquiremento Roportg FY 1973, Do 73—750

%/ Toid., p. T5.. - '

‘ - ) i

..gj‘-» ln'i 'li' i ‘:rg Hl:




principal direct.%aneficiary, but the Marine Cérps occasionally accepted
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'The Broockings Institution suggests three possible solutions to the

resultant dilemma: reduce the number of active force units and their

levels of peacetime activity; reduce the extent and rates of modernization;

or redﬁce the size of the support establishment.l/ A1 three courses of

action have been and are being exploited to varying degrees. Many of.the
tradeoffs, whiéh superficially seem siﬁple and attrattive, actually are
quite complex. Political,‘ecbnomic? bureaucratic, institutional, and
doctrinal constféints all iﬁpingee

Just one thing gppears.cerfain at this writing. Only positive action
by Executive_ggg Legislative Branches in coordination is likely to cdntrél
this century-old trend. 8ince the present system does work, despite its
defects, both parfies should proceed rather gingerly with efforts to

restore a "better" balance.

The Transition Froﬁ Draft to All-Volunteer Force

Problems associated with U.S. éffofts to create compact armed services
with great capabilities are being'exacerbated by fhe transition from the
draft to an all-volunteer force.

Except for a brief reépife in 1947-48, the United States has relied
on conseription since World War II to assdre-aéequate_military personnel

strengths in the &bsence of sufficient volunteers. The Army has been the . %
& . 1

draftees when spoﬁﬁanebus_sﬁﬁply failed to meet demsnds. In additiom, .
- S

1/ Binkin, Martin, Support Costs in the Defenss Budget; The Submerged

One-Third. Washington, The Brookings' Imstitution, 1972, p. 30.
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the dreft routinely influenced large numbers of  .udo volunteers"
‘to enlist in all four'servicee as the "lesser of evils."l/'Callups.
fluctuated considerably, malnly in response to th- mwy's active duty force

_demands (Figure 8)

* That system was de d ugdesirable. In Meréh : . President

leon therefore app01nted a -ommission on an All—Vo eer Force, under

the chairmanship of former Defense Secretary Thomas - Gates, Jr. It
uas‘tasked;"to develop.a.comprehensive planlfor.elimj sing conscription,"g/
The committee eubmitted itse report in Februaryrl970, . .acluding that§

~ We unanimously believe that the natic: - - interest _
will be better served by an all-voluntes orce, supported
by an effective stand-by draft, than by  ized force of
volunteers and conscripts... g

we have satlsfled ourselves that a voiucteer foree_
will not jeopardize national security, ana...[%hat r_/
will strengthen our freedoms, remove an inequity...
promote the efficiency of the armed forces, and enhance
their dignity. It is the system for maintaining _
" gtanding forces that minimizes governmenmt interference
~with the freedom of the individual to determlne his own
life in accord with his vulues.}/

Pr331dent Nixon adopted the Gates Commission report in prlnclple.
' In January, 197%, he proposed that the Gongress extend 1nduct10n authorlty
" to July 1, 1973, but in fact beat that schedule.. Draft calls registered

zero in Jannary of that year,'at which tlme three deeades of conscrlptlon

- ended. The Adminlstration d1d not ask.Congress to renew induction

: authority._,When FY 1974 was ushered in, the;ﬁllgvolunteer Foree was

1/ Beport Yo the angresa by the Gomptroldermﬁeneral of the United States
on Problems in Meeting Military Manpower Needs in the All-Volunteer Force.
Washington, Department of Defemse, undated (1973), p. 14-26.

2/ The Gates Commission Report on an A11-Volunteer Armed Forces, Whehington,-"

" U.S. Govt. Print. Off., February, 1970, p. vii._
2/ lhii-s P 5-6
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FIGURE 8

e DRAFT GALLUP TRENDS, FY |952-|972

(IN THOUSANDS)
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”essenfielly'on its ows; although the Selecfive Service System,oontinues
to perform most of its functions on a standby basis.l/

| The withdrawal of U.S. armed foroeslfrom Indochina, the implementa-
tlon of the leon Doctrlne, budgetary dlffloultles, and reevaluatlons

of pr6351ng threats have led U.S. leaders to egtabligh FY 197/ manpower
requlrements at 2. 2 million,—/ but there are serious doubts in scome
'quarters that an acceptable all-volunteer force can match that goal

General Crelghton W. Abrams, Chief of Staff of the Army, the most

~ concerned service, expresses deep—-seated reservations. The main problem,

as he sees it, "is getting the kind of manpower thait we need to man the

. in the mmbers we need." That means "150,000 to 180,0007nsw, first-
. . - . . , N

‘time enlistees, on the average, over several years." That target has

been hard to hit. 4s of June 30, 1973, the Army "should have hed,SlS,OOO

men, and [E§7 had around 801,000,“3/ even though stringent steps were
bsing taken to make better use of the basic personnel pool——quallflcatlon

requirements were under review, many more women were being enllsted°

.civilianization was being emphasized;.and "Mickey Mouse" duties had been

reduced. ' _ i
Some analésts at the Brookings. Instltution are more optlmistlc.

“leen no unforéseen changes in prssent trends“, they say, enllstments

'%hould be adequate to neet average long-terw guantitativs needs without

any further real increase in costsa" zThelrzstudy rscognizes that "a

1/ Problems In Meeting Military Msnpowsr Needs in the All-Volunteer
~ Force, p. 1-2.
2/ Hilitar{ Mhnggwer Requirements Re ort for FY 1974, thhington, De-.
partmen fense, February, 1 9§

3/ Volunteer brmy—TIs Tt Working? Intarview with General Creighton W.
Abrams, U.Sr News and World Report August 6, 1973, Pe 38,
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which pushed total expenses for manpower to 67 percent in FY 1973.
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!

manpower scarcity could develop‘in three areas: critical skills (in-

.cludlng combat arms), reserve forces, and health profe851onals" but

nevertheless predlctsthat "it should be p0581b1e, though more dlfflcult
to malntaln qualltative gtandards. "—/

-The_Brookings survey, however, addresses a peacefipme environment.

The All-Volunteer Force could not handle s widespread shooting war that

called for rapid expansion. 'Indeed;_it is moot whether the system could

“survive a small-scale, but protracted; war in which combat attrition

was severe,

'ConseQuently, fmerica expends eﬁtensive funds for a modest military
establishment that is quite epecialize& in purpose. Sizeable first-term
pay increases and enlistmenﬁ bonuses reﬁain the most poﬁent incentives.

As a result, pay plus related coets'ﬁresently absorb an astronomical
56-57 percent of defense budget outlays. Those figures do not coﬁer-troop'
housing, recrulting, humsn relations programe, and various other items,

& ye

mobilization were mandatory for any reason, &osts could shoot out’ of

1

sight.

A number of other difficulties remain to be resolved An equitable'

I

halance (not necessarlly a representative cross—eectlon) between black

and white, rlch and.poor, erudlte'and qnedu?ated is ‘proving difflcult to

~attain, ‘Some observers are equally concerned that an._all;volunteer force

- 1/ Binkin, Martln, and Johnston, John, D. All-Volunteer Armed Forces:

Progress, Problems and Prospects. gReport prepared for the Senate
Armed Services Committee, June 1, 1973. - Gommlttee Print. Wkshington,
- U.8. Govt. Print. Off., 1973, p. 3,

- 2/ U.S. Congress. Senate. Hearings Before the Armed Services Committee

on FY 1973 Authorizations for Military Procurement, etc. Part I.
Wa.shmgton, U.s. Govta P:t':i.n’l;° Off., 1972b P 14.0-141, 142,

4
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will undermine patriotism by absolving‘citizens of any moral responsibility
to serve their country, or that a mercenary military machine might lose
rapport with the American main stream, threaten civilian authority and

damage our democratic 1nst1tutions.g/

An 1ncrea51ng number of Congressmen register qualmish p01nts of
view, but many "on the Hill" are comvinced that the experiment can be
: made to work. Senator John C. Stennis; Chairman of the Senate Armed
 Services Committee, concluded that "it will require two to three years
“more time to give a full test... Congress is certalnly obligated to ses
that the plan is given =2 falr trial, g/

At that Juncture,‘U.Sa leaders must determine, as the Brookings
study indicates, whether the tangible and intangible benefits of an all-
volunteer force wiil outweigh "the social cost of remewing conscription,
the financial cost of increasing incentives, or the national security .

cost of reducing combat forces.d/

-.Widespread,DisciplinéryﬂDifficulties

A rash of disciplinary problems plagued .all four military services during

the final stages of U.8, ground combat operat%ons in Southeasﬁ A51a, That
! ' j
|
1/ The Gates Commission Report, p. 12-20. : ~
2/ Stennis, John G, Enlistments in the All-Voluntesr Army. Remérks in |
the Senate. ' Congressional Record, September 24, 1973, p. 8‘1/405n : .
3/ Binkin, Martin and Johnston,. John D. All+Wolunteer Armed Forces,

Pe 4
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trend was_arresfed.when hostiliﬁies ceased. -Had.it conf:inued unchecked,
it could have stymied all efforts to create a cohesive U.s. arméd.force.;j
Those difficulfies, ﬁhich were linked directly with public opposition
to active U.S. participation in Vietnam; were aggravated by raciél frictioh,
-drug abuse, and a climate of permissiveneés, in the community at large and
the military establishment, Manifestations ranged from low morale énd
underground activitieé opposing U.S. war efforts to physical assaults on
;stablished authority. They‘culminate& in murdér by "“fragging" (the use
of fragmentation grenades against éammissione& officers and NCOs}. The
My Lai massacre.of March 16, 1968 and similar aberrations could be traced
to breakdowns in self-restréint by some leaders as well as the led.
Positive efforts by'the Defense Department and wilitary services,
. combined with the U.S. withdrawal from Vietnam, have eviscerated or
efadicated many of tﬁe contributory cau;es; others have been reduced to
manageable proportidns.gj Order;and digcipline consequently have been
restore&s although the potenfial for future préblems remains..
Concurrently, disciplindry difficulties of another sort occurred:
ﬁnilateral actions by a few uniformed officers in violation of es;ablished
'instructionsf The Lavelle case, as it came to be called, was the%most

| . ‘
celebrated example,3/ Numerous concerned observers, including many

4 3

!

P

- 1/ Difficulties confronting each service differed as did solutions. Tor a
representative review, see U.S. Congress. House. Report by the Specizl
Subcormittee on Disciplinary Problems in the U.S. Navy, Armed Services
Committee. 92d Congress, 2d Sessﬁonn Washington9 U.5. Govt. Print. Off.,
1973, p. 17667-17691. ‘ L ' ‘ ‘ il

2/ Richardson, Elliot L., Statement on the FY 1974 Defense Budget, p. 108-115.

'3/ U.8. Congress. Senate, Hearings' on Nobination of John D. Lavelle, General
Creighton W, Abrams, and Admiral John §, MeCain. 924 Congress, 2d Session.

Washington, U.S. Govt. Print. Offi, 1972, 507 p.
i ’ . i ’ ’
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Congressmen and their constituents, catalogued those deviations ﬁs deliberate
attempts by recalcitrant éommanders to challenge civilian control, when so
doing (in the culprit's estimation) would contribute pgsitively_to.pombat
operétions. _No'sucﬁ intent was ever widespread. Lavelle's alleged dis-
~inclination to obey standing orders, like MacArthur's insubordination before

him, represented an isolated incident, not an emergent trend.

Increasing Emphasis on the‘Total'Forée Concept

The Congress strongly advocated quick-reaction, combat-ready reserve
compoﬁsnts throughout the period surveyed 5y this paper. The Executive
| Branch,.by way 'of contraét, paid little more than lip servicg in the 1950«
and 19608 -~ neither the Reserve nor the Nﬁtional Guard received high-
.priofity attention from the Department of Defense. In a similar vein,
sweeping U;Sﬁ collective security afrangements implicitly.acknouledged the
value of allies in those days, but even in the NATOQ area, this country
looked to its own armed forces as the primery:custodian of U,S.'national

security interests.

The recent;constriction of our regular military establishment has
i . :

reversed that trend. America now places heretofore unduplicated reliamce on
what has come té be called "the total force éoﬁcept," which

...emphasizes our need to plan for optimum use of all
military and related resources availlable to meet the
requirements of Free World security.’ [Those include}
.active and reserve compoments of the U.S., those of our
allies, and the additional military capabilities_of our
aliies and friends that will be made available through
local efforts, or through pﬁovisién of appropriate ge-
.curity assistance programs. 1/ :

ai i

1/ Laird, MblViﬁ R. Stakement on the FY 19?2 Defense Budget, p. 21.
- € E : S : Lo

s
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™

National Guard and Reserves. According to former Defense Secretary
Laird, "Thg credlblllty-of overall efféctifeness of‘fhe Guard and Reserve
.suffered badiy.dnring the Euild—up of the active forces in Vietnam prior
to 1969." Combat capabilities were "marginal to poor," siﬁce much of their
equipment was siphoned off to satisfy requirements to Southeast Asia.

Army elements eventually were bled white. The ranks were replete with
unmotivated men who had joined "because they wanted to avoid the draft®
and shirk possibly dangerous duty in a protraﬁted and unpopular conflict.1

Corrective action is in progress. Within the total force doncept,
the Guard and Reserve Components are .... the initial and primary
augmentation for the Active Forces.! Equipment inventories are being
restoréd to requisite levels at a rapid rate, and modernization is in
proéress, Training has been intensified. 'Readiness reportedly 1s |
improving. A11 programs ave recelving obvious emphasis from the top,
reflected in part by the‘ﬁiégest budget outlays that our reserves
have'receiVed-in-pistory, whether gauged in current or constant FY_1974
| dollars.g/. ! | B ‘

Nevertheless, & considerable gap remalns between 1deal and reallty°
The educatlonal level in reserve components, for exanple, was high in
-the late 1960g and early 19708, partly because;many college graduates wers

i

T

1/ Laird, Melvin R. Report to the President and the Cheirman of the Armed
Services Committees of the Senate and of the House of Representatives
{P.L. 92-129) | on Progress in Ending the Draft and Achlev1ng the A1l

_ Volunteer Force, undated {1972), p. 13-14.

2/ Ibid., p. 14-15. Updated telephonlcally by OASD (Comptroller)9

September 25, 19?50

1

4 - ' . i
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among those men who enlisted to escape active service. A shafp~Slump is
already evident. Gross racial imbalances remain, since few blacﬁs are

volunteering for duty with ocur reserves,

Moreover,. it proved difficult to fill the rosters with acceptable
recruits of any kind after waiting lists of draft-vulnerable applicants
disappeared. - In FY 1973, the services were generally unable to meet

minimum average strengfhs mandated by the Congress. Manpower floors

therefore were lowered the following year to provide a more realistic
baSe.;/ As & result, actual and authorized strengths now conform closelj
in most cases, as shown in Figure 9, but force levels still fall sub-

stantially short of mobilization requirements related to contingéncy plans.

To'attain.acceptéble quantitative_and Qualitative standards, the
Uniformed Services Special Pay Act of 1972 was introduced in Congress,
requesting authority to institute variable enlistment bonuses for the
Selected Reserve. Other finaﬁcial‘incentives are under consideration; In
combination, théir addption probably would alleviate present and projected
difficulties, albeii: at nousidera‘ble cost.2f However, if difficulties |

contlnue, conscrlption for reserve components (already contamplated)

could be in the offings although such action admlttedly might ceuse

more 1113 than 1t ecured, 3/ o i
5 . i
n/ U.S. Congressn Senate., Committee on Armed Serwices. FY 1974
Anthorlzatlon for Military Procuremént...:and Selected Reserve
Strengths. Part 8, Manpower. 53d Congress, ist SﬁSSIOHp Wash].ng‘tony
U.S. Govt. Print. Off., 1973, p. 5728-29. ; |
2/ laird, Melvin R. Progress in Ending the Draft and Achieving the
All—Volunteer Force, p. 40-41. e
3/ Laird, Melvin R. - Statement on the FI 1973 Ebfense-Budget, Pe 165,~‘ ST

(A L !
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FIGURE § .

SELECTED RESERVE STRENGTHS

' MANDATED vs ACTUAL .

' 4s’ of' December 31, 1973
(in thousands)

Mandated | Actual : Percentagé

COMPONENT _Strength Strength Over/Short
Army National Guard 379,144, _ 392,500 + L%

Army Reserve . 232,591 227,200 - 2
Naval Reserve 119,231 119,100 -0,1%
Maiine Corps Reserve 39,735 33,100 - X7%
Aix Natioﬁal.Guard 92,291 92,500 +0,2%

| Air Force Reservg_ J 49,773 46,200 - g | o ;

: | - 912,76 _ “

y | DOD TOTAL _ 912,765 910, 600 1%

The Congress‘enactedéa framework of basic legislation in the Armed Forces
Reserve Acts of July.9, 1952 and August 9, 1955, which provided en organi--
i zational structure and a source of pretrained manpower for National Guard

and Reserve combat units. Then, in 1958, Congress mandated strength floors,
not ceilings, for certain reserve components.,

o orated, so that minimum average strengths ng
. each Selected Reserve component. ' i :

i

That practice has been eiab-

. Source: Daniel, Dan. Department of Defense Recruiting Results for March
.- 1974. Remark in the House. Congressional Record, April 24, 1974,
P. H.3189; and Title IV, P.L. 93-155, Nb%ember 16, 1973.
® K - o - C
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three important examples. lhe ANG thus is in relatively ‘good shape.

‘ Army Guard elements9 by way of contrast, lack comparable peacetime activ—

-members, , President Nixon created a National Committee for Support of the

‘policy and force structure.

co .~ CRS-96

Given the problems just enumerated, some services are fearing better
than others. The Air National Guard (ANG), for example, habitually par- _ R
ticipates ‘in meaningfnl miesions. “Joint exercises'with-U.S; ective ermed o R
forces, milltary airllft progrems ‘at home and’ abroad and continuous

activity related to integrated air defense of the United States are
s

ities. Methods of improving that situation still are in experiental stages. l/

For all servicee, calculated public eupport is eseential if U.S.

-reserve componente are to fulfill. prospective rolee in a professional

manner. Former Defense Secretary Elllot L. Richardeon hammered that p01nt

home- early -in 1973:

The American taxpayer {must] realize that a well equipped,
fully manned, and readily deployable Guard and Reserve is
potentially the most economical part of our national
defense system——and that without it, his and the Nation 8
security are in peril 2/

"To improve public underetanding of the Guard and Reserve role,,.and

to enlist the cooperation of those who employ present and prospective

f

Guard and Reserve .on June 22 1972 3/ The success of its endeavors are
£

."crucial. If present probleme canaot be reeolved the total force conoept - Q

: could'.collapee9 ceueing a'comprehensive”reorientatiom of U.8. defense

. b ~
. i S

- ' ‘ ; o

o

17 Laird, Melvin R. Statement on the FY 1973 ﬂefense Budget, p. 165—168 :
2/ All-Volunteer Force. A Report, Commanders Digest, April 19, 1973, p. 10. 7 ;
3/ Laird, Melvin R, Progreee in Ending ﬂhe Draft and Achieving the All—
Volunteer Force, p. &2 Ll _

- . o ' L i

Lo . ’ o : H
4 C :

o S ?. - Ce o _ SN




Alliéd Forces. The total force concept enjoins cur allies to provide

manpower. Technology, materiel, specialized skills, and training assistance
: ére to come from the'ﬂnitéd States, That approach to burden-sharing is in
cénsonancé with U.5. collective security policy, which identifies our

international aid programs "as a key instrument of the Nixon Doctrine.,”™ Through

them, "The Administrafion seeks to reduce both the total cost of an a

adequatg defense posture and our overseas iﬁvolvemento"l]

That philosophy placeé import;nt responsibilities on U.S.
allies, whose interssts must coincide wiﬁh oups in.emergency, and
whoge resolve must be at least equal ﬁb our own if the total ‘
force cqncept ie to work. Neither eveﬁtuality is & foregbne con-
éiusionD when viéwed in context with the drastic reduction of our active
forces and fhe low reliability of some U.S. reserves, whose combined
capabilities inspire scant confidence among tfemuious nembers of Free

World ccalitions in which the United States functions as the senior

f

partner.

The Aggregate Impact, In sum, this ¢ountry now relies extensively on

reserve forcés that in the wain lack reépqusiveness, and on allies, whose
: C cooperation in time of crisis is beyon& otr controlo . The implications

i 8

B . of that &eveiopment are interpreted quite differently by“varlous observers,

 whose dlSSlmllar Tievs of the U.S. role rn 1nternatlonal security affalrs

i . - B
. -~ H

N . condition their-concluaionsf

‘ S _
v _— ‘

. I 1/ Laird, Mglvin R. Statement on the FY 3.972 Defense Budget, P.
: - = I _ R
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" The U.S.'Military‘Silhouette Oﬁerseaé

Du#inglthg 20 years that bracketed'the_Korean conflict:and our in-
;voloement 1ﬁ Vietnem; thie eouotrj consistently mainteined outside‘ite
tertitorial 1imits a militery force that approached or exceeded three :
qoartero of a‘millioo men., Most of them served NATO, except during periodg
‘_punctuated by.those wars.l/ -(See Figures 10'and 11). | -

Present Administration policies still prescribe a substantial U 8.

force posture overseas, as Pr631dent Nixon indicates:

' The United States cannot protect its natiomal
interests, or support those of its allies, or -
meet its responsibilities for helping safeguard
international peace, without the ability to deploy
forces abroad, [in President Nixon's opinion].

The specific potential threats we face in Asia or

Europe continue to be the primary determinants of the

size, composition, and disposition of our general

purpose forces, QOur principal forward deployments are . . .

in these areas.® T i

Reductions_have teléscoped the U.S.‘worldwide presence, afloat and in
foreign lan&s,‘b%'ﬁbre than 600,000 men in_the last five years.3/ Most of
B that retrenchmenq reflected our disengagement from the war in Southeast

' Asia. Those withdrawals, which began nearly four years before the

Vietnan ‘peace agreements were signed were ‘a major manifestation of the Nixon

i

.Doctrine and the total force concept, o i

&

1/ Murphy, Charles H. and Evans, Gary Lee. UQS Mllitary Persomnel Strengths
by Country of“Location Since World War II, p. 4~10. _
-2/ Nixon, Richard M, U. S. Foreign Policy for the 1970‘3, May 39 19739

. p. 186-187.
. 3/ Murphy, Charles H. and Ehans, Gary.Lee. _U.S..Military_Personnal‘;
Strengths by Gountry of Location Since World War II, p. 6. -

¥ . . ~
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" vote of 51-44.1/ A comnrOmise proposal by Senator Hubert H. Humphrey, S

CRS-101

i-Pressures to accelerate that trend ere:immense. Senator Mlke Mansfield,
‘for exemple recently recommended that we "reduce, by not less than 40 per
centum, the number of military forces of the United States assigned to duty | %
in foreign countries." No fewer than one fourth of all cuts were to be : .”_ &E‘
completed by July 1, 1974, half of the total by the following July, and
the remainder by June 30, 1976. _That_proposition, tacked to an amendment
associated with the FY 1974 defense approprietions biil for military
procurement, wes,approved'by the Senate on September 26, 1973, but was

narrowly defeated later that same day when the amendment was rejected by a

calling for the recall'of‘llo 000 U.S. air and ground forces from |

overseas by the end of 1975, was adopted the following day,2/ although

it failed in conference on Octoher ll 1973.

Enrogen' The region most subject to criticism is Western Europe,
where‘260;000 combat and combat support personnel remain on guard, despite
the detente that'currently prevails. Some SO'UOORedditional Americén

troops, not assigned to the U.5. European Command, perform specialized
\

Al
T

miesiuns in that ~area, 3/

L
IntelligenCe estimates indicate that the;likelihood of an armed in- s 'h

vasion of NATO territory by Warsaw Pact forces is extremely low under

i

1’

. 1/ Department of Defense Approp;iation Anthorization Act, 1974, Remarks

in the Semate. Congressional Record September 26 1973 P. 5.17636~
8.17649, S. 17689-5 17696. ;

2/ Department of Defense Appropriation Authorization Act, 1974, Remarks
in the Senate. Congressional Record September 27, 1973, p. S. 17962—
5.17965.

3/ u.s, Congressp House. Hearinga before the Special Subcommittee on North:
Atlantic Treety Organization Commitments of the Armed Services Committee, k%
92d Congress,; 1st and 2d Sessionn Wsshingthn, U.5. Govt. Print 0ff,, 19729 : W
p. 13165 and l3167. . - . o ,$

i R S R - : s ‘ i
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present circumstances,l/_ but the possibilities of indirect threats to the

Atlantlc Alllance Stlll per51st Goncern therefore permeates some official

quarters that powerful Sov1et capabllltles, whlch are developlng ingtead

of dlmlnlshlng, could serve as political tools to coerce our friends and

_'undermlne U. S 1nterests 1f the American milltary contingent on site 1n

‘Europe were severely reduced. A o ‘ - ' - - |
As 1t stands, NATO's armed forces appear to be marginally able to - ' {

aocompllsh a851gned deterrent and. defense missions, although this country

has pulled 124,000 men out of Burope during the past decade.—/ However, | A\

unllaterally cuttlng our present combat power by only a few additional

percentage points allegedly would leave the Alliance with LOre 0.8, troops

than needed to'aot as a "tripwire“, but too few to repel a determined

invador}z/ : |
In the_absencé'of oomparable-rednctions by the opposition, which the

Administration hopes to achievo as'a result of arms coﬁtrol-negotiations;é/

the impact on Moscow's optlons could be considerable. If the Soviets

'retain a "big stlck", gome observers fear they might intimldate Wést

European leaders 1n ways that cut the United States off from nnportant ' i

polltlcal eoonomlo, cultural and technological contacts, degrade our . !

freedom of actlon, and thereby nndercnt oyr securlty.

‘; ' ST i - S _ .

1/ Nixon, Richard M. U. S. Foreign Policy for tﬁe 1970‘8, February 9,
1972, p. 42. f

-2/ Lampson, Edward , T. The United States and NAIO° Gommltments, Problems,
and Prospects. Wnshzngton, Congr9581onal Rosearch Serv1ce, July 2L,
19729 pe 850 ' : b

3/ A concise review of allled strategy for NAIO'B crucial center sector
is contained iniCollins, John M. U.S. Military Support for NATO,
Washington, Congressional Research Service, April 23, 1973, 37 p.

4/ Nixon, Richard M. U, S Foreign Policy for the 1970's; May 3, 1973;
: p ] 204-207 . g

;
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Europe reputedly.could rectify extensive U.8. troop withdrawals
in one of the two basic wayss: by eﬁcouraging a buildep of German armed
forces (no other combination of countries has the wherewithal, exceﬁt
France,.which has virtually divorced itself from NATO!'s defense); or by

F

accommodating with the U,S.5.R. Neither solution seems satisfactory from

the standpoint of American interests. The former could encourage in-

etability on both sides of the Irocm Curtain., The latter might well iso-
late us from a. primary power center.
Nevertheless, proponents of further unipartite U.S. force rollbacks

are both strong and persistent., Like Senator Mansfieidg they profess

bellefs that "it is time now to respond to the spirit of detente"; that

"the U.S, is doing more than its fair share in Europe"; that retrenchment

"would yield a very significant savings in resources to the United States";
that: this country should not "remain immobilized...for & minimm of two
and pOSSlbly even four to five years" waiting for an arms control agreement

that may never comej and that "unilateral Zﬁithdrawal_? on the part of the

i

United States mlght produce surprlelng and constructlve results.” In

Senator Mansfleld's{gudgment "ene or at the moe% two lean, mobile di-

3

visions™ would prov1de eufflcient "ineurance agalnst any form of pressure
Y ;

from the Tast. mﬂ/

i i
u .

: . . i .
The Congress thus far has proceeded cauﬁicmely° Tt remains corn-

v1nced "that & 31gn1f1cant American presence in Europe is essential to &

strong and cohe31ve NATO," but elso belleves “that a more equitable shnre

of the burden.a@.must be negotlated 0 In the conference repcrt accompanye

 ing the FY 1974 deﬂense approprlatlons blll Gongress therefore argued that

1/ Mansfield, Mlke.i Statement Before the Subccmmlttee on Arms Control
Internaticnal L&w and Organizations, P 8—19p 24, 27, 29, 31,
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if onr-NAIO allies failed to offset future nalence of payments deficits
identified by the Secretary of Commerce in consultation with the |
éeoretary of Defensetand the Comptroller General the United States
s.should compensate by redu01ng ite mllitsry estsbllshmont in Europe at

a rate corresponding to the percentage of deficit. If for example,

' the shortfall were 20 percent, onekfifth of our forces would be recalled.l/
| Just how that amendment sponsored by Senators Jackson and Nunn,

:wili affect the Atlantic Alliance is unoertaln, but 1t is predlctably

oontrover51al in West Buropean cepltals.

Asia. The U.S. exodus from Asia began in 1969, which marked the be-
ginning of our disengagement in Indochina Since then, all of our forces
have come home from Vietnamr—more than 500, 000 men; 23 000 have left Japan,
”‘18 000 have departed from Korea; 17,000 from Okinawa; and 12,000 from the
Philippines 2/ "Beltucinching" in Thailand is now underway. |

_ Studies are in progress to ascertain the implications of progressive
withdrawal eastward across the Pacifics- Should a grand redistribution of re—-;
maining assets becone imperative or expedient, Amerioafs continued'ability to'
| project military power in the Far East end elong its rim doubtless would
depend on Guam, together with bases elsewhere in the Marianas, Marshalis, and
. Carolines, 1If the United States lost free sccess to those Truet Territories9
-:elternatives woulé appear less attractivew Australia is a bit off the beaten
1/ U.s. Congress. Hbuse. Conference Report to accompany H.R. 9286, Au—
thorizing Appropristions, Fiscal Year 1974, for Military Procurement, etc.
Report Nr. 93-588, 93d Congress, lst Sessiom, October 13, 1973, p. 45—47a

2/ Murphy, Charles H. and Evans, Gezw'lee. Militery Personnel Strengths by
Country of Location, P. 6, - _
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path. Pearl Harbor h&slsplendid accommodations, but it is isolated from

prospective areas of u.s. interest around the Pacific Basin.

Middle East. In contrast with Furope and the Orient, the United

- States has never maintained sizeable combat forces in the Middle East.

The three U.S. Air Force iﬁstaliations in Turkey are affiliated with NATO.

.OuryMiddle East Force in the Persiam Gulf comprises a.tric of small vessels.

Only the Sixth Fleet, oriented primarily toward Europe, represents on-the-

spot combat power that could cope with.regional‘contingencies in North Aftica

and along the Levant.

.

Strategic Mbbiiity Trends

Strategic airlift—ani sealift assets are not general purpose forces,

but they are inseparably related, since their sole function is to move

‘general purpose elements, supplies, and equipment between continents and

theaters.

Strategic ﬁobility means were of lesser moment in the 1950s,

: Massive~Retaliatioﬁ was in vogue an&-general'putpose forces faced féwer

3

‘demands than they did in the following &ecade,_ The.decision to bolster

U.S. airlift and sealift capabilities coincided with the switch to Flexible

¥ .

Airlifta Transoceanic airlife came iuto its own during the _

Korean War, when the newly-constituted Hiiitary Air Tr&nsport Service (MATS),

dependent on prqpeller—driven four—engine aircraft, Baw. yeoman service,

i
i

i

#
* i
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Slnce those days, U. S armed services have depended prlmarlly on alir-
1ift for the expedltloue deployment of personnel and hlgh—prlorlty supplles.
.The Mllltary_Airllft-Command (MAC), which superseded-MATS on New Year's
Day 1966 has amassed an 1ncrea31ngly comprehen31ve system that comprlses
multlpurpose alrframes, a global network of departure, en route, and re-
covery baees, inflight refueling capabilities, end a stock of war readiness
- materials that make it poasible to meet recurring requirements and emergencies
with minimim waste motion. An all-jet active force of €-141 and, C-5 air-
craft is avallable, backed by ready reserves, whose moblllzatlon could in-
'.creaee our air moblllty by as much as one-third. The active alrllft force
is further complemented by modern Jet transports of the Civil Reserve Air
Fleet (CRAF), which are predeelgnated by commercial carriers and can be
called to duty on; demand——the CRAF for example, presently handles nine -
tenths of all mllltary passenger fllghts, plus & small. amount of cargo.

_ MALC  and the CRAF in combination reputedly own adequate assets to
: accomplish aeeigned contingencylmissione. If*war:efupted without wamning
“in the NATO area,'whicn'exerts the greatest claims, ‘only a part of‘oum
mllitary airéraft would be readlly avallable, but analyses based on current

airlift operations and the average dally dlSpOSltlon ‘of alrframes indicate
that requirements could be eatlafied -/ The U, S, alrllft of supplies and

equipment to Israel between October 13 and November 14, 1973 demonstrated

2
conclu51vely our: ability to cope expedltlously with lesser crlses.zf :

1/ Annual Adr Force Almanac, 1973. Alr Force Maga21ne, May 1973, p. 80—81
1i2-113. - :
2/ U.8. Congrease Senate. Hearings Before the Senate Armed Serv1cese o
" Committee on FY 1973 Authorization for Military Procurement, Part 2 of
6 parts. Autkorizations.. 924 Congress, 2d aeesion, Weshington, U. S.
Govt. Print. Off., 1972, p. 1094-95. - i
3/ Schlaainger, James R. Annual Befenae!Department Report to the Congrese
on the FY 1975 Defense Budget, p. 157-158
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§Eﬂii££; Deploying forces to engage a foe without‘Being cble to
i ' 'jo L sostaiﬁ them could sow the éeedslof disaster. Airlift, which still is
N sensitive:to ﬁeether and'cannot move mass tonnages or'octsize items
on a grand scale, myst be complemented by credible sealift capabilities.
Recent experience bears that out. More than 95 percent of all military
R bulk cargoxbound‘for vVietnam, including aviation fuel for MAC, had to
"travel by sea. |
| The United States possessed the world's.most impressive maritime
‘machine in the 19508, as a result of our massive buildup during World
. War II. However,prophets of bloc obsolescence warned that the
day of reckoning‘was coming, although_they had.difficulty making their
vocies'heard;lj Even'durlng the Gol&ep Age of general purpose . forces -
in the 1960s, aealift was seddled with a low priority. The results are :.

reflected Are Figure 12,
The Military Sealift Command (MSC) nucleus ship inxentory, which

totalled 165 vessels in 1967 at the height of the Vietnam buildup, will
| very'nearly_zerorout;by-IQ?S. The Msc-controlled fleet thereafter will
if‘é. .“compriee aboﬁt three foll-on/roll-off (Ro—Ro)lcraft, & few cargo aud«stores
ships, and two multi~mission shipspmopoae& for construction0

To meet wartime needs, we woul& have to rely extensively on the

T .S, Merchant M&l‘lneg whose FY_' 1975 fleet will exceed 300 ships. HAbout

i 3
! i

) U.S. Gongress. H’ouse° United Sta&es Defense Policies in
REPUL ' _/ House Document No. 227. 86th Congress,flat Session. Washington9
- ®  U.s. CGovt. Print, Off., 1959, p. &. i

i
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'Figure 12

. U.S5, SEALIFT ASSETS
v (Projection of Existing U.S.-Flag Vessels)

Freighter . : .

Frivate o 778 666 597 605 640 370 512
Govt. Owned 205 _48 36 16 171 o3 1
Total - 1,073 714 65 621 8l 395 515%

Passenger/Cargc - | |

Private _ 47 34 24 32 23 7 : 3]
Govt. Ouned 25 5 2 1 3 . _0 0
Totel . . 72 .3 36 33 26 78

Tankef : _ : ‘ :

Private - 446 338 282 - 281 265 226 226
Govt. Ouned | 5 o. o o _z 6 6
Total : 449 538 ggg 261 267 252 232

Reserve Fleet** 1,758 2,061 .29006‘ 1,738 552 268. 254

Source: Status of American Merchant Marine: Washington, U.S, Department
' of Commerce, ag of June 30 for vears showna

% 0f the 315 frelghters in 1973, 119 'were container shlpsy rollnon/roll-off
(Ro-Ro), and lighter aboard ship barges (LASH)

##% Regerve fle@t flgures exciude tugsp ferry boatsg training Sh1p89 and
other sp@cial typesu

| »
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two~-thirds are expected to be break-bulk and non-self-sustaining
container ships. The balance will include Ro-Ro, multi-mission, and

1/

self-sustaining container craft.

The Mbrchant Marine can be moblllzed on Presidential anthority

durlng a national emergency, but marshalllng would be a time—consuming

' process, since the assets normally ave widely scattered, and much_of its

fleet is poorly suited for military purposes. Larger and faster container

'_ShlpS, now replacing the aged break-bulk vessels, are not designed to

transporﬁ tanks, self-propeiied guns, and other outsized or oddly—shaped
items, Ro-Ro - and mult14m1381on ships, few in numbers and multiplying -
slowly, are needed for such miss:i.ons0 |

The United States hopes to supplement indigenous sealift with
allied shipping. Negotisations to that end are under way with ouk
NATO allies. In certain circuﬁstances, forelgn vessels lying idle in

U.S. waters when & national emergency is declared may be mobilized in _

‘the same mammer ag the U.,S, Merchant Marine.gj Just how responsive

allies would be under contingency conditions, however, is & matter of

continuing concern and conjecturs in oﬁficiai .S, circlesogf‘

- 1/ Letter from Deputy Ehicf of Waval Operatlons (Plans and Policy) %o

" the Congressional Research Service, October 11, 1973.

2/ Laird, Melvin R, Statement on The FY 1973 Defense Budget, p- 10&

3/ Ibid. -
S
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BUDGETARY TRENDS

- Federal expenditures.for'thé development, procuremént, operation,

maintenance, and generéyi .s.uppbrt_ of armed fom\gs needed to implemént thé
ciefense poliéies discussed in precedihg' sections have fluctuated like
a roller coaster over the past two- decades, with apogees during the
" Korea.n and Vietna.m Wars. Dom:l.nant fea‘tures assoclated with that ten- - - 5

dency are displayed below and on Graph 8
Figure 13

UUTLAIS FOR NATIONAL DEFENSE RELATED TO FEDERAL FUNDS BUDGET .AND GNP
S (In Billions of Current Dollars) 1/

Fiscal ' GNP - Federal Fxpenditures Qgisnﬁg_ixu:zzuxaazsui
Year S T Total Defense GNP Total
1953 Korea Peak '558.9 74.1 - B0.4- 14.0 68.0
. 1955 Subsequent Low . . 378.6 - 62.3- . 40.2 10.8 84.5
1965 Pre-Vietnam Low 654,2 = 94.8 49.6 7.8 52.3 .
1969 Vietnam Peak 898.3 - 148.8 ¢ ¢ Bl.2 - 9.0 54.6 :
6,2 40,9

1373 Present s 1,220,0 186,2 -~ - 76,1

i

, ],/Statn.stics drawn from Brite, George K. Gross Na.tional Product (cup), : .
' U.S. Government TotalSudget Outlays (Federal Funds Basis) and Outlays for : ' SR
National Defense Function for Fiscal Years 1939 to 1974. Washington, Congres-

' sional Research Semce, February 12, 1973. 2 p. Updated for FY 1973. The
. defense budget was smaller in 1968 than in 1969, but reached 56.3% of the

- total budget and 9. 7% of the GNP in 1968. Defense expenditures include =

: amall a.mount of military assistance trust fund expenaes beginnlng in 1955,

1
3 X . :-_ Y
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GRAPH 8

®  DEFENSE PROGRAMS IN GURRENT AND CONSTANT PRIGES

Constant FY 1974
Dollars

$ Billions

$112.9
A

ey

100 —

80 —

60 —

20 —
$11.8/

1948 1953 1955 | 1965 1969

: | i FISCAL YEAR

SOURCE : Outia{s for National Defense Funct1on For F.Y. 1939- 749 pp 1-2
974 Comparison, BOD Comptroller, Sept. 18 1973
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From those and related flgures, 1t is p0851ble to distill four ele-

mental trends.

. —~The U,S.. defense budget has doubled in absolute terms
since the 1955 low, but has decreased dramatically in re-
lation to total federal expenditures and the GNP.

--The defense budget now occupies a high plateau, but no o
longer dominates the national economy.

—-However, this country presently pays more money for
fewer forces than it did in the past, even in constant
dollars, although increased effectiveness offsets that
dlsadvantage to some extent.

—-The prospects for spectacular future savings without .
comprehensive curtailments in U.S. defense policy and
posture therefore seem slight.
CAUSES
The rising costs of natlonal defense can be attributed in part to
inflation, devaluation, the imbalance of payments, and other difficulties
that have beset the dollar for severel‘yeers (see section on the Dollar
.Debaole)a .However, two other faotors—fa prodigious_prioe teg on nanpower, ; .
coupled with_the.soering'expense of equipment modernization—-exacerbate. | ;
our difficulties 'diréctly. _ '_ . o : : IR o
Elliot Rlchardson, in his sole stetement %0 the Congress on the de—
fense budget, singled out ‘active mllltary manpower 83 the heart of the
dllemmaﬁ' He: tled that factor to the AllJVolunteer Foroe, obeerv1ng that - ' Xf
'Mas long as men mere being drefted,,eomerserved unwilllngly, end the
‘hdlfference between what [those] men. were peld and the salary Necessary

& [

%o have attrected them as volunteers oan e ooneldereﬂ an 1mputed taxo“a

i

Pay raises 51nce 1964 (Flgure 14) have. dlSPOSGd of that tax,

. i
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Figure 14

Monthly Rates of Military Basic Pay

‘ ‘Pay Years of July October Percentage
Grade Title Service 1/ 1963 1973 Increase
§ E-1 Recruit (under 4 months) 0-2 £ 78 $ 326 318
| i E-2 Private 0-2 85 363 327
| l E-3 Private lst Class - 0-2 99 378 282
j E-4  Corporal 2-3 © 150 415 - 277
2 E-5 Sergeant S 4-6 ..~ 205 486 137
| : E-6  Staff Sergeant 14~16 - 275 666 142 i
| ; E-7 Sergeant 1lst Class .. 18-20 340 782 130 ?
i E-8 Master Sergeant - 20-22 370 B899 143 ;
g * E-§ Sergeant Major ‘ - 22-26 440 1,079 145
¥ W-1 Warrant Officer 10-12 kT 757 127
o W-2 ° Chief Warrant 16-18 393 919 134
: W-3 Chief Warrant , 20-22 ' 470 1,091 ' 132
; W-4 ~Chief Warrant : 26-30 575 1,382 140
: 0-1 2nd Lieutenant 0-2 222 : 601 i71 I
[ 0-2  ist Lieutenant ) 2-3 . 291 757 . 160 }
_ g-3 Captain : - - 6-8 440 1,100 150 .
0~4 Major o 14-16 570 1,393 144 '
0-5 Lieutemant Colomel 20-22 745 1,726 132 |
0-6 Colonel ‘ 26-30 985 2,190 . 122 '
i 0-7 Brigadier General - 26=30 1,175 2,493 . 11z
N 0-8 Major Gemeral . 26-30 1,350 - 2,866 112
. 0-9 Lieutenant General 26--30 1,500 3,180 2/ 112
| 0-10 General - 26-30 1,700 3,60& gj 112

' 1/ Longevity pay step of typical military member -
2/ Statutory limitation

all figures rounded to nearest dollar.

Source: " The Economics of Defense Sp@n&iﬂg, p. 132; and Federal
' Register, Washington, Natiopal Axchives and Racords
R ' . Service9 General Services A&mimistrationg October 5,
: : ' 1973, p. 27585-27530. ' :

B . .
§ . : L
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~uﬁins-ﬁuge, and will continue to climb. as programmed cost-of-living
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but in the process have doubled the outlay for manpower in the past

: 1 : : :
decade.“/. The surge has been stabilized, but the toll in dollars re-

2/

iﬁéreaSes periodically take effect.& In consequence, manpower costs

now dominate the defense budget, as the following table indicates:.-

Figure:. 15

1=

. PAY INCREASES RELATED TO DOD BUDGET AND MANPOWER °
S (In Billions of Current Dollars)

Pay and Allowances : $ 22.0 % a0 +_$ 19.5

Gther Operating Costs . 6.2 11.2 + 5.0

» Procurement, Construction - 22,6 21.2 - 1.4

Matipower - : June 30, 64 | . June 30, 73

Active Military - 2,685,000 . 2,253,000 - 432,000
Civil Service L 1,035,000 s 031,000 = 4,000
Total - 3,720,000 73,284,000 ~ 436,000
-Sdﬁ§E§E  The Economics of Defenge Spending: |A Look at the Realities. Wasﬁington,

lfhichardsdn, Elliot L. Statement bn the?FY 1974 Defense Budget; ﬁ. 97—

2/Public law 90-207, 90th Congress. H.R, 13510 (81 Stat. 649), Section 8, |

Depertiment of Defense {Comptroller), July, 1972, p. 2. Updated tele-
phonically by DOD comptroller on September 5, 1973, FY 73 total Tigure

is firm. The breakout is subject %6 minor adjustment, Purther, the

FY 197% total reflects DOD expenditures only. Figure 13 and Graph 8
encompass other defense-related dollars, including those for atonic energy.
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Pay for retired military personnel cduld shortly overload the system
if present’computgtion procedures remain in effect, according to a recent
Congressional studys: |

The cost of the military retirement systeﬁ is rising.

rapidly. By 1975, there will be over one million retirees
on the rolls and the annual cost will exceed $5 billion.

The cost of the present system yithout change will rise
to $21.6 billion annually by thg—gggg_gaaﬁn%;ésuming an I
average annual rate of increase in active-duty pay some- - i
what less than recent experience).l/ ﬁw
Those prognostications, of course, fall to consider the rapidly ex-
panding U.S5, GNP. Even so, no solution to retired pay problems appears
imminent., Co | : : %
Mgnez for Modernization
Technological sophistiéation.is the second powerful budgetary pressure.
Expenses associated wifh modernization-account for bnly haif_of the ex-
_penditures.caused by pay, but they atiract far greater attention from crities
concerned with alleged mismanagement and cost overruns.
Prices for new equipment have escalated enormously in recent Years;
. While industrﬁal commodities rose 22 ?ercent from 1961 through 197i, the
cost of many ﬁunctionally equivalent weapo@s systems skyrocketed 300 per-
cent or more d?ring the same periéd.: ThejSehate Armed Services Committee

glunly observed that: : to

1/U.8, Congress.. House. Report by the Armed Services Special Subcommittiee
on Retired Pay Revisions, concerning Recomputation and Other Retirement
Legislation.; 924 Congress, 2d Session. December R9, 1972. Washington,

- U.S, Govt. Print. Off., 1973, p. 17626, ° ‘

2/Stopping the Incredible Rise in Weapons Costs. Business Week, February

i

19, 1872, p.. 60.
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Fighter aircraft now being developed for procure-

ment in the mid-1970s will cost five to six times more

than comparable aircraft at the beginning of the 1960s.

Tne cost of tanks is increasing over fourfold during

the 1965-75 decade. ... Lf the geometric cost increase

for weapons systems is not sharply reversed, then even

significant increases in the defense budget may not in- 1/

sure the force levels required for our national security.

Similar problems plague ships and strategic weaponry. One CVN-70
Nimitz Class aircraft carrier will approximate $1 billion, not counting
the associated sir wing. ~TRIDENT submarines wiil cost roughly $1.3
billion a copy--$13.5 billion for the 10-boat program, including missiles
and support fac111t1esg MIRVing the remainder of our MINUTEMAN missile
force eventually will absorb another $6.1 bllllonog/ And S0 on. Those

estimates could prove to be conservative, depending on a cornucopla of

considerations, a good many of which are beyond DOD control.

COUNTERBALANCES

Two events have helped to counterbalance escalating expenseé for
U.S, national defense: the elimination of most incremental costs en-
gendered by the Vietnam War and sharp‘cuts in our military establishment.
The SALT I égreements, which many concerned citizens hoﬁed would act as

a third significant counterbalance, produced few net savings.

n

: : =: a-
— - :

1/U0.S. Congress,! Senate. Committee on. Armed:Servicés Report No. 92-353.

Authorising Approprlatlons for FY 1972 for Military Procurement, Research
and Development, |etc.)] to accompany H.R. 86879 92d Congress, lst Se5510nu
September 7, 1871, p. 17.
2/Will $91 Billions for New Weapons Systems Be Wasted” The Defense Monltor,
Washlngton, Cepter for Defense Informa‘tion9 May 15, 1975, centerfold.




CRS-117

Reduced Vietnam War Costs

Tabulations in Figure 16 illustrate that incremental costs of.the
Vietnam War, which totalled $21.5 billionlin 1969, have dropped precipit-
ously since that time. Residual outlays are mainly for Military Assistance
Service Punded (MASF) projects. About half of the MASF monies will be
devoted to ammunition and equipmeﬁt procurement; the remainder is for
operations. Post éease-fire programs, including mine cleararce activities,
U.S. and Korean force withdrawals, the redeployment of méteriels the re-
turn of our POWs, and the continuing s;arch for MIAs all demended
sizeable dollar disbursements in.lQ?Bo—/ |

Now that the air war in-Southeas% Asia has been completely suspended,
Puture savipgs should bé even more rewdxding. ﬁ.So air wings in Thailand,
tﬁé principal Amefican forces remaining in the region, already are beginning
“to withdraw. |

Reduced Yorce Levels

.The 37 percent reduction in personﬁel strength, accompanied by coimr-
mensurate curﬁailmeht in mgjor items of eguipment, which took placé between
1963 and 1973, also aiieviated the budget squeeze to a considerable
extent (seé séction on Changes in Size and Structure of IL,S_o Active Forces).
Suffice it toiadd here that the trend seems to have stabilized. In the
President's oéinion, ”our‘ground, navsl, aﬁd air forces have now reached
the absolute %inimum'necesSéry to meét 6ur%commitments and providé a
credible conv?ntional deterrent in an ape 6f strategic parityaﬂg/z‘Congress
however, realiy éontréls the situaticn gy the way it-addresses fugure budget
requests. ;l. ;

1/Richardson, BL1iot L., Statement on the FY 1674 Defense Budget, p. 49.
2/Nixon, Richard M. U.S. Foreign Policy for the 1970s, May 3, 1973, p. 187.
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R ' Figure 16
VIETNAM WAR GCOSTS, DIRECT AND INDIRECT
(In Millions of Current Dollars)

Lot

I'iscal Economic . - Foed For Military Incremental : &
Year Agsistancel/ Peace 1/ Assistancel/ War Costs 2/  Total
 1953-61 $1,470 - $ 78 $ s09 - $ 2,057
1962 TYR R 204 | o 560
1963 143 ' 55 258 _ 454
1964 166 57 182 S 40
1965 205 . 52 255%/ $ 103 615
1966 594 143 0a®/ 5,800 - 6,651
1967 494 74 | 18,400 18,968
1968 %98 139 20,000 20,537
1969 514 99 - | 21,500 21,914
1970 566 oo 17,400 17,877
1971 se8 188 | 11,500 12,076
1972 567 \ 68" - 7,200 7,655
1973 (Est__. ) 313 : ‘ 187 : o 5,300 " : 5, 800
1974 (mst.) _a7s¥ 1768/ - 2,900 3,551
- #5,857 1/ % 1,456 Y $1,4821/ 4 10,103 $ 118,899

§
§
: |

See following ﬁage for notes. {

=

JLgureS.rOunde off to nearest million.. Totais therefore do not tally

~exactly, Incrémental costs are less than full budgetary costs, which

ineiude dollars for routine activities ‘that mist be funded whether
a war is in prdgress or not, - : '

Sources Coopéfg Bert Hg- Statistics on U, Sgé Participation in the Vietnam
‘ "~ Conflict, with Addendum, Washington, Congressional Research

B Servicfe, August 15, 1972, War cost figures amended ss of
Febrwy’ 1974:; . ’ ' ! ' N
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Figure 16. (Con't)

1 U. 5. Department of State. Agency for Internatioral Development.
P gency .

3/ . Not

4 Excl

5/  Exel

e

&/ u.s.

Bureau for Program and Policy Coordination. Office of Stat-
istics and Reports. U.S. Overseas Loans and Grants and Assist—
-ance from International Organization - Obligations and Loan
Authorizatjons, July 1, 1945 - June 30, 1971. May 24, 1972.

p:- 64. The data for Economic Assistance, Food for Peace, and
Military Assistance are gross figures representing total new
obligations entered into each year and not adjusted for de-
obligations. Adjustments for de-obligations during the

FY 1953-71 period yield net totals of $4.4 billion for Economic
Assistance and $1 billion for Food for Peacs (P.L. 480) ¢ de-
‘obligations in AID-funded Military Assistance programs during

FY 1953-66 (i.e., the annual amounts shown here minus $4. 4
million in FY 1963 and $1.7 million in FY 196/ for DOD-funded
activities) yield a net total of $1,476,300,000 compared to
‘the gross total shown here of $1,482,400,000. The totals for
these three ¢olumns as shown in the table are gross totals andg,
in the case of the first and second columns, they include

FY 1972 estimates. : '

Department of Defense. Office of Assistant Secretary of
Defense (Comptroller). July 18, 1972, Alsc contained in U.S.
Department of Defense. OASD (Comptroller). The Economics of
Defense Spending: A Look at the Realities, July 1972. p. 149.
‘Thess incremental war costs include Military Assistance Service .
Funded (MASF) programs as follows: FY 1965-$34 million; '
FY 1966-$767.5 million; FY 1967-§1.2 billion; FY 1968-$1 billiong
FY 1969-$1.6 billion; FY 1970-$1.7 billion; and FY 1971-$1.9
billion. (MASF figures are rounded from data in the AID. ‘
source cited above.) The original MASF estimate for FY 1972 of
$1.8 billion is contained in Senate Armed Services Committee
Repart No. 92-9%62, July 14, 1972, p. 171, followed on p. 172"
by & revised figure of $2.2'billion for MASF and additional
cogts attributed to the March-April 1972 invasion of South
Vistnam. _ : : :

included in this figure is $1,535,200,000 in U.S. sconomic and

military aid to French Indochina during the FY 1949-54 period prior

tc partition of the area into North and South Vietnam, Laocs,
and Cambodia. - :

udes ﬁB& nillion for DOD—funde&'prégrams ineluded in incremental
war costs shown in fourth column. .

udes $767.5 million in DOD-funded programs included in incfemental
war costs shown in fourth célumn., | ' :

Depaftment of State. Agency for International Development .
Office of Legislative Affairs. -
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SALT T Savings

Former Defense Secretary Laird, addﬁessing the House Armed Services
Committee irmediately after the SALT I accords were signed, expressed the
bellef that drastic reductions in our SAFEGUARD system would permlt the
| immediate net deletlon of "$550 mllllon [from] the strategic portion of
our fiscal year 1973 defense budget.” In his estimation, "additional
saﬁings over the next five years (1972-1977) could amount to as much as
5 b11110n 1

That forecaét proved overly optimistic. Real savings were realized

on the defensive side of the ledger‘by scalihg back SAFEGUARD, although
.funds for the Grand Forks installation, plus the development of Site De-
fense and advanced ABM technology, still consumed $513 millior in the FY
1974 defense budget; -However; the net reduction has been more o
than cancelled by requests for an accelerated TRIDENT program alone, As
a result, sfrategic forces will abaorb roughly the same amount of money
in FY 1975 as they did before the SALT agreements. Strategic arms
1imitations,_thereforeg have not yet counterbalanced budgetary pressures
in a way that compéres with winding down the Vietnam War or reducing

the numerical strength of U.S. general purposq forces.

1/U.S, Congress. ! House. Supplemental Hearlngs on. Defense Procurement.
Authorization Relating to SALT Agreement, Before the Armed Services
Committee. 924 Congress, 2& Session, June & and 13, 1872, Washlngton,
U.5. Govt. Prlnt Orf., 19?2 p. 12088.7 '

2/8chiesinger, Jeames K. Aonual Defense Department Report o the Congress
for FY 1975, pi 5354 and 235.

:
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.CONSEQUENCES

It is dlfflcult to determine whether defense pollcy drives the
budget or vice versa. Each predominates from time to time. In either
event, budgsts, pollcles, and forege pdstures have correlated closély
over the years.

Shifting Budgetary Emphgseg

Nuclear deterrent forces were assigned thp DOD budget priority
from the 1950s until.1964, as Figure 17 shows.. Appropriations for those
purposes peaked in 1961, then plunged more than $5 billion in the next four
years, by which time America had accumulated an impressive stockpile
of nuclear weapons, Assured Destruction had been adopted,. efforts to re-
tain numerical-superiority'hadfmaned;r and U.S. strategic defenses had
started to decline,

Funds to refurbish our World War II vintage general purpose forces
began to rlse, as dollars for nuclear deterrence dlminlshed. In the late
1950s, budgets for those:two categories were roughly comparable, although

general purpose forces employ'most of our mllitary personnel {in FY

1973, SAC angd the Navy s POLARIS/POSMDON fleet accounted for less than

[

six percent of the totall/) Approprlations for the Army, Marines,
tactlcal aa_rpower9 and divers forces afloat JUEPEd $4 bllllon between
1960 and 1962 when Pr951dent Kennedy adopteﬂ the pelicy of Flexible

Response, They soared even hlgher in reactlon to challenges in Vle‘bnamo

Intercontlnenta% mobillty-forces received an increased share during'the

e
I

same period,

i/Ibid., p. 200, . :
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Figure 17
DEFENSE BUDCETARY SUMMARY BY PROGRAM
(Tn Millions of Current Dollars)

- Fiscal -~ Strategic General Purpose Airlift, National Guard, Regearch &

‘Year Forces , Forcesg Seglift Reserve _ Developnent
1956 $ 9,203 - § 13,505 $ 829 $ 1,282 (LO) $ 1,755 (LO)
1957 10,736 12,941 ‘ 825 (L0) = 1,497 2,079
1988 10,514 14,223 869 1,506 2,029
1959 11,285 15,329 © 1,050 1,547 2,662
1960 : 9,828 12,775 (10) ' 932 1,529 2,905
1961 11,21 (HI) 14,234 910 1,581 | 5,433
agr 10,876  1e,691 | 985 1,615 4,069
1065 9,822 16,545 1,033 1,551 4,812
1964 8,50 16,497 1,080 o 1,768 4,857
1961 6,553 17,731 1,277 i,lve K 4,644
1966 6,128 (L0) . 27,285 - 1,464 2,115 " 4,708
1967 6,298 | 29,986 : 1,762 (HI) 2,463 4,620
1968 7,236 50,375 (HI} 1,756 2,196 4,277 |
1969 8,497 20,442 ¢ 1,465 | 2,141 4,568 ;
1970 7,120 oov,azs 1,654 2, 550 4,846
1971 7,501 . 24,405 1,318 2,688 5,219
o7z 7,486 | 25,198 1,109 558 6,001
1973 7,259 25,604 865 ' 4,008 (HI) 6,506 (HI)

5

Comparable flgures not available for 1952 55 programs

Source: Braz:.ery Don R., Acting A5315tant Secretary ef Defense (Comptroller)
Statement before {he Defense Subcommlttee of the House Committee
on. Approprlatlons in connection with!the FY 1974 Budget estimates
of the Department of Defense9 May 51 1973, Table 18,
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General purpose forces lost their budgetary priority when U, S.
mllltary operations ended in Vietnam, They still absorb nearly four
times as many dollars as the nuclear deterrent . sector, but‘more than
half of that money goes for pay and allowances~--most funds for strategic
forces, by way of contrast, are devoted to weapons systems,

Figure 17 is calculated in current doliars, .Statistics converted-
to constant Fy 1974 CUrrency are even more revealing, Of the items
displayed, only reserve componenté and R & D register solid increases,

despite inflation. That trend stil: persistsg,

Additional budgetary tendencies can be gleaned from a cursory analysis
of defense spending by branch of service'(Figwre 18).

11 three services were freely funded during the Korean conflict.

The Army, which bore the brunt, was allotted the largest share of the
mllltary budget-—approximately 34 percento 1/ Post-war "belt-tightening"
soon took effect, however, and by 1956 the ground force shars had been - | |
sliced in helf. - The Navy lost $2 billion during that retrenchment, but L
; | ‘the Air Force,th;n the cﬁatodian.of alllU.S ﬁuclear retaliatory weapons &J
| and the exponent of Massive Retallatlon, actually augmented its absolute

and prcportlonate allowances. . ‘i : ' | _ ?lf

1/United States\?efense Policies in 196?9 p. 192,
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Figure T8

DEFENSE BUDGET SUMMARY BY BRANCH OF SERVICE .
(In Millions of Current Dollars)

House Document No, 344.

25,835

|
T'

il ;
H ag

Fiscal = Navy, Air
Year : Army Marine Force
| 1955 - $ 16,242 $ 11,875 15,085
1956 8,702 (10) 9,744 (10) 16,742 (LO)
1957 9,063 10,398 18,565
1958 9,051 10,906 N 18,435
1959 9,468 11,728 19,084
1960 - 9,392 11,642 19,088
1961 ' 10,355 12,715 19,887
1962 o 12,747 14,626 19,573
1965 113980 14,676 20,430
1964 12,460 14,429 20,002
‘1965 o | - 12,347 14,846 19,402
1966." . 18,610 19,379 23,480
67 22,545 21,522 24,708
1968 - 24,972 20,785 24,017
1969 j' - 26,08?.(HI)_ 23,950 27,003 (HI)
1970 - 24,151 22,710 24,170
e71 | i., 22,596 21,886 ggyﬁsl
1972 . 22,214 24,004 23,860
1973 ? 7_21,81?_ 24,856

Source: U.S. Coﬁgreés. House, Unlted States Defense Policies in 1965.
89th Congressg 2d Session.

HWashington,

- U.S. Govt. Print, Off., 1966, p. 122; updated by statements of
Defense Secretaries McNamara, Laird, and Richardson on the de-
fense budget. Flgures 1n thoae ‘documents vary slightly.
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The Air Force remained budgetarily preeminent wntil the Vietnam
War began to heat up, The augmentation of funds for land and sea power
in the early 1960s paid petfunctory homage to Flexible Response, which
pfescribed a more balanced posture than had prevailed in the previeus
decads, but forces that.could give substance to the U, S, "2% Warn
policy never were realized.

The present transition portends increasing reliance on sea and air .
power, in conformance with the Nixon Doctrine, The Army, which measures its
strength in manpower, rather than ships or planes, mest spend a greater
percentage of its money for pay, and thus retains =z smaller portion for
© other purposes. (That trend is becoming more pronounced, The FY 1975
defense budget requested $23,618,000 for‘the Army, $29,568,000 for the Navy,
and‘$28,029,000 for the Air Force),

. Modesgt Modernization Rates

The Department of Defense is trying to modernize its arned forces
across the boerd, despite budgetary restrictions. This ie an immensely
~expensive proposition, as Figure 19>indicates° The top 10 programs alone
{seven devoted to the Navy) sparked a budget proposal of almost $8 billion

in FY 1974. DOD listed more than 50 other "m.a,] or' gystems, whose costs for

2/

that fiscal year wers estlmated to be: $10—$402 million each.

Since each of those packages must compete for limited funds,. modern—

f

1zat10n rates have been sluggish, w1th few exeeptlonsu Pr651dent Nixon
i

expounded on p0551b1e consequences in hls 1973 forelgn policy report to

the Congress: %
1

;/Schlesinger, Jemes R. Annual Defense Department Report to the angress
on the FY 1 75 Defense Budget; p. 235,

2/Tbid., p. 53-54, 1194120, 145-146; and Rlehardson, Elliot L. Statement
on the FY 1974 Defense Budget P. 55-56, 68-70

it -=- i e i ;q :‘ i
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Figure 19

ANNUAL COSTS OF SELECTED MAJOR WEAPONS_SYSTEMS
"~ (In Millions of Current Dollars)

FY 1972 = FU 1973  FY 197,

‘ N : Actual Actual . Planned
NUCLEAR DETERRENT FORCES |
Conversion of SSBNs to POSEIDON Con-
figuration; Continued Procurement
of POSEIDON M1551les and A58001ated _ — :
Effort _ 78 698 313
Development, Procurement and Military |
Construction Costs of TRIDENT Ballistic S
Missile Submarine and Missile 05 . 794 - 1,435
Contlnued Procurement of MINUTEMAN III ‘ ) _ _ - -
and MINUTEMAN Force Modernization 938 glé . 730
Continued DeveIOpment of_B—l Bomber o "370 o 445 449,
GENERAL PURPOSE FORCES

Continued Development/Procurement B R B o
of F-15 Air Superiority Fighter . 420 908 - 1,129
Continued Devélopment and Procuremeﬁtmf_ o . . o
of F—lA Mhltl—M1581on Flghter L RS R >/ T & |
Procurement of GVN—?O Alrcraft Carrier i'——n _' ,-'299- o 657

' Procurement of DD—963 Destroyers _f 2.603 ' o 249 : 612
Procurement of SSN-688 Class Nuclear : i = ;

- Attack Submgrlnes _ _ Lo 85 1,048 S 921
Development and Procurement of S-BA ; S o o .
Carrier-Based ASW Aircraft | 578 . o 618 548

¥ L . i
4 o :
'

S F

£ B . ' -' [ ’ ' ’ {
i

‘Source: Richardsen, Elliot L. Statemant on the F¥ 197/, Defense Budget, p. 55—56
: 68-70; and Schlesinger, James R. Annual Defense Department Report to
the Congress on'the FY 1975 Defense Budget, p. 53-54, 119-120 145-146
Fundlng figures include money for spares.
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Unless we improve management performance, ..we
simply will not be able to maintain the minimum force
levels necessary to meet the needs of our security
without drawing increasingly on funds required for_
such essential intangibles as force manning, training,
and readiness.l/

.. The Congress not only concurs that improved management practices are
compuléqu, but remains convinced that contemporary budget requests are
still "padded." Whereas appropriationé actually exceeded requisitions at
various times in the past, Congress has lopped off funds regularly since
FY 1968, for a total that tops $23 billion {Figure 20).

Cdnsequently, DOD must teke stringent steps to make ends match means,
Several measures were discussed by Dr. John S. Foster, Jr., the outgoing
Director of Defense Research and Engineering, in his final poéture state-
ment. He first cited a “"strategy of incremental acquisition, in which
achievement must be demonstrated at established milestones before [any]

program proceeds from one major phase to the next." We also are using

more prototypes in an attempt to reduce risks and fix realistic costs,

before not after programs.are initiatgd, The Defense Department is emph~
asizing hardware competition at home and abﬁoad, trying'td maintain a

better balance between cost and capability, and is conducting & crusade
against tzold plating"-—the addiction to unneéessarily opulent réfingments
that cause priceﬁ to goom, In addition; the "Hi-Lo" concept comes imto play,
mixingxnihimum,nﬁmbers 6f sophisticated and cbs%ly'systéms with many?chsaperé
lesé’expensive c%uhtefpartsy to avoid eicessiﬁe acquisition of.speéialized
qapabilitiesag/ | |

Y
&

4

1/Nixon, Richard M. TU.S. Foreign Policy for the 1970s, May 3, 1973, p. 192.
2/Foster, John S,, Jr,, Statement on the DOD Program of Research and Develop-

ment, Test and Evaluation, FY 1974, P. 3-1 to 3-8; and Schlesinger, James R.
Annugl Defense Department Report to the Congress on the FY 1975 Defense

' Budget, p. 223,
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Figure 20

Defense Budgets and Appropriations
Fiscal Years 1950-1973

“(in thousands) L,

Fiscal Year . Budget Estimates - Approved by House Approved by Senate Appropriation
1973 $79,594, 184 o $74,577,548 $74,571,698 $74,372,976
1972 : 73.543.829 : 71,048,013 70,849,113 70,518,463
1971 68,745,666 66,806,561 . ’ 66,417,077 66,095,917
1970 ’ 75,278,2001 ‘ 69,960,048 69,322,656 ' 69,640,568
1968 77,074,000 ) 72,239,700 71,886,893 71,869,828
1968 71,584,000 ' : 70,295,200 70,132,320 ' 69,936,620
1967 57,664,353 ' 58,616,445 58,188,872 . 58,067,472
1966 45,248,844 45,188,244 ' 46,877,063 : 46,887,163
1965 . 47,471,000 46,759,267 ' 46,774,401 46,752,051
1964 49,014,237 47,082,009 47,339,707 47,220,010
1983 T 47,907,000 . 47,839,491 48,429,221 48,136,247
1962 42,942,345 ‘ - 42,711,105 46,848 292¢ . 46,662 556
i961 39,335,000 39,337,867 40,514,997 - 38,996,608
1960 39,248,200 : 38,843,339 39,594,339 39,228,239
1959 ' 38,196,947 o 38,408,561 40,042,992 7 35,602,827
1958 ' - 138,128,000 33,562,725 . ' 34,534,229 33,759,850
1957 34,147 850 33,635,066 34,783,734 - 34,656,727
1956 : 32,232,815 31,488,206 31,882,915 31,882,815
1955 . 29, 887,055 28,684,250 . 25,217,106 - . 28,800,125
1934 . 40,719,931 34,434,140 P 34,511,302 34,371,541
1953 51,390,709 _ 46,207,177 46,403,000 46,610,938
1852 : 57,679,625 : 56,034,717 - 61,103,856 . 56,939,568

. 1951 13,078,675 ' 12,910,702 _ 13,294,581 13,294,299
1950 13,248,960 : 13,272,815 i 12,731,834 T 12,945,562
T Dirrgenal dobuison request was 825 belfion higher, ) :
2 Nenate comsidered bicdget estimate of N7 ML LN, T ¢

A Nengtc vonsdered budrd extimate of S8 RIS T

Foscnate vonsidered budger pstinate of S8, WG, H

!

Note Above amounts dr: not rm&'udv arny supplomental mhmﬂu'» or appr:wr:atar;ns nol considered or made in thr regular
o annual Defense Appmprmmm Acis

v

SOURCE Housa Appropridtions Commmee {1960- vbm Congressnonui Quarierﬂy {1950-1959)
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Most important of all, in Foster's opinion, is the new policy of
"designing to cost." In the past, he explained:-
We tried fo estimate the cost of a weapons system
after its "required" performance had been determined.
Seldom were cost and performance correlated during de-
velopment. We...[can no longer] allow any escalation
of "required" performance, with the assoclated rise in
cogt. TFurther, if it should turn out that the per-
formance level calculated from preliminary designs
cannot quite be reached, we should hold to the unit cost
and trade off performance instead. i/
CUMULATIVE IMPLICATIONS
Unless improved management techniques and other_measﬁres revarse
present trends, the Executive Branch and Congress will confront dif-
ficult choices in the foreseeable futwre, as they strive to reconcile
'ﬁational seCuriﬁy requirements with financial costs, A better balance

betivesn moniss for manpowsr and material may yebt prove %0 be the most

pressing of all related isSues for the rest of this decads.

H . . ¢

'1/Foster, Johm S., Jr. Statement on the DOD Program of RDT & E for
FY 1974, p. 3-6 and 3-7, : o
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TRENDS IN THE DECISION-MAKING PROCESS

~The Executive Branch‘formuletee U.S. national security pdlicy.
The Presmdent's prlnolpal agents—-the Natlonal Security Counc11 the
Defense Department ‘and the 1nte111gence community--participate di-
Tectly in that process. Gongreee, whloh controls the purse strings.

and force authorlzatlon, initiates, approves, or precludes statutory

' change and exercises oversight powers, It-therefore exerts,indirect (but

often‘domlnant)'influences over policy decisions (Graph 9).

DEFENSE DECISION—MAKING AT THE FRESIDENTIAL LEVEL

The Natlonal Securlty Councll has undergone three sweeplng rev1slons

I3

'-elnce the early 19503.. Organlzetlonal.endoperetlonal changes durlng thoge

20 years have been profound.

:-—Predominant'influence hae been vested in the Presidentis
Special A531stant for National Security Affairs,

u-Formel methods have replaced an unetructured epproach

.'m-The empheels on etretegic plannlng has increased

L . . . . . . i
f . N - A

e of the NSC.

The basic purpose of the NSC is wto adv1ee the President w1th reepect

to the 1ntegratlon of domestic, forelgn9 and mllltery pollcles reletlng

to national eechrlty S0 as to. eneble the mllntary eerv1cee and the other
departments and agen01es of the Government to cooperate more effectivelye“

Part and parceL of that preserlptlon ie the &uty "to assess and eppraiSe

the obJectives, commltments, and rlsks‘of the Unlted Statee in relation
SR : ‘ I

»
¥
3 ] :
i
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"GRAPH 9

MILESTONES IN DEFENSE DEGISION- MAKING PROGESSES'\“

o : nen I! .|
So!idATre_'nds - Formative, Fading
- And Transitionol Stages

‘National Security Council
Eisenhower NSC je—

Structured

Loosely Focused
Ponderous
Committee Decisions

Kénnedy-dohnson NSG _

Unsfructured |

Operations Oriented

Ad Hoc B
L ' _ ‘Centrolized Decisions . |
| Nixon NSC = - o L

Structured-
B Policy Onented

: : Spare

G Centralized Decisions

DOD Decision-making | |

- Armed Services Strong.
Co Strong DOD. Control -
- Participative Management

IR _Gongressnona! Changes

o : Strong Armed Serwces
o - Cominittees -

LT Greutlyixpanded(:oncems | R N I!r
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to. our actual and potential military power;"l/
| Those tasks have remained constant since 1247, but the NSC has per-

formed them with varying degrees of success, depending on the importance
accorded it-by successive occupants of the Oval Office,

Ihe Fisenhower NSC

When Dwight D. Eisenhower was invested as President in Jenuary, 1953,
the National Security Council, as it had developed during the Truman Ad-
ministration, "provided a convenient mechanism" for staffing and coordinat-
ing interdepartmental views, but 1‘.’:'Lts position was still somewhat casual”.iv

President Eisenhéwer immediately set about establishing a formsl NSC
system to serve the decision-making process as he practiced it. The |
organization soon developed clear lines of responsibility and authority;
Twenty or more non-statutory participants routinely attended the regular

Thursday meetings.é/ Policy formulation followed a formal pattern.

The neatness and mechanical order of [that]
process was- praised by its supporters as the most
efficient means of transacting the heavy load of
business with which the National Security Council
concerned itself under President Eisenhoyer. During
his first 3 years in office, for example; the Council
met 145 times and took 829 policy actions.... Crities,
however, labelled this "mass production, ‘packaging and
distributiog"o-a.a . :

v

1/U.S. Congress, ' House Armed Services Committee. National Security Act.
of 1947, as Amended Through September 30, 1973. 934 Congress, lst
Session. Washington, U.S, Govt. Print, -Off., October, 1973, p. 2.

2/For a concise domparison of NSC organization and operations during the
period 1947-1971 see Falk, Stanley L. and Bauer, Theodors W, National
Security Management: The National Security Structure. Washington, The
Industrial College of the Armed Forces, 1972, p. 33-58.

3/Millis, Walter; Mansfield, Harvey C.; and Stein, Harold, Arms and the
State: Civil Military Elements in National Policy, New York, The Twentieth
Century Fund, 1958, p. 255, 388, : : %

4/According to the National Security Act’ of 1947, as amended, statutory
members of the National Security Couneil now include the President, Vice
President, Secr%tary of State, and Secretary of Defense,
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‘Basically, they argued, the NSC was a huge com-
mittee, and suffered from all the weaknesses of com-
mittees... [Its members clung] to departmental rather
than national views. Moreover, the normal interagency
exchanges and cross-fertilization that should have taken
place outside the NSC were cut off in favor of action within
the Council system.... The result,as former Secretary of
State Dean Acheson charged, was "agreement by exhaustion”,
with the ponderous NSC machinery straining mightly to produce
not clear-cut analyses of alternative courses, but rather
compromise and a carefully staffed "plastering over®™ of
differences.l/

Whether or not those allegations were correct, the NSC from 1953
through 1960 conformed to President Eisenhower's habit patterns, which

called for structured operations.

The Kennedy/Johnson NSC
John F. Kennedy, impatient with bureaucratic processes, qulckly

dismantled the elaborate web of standardized procedures, staff relation-
shipé, and interdepartmental teams fashioned by his predecessor, and
. replaced it'with much looser, more flexible arrangements. Only the -
statutory structure swrvived. Staff work was accompliished mainly by
the various departments and agencies. IPersonal relatiqnships and ad hoc
- task forces, no? the'National Security?Coﬁnc%l; provided the primary input
for defense decision-—makinge In shortg as MéGeorge Bundy related to
Senator Henry Ma Jackson9 President Kennedy iqmade it very clear that he
[did] not want a large separate organlzatlon between him and his Secretary

2/

cf State,”

- 1/Falk, StanleyiL, The National Securlty CounC11 Under Truman, Elsenhower,

and Kennedy. !Political Science Quarterly, September, 1964, p. 423, 424.
2/U.S. Congress. Inquiry of the Subcommitiee on National Policy Machinery

for the Senate Committee on Government Operations. Organizing for National

Security. Vol. I, Hearings. Washington, U.S. Govt. Print. Office, 1961,

p. 1337. McGeorge Bundy was Special . A551stant to the President for Natlonal

Security Affalrs at the tlme._.
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President Johnson adapted Kennedy's NSC apparatus, modified to match
his-"rough and ready" approaéh_to the Presidency. His highly personaliéed
‘way of doing business canéelled what little administrative orthodoxy the
Council had retained. Ey the time he stepped down, the NSC had virtually
:been replaced by a combination of issue-oriented committées, pert-time
adviéors, and "Tuesday 1unbhes," where current problems were thrashed out

in a-ﬁypiCally Johnsonian.manner.l/

The Nixon N SC
The Kennedy-Johnson design for defense decisionFmaking, which
focused on operations rather thaﬁ pblicyy suited their purposes, particulafly
in time-sensi‘tive.situationso President Nixon had a different designs |

The most pressing issues are not necessarily the most
fundamental ones; we know that an effective American policy
requires clarity of purpose for the future as well as & pro-
cedure for dealing with the present. We do not want %o
exhaust ourselves managing crises. '

Before hls inauguration, therefore, President-elect Nixon, assisted

D"

by Pr. Henry A, Kissinger, who wouid become his Special Assistant for

: National Security Affairéy Took steps to reestablish the Nationai Security
Council "as the}principél forum for Présidential consideration of fo;eign
[and‘defense]'pglicy issues," and gave it a ﬁandate to "elarify our view of

where we wait to be in the next three to five years [1969-1975]." 3/

1/Falk, Stanley L. The Restoration of the National Security Council,
Perspectives in Defense Management, Winter 197Y2-73, p., 69.

2/Wixon, Richard M, U.S. Foreign Policy for the 1970's, February 18,
1970, p. 17, | . ! a e

&/Tbid., p. 17, 18.

:
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" Crganizationally, the revived NSC mostly closely resembles its
Eigenhower ancestor, with which Nixon had become intimately familiar
as Vice President; aithough it consciously avoids the sanme pitfalls.
"In President Nixon's words,

Clear policy choices reach the top, so that the
various positions can be fully debated.... Differences
of view are identified and defended, rather than muted
or buried. I refuse to be confronted with a bureaucratic
concensus that leaves me no opticns but accephance or re-

jection, and that gives me no way of knowing what altern-
atives exist.l/

Whereas the prototype waf/voluminousy'the succesgsor is spare., Pro-
2
cedures have been streamline,

Payticipation in Council meetings during the Eisenhqﬁer éré had
been expansive. Attendance today is generally confined to statutory
| members, although the JCS has a stronger voice than in the 1960s. The .
Chairmsn of the Joint Chiefs of Staff regularly attends Council meetings
as an advisor, ié included in all six of the.seniof subdivisions, and
provides reﬁfesentation to all six Interdepartmental Groups. According
to_Admiral_Thomas H. Moorer, the incumbent Chairman, "the military view-
point on ail éigﬁifiéant issues 1is made lmown to fhe Pregident for his_.

consideration in the formulation of policj:for,national security and

I‘I'E/

In hié first 100 days, Kissinger assigned 55 National Security Study

foreign affairs.

' Memorandumé (NSSM). By the end of 1973, the total had reached 190. &

1/Nixon, Richard M. U. S. Foreign Felicy for the 19708, February 19, 1970, p. 22.
2/For current WSC orgenization and functions, see Nixon, Richard M. U. 5.
" Foreign Policy for the 1970s, February 9, 1972, p. 209-212. Appraisals are
‘contained in Leacacos, Jom P. Kissinger's Apparatus; and Destler, I. M.
Can One Man Do? Foreign Policy, Winter 1971-72, p. 341 ‘ _
3/JCS: Organization and Functions. Commanders Digest, June 14, 1973, p. 2-4s

I NQMFi’
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bewfldering variety of subjects were scrutinized, but patterns of pre-
occupation nevertheless stood out--NATO accounted for more than 20 actlons,
the Mlddle Bast and Southeast Asia for 30-odd more. Arms controls measures
and militery assistance matters were prominent, A full 240 Nationsl Secﬁrity
Decision Memorandums (NSDM) were promulgated by the President {or in his
name) as a result of interdepartmental 1nqu1ry during that same period. Yy
Those pronouncements, with supporting rationale, are the closest approximation
to a Basic.Natipnal Security Policy document since the Eisenhower days,

Inevitably, however, the Nixon NSC displays flaws of its own. It
orlglnally was censured for extreme centralization. Fven after his appoin%—
ment as Secretary of Statey Dr. Kissinger continued to control every critical
function, except those assigned to the Under Secretaries Committee, and even
there his influence was great (Deputy Secretary Kemneth Rush répresente& the
State Department at NSC méetings; Kissinger wore his "Special Assistant

hatv§, Princeton‘researcher I. M. Destler delineated the resultant

‘Those in high places cannot 1imit themselves to
broad decision; they must engage in continuing bureau-
cratic cofbat., This...limits thé number of issues one
man can effectlvely influence, however. great his leverage...
The question then becomes whether building strength in the
White House is enough, even if Kissinger can dominate the
issues on'which he can concentrats. 1/

i
i

Moxre rece@tly, there have been indications that the NSC is losing

1

1/Information pgov1ded telephonlcally to the Congr6551ona1 Resezrch Service

by DOD staff members on May 1, 1974. _ . .
2/Destler, I. M) Can One Man Do?9 p. 33, : ;
Q/Informatlon provided telephonically to the Congr6881onal Ressarch Service

by NSC staff members on May 1, 1974.

3
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power, The emphasis seems to be_shifting from structured control to

" personal relationships in the Departments of State and Defense, not

| i
altogether different from arrangements in the 1960s. If so, a new

trend is energing, but it is too early to assess the implications.

DECISIONJ%AKING IN THE DEFENSE DEPARTMENT
During the two decades under discussion, deciéion—making in the -
Department of Defense has developed from a comparatively simple to a
singularly sophisticated procedure. A .tric of salient trends is dis-
cernible: |
~-Preliminsry deliberation by military men in virtual iso-
lation has given way to cosmopolitan debate before defense

decisions are reached.,

~—& variety of new tools and technlques have been introduced
into analytical processes.

—-Decision-making by loosely-affiliated, compéting armed services
has been supplanted by close, continuous, centralized con-
trol at 0SD level.

The Age of Diffuse Declsion-Making

bl

The Secretafy of Defense (SECIEF) in Jamés Forrestalls day had

i

" little authority over the military departmentém His activities for practical

purposes were reé%ricteduto %he enunciation of broad policles and general

v

coordination of executlon phasesa The .four gervices made their own
d80151ons and "ran their own shows," 51x Successars9 from Louls Johnson

through Neil McElroy9 sought to broaden the SECDEF?S role in the 1nter1m

between the late 1940s and 1961 ' , 0

T

_/leon Role in Forelgn Policy is Altered; Some Assert K1831nger is Now
- in Gharge. New York Tlmes, December 249 19739 p. 27

.I,
{ i
Lk
:




Reorganization Plan Noq‘é of 1953, engineered during Charles Wilson's
reign, sharpened command liﬁes between DOD and the military departments,
enhanced the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Stéff, and undercut service
.autonomy, plécing the Secretary of Defense in pogition to exert influences

Y :

that were beyond the éapacity of his predecessors.

The Department of Defense Reorganization Act of 1958, which étrengtha
ened SECIERTs strétegic planning responsibilities and increased his gutﬁority
oﬁer operational as well as administrative matters, provided the statutory
vower which that dignitary enjoys today. The Joint Chiefs of Staff became
"directly responsible" to him, as were the commanders of unified and
specified commands. Service secretaries were removed ffom the operational

. chain, although théy retained full responsibility.for organizing, training,

2/

and equipping their respective forces.
Despite the latitude allowed by such realignments, thefe was a con-
siderable time lag before any Secretary of Defense'began to -exercise his
full prerogatives. Since;President Eisenhower; in tandem with the Chairmaﬁ
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, tended to ddmina%e defense pblicy &eciéionsy
the SECDEYF was relegated to managing the mamnoth Defense Department.
In the absence of calculated coordination procedures, decisionnmaking

throughout the 1950s remained dlffusen Interservice rivalry was rampant,

wlth chaotlciresults.

1/U.5. Congress. House Document No. 136. Reorganization Plan of 1953,
83d Congress, 1st Session. Committee Print, Committee on Goverﬁment_ -
Operations, April 30, 1953. 10 p.

2/U.S. Congress. Senate Report No. 1845 to acoompany H,R, 12541. De~ -
partment of Defense Reorganization Act of 1958, B85th Congress, 2d oo
Session, Committee Print, Armed SerVic?s Committee, July 17, 1958, -

23 pa - '

i s '
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We can imagine many different kinds of wars the
United States must be prepared to fight, but a war in
which the Army fights independently of the Navy, or the
- Navy independently of the Air Force, is not one of them....
Army planning, for example, was based primarily on a long
war of attrition; Air Force plamming was based, largely, on
a short war of nuclear bombardment. Consequently, the Army
was stating a requirement for stocking months, if not years,
of combat supplies against the event of a sizable conventional
conflicts The Air Force stock requirements for such a war
had to be measured in days, and not very many days at that.
Either approach, consistently followed, might make some
sense. The two combined could not possibly make sense.
What we needed was a coordinated strategy seeking objectives
actually attainable with the military resources available. 1/

The impéct on budgetary planning was predictable, General Maxwell D.
Taylor, writing at that time, painted the following picture:

Each Service [prepared] its budget in isolation from
the others. Although many earnest discussions of uni-
. service needs Yook place between the Secretary of Defense,
Depariment Secretaries, and their Chiefs of Staff, at
no time to my knowledge were the three service budgets put
side by side and an appraissl made of the fighting capa-
bilitles of the aggregate military forces supported by the
budget. This so~called "vertical® {rather than "horizontall)
approach to building the budget....accounts in a large measure
for the inability thus far to develop a budget which keeps
fiscal emphasis.in phase with military priorities. It is mot
an exaggeration to say that nobody knows what we are actually
buying with any specific budget. 2/ '

Small wonder, then, that open-ended force reQuireménts chronically
clashed with fixed funds. In the absence of agreenent as to how appro~
‘priations should be.allocatedg the Secretary of Défense and his:staff
simply r'*Illewrec‘i away the fat", which invariably included requests that éouid y

. ' not possibly be accommodated.

. Thiclamars, Ro%ert S. * The Essence of Sscurity, p. 90-91, The sequence
- _ has been transposed in this text., ° o - ' '
: 2/Taylor, Maxwell D. The Uncertain Tiumpet,; p. 70.
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The Age of Super-Centralized Control

Enter Robert S. McHNamara, determined to centralize aﬁthority and
to assume the part of active director, rather than umpire, judge, or
arbiter.

Beginning in 1961, defense decision-making no longer was dominated
| by uniformed professionals. Civilians in DOD, contract agencies, and free-
lance "think tanks" began to participate in the process as never before.

A number of influential men, like Charles J. Hitch, the DOD Comptroller
during that period, and Alain C, Enthoven, The Assistant Secretary for
| Systems Analysis, were drawn from those ranks. McNamara soon was under
sh&rp attack for over-reacting and riding rough-shod at the Pentagon;
He was accused,..of forcing the armed services.
to "speak with one voice"; of establishing super-agencies
to take over certain functions that had been handled
separately by the individual military services; of down-
grading, ignoring and by-passing the military chiefs; of
submerging the service Secretaries as well as the uniformed
chiefls beneath a hierarchy of Assistant Secretaries under
his direct supervision; of overriding the voice of pro-
fesstonal experience and "substituting a military party-
iine"; of establishing what Hanson Baldwin described as
"the McNamara Monarchy." 1/

Despite the frictions involved, McNamara pressed on, backed by
President Kenhedy; His mission, assigned pérsonally by the Chief Executive,
‘was to ”develoﬁ the force structure nécessaﬁy to our military requirensnts
without regard;to arbitrary budget ceilings% and to "procure and Operate

Y |

this force at ﬁhe lowest possibie @osﬁa”-

1/Raymond, Jack. The McNamara Monarchy. Part of Chapter € in American
Defense Policy. Ed. by Smith, Mark E., ILI and Johns,; Claude J., Jr.
Baltimore, The Johns Hopkins Press; 2d Ed., 1988; p. 406-407. _
2/Enthoven, Alain C. and Smith, K. Wayne. How Much is Enough?: = Shaping
the Defense Program, 1961-1969. New York Harper and Row, 1971, p. 325.
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McNamara's foremost reform was the fabrlcablon of an apparatus to
"provide in a trustworthy and meaningful form all the information necessary-

for the Secretary to make rapid and sound decisions." For that purpose,

he instigated the DOD-dedicated Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA) end a

planning-programming~budgeting system (PPBS) that could interrelate national

securlty objectives, policies, force requirements, and fiscal requisites.
Secondly, he began planning along functional lines, rather than in tradi-
tional service terms. In efféct; he created a Department of Defense that
for the first time was an integrafed entity, not a loose amalgamation of
semi-independent agencies, Finally, he searched ceaselessly for the most
economicsl means of attaining‘desired goals~--through the elimination of
waste, unnecessary &uplicationj and inefficient research, development,
procurement, operational, and maintenance practices.

Secretary McNamara stated the case for those chaﬁges strongly and

succlinetly. ”The bagic objective of the...system we are introducing and

Ctrying to operate is to establish a rationsl foundation as opposed to an

_ | 2/ _
emotional foundation for [defense] decisions." In his egtimation, pro-

fessional Judgements were being supplemantad, not superseded, by gystems
analy31s and computersa Neither did he see economy as an end 1n itself.

"Every dollar we spend 1neff101ently or 1neffect1vely is not only sn un-

n

necessary addlthn to the arms race," he_said, ".eobut an unfair burden

H

on the taxpayer, oor an wnwise division of resources which could be invested

i

elsewhere™ to beﬁtmradvantaga;

1/Falk, Stanley Li. end Bauer, Theodore W. The National Security Structure,
P. 109"1910 . , ..

2/Ibid., p. 111, _ o ' '- :

3/Falk, Stenley L. The National Security Structure, 1967, p. 94.
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There never was- any great quarrel with that phllosophy. Dlscord ' -

derlved malnly from.McNamara 5 super-centrallzed style and oppos1t10n

to hls preoccupatlon with quantltative analyses. Nevertheless, many of :
~his revolutloﬂary reforms survived his departure from offlce, and the

entlre experlmentpaved the way for more balanced d601s1on-mak1ng method- -

1

 -olog1es in the Department of Defense.-

The Age of Participatlze Management

When‘Secretary_Melvin R. Laird was installed as Secretary of
Defense in January, 1969,_he began recasting DOD decision-making proceeses

"_ih a partioipatire management mold that featured a greater degree of

. - m o . s . "_J_,/ !

decentralization and the delegation of authority "under specific guidance.
He elaborated'at some length on that theme in his first posture statement:

_ Ultimately, menagement of the Defense Department is tiw
responsibility of the Secretary-of Defemse. I cannot delegate - !
that responsibility.... Decisions are made, however, witn tne IR

. participation of [David Packard's and my] colleagues..., I L

-marticularly insist that the views of the Joini Chiefs cof '
Sttt and the. Nllltary Departments ‘he given full considerazion’

when-decisions are being made that rnvolve their partlcul
expertise andqexperlence.

Py

Except for the major pollcy decuslonsy I am str1v1nc to ]
decentralize decision-making as much as possible... So we are. . .
placing primary responsibility for detalled force planning
on the Joint Chiefs and the Services; and we are delégating
to the Military Departments more respon51b;llty to manage

- gevelopment ahd.procuremenu PrograiSess.

Before deolslon—maklng power s’ delegated, we attempt
to define the!specific levels and types of! decisions to be -
nade by subor@inate authorities; to 1dent1fy precisely the _

persons [charged]; to set the limits’ of tlme, money, schcdule S .
end performante for the delegate authorltyband to designate :
tne specific monltorlng system 10 easure performance. 2/

l/oalrd Melvin R.| Statement on the Y 1971 Defense Budget, p. 76.
2/ blus, pe 77 :'
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Those policies created an entirely different decision-making climate
in DOD than had existed duriﬁg the preceding eight years., The planning-
programming-budgeting system was modified to permit a smcother blend of
strateglc and flnan01al guidance, Systems analysis was placed in per-
spectlve. 'Organlzatlonal emendatlons were undertaken, including the
creation of a second Depﬁty Secretary of Defense "to.enhance civilian
supervisory management" (that action necessitated Congressiongl authoriza-
tion to alter Chapter 4 of Title 10, United States Code). The Office of
the Assiétant Secretary of ﬁefense for Administration was replaced by twe
new positionsz_ an Asgistant Secretary for Intelligence, plus another for
Télecommunications; in-total, the revisions supported SECDEF's decision

to decentralize DOD dec151on-mak1ng.

General and flag offlcers infiltrated the upper echeions of DOD

!

during this perlod a8 never before.

Military men originally wers excluded from policy=méking positions
in ﬁhe Deﬁartmenﬁ of Defensse. Ten years ago, only three senior officers
held the rank of Deputy Asgistant Secretary—_eleven are sc assigned -

Pl

today. Disparate flelds such as international security affairs, intel-

‘!

- ligence, personnel management research and engineerlngg telecommunlcatlons9

Congr6551ona1 relatlonsg forelgn asslstan069 ‘health and enviroment have

H

: t0p-dfawer mllltary representation0 That trend CAUSSS cOnCcern among some

i

L/Laird, Melvian Statements on the FY 1972 Defense Bud
1o et, p. ll 118
and FY 1973 Defensge Budgetg“pg 151-155 ' 8t P 5
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obsérvers, who wonder whether civilian control could be Jeopardized, and
question whether our- military elite should be "politicigzed," However,
ne imminent danger is discernible in either regard, and most authorities

acknowledge that present arrangements have proved beneficial,

THE CCNTEMPORARY THRUST

Two replacements have occupied the Secretaryfs- chair since iairdfs

- departure in January, 1973--Elliot L. Richardson, whose stay was 114 days,
.and James R. Schlesingern2 Richardson left little imprint on .decision-
making-practicés during his truncated tenure. Scﬁlesinger, however,
already has abridged the policy of participative management to a
considerable‘eﬁtent, and is estabiishing new pfocedures that still

were in ths formative stage at close of 1973a

[}

;
¥

; i
: i

1Military in Pentagon Posts Once Limited to:Civilian. New York Times,

. January 13, 1974, p. 1. ; : '

2/Richardson was confirmed as SECDEF on January 29, 1973. Schlesinger
was nominated:as his replacement on May 10, 1973, and became Secretary
of Defense Designate on the 23d of that month.

i
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- CHANGES IN THE INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY
To be effective, the deliberations that shape U.5. defense policies
depend on impeccable intelligence products that reach top-level decision-
makers in time to influence plans and actions. The intelligence commumity,
whose contemporary structure is illustrated schematically in Figﬁre 21,
. is responsible.
The ability of America's intelligence apparatus to accemplish assigned
miesions in support of the decision-making process has been deeply affected
Ey two countervalling trends: |
—-Greatly increased capabilities to collect, evaluate,
and interpret raw information, and to produce a range

of intelligence products,

--Increasing controversy over methods of operatiocn,
particularlys

~-The division of. respon51b111ties among
1ntelllgence agencies,

. =-The desirability of separating intelligence

- activities sharply from policy-making and

© paramilitary-operations.

- Ingreasing Car
The proto%ype of our present natlonal intelligence community was

stlll an infant in 1.952‘9 at the onset of this survey period. The concept
dated to January 22, 1946 when President T&uman for the first time in
our history created a formal and official focus for U.S. strateglc |

1
intelligence, @y chartering & Central Intelllgence Groupg_/ Within

18 monthsg thaﬁ instifution was converted to the Central Intelligence
1/Kent, Shermen. Strategic Intelligence for American World Policym‘
Princeton, N. J., Princeton University Press, 1949, p, 78-79.
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Agency (CIA) under the aegis of the NSC, "for the purpose of coordlnatlng
the 1nte111gence act1v1t1es of the several Government departments snd

i
agencles in the 1nterest of national security".'/ Since-then, the

--communlty 8 capabllltles have been augmented 1mmenselv, quantltatlvely

and qualltat1Vely.

Two new organizations within the Department. of Defense have been

. founded.

Crthological/bommunicatiens intelligence and counterintelligence
matfers, handled byrthe separate services until the now—defunct Armed

Forces Securlty Agency came into being 1n 1949, were consolldated in a

l National Security Agency (NSA) in November, 1952 - NSA performs two

unique serv1ces° The lnterceptlon, traffic analyels, and cryptanaly31s

of electronically transmitted messages provldes otherwise unavallable in-

sights inte the plans, operations, and procedures of friend and foe alike.

Beyon& that NSA regulates, superv1ses, and integrates cryptoeecurity

L

- activities of those U, S. armed forces and governmenﬁal bodies that need

5 ’ )
to communlcate covertlyez/-' -

; .

The Defense Intelllgence Agency (DIA), the ‘newest member of the

_community, was pieced together in 1961, u31ng assets drawn from the four

' mllltary services. It responde to the Secretary of Defense ani ﬁhe Joint

E

Chlefs of Staff hav1ng replaced the J 2 Sectlon on the 301nt Staffa The
eeparate servrces still retaln intelllgence organs that serve thelr

speclal needs, but DIA now fulfllls nearly all Defenee Department demands

___/Costa, John .and Evens, Gary Lee, LeglslatiOn Introduced Relative to

the Activ1tlee of the Intelligence Agenciee, 1947-1972. Appendix A.
Washington, Gongresalonal Research Servic99 October 9, 1970 (updated
December 15, 1972), p. 52.

hn, Dav1d, The Codehreakeren' Lon&cn,‘weldenfeld and Nieoleon, 1967p
S 674-675 - R R
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_for intelligence at the national level.

A new Assistant Secretary of Defense_for.Intelligence,.first

appointed,in 1971, ensures better coordination and tightericoﬁtrol at
‘the top.

The_gg@bgr.of ﬁersonnei providing intelligen§e support to U.S;
defense decision-ﬁakers'has.increased considerablj during the 20 years.
under ﬁonsidération. Mpfé importantly, their éaliber is much'improved. :_ _ ;
This country how'ha$ a nucleus of carser profeséidnals, skilled at an | ‘
intficateltrade;] These Spécialists enjdy substantially better budgetary
bécking_thén.tﬁeif predeceésors did two.decades ago, although reliable".

_éﬁafistics_have yét.to rééch‘unclassified print.
'jBy takiné.advanfége of theltechnological explosion, U.S. intelligeﬁce'
collectlon arms have embelllshed their capabllltles 1mmensely since the

."early 195059' The U~2 "spy planes" of Eisenhower's era flrst were supple- :

h'mented,'thén virtually supplanted, by reconnaissance satellites, the -
earliest ofkwhiéh pieréed.the-Iron Curtain in 1961, Suécessivergeneraf
fibns of once ﬁpfimitive".ﬁarvels,,equipped'with_sﬁéérsensitive sensofs;

.have'broadeneé our gfaép.immeaéﬁrébly.with regard.to target aéquisition,
early warnlng, weather analy81s, photo mapplng, and nuclear test ban

monltorlng. Almost 1nstantaneous transm1381on of informatlon via com-

2/

munications s@tellltes is a tandem developmenta Quantum 1mprovements

in electronlcs, acoustlcs9 optics, and other technlcal flelds have pr0~-
'duced comparable triumphsa' Last, but not least the 1ntelllgence commnnlty

~ e

1/Falk, Stanley L. and Bauer, Theodore Wo The National Security Structure, o
p- 122 ]-21;v : ’ ' .

__/Klass, Philip J. - Secret Sentries in Space New York Random House, : L.
1971. 236 p. See especlally chapters § and I7-20 o | T
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owes a debt of lasting gratitude to computers and data-processing devices,

which have revolutionized methods of storing, retrieving, and_dissemin—
ating facts, figures, and finished products.

RegArdless of the yardstick used, the intelligence community is
better equipped fo assist'defense decision-makers than ever in the past.

That trend is likely to continue.

Uanztain Applications

To exercise their capabilities most effectively, intelligence agencies
not only should be unbiased in fact, but should avoid the appearance of
sﬁecial pleading. Commitment to particular policies would prohibit them
‘from'providing national leaders with impartial assessments of the stremgths,
.weaknesses, and intentions of foreign powers.

Neither CIA nor DIA satisfies critics in that vegard. The former
has "axes to grind", being immersed in fofeign affairs, and periodically
with paramilitary opefations, around the world., DIA almost inescapably
exhibits verying degrees of milltary prejudice. Sinece a certain amount
of parochislism seems 1nev1ta'b1e9 the overlapping of respon31b111ﬁles and

'

authority, dupllcatlon of effort, and extra expenses that have prevailed
for years serv;d a useful purpose: dual sources of defense 1nte111gence,'
snalyzing the same basic data, submitted 1ndependent findings, along with
'adequate rat10§ale to assist dec;s10n4makers inbreaching firal judgments.

| Dr. KisSi@ger, who directs U.S, ﬁnet assessment" endeavofs, has been
diseppointed for some time with U.S. intelligencé productso If, as he
proclaims, the. test of’statesmanéhip-is thejabiiiﬁy to anticipate and evaluste

threats in time to taks approprlate remedlal action, the 1ntelllgence track

record has 1ndeed been spotty. 4 o :

l;" it il ik
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Part of the probleh can be attfibuted.té.the absence of appropriate
information or accurate interpretation by intelligence officials. Wash-
ington, for example, received no advance notice of the 1969 coﬁp in Libys
cu‘Slhanouk’s overthrow the following year (largely because no CIA agents
- were authorized in Cambodia, at Congressional insistence}. In additionm,
1nt8111gence estimates gometimes have such a conservatlve, "cover-ail-
bets”.quallty that ‘they are valuelesg for policy purposes. However,
shortcomings also have orginated within the Natipnal Security Ceuncil,
such as the decision to disregard pessimistic reports denigrating long-
term prospects for the Lon Nol government and predictioms in 1971 that

Pakistan probably would be dismembered in an impending war with Indz.,a°

v

Kissinger now is altering.establiShed procedures. As atep one,

CIA's Office of National Estimates, which delivered its fiﬁdings o
five presidénts bver'thé span ofIZO years, apparently has Been replaced
:by a tighter org;nizatioﬁo 'Little justification has been made.publid,
but the obgectlve ostensibly is to attain a sharper focuss

Not everyoné agress with the redlsposltlona Crities decry what they
perceive to be a p0851ble trend toward homogenous estimates that would
eliminate honest dlfferences of oplnlon amongwmembers of the intelligence

Ccommunitys They cite especlally comments by Magor General Ihnlel 0.

Graham9 recently transferred from DIA to Cia, that "the ﬁlme is rips for

i

_/Leacacos, John P., K1351ngers Apparat, Pe 18-22.
2/Nixon Zeroés in oh CIA wnif, wWashington Post, September 99 1973,

Pe A—l A—S ’ :
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the military profession to reaésert its traditional role inf;.describing |
military threaté to national security," and that "there is no longer a
need...to dupligate DIA's efforts in other agencies."”
Whether or not the reported reshuffle will justify hopes or confirm
| | fears remains to be seen. Until interagency relationships and procedures
| 'stabilize, the ﬁrojection-of'aSSociated trends will remain a risky proposi-

tich.

THE RISE AND FALL OF.CIVILIAN #THINK TANKSY
Senior U.S. decision—makers,military and civilian_aiike; are
chronically overburdened with current problem-solving. Not many have
either the time or inclination to engage in inriovative conceptual think-
ing. As a result, few lumlnarles llke Alfred Thayer Mahan and Billy
Mitchell ever accrued 1nternat10nal reputatlons as defense theoreticians
until very recent times.
.The néwcoﬁers, with rafe exceptions; wére associatéd wifh thé academic
y _ world, government contract agencies, 1ndependent "think tanks," and in-
| ,dustrlal organiz;tlons, which prov1ded them w1th funds, facllltles, and
provocatlve forums not avallable to members of the official establishment.
Many brllllanﬁ intellectuals devoted tﬁelr attention to defense problems
in the 1950s and early 1960s: Bernard Brodley Samuel P. Funtington,
Herman Kahn, Henry A, KlSSlnger, Klaus Knorr9 Thomas C. Schelling, Leo

Szilsrd, Arthur Waskow, and Albert thlstetter were among themo Such

men, and the organlzatlons they representeds were subsidiged in wh@le or

i 1/Nixon Zeroes in on CIA Unit, Washington Post, September 9, 19?5,
L pe A-1, A-83 and Graham, Deniel 0. Estimsting the Threato A
. Soldler s Jobg Army, April, 1973. P 189
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in.part by federal funds or private philanthropy, as Gene M. Lyons

and Louis Morton disclosed in Schools fop Strategy:

For the university centers and institutes,
- foundation support has been vital to giving them
their place within the academic community. Without
it, few of the programs would have come into existence
or survived, for, with only one major exception, all
were and still are largely dependent on funds from one .
or more foundations...?Tprimarily] Carnegie, Ford and
Rockefeller. a.«.

Government support for naticnal security studies
has been largely concentrated in specialized institutes
set up by the military services--the RAND Corporation,
by the Air Foree; the Research Analysis Corporation, work-
ing almost exclusively for the Army; the Navy's Operations
Evaluation Group; and the Institute for Defense Analyses,

" set up by the Department of Defense. But the government
has also contracted with outside institutions for special
military studies...[For example, contracts have been let
and grants awarded] to scholars at Princetor, Harvard, and
Yale, to gra:ps organized by the Washington Center of
Foreign Policy Research, M.I.T., and Rutgers, to private
research agencies like the Hudson Institute and the Stanford

" Research Imstitute, and to industrial firms like the Bendix
Corporation and Arthur D. Little, Inc. 1/ ‘

Civilian theofists a'decade agoc ranged far and wide in the realm of

national &efenseg but they concentrated ontnuclear deterrence; a brand-

new and w1de;open field. Kissinger's giggx Weapons and Foreign Policy,
ar, and thlstetter s "The Delicate Balance of

Terror," flrst publlshed in ﬂgrgggn_gﬁﬁa;zﬁ were enormously 1nf1uent1al0

A spate of cla551f1ed studies supplemented ‘open publlcatlons° The
s’

Qumulative impact on Pentagon pollcywwas con51derableg

w i
W

1/Lyons, Gene' M and Louis Morton. Schools for Strategy: Education and
Research in 'National Sgeurity Affairs. New York, Praeger, 1965, Ps 7-10.

2/4 representative collection of unclassified products is contained in.
Problems of Wational Strategy. Ed. by Henry A. Kissinger. New York,
Praeger, 1965. 477 p. ‘ : : o

!
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~ Unofficial "think tanks" reached their zenith under Defense

Secretéry McNsmara, despite opposition from professional military

men, who deplored the inroads of part-time "amateurs". The period of
greatest productivity by civilian intellectuals actually encompassed
._only a few astbnishing'years. It declined when the leadership began
drifting to other fields. That process was accentuated in 1970, aftef'
defense funds for political-military studies were cut as a result of
Congressional displeasure with products judged to be overly esoteric and/or
inappropriaté for DOD prbbesg When Daniel Ellsberg, then an employee at
RANDs leaked the Pentagon Papers to the press in 1971, efforts to obviate
additional breaches of seéurity caused controis over contract agencles

to tighten stringently, and.the budget pinch to intensifny/Major organs
are still in operation, but the scopes of civilian strategiste outside
the 6fficia1 egtablishment have been rarkedly circumscribed.
| There ié some evideﬁce that a new trend may now be manifest,

Our Armed Services are beginning togexhibit a serious interest

in creative thinking. The National WQr Col@ege establisheﬁ a Strateglc
Research Groupéin 1971, dedicated to the deﬁelopment of original theories
and concepts tﬁat cut across the entige national security spectrum. Other
institutions, under the suspices of the JCS?and individval services, are

| experimenting with similar innovations, tailored to sult specialized needs.

i

Esch of these-émbrynnic undertakings must overcome enormous institutional

opposition and inertis, but the trend seems & step in the right diréctionu

!

Jyﬁaird Orders "@rackdown“ on RAND Corp. Secu;it o Armed Forces Journsl,
July 19, 1971, p. 15-17, '
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CONGRESSIGNAL IﬁFLUENCE AND‘GONTROL

-For most of its first 170 years, the United States believed itself

either at war or at peace. Those categories by and large were clean-cut.

" In time of war, the Congfess generally acquiesced to Executive Branch
demands. In time of'peaceg‘national defense attracted just enbugh
Congressional attention to keep costs at s minimum,

The period 1952-19753 affords no such gimple distinctions. Hiatuses e
between armed hostilities have been twilight zones, neither true war nor
true peace. -Wé remained always on. the alert, and maintained active armed
-forceé whose magnitude and appetite for money, manpower, and materiel were
unprecedented, Almost inevitebly, the Congress began to concern itself
to a greater &egree'wifh the details of national defense and associated
subjectéa

Many consequences have been threaded throughout this studj, but a
few deserve individual treatmentﬂl/ The intrinsiec trend involves:
| - ==A more complex Congressional mafrix.
——A'broéder Congressional scope.

--Close, continuous, and expanding Congressional influetice.

The Sena&e and House Armed Services Cbmmittees$ created by the

.Législative R?organization Act of 1946, ex@rted modest control over DOD

i

£
i

budget requesis until the early 1960s. 'Théy submitted lump-sum recommendations

A

1/4 detailed feview is contained in The Power of the Pentagon: The Creation,

Control, and Acceptance of Defense ! Policy by the UgSp'Congresga Weshington,

Congressionsl Quarterly, 1972. 115 p. !
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to the Appropriations Committees, which then arrived at specific
H : 1
authorizations, and parcelled out funds for particular programs.—/

When a rider 4o P.L. 86149 took effect in 1961, the Armed Services

Committees began to authorize the precurement of aircr#fﬁ, missiles, and

ships. P.L. 87-436 in 1962 and P.L, 88-174 the following year extended

'“those prerogatives to approve all RDT&E conducted by the Defense De-
" partment. Since then, the scope has expanded still farther. The Armed
' Services Committees presently originate legislation that covers aApproxi=

mately one-third of all DOD expenditures. Once authorizations initiated

by those bodies are approved by Congress and are signed by the President,

their limits may not be gxceeded by appropriations bllls, although they

- can be cut. Beyond that, the Armed Services Committees establish manpower

levels and pay scales for all U.S. forces, active and reserve. Their

_bversight and investigating powers cover nearly every DOD agetivity.

Two-thirds of the Pentagon's annual budget reguest are still handled
exclusively by the Appropriations Committees. However, those expén&itures

involve semi-étable constants, rather than contentious variables like

s
I

' weapons procurement s operations and maintepance funds; military pay and

allowances; and retirement benefitSQESince;the Aprmed Services andﬂApproé

priations Commlttees often have &1ffer1ng v1ew1ngs, the Executive Branch

_ today must satlsfy four reviewing author1t1e59 and thus confronts 8 -much

i

- more 1ntr1cate env1ronment for defenss d601310n~mak1ng than it did a decade -

agoa

!

1/Title I to Leglslatlve Reorganlzatlon Act of 19469 [P.L. 601], August
2, 1946, ‘ : : .

1
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That fact of life is-further complicated by a‘diviéion-oﬂ responsi-
bility that places most foreign military aid under Jurlsdlctlon of the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee and the House Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee.. In particular, disagreements between the Nixon Administration
on one hand and the Senate Committee on-the other have a direct beéring
on the Nixon Doctrine and the total force concept.

Non-Budeetary Aress of Salient Interest

Manpoyer Utilizetion., Manpower procurement matters related to

strength levels, the draft and, more recently, the All-Volunteer Force

have been consistent Congressional concerns for many years., However,

the Congress is exeréising increasing oversight responsibilities regard-

ing persomnel utilization.

Areas of interest range widely. Investigations and subsequent actions

- have addressed sﬁch divérse subjects as recruiting practices; é whola

gamit of policiss that affect the retention of career persoﬁnel {every=-

fhing from hbusing, to family separations, to the use of enlisted men as

VServénts for senior officers): the problem‘of grade creep, which many

Congressmen beliéve has produced & disPropoftionate number of "ehiefs™

in relation.to:"Indians"gofficer/énlisted ratios, which cause similar

crltlcismy student loads for recruit and sp801a11zed training, fllght

schools, prof3551onal education in mllltary and civilian 1nst1tutlonsg

RDII;and OCS; %n& the balance between comba%‘and support personnel. Dis-

sension in the'manks ‘born inrpart of disanéﬁantmenﬁ with the.war in | -
V:Letnamp drug addiction, racial strlfes and other 1ndlcators of low |

morale, consumed con51derable Congressional epergy in the 1mmedia%e past,

i 1 i
1 . 1 H . £
1

:

'xwlsul

ity I e




along with thé question of amnesty for draft_dodgers and deserters.

list is lengthy.

Leglslatlon produces some solutions to undesirable situations.

- other Instances,

cause the Department of Defense and the military services to intensify

their own search for reforms.

the Hill can be

L H R

T
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1

pressures generated by Congressional investigations

expected to exert increasing influence on manpower manage-

ment during forthcoming years.

War Powers.

were resolved that no one man should commit this country to war, but

Those prescient officials who framed our Constitution

-_constitutional-guérantees in that regard are subject to elastic inter-

pretation (Figure 22).

Figure 22

CONSTITUTIONAL WAR POWERS

Ari. [ Sec. 8 “The Congress, shall have the
power to. prowde for the fommion defence..to de-
clare war...to raise and support arm:es but no apHro-
priation of money to that use shall be for a longer
term than two years; to provxde and mainiain a
Navy: to make rules for the zovermme:. ani. segu-
lation of the laad and na;\al forces..1o0 mane ali
laws which shall be necessary and proper for carry-
ing into executlon the foregoing powérs and sall other
powers vested by this Constitution in the government
of the United btates of in any departmem or officer
thereof.” -

Art. 1L See. 2 “The r’resndem shall be Com-
mander in Chiel of the Army and Navy of the United
Siates...he shall nave power, by and with the advice
and cocsent of the Semate, 10 make treaiies, pro-
vided iwu thirds of the scaators present concur; ‘and
he shall nominate, and Uy and with the advice and
consent of the Senate, shall appomt ambassadors,
other public ministers and consuls....”}

Since many problems remain unresolved,




GRS~158 |
That separatlon of powers reserves for Congress the rlgnt to dee.
clare wars, but customary 1nterprstatlon recognlzes that the Chief
Executlve must be able to respond rapidly 1n emergencyo
The Pre51dent tradltlonally has played the dominant role. Slnce
- 1789, U 3. forces have participated in scores of clashes overseas,
- but Congress has declared war only flve tlmes. ‘the War of 1812, the
'Mex1can War, the Spanlshuﬂmerloan War, World War I, ang Wbrld War 1L,
d Congress often consented to armed actlons in ways that fell short of
:formal declaratlons, but many adventures were 1n1t1ated by Presidents -
‘5C wlthout Congresslonal eoncurrence0
Controversy over alleged Presidential usurpation of war powers
has cropped up in the past——two decades &go, for example, some Congressmen'
_challenged PreS1dent Truman?s unilateral d801810n to 1ntervene in Korea——
but- the debates stlrred no such passzons as presently preva:l.l° By 1969,
‘the. Vietnam War and dlseontent w1th U.sS,- contalnment pollcles had preolpl—,
_tated a determined struggle by many members of Congress to reassert what
they peroelved not }ust as thelr rlght but thelr Constltutlonal duty, to _ ‘
| partlclpate in dellberatlons that eommat thla country to var.~ | :
The House on August 2 1971 passed & resolutlon (H e Rese 1) that
urged the Pre51dent to consult Congress before 1nvolv1ng U S, forces in
. armed confllct :and requlred him to gustlfy hls aotlons in wrltlng 1f

he substantlally relnforced our mllltary presence abroad or engaged 1n

::'combat operatlons WlthOUt prior aPProval _ The Senate, after protraeted . i

1/u.8, Congress.r Senatee' Legislative Histo of the Commlttee on Foreign
Relations, January 3, 1969-Jamuary 2, 1971.. 92rd Congress, 2d Session. :
Washington, U,S, Govt° Print. Off,, 19729 pb 57-59.. Discusses theaNational
Commitments Regolutions.

2/U.S. Congress. House,' Report No. 92- 585 Concernlng the War PGWBTB of
Congress and. tﬂe ‘President, to aocompany H J Res. 1, 92d Congress, lst
86551on, July 27, 1971 8 Pe i _ [.

!
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-'debate, passed a b111 (S, 2956) with stronger prov1s1ons on April 15,

- 1972. It prov1ded procedures whereby Congress could override Pre31dent1al

decisions tozengage in undeclared wars and deflned exceptional circum-

- stances in which the Pre51dent could act on his own.

Nelther H.J. Res. 1 nor S. 2956 was adopted by the Congress in 19720
.Both were relntroduced in 1975, llttle changed except for new numbers.
The compromlse in conference (Flgure 23) forbids the Pr991dent

to wage undeclared war for more than 80 days, unless Congress gives its

-_.express consent by a maJorlty vote ih both chambers. That -limitation
”"_would prevent mlnor 1n01dents or emergency actlons from developlng inte

_1arge—sca1e, prolonged_hostlllties without eongres51one1 concurrence.

Nevertheless,]the phraseology is loose enough to permit the}President
considerable leeway'in'situations-that gseem to call‘for force or the

threat of force,.-

. The War Powprs Resoiution of 1973 was approved by the Senate on

October 10. The House followed suit two days;later, President Nixon |

vetoed the bill on October 24, 1973, calling it "clearly unconstitution&lg"

. but was overridden by the Congress on November ? in an historic action

1

(balloting in the House was 284 to 135, in the Senate 75 to. 18 well

"'over the necessary two~thirds majority needed to overrlde the veto), ~/

H
. . . 1
i . . b . |
¥

i

1/ ‘War Powers ochongress ‘and the President-—- Veto. Congressiomal
Record, November 7, 1973, p. 820p93 ~ B20116; War Powers
Resolution —— Veto Message from the Py sident of the United Statesm

Congressional Record November 7y 1973, p- H9641 - H9661¢
. i i ‘
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FIGURE 23

HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION 542
' WAR POWERS RESOLUTION OF 1973

(Extracts)

BHORT TITLE .
Becrrow 1. This joint resclution may be

"+ cited as the “War Powers Resolution”. =~

PURPOSE AND POLICY

-Sxe. 2. () It is the purpose of this joint
resolution to fulfill the intent of the framers
of the Oenstitution of the United States and
fnsure that the collective judgment of both
the Cougress and the President will apply

%o the introduction of United Btates Armed

Poross Into hostilitiss, or intc situations
Where imminent involvsment in hostilitles is
olearly indicated by the circumstances, and
to the continued use of such forces in hos-
$ilitiea or In such aituations, "

{b) Under article I, section 8, of the Con-
gititution, it Js epecifically provided that

the Congress shell have the power to make-

‘sll laws necessary and proper for CArrying
into execution, not only its own powera but
also all other powers vested by the Consfitu-
tion in the Government of the United Btates,
or in any depariment or officer thereof.

- {e) The constitutional powers of the Pres-
ident as Commander-in-Chief to introduce
United States Armed Forces into hostilities,
or into situations where imminent involve-

ment {n hostilities is clearly indicated by the -

circumstances, are exercised only pursuant to
{1} & declaration of war, (2) specific stati~
. tory sauthorization, or (3) a national emer-
gency created by attack upon the Tnited
Biates, its territories or possessions, or its
armed forces. : e
. i CONSULTATION co
~Bxc. 3. The President in every possible in-
stance chall consult with Congress before
introducing United States Armed Forces into
hostilities or into situstions where Imminent
involvement in hostilities 1s clearly indicated
by the circumstances, and alter every such
introduction shall _r.gonsu.lt reguiarly with the

Congress untli United States Armed Forces -

are no longer engaged in hostiilties or have
heen removed from such situations.

4
REPORTING

SEc. 4. (a) In the absence of & decisrntion . .

of war, in any casé in which United States
-Armed Forces are introduced—

{1} iuto hostilitids or into situstions where

_ imminent involvement in hostilities is ciearly
jndicated by the circumstances;

() into the territory, airspace or waters of

-m foreign nation, while equipped for combat,

sxoept for deployments which relate solely o

supply, replacement, repair, or training of

auch foroes; or i

{9) in numbers ;which substaniiaily en-
farges United States Armed Forces equipped
for sombat nm-&y;; icoated in & forelgn nk-
tlon; :

ki

i .
the President ehali, submit within <8 hours
to the Speakar of the NMouse of Representa-
tivea and to the President pro tempore of
the Benste & zeport, in writing, setting
Torth— o o .

T

(A) the circumstances necessitating the
introduction of United States Armed Forces;

(B) the constitutional and legisiative au- .
thority undér which guch introduction took

place; and

(C) the estimated scope and duration of

the hostilitles or involvement. )
{b) The President shall provide such other

- information as the Congress may request In
the fuifiliment of its censtitutional respon-

sibilities with respect to committing the Na-
tion to war ahd to the use of United States

) Armed Forces abroad.

(¢) Whenever United States Armed Forces

are introduced into hostilities or into any

situation described in subsection (s) of this
section, the Presldent shall, so long as such

armed forces continue tc be engaged in such

hostilities or situation, report to the Con-
gress pericdically on the status of such hos-
tlitties or situation as well as on the BCope
and duration of such hostilities or situation,
but in no event shall he report to the Con-

- gl'e!llr less lo!ten than once every six months.

. CONGRESSIONAL ACTION

8eC. 6. (a) Each report submitted pursuant
to sectlon 4(a) (1) shall be transmitted %o
the Speaker of the House of Representatives

. and to the President pro tempore of ‘the
. Senate on the same calendar day. Each re-

port so transmitted shall he referred to the
Committes on Foreign Affairs of tha House
of Representatives and to the Committee on.
Forelgn Relations of the Senate for appro-

priate action, If, when the report is trans- -

mitted, the Congress has adjourned sine die
or has adjourned for any perlod in excess of
three calendar days, the Speaker of the
House of Representatives and the President
pro tempare of the Henate, if they deem it
advisable i(or it petitioned by at lerst 30 per-
eent of the memborship or thelr respective

. Houses) shall jointly request the President
to convene Congress in order that it may -

ronsider the report and take appropriate ac-
vion pursuant to this section. .

i (b) Within sixiy calendar days after & re~
port i3 submitted or is required to be sub-
mitted. pursnant to section 4(a) (1), whichw
@ver 18 earller, the President shall terminate
any use of TUnited States Armed Forces with

—l;espéct' toi which euch report was submitted .

{or required to be submitted), unless the
Congress (1) has declared war as has enacted
& specific suthorization for such use of

United States Armed Forces, (2) has ex-

tendéed by law such sixty-day period, or (3}
18 physically unable {c meet as a resull of an
srmed attack upon the United States, Buch
gixty-day period shall be extended for not
more than an addiiional thirty days i the
Prosident determlass and -cortifies to the
Qongress in writing that unavoidable mili-
&Y Decessity respeciing the safety of United
States Armed Forces regquires the continnes
um of suck armed forces in the courme ol
bringing about & prompt weomovnl: of guch
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Figure 23 (Con't.)

(c) Notwithstanding subsectlon. {b), at
any time that United States Armed Forces
are engaged in hostUties outside the territory
of the Unlted States, 1ts possesslons and ter-
ritories without & declaratlon of War or spe~
cifie statutory authorization, such forces
shall be.removed by the President If the
Congress go directs by concurrent r2soiution., ..

J . o INTFRPRETATION OF JOINT BESOLUTION

sec. 8. (8) Authority to introduce Unlted
States Armed Forces into hostllities or into
situntions wheréln mvolv\ement in hostilities
is clearly indicated by the circumstances
shdll not be inferred-—

(1) from any provision of~law (whether or
not in effect before the date of the enactment
of this joint resolution), including any provi-
glon contalned in any appropriation Act, un-
jesz such provision specifically suthorizes
the introductlon of United States Armed
Forees into hostilities or into such situations
and states that it & intended to constitute
specific statutory authorization within the
mesning of this joint resoiution; or

(2) - from any treaty heretofore or here-
after . ratified unless such treaty is Imple-
mented by legislation specifically suthorizing
the introduction of United Btates Armed
Forces Into hostilities or inte such situs-
stlons and stating that it is intended to con-
stitute gpecific statutory authorization with-
in the mesning of this joint resoiuition., ...

!
H
H




CRS-162

Ambiguities will remain until constitutionality, or a lack theréof,

is decided by the courts. Meanwhile, the War Powers Resolution puts
on the books a law that sharply limits the President’s authorlty to Wage

war solely on his inltlative.

Intelligence Operations. Congress always has had a comprehensife
interest in the entire U.S, intelligence communltyn Nearly 200 bllls
"have been introduced during the past two decades, dealing with approprig-
tions, expenditures, internal administration, and Congressional supervisory
reSponsibilities._

Nearly 150 bills have.pr0posed the establishmént of a Joint Congres-
sional Commlttee or other organ to provide close and continuous scrutiny
of U.S. 1ntelligence programs Only two such recommendations ever reached
the floor of Congress, one in 1955, the other 10 years later. Both were
decisively defeated. Since 1968; three events have strengthened Congresf
sional reéolve_to exercise greater control: domestic iﬁteiligence collection

efforts underpaken-surreptitiously by the Army to support its intermal

i

security missions; the so—called "Seéfet war" conducted by CIA in Laos;

and the Wateréate affair, which disélosedidabbling in domestic affairs

v

by the CIA4, ahd unsavory practices by other intelligence elements,

m/bosta, John:and Bvans, Gary Lee. Legislation Introduced Relative to the

Activities ef the Intelligence Agencies, 1947-1972. Washington, Congressional
- Research Service, October 9, 1970 Rev1sed and updated December 15, 1972,

o B7=63. |

5o Congressn Senate. A Report of the Subcommlttee on Constitutional Rights
Judiciary Commlttee, on Military Survelllance of Civilian Politics. 934
Congress, 1lst Session. Washington, U.S. Govt. Print. Off., 1973, 150 p.;
U.S, Congress. Senate., A Staff Report Prepared for the Use of the Sub-
committee on U.S. Security Agreements and Commitments Abroed, Foreign °
Relations Committee, on Thailand, Laosé and Cambodia: January, 1972. 92d
Congress, 24 8955lon. Washington UJS. vt, Print. Off,, 1972, 39 p.;
and Hamer, Joh. Intelligence Communltya Wéshlngton, Congre851onal Quarter-
1y, Inc., 1975a 22 Po P i .
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The upshot has been mach intensified Congressional aetivity
in the intelligence arena.

In March, 1970, @he Secretary of the Army ordered his service to
cease survéillance of civiiian politicai activitiés, and to destroy
assoclated data banks. 4 Defense Depaftment directive issuéd similar in-
structions to all DOD elements the following year, and provided a Defense
Investigative Review Council %o insure compliance,

:Spokesmen in both Houses are determined to put a check-rein on all

facets of the CIA, which thus far has been privileged to operate without

normal legisiative oversight. The starting point apparently will be to

review and amend pertinent portions of the National Security Act of 1947.2/

Whatever the outcome, the_ﬁrend toward clossr scrutiny of the intelligence

commnity is likely to endure.

1/Military Surveillance of Civilisn Politics, p. 6-7.

2/Mar Powers Act., Remarks in the Senate. Congressional Record, July
<0, 1973, p. S. 14190; and Military Procuremsnt duthorization, 1974,
Remarks in the House. Congressional Record, July 31, 1973, p. H.8922-
H,6923, ' '
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- WRAPUP
The ba51c purpose of thls survey, as outlined at the beglnnlng, has
been to prov1de a panoramic perspectlve of U. 8. natlonal securlty trends.
It would be presumptuous to judge herein which trends are "good" and

which are "bad n Each reader must deduce hls own conclu51ans. 'Neverthe-

less, several subjects_merit close scrutiny. The following 1ist,.whiéh
is highly-selebtive,'concentrates on possible conflicts between emerging
_or established trends on one hand and bagic U, S. defense interests on

_the other,

INTEREST IN SUPVIVAL
H—Amerlca's loss of strateglc nuclear leverage.

. -~ ==The U,S. repudiation of strateglc\defense.

INTERESTS . IN NATIONAL SECURITY,-CREDIBILITY9 AND' FREEDOM OF ACTION

~-The drastic reduction in U, S. general purpose force
complements and capabllltles.

_—~Compulsory heavy reliance on reserve c0mponents and allies.

--The retardation of force modernlzaulon, owing to immense
manpower costas,

TNTEREST IN PEACE

—-The dilution of U. S. deterrence as a consequence Of the
1*‘orego:.ng trends.

--The contlnued neglect of conventlonal armg controla ' . :
| * % w % ®  #® % |
Each entry above is sﬁbject %o multipls interpretations, Renewed '

debate on the matters enumerated, with emphasis on imaginative optioms, . I

o ek on L
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would sharpen the issues. That process, in turn, would help U. S. de-
P : fense decision-makers to_negotiate an historic turning point'in our

history and to chart a course that matches ends with means to this

| country's best mdvantage for the rest of the 20th Century

il
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INDEX

ABM defense. §g§ Strategic defense
Abrams,‘Creighton W.: .on All-Volunteer Force, 88
.AGDAﬁ‘ Early accomplishments, 31

Acheson, Dean: criticizes Eisenhower NSG, 133
Aerospace defense. See Strategic defense | ‘
‘Africa: stability improving, 57%; U.S. force trends, 100

Air Force: air power emphasized in 1950s, 36, 79, 80; New Look influences
size, 79, 80; Vietnam War influences size, 8l, 82; support require-
ments, 83; reserve readiness, 96; Flexible Response increases funds
for tac air, 121; Massive Retaliation favors Air Force budget, 123;
funding 1953-1973, 123, 124, 125; influence of Nixon Doctrine, 125;
plans for short war in 1950s, 139.

Airlift. See Strategic mobility
Alliances. See Jollective security

All-Volunteer Force: replaces drafi, 78,486—88;‘discussed, 85~-30: influence
of draft on recruiting, 85-86; present status of draft, 86, 88; man-
power management changes, 88; strength requirements, 88; problems,
88-90; financial costs, 89, 112-114

Antiballistic missile defense. See Strategic defense
Arab oil embargo: influence on U.S. defense, 18 | ' 1

Arms control: related to deterrence, 2; related to Assured Ascendancy, .
28; related to Assured Destruction, 31; accomplishments in 1960s,
51; Washington-to-Moscow hot line, 31; related to¢ Assured Anxiety, _
34; present importance, 34; CBR controls9 51, 51N; nuclear non- !
proliferation and Nixon Doctrine,7l; conventional controls slighted, '
74; subject of NSSMs, 136. See also Mutual and Balanced Force Re-
ductions; Strategic Arms Limitations Talks

Arms Control and Disarmament Agency: early accomplishments, 31

Army: New Look influences size, 79, 80; downgraded inm 1880s, 1970s, 79,
80, 81; Vietnam War influences size, 81, 82; suppori requirements
in Korea, Vietnam, 84; beneficiary of draft, 85; reserves depleted
by Vietnam War, 93; reserve readiness, 96; Flexible Response favors
funds, 121; funding 19565-1873, 123, 124, 125; influence of Wixon
Doctrine, 125; plans for protracted war in lQSOs, 139; domestic
intelligence activities termlnatedy 162, 183

!
f Hus ‘.M il




CRS-167

Asia: Nixon Doctrine influences aid, 72; deployment of U.S. forces,

100, 104-105; U.S. withdraws after Vietnam, 104; future U.S. de-
ployment, options, 104-105

Assured Anxiety: described, 29, 32-34; related to force requirements,
82-33; impact of ABM treaty, 33; influence on collective security,
585 arms control implications, 33-34

Assured Ascendancy: described, 28, 29; related to war-winning goal, 28;
abandored, 28; counterforce role, 28, 29; arms control implications,
28; predicated on superiority, 37

Assured Destruction: U.S.S.R. attains capability, 21; as U.S. deterrent
goal, 26-R7; described, 28, 29, 30-31; counterforce role, 28, 29,
305 strategic defenses slighted, 30; related to collective security,

3l; arms control implications, 31; as terminal U.S. option, 32, 40;
forces predicated on parity, 37

Balance of payments; problems outlined, 8, 15; related to U.S. forces
for NATO, 104 .

Balance of power: related to multipolar world, 10; replaces universal
containment, 58, 60; related to Nixon Doctrine, 70-71

Ballistic Missile Early Warning System: installed in 1960s, 45

Bages. See Forward deployment

Basic National Security Policy: REisenhower doéuménﬁ, 138

Biological warfare. See CHR policies
BMEWS: Installed in 1960s, 45

BNSP: Eisenhower ddcument, 138

Brezhnev, Leonid: Threatens to intervene in Middle East, 7; discusses

MBFR at 1972 summit meeting, 75

Brookings Institution: on combat/support ratios, B5: on All-Volunteer
Force, 88-89, 90 : :

Budget. See Defense budget

Bundy, McGeorge: on Kennedy NSC, 133
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Cambodia: Coopernchurchtﬂmendment,‘15; Congress clamps on 1id, 14; U.S.

military participation ends, 14; bombing related to Nixon Doctrine,
74; Congress bars CIA agents, 150

Castroism: declines, 57

CBR policies: traced, 29; described, 50-51; related %o arms control, 51

Central Intelligence Agency: established, 145, 147; mission, 147; re-

lated to DIA, 149; agents barred from Cambodia, 150; Office of §
National Estimates abolished, 168

Chemicél warfare, See CBR policies

China. See Peoples Republic of dhina

CIA.  See Central Intelligence Agency

Civil Delense: reviewed, 50 |

Civil Reserve Air Fleet: capabilities, 106

Clements, William P., Jr.: DOD energy conservation goals, 17-18

Collective security: heavy U.S. reliance, 2; influence of Vietnam War,
- 13; effect of energy crisis, 18; related to nuclear deterrence,
' '33; preferred to unilateral defense, 6l; policies 1952-1968, 62,
67-70; effects of Nixon Doctrine, 62, 70-74; U.S. alliance system
established, 68; related to burden sharing, 71; related to total

force concept, 92, 97. See also Foreign aid; Forward deployment;
Total force concept

Combat/support‘ratios: support'elements idehtified,BB; discussed, 83-85;
consequences of increased support, 84; ways to reduce support, B5;
Congressional concern, 156

Communist China. See Peoples Republic of China

Congress: opposition to Vietnam War, 11, 13; reviews foreign aid, alliance
' system, 13, 70; rescinds Tonken Gulf Resolution, 13; WAT powers
controversy, 13, 74, 157-162; addresses war in Cambodia, 14, 150;
approves mixed force concept, 37; approves SALT I, 44; withholds
funds for Washington ABM, 46-47; reacts to Vietnam troop withdrawals,
74; reacts to bombing in Cambodia, 74; views on conventional arms
control, 74; split om U.S. role in world, 77; extends induction
o authority in 1971, B86; views on Ali-Volunteer Force, 90; advocates
strong reserve components, 92; special pay for reserves, 94; Reserve
Forces Acts, 95N; on forward deployment, 101; on NATO troop withdrawals,
105-104; on material costs, 115-116; on retired pay, 115; controls
further force reductions, 117; defense appropriations, 1952~1973,
127, 128; decision-making role reviewed, 130, 131, 154-1637 prohibits
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CIA agents in Cambodia, 150; role of Armed Services Committees,
154-155; changing interests in national defense, 154; role of
Appropriations Cormittees, 155; roles of Foreign Affairs and
Foreign Relations Committees, 156; influence on personnel utiliza-
tion, 156-157; declares war five times, 1858; war powers resolution
vetoed, 159; interest in intelligence community, 162-163; curtails
Army's domestic intelligence role, 162, 183; seeks controls over.
CIA, 162, 163 '

Conscription.. See All-Volunteer Foree

Containment: changing interpretations, 57, 58, 59-60; related to Nixon
Doctrine, 70, 81

Cooper~Church Amendment: funds for operatidns in Cambodia, 13

Gounterforce capabilities: in 15950s, 26, 28, 29; in 1960s, 26, 28, 29,
30; related to Assured Ascendancy, 28, 29; rejected by U.S. leaders,
28; related to Assured Destruction, 28, 29, 30; related to Assured
Anxlety, 29, 32; revived U.S. interest, 32

Counterinsurgency; See Revolutionary war
CRAF. See Civil Reserve Air Fleet

Cuban missile crisis: influence on Soviet muclear capabilities, 20, 21,
<6; influence on civil defense, 50; end of serious Soviet "saber-
rattling®, &6

Damage limitation., See Strétegic defense

Decision-making. See Congress; Defense decision-making; Department of
Defense; Intellipgence; National Security Council: Think tanks

bBefense. See Strategic defense

Defense Budget: related to capabilities, 2; funds for military assistance,
69, 72; funding for New Look, 80; manpower costs, 89, 893, 94, 112-
114, 129; 164; funds for reserve components, 93, 924; funds for
NATO, 104; outlays related to GNP and federal funds budget, 110;
defense programs in constant prices, 111; impact of military pay
increases, 112-114, 129, 164; military pay rates 1963, 1973, 113;
military pay related to other costs, 114, 115; soaring materiel costs,
115-116; retired pay problems, 115; influence of SALT I, 116, 120;
Vietnam War costs, 116-125 passim; effects of force reductions, 117;
TRIDENT cancels SALT savings, 120; related to policy, 121; calcula-
tions in constant dollars, 123; pay related to general purpose force
funding, 123, 125; ten most expensive programs, 125, 126; influence
on force modernization, 125, 127; DOD hmanagement practices, 127,
129; appropriations patterns, 128; designing to cost, 129; influence
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® .. of service rivalry, 1%9; eccnomy not end in itself, 141; funds
for think tanks, 151, 152, 1.53; Congressional responsibilliles,
154-155 - : :

Defense decision-making: Fxecutive, Legislative functlons differentiasted,
130. See also Congress; Department of Defengse; Intelligence;
National Security Council; Think tanks

Defense Energy Task Group: formed in 1973, 18

Defense Intelligence Agency: established, 141, 147; responsibilities,
147-148; related to CIA, 149

Defense Investigative Review Council: mission, 163

Defense management. See All-Volunteer Force, Congress, Department of De-
fense, Manpower

- Defense technology: impact of technological revolution, 1; influence on
defense policies, 8, 16-17; as pressure for change, 16-17; influence
on budget, 115; influence on support reguirements, 84; R&D funding,
122; related to intelligence community, 148-14%

Department of Defense: threat appraisals, 9; attacks energy crisis, 17-18,
19; weapons acgquisition policlies, 127, 129; decislon-making in 1950s,
137-159; systems analysis, 157, 142; role of military in decision-
making, 137-144, passim; role of service secretaries in decision-
making, 138, 142; Reorganization Plan No. & of 1853, 138; Reorganiza-

- tion Act of 19858, 138; enhanced role of civilians, 140; the McNamars
era, 140-142; planning-programming-budgeting system, 141-143; Lairdis
regime, 142-143; organizational changes in 1970s, 143; under Richard-
son and Schlesinger, 144; DIA provides Intelligence, 147-148. See
also Defense Intelligence Agency

Detente: percepltions of, 9; in Europe, 58

Deterrence; depends on credlblllﬁy, 5; as primal U.S. goal, 24, 25, 57,

- 58, 60; related to Assured Ascendancy, 28, 37; related to strateglc
defense, 30; status in 1960s, 21; related to arms control, 31;
current policy debate, 33; force requirements, 34, 36; related to
"sufflclency", 40. See also Strateglc defense, Strateglc retalia-
tion -

Devaluatibn of U.S. dollar: impact on defense, 8, 15-16
DIA. See Defense Inteiligence'Agency

Diplomacy: related to deterrence, 2, 33
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Disarmament: See Arms Control; Mutual and Balanced Force Reductlons,
Strateglc Armg Limitation Talks :

DOD. See Department of Defense

Draft. See All-Volunteer Force

Eisenhower, Dwight D.: nuclear war-winning goal, 26; deploys tactical
nuclesr weapons in NATO, 64; collective security policy, 67;
initiates New Look, 79; NSC design, 131, 132-133, 135; flaws in
NSC, 132-133; NSC influences Nixon, 135; Basic National Security
Policy document, 136; overshadowed SECDEF, 138

Ellsbérg, Daniel: inflﬁence on "Think tank" funding, 153

Energy crisis: influence on defense policy, 17-19; effects of Arab oil
embargo, 18; impact on U.S. alliances, 18

Enthoven, Alain C.: as defense intellectual, 140
Essential equivalenée: described, 41

Burcpe: contributes to multipolar world,'log' See also North Atlantic
Treaty Organization

Financial pressures: influence on defense policies, 14-18; related to
Nixon Doctrine, 70. See alsc Balance of payments; Devalustion of
U.S¢ dollar; Inflation .

Flexible Response: .'replaces'Ma831vé Retailatlon, 61, 82, 63-64; Maxwell

Taylor's proposal, 84; influence on general purpose forces, 80;
influence on strateglc mobility forces, 105; influence on budget
121, 125

Foreign aids:  impact of Vietnam War, 13; programs in 1950s, 69; programs
in 1960s, 69- 70; related to Nixon Doctrine, 72; related to national
securlty 1nterests, 72; related to total force concept, 97; costs
in Southeast Asia, 117, 118-119; subject of NSSMs, 138; role of
Foreign Affairs and Forelgn Relations Committees, 156 -

Foreign assistance. See Foreign aid

_Forresta15 James: first Secretary of Defense, 137
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Forward deployment: patterns established, 68-69; in Europe, €9, 71, 98,
100, 101-104; in Asia, 69, 71, 100, 104-105; related to Nixon
Doctrlne, 71-72, 98; discussed, 98-105; influence of total force
concept, 98; reductions after Vietnam War, 98; in Africa, 100;
in Latin America, 100; in Middle East, 100, 105

Foster, John S., Jr.: on DOD weapons procurement practices, 127-129

France: as substitute for U.S. power in Europe, 103

Gates Commission: findings, 86

General nmuclear war: potential causes, probability of,23. See_alsc
Deterrence; Strategic Defense; Strategic retaliation

General purpose policies and posture: recent force reductions, 2,
80-83; policies identified, 61-83; troop levels in Europe, 62, 71,
98, 100, 101-104; troop levels in Asia, 69, 71, 100, 104-105; troop
levels in Middle East, 100, 105; forces with strategic nuclear
missions, 77; service balance in 1950s, 78, 79-80; service balance
in 1960s, 78, 80; service balance in 1973, 78, 8l; total force
concept, 78, 92-97; influence of Nixon Doctrine, 8l; modernization
lags, 83; budgetary prlorltles, 121, 122, 123; military pay depletes
funds, 123 125; 23-war capabllltles defieient, 125; congressional
concern for combat/support ratios, 156, See also Gollectlve securlty;
Foreign aid; Forward deployment; National security objectives '

Germany, Federal Republic of: as substitute for U.S. power in Europe,
102-103

Goals. See National security objectives

.Graham, Daniel O.: on CTA/DIA relationships, 150-151

Hi-Lo procurement concept: described, 127

Hitch, Charles J.: as defense intellectual, 140

Humphrey, Hubert H.:'frecommends force cuts ovérseaég 101
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Inflation:

influence on defense policies, 8, 14-16

Insurgency.

" See Revolutionary war

Intelligence: DIA established, 141; Assistant Secretary of Defense for
Intelligence, 143, 148; trends outlined, 145; organization, 145-148,
150-161; capabilities, 145, 148-14%9; related to decision-making,
145-151; NSA functions, 147; effects of parochialism, 149; criticisms
of performance, 149-150, 151; CIA involved in Watergate, 162; CIA
activities in Laos, 162; Congressional concerns, 162-163; Congres-
sional control over CIA, 162, 163; purpose of Defense Investigative
Review Council, 163. GSegg also Central Tntelligence Agency Defense

Intelligence Agency

Intentions: Importance of, 9 ambiguity of Soviet, Chinese Communlst
1ntentlons, 8, 23, 24

Interests. GSee National security interests

Israel: effect of energy crisis on pro—Israell sympathlzers, 18, U.S.
airlift in 1973, 106

Jackson-Nunn Amendment:

- described, 103-104
Japan: contributes to multipolar world, 10
JCS. See Joint Chiefs of Staff

Johnson, Lyndon B,: effect of Vietnam War, 11-12; stresses counterin-
surgency, 60; collective security policy, 67; NSC design, 131, 134

Joint Chiefs of Staff: threat appraisals, §; role inm WSC, 135; role in
DOD decision-making, 138, 140, 142; dependence on DIA, 147

Kahn, Herman: as theorist, 152

Kennedy, John F.: stresses counﬁerinsurgency9;60 73; initiates: Flexible
Response, 64; collective security policy, 67; NSC d931gn, 131, 138~
134; guldance to McNamarag 140

Khrushchev, Nikita: pugnaclous postureyl?; supports "wars of naticnal
liberation', 75 '
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Kissinger, Henry A.: on SALT IT progress, 34 N; role in NSC, 134, 135-
- 136; promulgates NSSMs, 134-136; critical of intelligence community,
149; abolighes Office.of National Estimates, 150; as theorist, 152 !

Kuznetso#, Ve V.: forecasts improved Soviet capabilitieg, 21

Laird, Melvin R.:- on Soviet military technology, 16; outlines "sufficiency"
criteria, 40; on reserve components during Vietnam War, 923; on

budgetary savings from SALT I, 120; on participative management,
142; as DOD decision-maker, 142-143.

Laos: CIA "secret wart®, 162

Latin Americéi stabllity improving, 57; U.S. force posture, .100
Lavelle, John D.: disciplinary case, 91-92 |

Limited test ban treaty: mentioned, 31.

Limited War: increased importance of, 2; related to Flexible Response,
8364

Lyons, Gene M.: on NThink tanks",; 152

MAC. See Military Airlift Command
MacArthur, Douglas: disciplinary case, 92
MéGovernnHatfield Amendment: on withdrawal from Vietnam, 13

McNamara, Robert S.: considers counterforce infeasible, 26; opposes ABM,
%7, 45; approves thin ABM system, 45; on tactical nuclear weapons
for NATO, 65; guidance from Kemnedy, 140; as DOD decision~maker,
140-142; criticism of his system, 140, 142; outlines goals of his
system, 141 :

Management.. §§g All-Volunteer Force;.Congréss; Department of Defense;
Manpower : :

Manpower: related to tactical nuclear weapons, 68, 69; related to Nixon

. Doctrine, 71; impact of New Look, 7980; influence of Vietnam War,

81-82; All-Volunteer Force, 85-90; costs, 89, 112-118; disciplinary

problems, 90-92, 156-157; militery ahd civilian strengths compared, = ' °
114; influence of force reductions on budget, 117; levels determined

by Congress, 155; Congressional influence on utilization, 156-157. _ L
See also All-Volunteer Force; Reserve components _
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MSC. See Military Sealift Command
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Mansfield, Mike: amendments related to withdrawal from Vietnam, 13;
recommends force cuts overseas, 101, 103

Mao Tse-Tung: intervenes in Korea, 56; suppresses uprising in Tibet, 59;
supports "peoples wars", 73

Marine Corps: impact of New Look, 80; influence of Vietnam War on size,
81, 82; effect of mission on manpower, 84; benefits from draft, 85;
Flexible Response affects funds, 121; funding 1953-1973, 124

Magssive Retaliation: related to Assured Ascendancy, 28, 29; related to
Assured Destruction, 29, 30, 21; present status, 29, 32; related
to general purpose forces, 60; replaced by Flexible Response, 61,
62, 85-64; influence on strategic mobility forces, 105; influence
on Alr Force funds, 123

MATS. See Military Alr Transport Service

MBFR. See Mutual and Balanced Foree Reductions

Merchant Marine: status, 107-108

Middle Fast: serlous instability, 57; influence of Nixon Doctrine on foreign
aid, 72; U.S. force posture, 100, 105; subject of NSSMe, 136

Military aid. See Foreign aid

Military Airlift Command: capabilities, 106

Military Alr Tranéport'Service: capabilifiés in 1950s, 108
Military assisiance, §§g Foreign aid

Military bases;- See Fofward deployment

Militaxy Seéiift Command capabilities, lo%ulOB

MIRV. See Mul%iple Indeﬁehdently Taréeted Reentry Vehicle

Mixed force concept: genesis in 19505, 36; ipurpose, 36; describedg
66—67, criticism, 37

Mobility. §g§i8trategic mobility

Moorer, Thomas H.: describes shift 1n strategic balance, R1; on military
role 1n Nixon NSC, 135 :

Morton, Louis; on "Think tanks", 152

T
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“Multiple Independently Targeted Reentry Vehicles: equipping more
MINUTEMEN, 32; decision to MIRV, 38; Soviet tests, 59 related
to SALT II, 59

Multipolar world: influence on U.S. defense policies, 8, 10-11

Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions: related to Nixon Doctrine, 71;
genesis, 75; goal redefined, 75 N; discussed, 75-76; activities
in 1973, 76; problems, 76; preferred to unllateral disarmament,
102; Mansfield impatient, 103

My Lai: as aberrafion, 91

National Guard. See Reserve components
National Security Agency: described, 147

National Security Council: Trends outlined, 130, 131l; purpose, 130, 132;
decision-making discussed, 130-137; role of Special Assistant to
the President for National Security Affairs, 130, 134, 135, 136;
under Eisenhower, 131, 132-133, 135; under Kennedy, 131, 133-134;
under- Johnson, 131, 134; under Truman, 132; statulory members,
132 N; role of Secretary of State, 133, 136; JCS participation,
135; NSSM ang NSDM, 135-136; KlSSlngers powers, le, intelligence
preblems, 150

National Security Decision Memorandums: patterns, 136

National security interests: discussed, 4-6; survival, 4, 23; physical
security, 4; peace, 4-5; internal gtability, 5; natlonal credibility,
5-8, freedom of action, 6; related to Nixon Doctrlneg 71, 7%; re-
lated to foreign aid, 72,related to revolutionary war, 73; related
to U.S. role in world, 7§ related to total force concept, 92; re-
lated to NATO force levels, 103

National security objectives: strategic nuclear goals discussed, 24-27;
deterrence as primary U.S. goal, 24, 25, 26, 57, 58, 60; "win"
nuclesr war as alm, 24, 25, 26; related to Assured Destruction,
RG-R7; related to Assured Ascendancy, 28; general purpose goals
1dent1fled, 57, 58; containment as goal 57, 58, 59; general purpcse
goels in 1950s, 58, 59; cope with 17 or 22 wars, 58, 61 related
to Nixon Doctrine, 71

Nétional'security policiea. -See specific subject headings

National Security Study Memorandums: patterns, 135~136

EYeE———— ,,f i ;
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' National War College: as "Think tank", 153
NATO. See North Atlantic Treaty Organization

Navy: compared with Soviet Navy, 53-54, 55; impact of KNew Léok, 79, 80;
impact of Vietnam War on size, 81, 82; support reguirements, 83; .

funding, 1953-1973, 123, 124; sealift, 107-102; influence of Nixon

Doctrine, 125
New Look: discussed, 72-80

: Nixon Doctrine: characteristics, 61, 62, 63; reviewed, 70-74; impact on
: ‘ U.S. alliances, 70-74; related to burden sharing, 71:; related to

counterinsurgency, 73; related to containment, 8l; related to total

force concept, 97; influence on forward deployment, 98; stresses
. alr and sea power, 125; influence of Senate Forelgn Relations
Committee, 156

Nixon, Richard M.: on peace, 5; on mltipolar world, 10; stresses Viet-
namization, 12; dquesticns Assured Destruction, 32; seeks nuclear

options, 32; favors mixed force concept, 37; instigates "sufficiency™

criteria, 39; SALT II prioriiy, 4%; collective security policies,
v0~74; on counterinsurgency, 73; discusses MBFR at 1972 summit
conference, 75; appoints commission on All-Volunteer Force, 86;

approves Gates Commission report, 86; seeks public support for re-
serve components, 96; on forward deployment, 98; on force reductions,
117; relates management to budget, 125, 127; NSC design, 131, 134-
137; appoints Kissinger as Speclal Assistant for National Security
Affairs, 134; demands options from NSC, 135; NSC resembles Eisenhower

model, 135; flaws in NSC, 138; Vetoes war powers resolution, 159

North Atlantic Treaty Organization: dollar depreciation in Europe, 18;
' U.S. deterrent powers dulled, 31; detente prevails, 56; tactical

nuclear weapons, 64-85; U.S. forces, 63, 98, 100, 101-104; related to
Nixon Doctrine, 71; MBFR, 71, 75-76, 102, 103; role in total force

. . concept, 92; implications of force reductipns; 102-10%; airlift
g requirements, 106; Sealift negotiations, 109; subject of NSSMs, 136

NSA4. See National Security Agency

NSC. See Natioﬁél Security Council

NSIM. See National éecurity ﬁecision Memorandums
- NSSM. See Natioﬁal Seeurity Study Memorandums

Nuclear deterrence. See Deterrence
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Huclear-free zones: in Antarctica and Latin America, 31

Nuclear proliferation: non—proliferatioﬁ treaty, 31; related to de-
' terrence, 33-34 ‘

Objectives. See National security objectives
“One-and-a—halffwaf" capability: general purpose goal, 58, 61
Overkill: related to Assured Destruction, 57

Overseas bases, forces. See Forward deployment

Packard, David: role in DOD, 142

Parity: as retaliatory force criterion, 37-38, 39; relation to "essential
equivalence", 41 '

Pentagon Papers: influence on funds for "Think tanks", 153

Peoples Republic of China: Sino-Soviet split, 7, 8, 10, 57; militance
- subdued, 7, 8, 56; intentions, 9, 24; contributes to multipolar
world, 10; first fission device, 23; strategic nuclear capabilities,
2%~24; as regional threat, 23, 52; related to detente, 24; effect
on U.8. ABM programs, 45; general purpose forces, 55-56; tactical
nuclear capabilities, 66-67

People's war. . See Revolutionary war
Personnel. See All-Volunteer Force; Manpower; Reserve compoﬁents

Planning-Programming—Budgeting System: *ingﬁalled; 141; improved, 143

%
'

Policies. §ég specific subject heéd&ngs
PPBS: installed, 141; improved, 145 f
Principles offwars-acknowledged, 56, 56 N
Proliferation; §g§‘Nuq1ear prolifération

Proxmire, William: - debates Zumwaltaon see power, 52-53

"
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Reorganization Plan No. 6 of 1953: basic provisions, 138

Reserve components: heavy reliance on, 2, 92, 165; low priority in’
19508, 1960s, 92; influence of Vietnam War, 93; influence of All-
Volunteer Force, 93-94; qualitative standards threatened, 93-94;
special pay, 94; mandated vs actual strengths, 94, 95; contingency
plan capabilities, 94; readiness, 96; need for public suppori, 96;
funding, 1956-1973, 122.See also Totel force concept

Reserves. See Reserve components

Revolutionary war: increased importance, 2; Soviet, Chinese involvement

reduced, 56; changes in U.S. objectives, 58, 60C; Jchnson, Kennedy
accept challenge, 60; related to Nixon Doctrine, 73

Richardson, Elliot L.: solicits public support for reserves, 96, on man-
power costs, 112; as DOD de0151on_maker, 144

Rush, Kenneth: NSC role, 136

Russia. See Soviet Union

SAFEGUARD System: scaled back, 27, 46-47; ebJectlves, 46, See also
Strategic defense : '

SALT. See Strategic Arms Limitation Talks

Schlesinger, James R.: on Soviet MIRV testing, 39; on esgential equivalence,
41; on air defense, 47, 49; as DOD decision-maker, 144

Science. See Defense technology
Sealift, See Strategic mobility

Second-strike strategy: U.S. edopts, 28; force requirements, 36

Securltly assistance. 3See Foreign aid

SENTINAL System: objectives, 46

Sino-Soviet split: influence on U.S. defense poilclesg 7, 8, 10; geoparﬁlzes
global balance of power, 57

Sixth Fleet: felated?to Middle East;llOE
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L ~ Soviet Union: capabilities compared with United States, 2, 4, 16-17,
; 20-23, 26, 28, 34, 37, 29,42, 43-44, 47, 52-54, 55, 78; Sino-

Soviet split, 7, 8, 10, 57; militance subdued, 7, 8, 56; intentions,
9, 23; first fission, fusion devices, 16; SPUTNIK related to 1C8Ms,
16; technology, 16-17; nuclear trends outlined, 20; first bombers
deployed, 20; nuclear capabilities in 1950s, 20, 26; nuclear cap-
abllities in mid-1960s, 20, 21-23, 26, 30; ARM deployment curtailed,
20, 23; Soviets shift strategic balance, 21; force buildup 1962-1973,
21-22; related to U.S. survival, 23, 28, 30; medium bomber capabilities,
22 N; MIRV program, 39; influence of SALT I, 41-44; land power, 52;
sea power, o52-58; as regional threat, 52, 57; influence on containment
policy, 59; tactical nuclear ramifications, 65-87; MBFR, 75-76; in-
fluence on U.S. forces for NATO, 101-102

Stehnis, John C.: on All-Volunteer Force, 90

Strategic Arms Limitation Talks: effects of ABM treaty, 35, 46-47, 49;
SALT I implications, 34, 41, 44; SALT IT prospects, 34, 34 N, 39;
related to essential equivalence, 41; ICBM limitations, 42, 43; sub-
marine/SLEM limitations, 42, 44; weapons systems excluded from SALT
I,-45; Congress approves SALT' I, 44; SALT II opens, 44; influence on
budget, 118, 120

Strategic defense: U.S. repudiation, 2, 32, 164; ABM related to casualty -
limitation, R27; SAFEGUARD scaled back, 27, 46-47; civil deferse, 27,
50; related to Assured Ascendancy, 28, 29; related to Assured Destruc-
tion, 29, 30; related to Assured Anxiety, 29, 33; ARM deemed infeasible,
30, 45; defense downgraded, 30, 47; effects of ABM treaty 33, 46-47; -
ABM defenses reviewed, 44-47; ABM programs in 1950s, 45; purpose of
SENTINAL system, 46; purpose of SAFEGUARD system, 46; air defenses
reviewed, 47-49; declining air defense forces, 48; prospects for air
defense, 49; funding for reduced SAFEGUARD, 120

' Strategic mobility; discussed, 105-109; influence of Flexible Response, j
. 105; related to general purpose forces, 105; airlift capabilities,’
105-106; Military Alr Transport Service, 105: Military Airlift Com-
mand, 106; airlift for NATO, 106; airlift ito Israel in 1973, 106;
sealift capabilities, 107-109; sealift for Vietnam, 107; sealift
related to airlift, 107; Military Sealift Command, 107-108; Merchant
Marine, 107-108; funding, 1956-1973, 121, 122

Strategic retaliation: U.3. supremacy in 1950s, 20, 37; U.S. and Soviets
compared, <0-23, R6, 28, 34, 37, 39, 42, 43-44; force buildup 1962~
1973, 22; medium bomber capabilities, 22 N; counterforce considerations,
26, 28, 29, 30, 32; second-strike strategy, 28, 36; related to Assured
Ascendancy, 28, 29; related to Assured Destruction, 29, 30; related
to Assured Anxiety, 29, .32-33, 34; mixed force concept, 36-37; triad
described; 36; superiority as strength criterion, 37; parity as strength .
eriterion, 37-38; decision to MIRV, 38; bulldup 19264-1373, 3B8; Wsufficiency" . a
described, 39-40; essential equivalence described, 41; influences of SALT
I, 41-44; related to Nixon Doctrine, ?1; general purpose force contributions,

77; budgetary priorities, 121, 122, 123 “ '
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Sufficiency: described, 39-40

as nuclear retaliatory strength criterion, 37

Superiority:
Support requirements. See Combat/support ratios

Systems analysis: 'as DOD tool, 137, 140, 141, 142

Tactical nuclear weapons: purpose, 62; deployed to NATO, 64; related to
strategic nuclear deterrence, 65; place in NATC strategy, 55; de-
terrent qualities, 65-66; as substitute for manpower, 65, 67; con-
trol problems, 66; Soviet, Chinese weapons, 66, 87

' Taylor, Maxwell D.: proposes Flexible Response, 84; on budget planning
R : in 1950s, 139 '

Technology. ggg Defense technology

Think tanks: role in 1960s, 140; zenith under McKamara, 140, 153; some
luminaries identified, 151; funding, 151, 152, 153; some organiza-
- tions identified, 158; demise, 153

Threal assessments: varying perceptions, 2, 2; potential Soviet threats,
past and present, 2, 4, 16-17, 20-25, 26-28, 30-47 passim, 52-55,
; 57, 59, 65-67, 68, 76, 101-102; potential Chinese Commnist threats,
- past and present, 9, 23-24, 45, 52, 55-56, 63, 66~67

Tonkih Guif Resolution: repealed; 13

Total force concept: emphasis, 78, 92; defined, 92; shoricomings, 96-97;
related to collective security, 97; related to foreign aid, 97;
related {0 forward deployment, 98; influence of Senate Foreign
Relations Committee, 156. See also Collective security and Reserve
components

I Trends summarized: overview, 1-2, 164; in defense environment, 8; in
world power relationships, 10; Soviet nuclear, 20; U.S. nuclear
policies, 28, 29; U.S. nuclear deterrent goals, 24, 25; U.S. nuclear
force posture, 55 565 non-nuclear threats, 52; U. Se general purpose
Lo goals, 57-59; U. Sa general purpose pollclesy 61 62; U.S. general
R ‘ “purpose. forces9 7i-79; drafi callups, 87; defeuse budget 112; de~
P C fense declslon—maklng, 130, 131, 137, 154 NSC, 130, 131; DOD

decision=-making, 131, 137; Congre531ona1 dec:Ls:Lon-maklng9 131, 154;
1nte111gence, 145 ‘ :

Y

is . Triads potenﬁlal augmenﬁation, 32; déscribgd, 36
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Truman Doctrine: expounded, 87-68

Truman, Harry S.: mnuclear war-winning goal, 26; bans nuclear weapons
in Korea, 83; collective security policy, 67; NSC design, 132;
cestablishes CIA, 145, 147; Congress challenges intervention in
Korea, 158 ' :

Twining, Nathan B.: on nuclear war-winning goal, 26; advocates nuclear
weapons for limited war, 63 ‘

"Two-and-a~half war" capability: general purpose goal, 58, 61

Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. See Soviet Union
United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency: accomplishments, 31

U.S.5.R. See Soviet Union

Vietnam War: influence on U. S. defense policies, 8, 11-14; financial
' costs, 11, 12, 116-125 passim; Congressional opposition, 11, 13-14;

casualties, 11, 12; U.S. military persomnel strengths, 11, 12; Viet-
namization, 12; troop withdrawals, 12, 15, 74; influence on U.S.
alliance system, foreign aid, 13; foreign aid programs, 13, 69; peace
agreement, 14; influence on containment policy, 59-60; related to
Nixon Doctrine, 70, 74; influence on counterinsurgency policy, 73;
influence on general purpose forces, 80; influence on disecipline,
90-91, 156; impact on reserve components, 93; sealift support, 107;
detailed cost breakout, 118-119; subject of NSSMs, 136: influence on
War powers controversy, 158 ' ' : :

Wars of national liberation. See Revoluticnary War

- War powers: influence of Vietnam War, 13, 158; related to Nixon Doctrine
74; constitutional war powers delineated, 157; declared, undeclared
wars, 158; Congressional bills, 158-161: provisions of war powers
resolution, 180-161; Nixon vetoes war powers resolution, 159

Waf§aw Pact:  influenced by detenteQ'SG; rélated to the MBFR, 75; threat
assessed, 101-102 ‘ : ‘ o
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Washington-to-Moscow "hotline": purpose,‘31~
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Watergate affair: CIA involvement, 162

Wilson, Charles E.: DOD changes during tenure, 138

Wohlstetter, Albert: as theorist, 152

Zumwalt, Elmo R., jr.: debates Proxmire on séa power, 52-53; compares
U.S. and Soviet sea power, 54
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