L3
-

AD-779 347

AN ANALYSIS OF THE STRATEGY OF
FLEXIBLF RESPONSE : '

Francis J. Lopes

Army War College
Carlisle Barracks, Pennsylvania

2 January 1974

DiSTRIBUTED BY:

Naticnal Technical Information Ssrvice
U. S. DEFARTMENT OF COKMERCE
5285 Port Royal Road, Springfield Va. 22151

200502030\

BQ.StAVaH ab, eewm@mm




F

PN - i o s i S+ i et

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION DF THIS PAGE (When Data Antered)

) . READ INSTRUCTIONS
, REPORT DOCUMENTATION PAGE . | peREADINSTRUCTIONS
‘ 1. REPORT NUMBER 2. GOVT ACCESSION FO4 3. RECIPIENT'S CATALLG NuubER
| AD 779 347
E & ‘l_’ITL( (mnd Subtitle) 5. TYPE OF REFORT & PERIOD CO\&R!D
‘ An Analysis of the Strategy of Flexible Student Kssay

Response 6. PERFORMING ORG, NEAFORT NUMBER

7. AUTHOR(s) 8. CONTRACT OR GRANT NUMBER(s)

Colonel Francis J. lopes, Transportation Corps,
[ISA

9. PERFORMING ORGANIZAT:ON NAMF AND ADORESS 10. PROGRAM ELEMEN T-PROJECT TASK
AREA . 'ORK UNIT NUMBERS

US Army War College
; 17013

11, CONTROLLING OFFICE NAME AND ADDRESS 12. REPORT DATO

2 January 1974
13. HUMBER OF PAGES

15
TS "MONITORING ACENCY NAME & ADDRESS(I{ cliterent from Coniroiling Ollice) | ‘8. SECURITY CLASS. (of this report)

[T6a. DECL ASSIFICATION/ DOWNGRADING
SCHEDULE

T6. DISTRIBUTION STATEMENT (of this Report)

Approved for public release; distribution unlimited.

e e R s ST DE S P s

17. DISTRIBUTION STATEMENT (of the abetract entered in Bleck 20, if different frem Repoet)

. SUPPLEMENTARY NOTES
Reproduced by

NATIONAL TECHNICAL
INFORMATION SERVICE

U S Department of Commerce
Springfield VA 22151

19, KEY WORDS (Continue on reveres aside if neceasary and identily by bhlock number)

R R L, SEIV, S iy g
-
-

20. ANSTRACT (Continue en reverse sidy if nscesesry snd identity by bluck number)

None

S N T
t T <% ‘.(‘ Ty ""‘*“ : ‘:\ tw{ﬂ' 5
. ‘ e ST Sy e 'Y LR

Do, _m. n W47}  zormonor teoves s omuvé

—— O —
SECURMTY CLASMF.CATION OF THIS PASK (Whew Data Entersd)

o e T s ‘ . "

A
S
~e

.




USANC RESEARCH ELEMENT .
(Essay)

The views expressed in this paper are those
of the author and do no* necessarily refiect '
the views of the Department of Defense or any
of its agencies. This document may not Le
released for open publicition until it has
been cleared by the Department of Defense. -

AN ANALYSIS OF THE STRATEGY OF .
FLEXIBLE RESPONSE

by
Colonel Francis J. Lopus

Transpertation Corps

Approved for publiec
tzgease; distribution

unlimited.
US Army War College
Carlisle Barracks, Pennsylvania

2 January 1974

e

1 0 T VAR 4 DN NS W1 L




SECTION /
ra

ABSTAINER ’ ii

o INTRODUCTION . 1

II ™ GENESIS OF THE STRATEGY OF FLEXIBLE RESP(NS/’ " 3

o The Uncertain Trumpet / 3
Cred1b111ty and Mass1ve Retaliation - . 4

: e o

IIX THE STRATECY OF FLEXIBLE RESPOI‘ISE/ ) 4

N'~§FFICACYOFFLEXIBLERESPONSE 6

Deterrent Value of Flexible Response 8

Measured Response 8

Protracted Local Wars 9

Credibility of Nuclear Deterrence 10

‘ " Nuclear Threats and Limited Wars 11

\' ‘_;;FLEXIBLE RESPONSE AND THE DEFENSE BUDGET/‘ i 11

.....Cost Growth L // 12

VI -. FLEXIBLE RESPONSE AND REALISI'I" IIETERREMI 13

Realistic Deterrence and the Public M:odr\\\ 14

VII SUMMARY 14

NOTES 16

BIBLIOGRAPHY 17

e ecman

TABLE OF dxmms ‘

fe o RN

7y

e LI ¢ S 1 ST AL




s

INTRODUCTION

Naticms. g0 to war in the pursuit of,policy; Hence, nationzl strategy
is ciramscribed by national objectives. Decisions on naticnal objectives
in the United States are made or approved by the president. A basic U.S.
national security objective for some time has bteen to preserve this coum-

try as a free and independent nation.l

A nation's strategy and it's national objectives involve a wide range
of defense problems and the intricacies of international politics. This
includes military planning, weapons technoloyy and ecoromic, human and organ-
izaticnal factors of military secunty Formulation of strategy and national
objectives require an understanding of the impact of science and technology
on international relations, of the ideological diffemnces. between the Comm:-
nist bloc ari the West, and of the conditions under which new nations are
developing. There are three factors, however, whlch are uniqug; the destruc-
tive power of modern weapons, the impact of science on international systems
and rapid nature of political change. The period folléwing World War II pro-
vides 2 vivid and historic example of these factors at work in today's :=rld.

The introduction of nuclear weapons ditrring World War II quickly forced
universal recogniticn that such weapons were so devast#ting'that nuclear war
was unacceptable. To many, it appeared that from that mement on, the use or
threatened use of atomic weapons was sufficient to assure the security of the
United States. It must be conceded that U.S. strategy in the Post-World
War II years, always keyed to atomic weapons, has indeed been successful in
deterring general wars. But the Korean and Victnam Wars, as well as mumercus
other confrontations, illustrate that U.S. strategies in the Post-World War 1l
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era did not deter limited or 1oc;1' wars. While it was believed earlier
that the threat of escalation to nuclear wars would act as a deterrence to
limited wars, all nations possessmg such weapons have demonstrated the
greatest reluctance to use them. Although th13 dwelopment tends to lessen

the poss1b111ty of escalation to general war, 1t conversely oontnbutes to

‘a general tolerance of 'Wars of Lloeratxon" or guernlla wars. Local wars,
‘then, pose a profound challenge to a11 strategy-makers. Since World War II,( |
. the United States has had national strategles respecuvely termed Massxve

Retaliation, Flexible Response am Realistic Deterrence. Flexible Response
remains today the most dramatic shift in U.S. military strategy since WNII
to deal with "Wars of Liberation" or local wars. This paper focuses pri-

marily on this strategy, its hntatxcns. and its imphcati.ms for the U.S.

" national budget today.
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GENESIS OF THE STRATEGY OF FLEXIBLE RESPONSE

The dawning of the atomic age engendered general recognition of the un-
acceptability of nuclear war and ultimately led to a widespread notion later
dﬁbbed the '‘Great Fallacy" by General Maxwell Taylor.z The fallacy was that
threatened Qse of atomic weapons would be sufficient to assure the ;«security
of the United Stafes. Congress, the general public and to some extent, the
Department of Defense, readily believed that in strategic muclear bambers,
the United States had the absolute weapon. It was in this climate that in
1945, our first Post-World War II strategy was conceived. Some years later
this strategy was given formal expression in a statement made by Secretary
of State John Foster Dulles in January 1954 and given world-wide nublicity.
In his declaration, Secretary of State Dulles termed the strategy one of

‘"Massive Retaliation.” I was understood that this would be by aerial bom:

bardment using sirategic nuclear bombers. Despite serious setbacks during
the events of the Kovean War, the strategy and its adlierents held sway over

tne U.S. defense posture from 1945 to 1960.

THE UNCERTAIN TRIMPET

Its "success' notwithstanding, Massive Retaliation came under increasing
criticism from cprcnents iho bepan voicing their concern as early as 1950.
Congress and the general public were enjoined by both military and civilian
critics to reexamine the nation's strateyy and effect the recessary changes which
would permit the /.S to confront world realities. It was not umtil 1959; how-
ever, that the doctrine of Massive Retaliation was seriously challeriged in the
form of a thoughtful boo's authored by General Maxwell Taylor, titleé. "The Uncer-
tain Trumpet.”" Both th: book and the man caught the attention of Presidential
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candidate John F. Kennedy, and by 1961, Massive Retaliatior. had been dis-

carded. A major shift in U.S. strategy then occurred as the Kennedy Admin-
istration guided the nation into "Flexible Response." As expresséd by Gen-
eral.'l'aylor, the concept of Flexible Response would permit a ramige of 'options
to the U.S. in dealing with various forms and levels of ailitary conﬂicfs,

particularly low ihtensity wars and ccnfrontations.

The strategy of Flexible Response is generally regarded as the brain-
cﬁild of General Mavwell Taylor. In truth, most early critics of Massive’
Retaliation, whether military or civilian, had conceived and advanced strat-
egies similar to the one proposed by Taylor. It remained for General Taylor,
however, to give formal expression to the concept and to title it ‘Flexible
Response.”

CREDIBILITY AND MASSIVE RETALIATION

Flexible Response »as an almost natural outgrowth of its precursor, in
retrospect. Massive Retaliation had begun showing signs of declining credi-
bility throughout the world, and it could be said that the force of circum-
stances nearly dictated President K@nedy"s' move toward Flexible Response in
1960. And while this ‘i-pémn: shift for the U.S. could be viewed as the
ixmvitablé result of events, it was probably juét &s inevitablo that Massive

Retaliation should have been the first U.S. strategy of the nuclear age.
THE STRATEGY OF FLEXIBLE RESPONSE

With the adsent of muclear wespons, both national and military strata-
gens huve undergone major upheavals. Military .crategy in the .uclerr age

T T
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can take four forms: (1) preventive destruction of enemy weapons ; (2) inter-
ception of enemy nuclear weapons in transit; (3) physiczl protection against
the effects of nuclear explosions; (4) the threat of retaliation.3 United
States military strategy in the Post-Norld War II years has been based on the
fourth solution - the threat of retaliation. of thevavailable.alternAtives,
deterrence provides the only true protection possible. The simplest form of
deterrence is a survivable striking force sufficiently powerful to deter thc
enemy from employing his own strike forces. While the U.S. has successfully
deterred nuclear war since World War II, it has not deterrad lower spectrum
war in the form of insurgencies ox limited wars. These wars pose threats
distinctly different from general war. In orde. to deal with the total spec-
trum of wars, the national strategy'of the United States in 1960 came to
assume a more complex form of deterrence. This form of deterrence is aimed

at discouraging general war, limiied wars or unconventional wars by main“_in-
ing flexible military forces capable of responding to any level of violence

in direct proportion to the aggression experienced. It would be achieved pri-
marily by increasing U.S. general purpose fcrces and weapons. General Taylor |
described the program as essenfially consisting of five elements:4
ONE, modernjzation and protection of U.S. strategic nuciear
forces to assure its suarvivability in sufficient mmbers to
inflect unacceptable levels of damage on the enemy; TWO, re-
building the capability of all three services to wage ccn-
ventional warfare, while retaining their ability to fight
with atomjic weapons; THREE, designating training and equip-
ping highly mobile forces in the U.S. as backup reserve for
our overseas force. and our allies; FOUR, reequipping air
and s 11ift forces with mydern efficient transport vehicles
for Jdepiryment and resupply of U.S.-based forces; FIVE,

strengthening antisubmarine forces and improving its equip-
ment.

O R Lo i 5
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EFFICACY OF FLEXIBLE RESPONSE

The Kennedy Adadnistration had barely assumed office when two inter-
national crises arose to challenge it; Laos and the Berlin crises. V'I‘he
insurgent war in Laos came first, with the Administration urgently inves-
tigating all of its available options. The .;;earch unfortunately revealed
that no military action short of nuclear employment was feasible. U.S.
mmmcléar forces were Wale of reacting to this particular crisis

because of inadequacies in -trength and egquipment.

Still later, Soviet threats to Berlin once again sent the Administra-
tion into crisis action. But this time the government responded with a
substantial mobilization of reserve military units, and rapidf déf;loynnt
of regular forces to Europe.

The two events convinced President Kennedy and vSec*;etary McNemara of the
correctness of their original views on Massive Retalistion and the deterrent
vclue of general purpose forces. Accordingly, a buildup of this segment of
U.S. defense forces continued. For several years the defense quget grew and
forces were expanded. Ultimately, however, the Administration came face to
fuce with a familiar and persistent problem of Americar defanse management;
budget constraints. As public resistence to ever-large+ budgets mountad, the
expansion of these forces slowed. In the end, the Administration's goals
ware never reached. U.S. nonmuclear forces were nevertheless markedly im-
proved with comparable growth manjfested in the country's diplomatic and
political power. If the U.S. had proved impotent in Laos, Berlin at least
had proved the defense value of Flexible Response.




By 1963, the primacy of Flexible Response and t.e need for general pur-
pose forces was unquestioned. The plight of underdeveloped and emerging
nations seemed to provide sufficient proof, if proof were needed, that the
Administration was indeed on the correct course. Administration spokesmen -
were guick to point out that in the twenticth century alone, 29 wars which
could be classed as insurgencies had taixen place. Virtually all of these
wars originated in the geograph locales of South and Southeast Asia, the
Middle East, Africa and Latin America. Aside from Greecc, which was a spe-
cial case, nearly all of these military engagements took place in the old,
oolonial empires of Western natims and Latin America. Decades ago, Lenin
theorized that undeveloped countries were more likely to generate revolution
than those vhere technology was Lighly developed. In an extension of this
theory the Soviet Union in 1960 declared it would support world-wide, what
Premier Krushchev termed 'Wars of Natiomal Liberation.'" The Kennedy Admin-
istration saw the Soviet policy as a method of reducing piecemeal, the ter-
ritory and resocive of the non-Commmist world. McNamarz characterized this
tactic as the 'salami slice technique." To counter this threat, Secratary
McNamara announced:>

There is no need, however, for the free world to be vulner-

- able to this dangerous Sovict tactic. An adequate levil of
nonmuclear military strength will provide us with the means
to meet a limited challenge with limited forces, We will
then be in a position of being able to choose, cooly and
deliberately, the level and kind of response we feel most
appropriate in our own best interests: and both our enemies
and nur friends will know it.

The strategy of Flexible Response was subsequently tested on the Indian subcon-.

tinent, Africa, the Middle Cast, the Western Hemisphere and Southeast Asia.




But commitment of U.S. combat forces occurred in only two places; the Domini-
can Republic and Indc-China. The others involved a mixed bag of military,
diplomatic and pclitical actions which produced an equally mixed bag of re-

sults.
JETERRENT VALUE OF FLEXIBLE RESFONSE

It is precisely in i.s proclaimed deterrent valuc that flexible response
may be criticized. While Massive Retaliation clearly did not prevent the
1947 insurgent war in Greece and the 1950 Korean War. Flexible Pesponse can-
not be said to have deterred iow intensity wars and confrontations during the
60's either. The Vietnam War, Cuba, and the Dominican Republic crisis, for
example, were not deterred by our new strategic stance. Admittediy, the new
U.S. strategy hal hardly taken hoid when thicse confrontations arcse. But it
can be further argusd that these forces were less than totally successful in
defeating enemy forces when committed in Indo-China. Gen Taylor had argued
for counter-insurgent torces and was quickly given most of the resources he
fought for. As it developed, eiforts of U.S. special a.nd counter-insurgent
forces in Vietnam were'quickly eclipsed by these of regular, conveantional
ground forces when it was feared that the South Vietnamese government would
collapse uncer the siege of North Vietnamese regulars. Whether U.S. special
and counter-insurgent forces car deter guerrilla warfai: or small wars in the

future is accordingly open to question.

MEASURED RESPONSE

Lyndon B. Johneun, contiruing the policies laid down by President Kennedy,
in 1965 declared that:0




Our military forces must be so organized and directed
that they can be used in a measured, corncrolled and
deliberate way as a versatile instrument to support our

foreign policy.

In his statement, President Johnson had summed a crucial difference
between Massive Retaliation and Flexible Response. Events during the Viet-
nam War form mute testimony to a failure of this facet of Flexible Response.
During ‘2 eirly 1960.'5, the Kennedy Administration stressed publicly that
| measured response would be used in reacting to the Comunist challenge in
Vietnam. The Adrinistration accordingly followed a military strategy which
suppor*ed this policy. In fact, however, the wer developed into a conflict
of ever-greater escalatioi. and counte--escalations. This contimued until
at one point, it appeared that the Kennedy Adwinistration had perceived the
fallécy inherent in aeasured response as it was being followed, and sought
to disengage U.S. forces during 1963. The Jahnson Admnistration m later
years reverted to Kemnedy's earlier policy and the Indo-China struggle in-
tensified over the succeeding years. T'.2 failure of measured response to
bring' abot the desired result is viewed by some as va'idating a classic
and basic rule of war: avoidance of piecemeal commitment of forces. Other
observers feel that U.S. invervention was neither timely ncr properly sup-
ported politically and militurily, Had this been done, they maintain,
measured response might well have worked. The mining of North Vietnamese
harbers is cited as an excellent examp’s of measured response properly imple-
mented,

PROTRACTED LOCAL WARS

World expericnce with insurgent ware maggest most nations engaged in
them are willing o establish as their objective a negotiated settlement

9
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raiher than total victory. As such, a good argument could be made for estab-
lishing a military stalemate on the battlefield as a prerequisite for even- .
tual negotiations. In effect, this is what occurred in Vietnam. But how to

achieve the stalemate quickly or in an acceptable period of time without the

protracted struggle the U.S. experienced, is a difficult question to answer.

CREDIBILITY OF NUZLEAR TUCTERRENCE

Regardless of the emphasis placed on conventional erms in the Flexible
Responsé Strategy, there has never been any doubt about the necessity for

ot e BBk e 23 g ki

strategic nuclear forces. Some critics would carry this rexsoning further,
suggesting that any serious plans for néeting conflicts on a ievel below the
rnuclear threshhold as Fléxible Response does, tends to diminish the credibil-
ity of the U.S. nuclear deterrent. Our European Allies are inclined strongly
toward this point of view. PFuropeans feel that NATO comventionel forces can
never be large enough *o form a credible deterrent to commmist forces there. q
Recent Strategic analyses indicate that NATO and Warsaw Pact nations are more
evenly mtched than earlier supposed, challenging this view to some degree.
The logistic advantages of commmist forces and their presumed advantage in
i_.nitiative (for attacks), however, camwot be doubted. Assuming that these
critics are. correct in declaring that Western and Warsaw Pact nations are'lun- 'f
fairly matched in conventional forces, the argument that credibility of the |
miclear shield has declined is specious. It is a matter of record that the U.S.
abandoned Massive Retaliation and nonetheless successfully retained a credible

ruclear deterrence from 1960 to date.

10 | ]




IUCLEAR THREATS AND LIMITED WARS

- Adherents of the strategy ot Massive Retaliation are inclined to feel

that nuclear retaliation failed to Jdeter limited wars because the U.S. did
not exercise its strategic mrioﬁty in Korea and Vietnam ac we did in
the Cuben Crisis. Had this been dom, they stress, there would have been
no need for ti» strategy of Flexible Response. Moreover, they claim the

. ‘ }
Korean War was finally halted only when President Eisenhower threatened use

R T T R e i

of nuclear weapons. But even Gen LeMay, the country's most ardent supporter
of Massive Retaliation, had difficulty in saying exactly where the line .

'shouid be drawn in threatening use of nuclear weapons to deter small wars.

i

Surely to threaten use of miclear weapons in the Mideast during 1973 or the
Dominican Republic would be gross overreaction. The General undoubtedly B
overstates his case, too, when he claimed that .a single threat of using nu- | ;
clear weapons brought the Cuban crisis to a conclusion favorable to the U.S. |
It should be remembered that a large, ready force of ‘conventional weapons
Jand iifantry troops were poised on Florida for deployment to Cuba. In the | f
Russian view, it may well have been these conventicnal forf:::s and their dis-
position which made credible President Kemnedy's threats to move against
Cuba. If so, the Cuban incident should in fairness be regarded as support

. for the strategy of Flexible Response, not Massive Retaliation.

FLEXIBLE RESPOGNSE AND THE DEFENSE BUDGET

In moving from the strategy of massive retaliation to Flexible Response,
the U.S. tacitly accevted the financiel burdens of a larger defense hudget.

Flexible Response continues to rest on a need for strong strategic muclear

n | é,
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forces as a deterrent to atomic war. Thus, the added capabilities for
limited wér forces are an additional ivem for the defénse budget. It is ex-
pensive. President Kennedy clearly indicated that Fiexible Response would
require greater financial outlays. President Johnson, in continuing Kennedy's
defense policies stated:’

", . . our strategy and . . . our policies requires & large
budget for defense." :

COST GROWTH

But if Flexible Response resulted in a larger defense buiget, initially,

then th~ problem of supporting this strategy has since become greatly magni-

fied. Recant growth in the cost of defense manpower has beer dramatic, out-
stripping the growth in materiel acquisition, large as they have been. This

" development raises serious q.lestions as to whether Amcricans will continue to

support the policy cf having conventional forces of the size envisioned by
General Taylor for Flexiblg Response. Whereas strategic muclear forces tend
to be 'material-intensive’ in investment costs, conventional forces tend to
be "manpower intensive." Additionally, over a period of time, incremental
manpower costs tend to appear in retirement budgets and VA costs, a prospect
which congress and the rublic eyes spprehensively. Manpower costs aiready
amount to over 57% of the U.S. defense-related cousts, while retirement cost
are 20% again as large as manpower costs for active forces and growing yearly.
‘uring the Kennsly years the U.S. defense budpget grew by some 18% over a
period of 3 years (including inflation). A comparsble growth for FY 75 to /8
would take the defense budget to a figure approximating 95 billion in cutlays
and requiring a Budget Authority of nearly 100 billion. It would undoubtedly

12
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face strong opposition frou anti-military forces. Yet conventional forces
are rapidly nearing their pre-Kennedy year levels. There is some probability
that they will go lower still, in the coming years. |

FLEXIBLE RESPONSE AND REALISTIC DETERRENCE

Current U.S. national strétegy was given expression by President Nixon
in his Stste of the World Address during February, 1971. Ia it he stated:8

We will maintain our commitments, but we will make sure
our troop levels or any financial support to other nations
is appropriate to current threats and needs.

We shall provide a shield if a nuclear power threatens the
freedom of a nation whose survival we consider vital to
our security.

But we will look to threatened nations and their neighbors
to assure primary respcasibility for their own defense and
we will provide support where our interests call for that
support and where it can make a difference.

President Nixon went on to proclaim defense planning criteria, as fol-

lows:g'

In deterring strategic muclear warfare primary reliance
wiil continue to be placed mn U.S. strategic deterrent
forces.

In deterring theater muclear warfare the U.S. also has
primary responsibility, but certain of ocur allies are
able to share this responsibility by virtue of their own
nuclear capabilities.

In deterring theater conventional warfare . . . for
example, a major war in Europe . . . U.S. and allied
forces share responsibility.

In deterring subtheater or localized waifare, the coun-
try or ally which is threatened bearr the primary bur-
den, particularly for providing nmer, but when U.S.
interests or obligations are at s we must be pre-
pared to provide help as appropriate.

13
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REALISTIC DETERRENCE AND THE PUBLIC MOOD .

The Nixon Adxinistration has quite clearly weighed the nation's vital
interests and the public's mood against the goverrments' perceived needs
for national defense. Our current national stl;ategy retains certain aspects
of Flexible Response on the one hand, while on the other, emphasis on '"wars
of liberation" has shifted to une of far more selective involvements. The
""low profile' adopted by the pfesent administration toward foreign military
entanglementi achieves two w:jor objectives compatible with the public's cur-
rent intsrests: it diminishes the likelylood of both direct and indirect
complicity in snail wars; and it reduces the need for cmveqtimal forces.
It leMly holds defense budgets to a level acceptable to the public.
The flexibility inherent in the new strategy preserves the range of options
desired by the Administration. It will be seen that the Aiministration has
provided for the possibility of U;S. intervention lf: a time and place of its
choosing, should Americans deem it in their interest. There are fimm indi-
cations that the Mideast is an area so rega_nhd by the U.S. Government today,
evidence that foreign military interventions are not out of the question for
the U.S. in the immediate future. In this sense, at least:, Flexible Response
continues as a viable part of the Nixon Administration's plan, despfte its

‘declaration of a new strategy lrbelle& "Reglistic Deterrence."

SUMMARY

Strong miiituy forces have been, md remain, the essential clement of
U.S. national stratagy. The concept of flexible respmse has been retained,
in part, and incorporated in the present adminisiration's strategy of Real-
istic Deterrence. The flexibility afforded by this strategy pemits U.3.

14
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‘forces to cope with all levels of warfare from muclear exchanges to uncon-

ventional or protra:ted war. The capability to react to all intensities
is vital to the credibility of U.S. Jorce>- An important lesson of the
Vietnam War, however, is that intervention in insurgencies must be timely

and properly supported.

Henceforth, measured military responses which support national objec-
tives amd limited political chjectives should cheracterize United States
diplomatic efforts and aid to threatened nations. But threatensd nations
and their neighbors will be expected to shoulder the privary responsibility
for their own defense undcr Reallstic Deterrence. Thus, the direction of
current U.S. national strategy is a logical outgrowth from Flexible Response.
Some features of the older strategy are retained while new ones have been
adopted to harmonize it with prevailing attitudes of the public. While a
"new’ strategy has eserged, it might more properly be regarded as more or
less & refinement of its own precursor, Flexible Response. The concept of
Flexible Response, therefore, is not dead. ' '

15
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