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S PROBLEM STATEMENT: Thais paper looks behind the ups and downs of past United
35 States Defense Preparedness Postures and asks the basic question--Why have our
' policies and practices not been more consistent over the long term? It
5 relates our ability to maintain credible industrial mobilization preparedness
ek plamning to the answer. .
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i
e FINDINGS/CCNCLUSIONS :

1. There has been a significant shift in the balance of power vis-a-vis
= the U.S. and our principal allies and the Soviet Union over the last several
Ll years.

; g‘ 2. Qur future, as well as the free world's, depend more than ever upon
L the steadiness and maturity of American leadership and upon the manner by
‘ which we employ our national power to promote and secure our global interests.
| 3. Some American characteristics, traditions, institutions and practices
e inhibit our ability to think and act strategically.
N 4. As a nation and as leader of the free world, we face unprecedented
challenges. )
R S. To a large degree our ability to meet these challenges depends upon
our ability to adjust some of our most basic beliefs and practices to a more
realigtic understanding of and adaptation to global strategic requirements of
I a superpower.
S 8. Such adaptions are critical prerequisites to maintaining consistent

long term defense and mobilization preparedness.

- RECOMMENDATIONS: The U.S. develop a "grand" strateqgy along the lines

in this paper. Such a strategic framework should emphasize
ek careful identification of U.S. "vital" interests and threats thereto, and
o development of long term U.S. strategic objectives and plans. The focus
- should be non partisan in nature and seek to develop popular support and an
enduring consensus concerning fundamental national security issues. Within
this framework, long term "total" industrial mobilization planning should be
-+ conducted, both as a strategic deterrent and to enhance our warfighting

capabilities should deterrence fail.
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PREFACE

This research started unknowingly in 1981 and 1982 while I was a student
in the corresponding studies program of the U.S. Army War College. It was
through this experience that I gained my first real insight into and initial
understanding of the concepts of strategy--both military and national or
*grand" strategy. It was also during this experience that I first became
aware of the dilemma we face with industrial mobilization preparedness,
although I did not make the connection tetween the two at that time.

As a student at the Industrial College of the Armed Forces, National
Defense University, I have had the opportunity to sharpen my understanding of
and appreciation for both subjects. This occurred mainly through my
participation in the "core" curriculum of the College, but also through two
elective courses in Fundamental Ideas, (1) Classical Readings in Political
Thought and, (2) Classical Readings in Military Thought plus through my
participation in the Mobilization Studies Program. In the latter effort I
concentrated on the industrial mobilization lessons from World War II and the
early 1950s.

It was during the latter effort that I connected the two: industrial
mobilization preparedness and (our need for) a "grand" strategic framework.
As I began to realize that the lessons from past United States industrial
mobilizations had been learned, but not followed consistently--I started
pondering the underlying question of why? This query brought me to the
conclusion that we need some vehicle to help us better articulate the need for
a more consistent, well thought out long-term approach to the way we conduct
business as a nation--not just for industrial mobilization, or defense, but
for all our elements of power: political, economic, moral, psychological,
technological, and military. This concept of a grand strategic framework
deals with our internal strengths as well as with those we exercise in the
international arena.

In pursuing this line of thinking, I encountered what appears to be
problems with some of our most cherished American beliefs, institutions and
practices. At this point I realized that if I pushed this inquiry further,
some readers might think I was unnecessarily attacking basic American beliefs
and practices. This is not my intent, however, I found that to be intellec-
tually honest, I could not avoid these sensitive issues, I accordingly
addressed them as cautiously as possible--for I perceive some of them to be
root causes behind our basic problems thinking and acting strategically as a
nation. It is further my judgement that unless we are willing to consider
them more openly, they will remain impediments to long term, comprehensive
United States strategic policies and preparedness.
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EXFCUTIVE SUMMARY

This study considers credible plans to mobilize United States economic and
industrial capabilities to be more important today than anytime in our past.
This evaluation is based upon the increased glocal military threat from the
Soviet Union which has aqualled our strategic nuclear capabilities and has
general superiority of tactical nuclear and conventional forces. These
factors combine to reduce U.S. nuclear "escalation control," hence re-
emphasizes our need for strong conventional forces. This factor per se
greatly increases the deterrent value of credible plans to rapidly mobilize
our vast economic and industrial capapbilities and the importance of such plans
to rapidly realize our warfighting potential should deterrence £ail.

The lessons of past United States’ industrial mobilizations have been
exhaustively documented and, in the past, comprehensive mooilization plans
have been prepared therefrom. The disturbing fact remains, however, that
throughout history we have repeatedly been found ill prepared to rapidly
convert our economic and industrial capabilities to warfighting potential. We
again £ind ourselves in this unprepared state of mobilizaticn readiness today.

Since the industrial mobilization lessons of the past have been learned
but not followed--this study questions why this phenomena continues to plague
our nation's defense posture.

The answers to this troublesome problem are many and varied. Root causes
are found amongst several inherent American characteristics, traditionms,
behaviors, institutions, and some of the practices of our form of democratic
govermment. This study delves into this "touchy” problem and concludes that
as a nation we have some practices and benhaviors which work against our best
long term strategic interests. For most of the post World War II period when
we possessed overwhelming economic and military power relative to that of our
friends and enemies, this situation was not critical. However, as our
relative balance of power has decreased vis-a-vis the developed world and the
Soviet Union, our free world lcadership position is increasingly challenged.

This study discusses these factors and their impact upon our increasing
free world leadership challenges. It concludes that, as a nation, we need to
carefully evaluate some of our basic beliefs and past practices and make
certain key changes wihich will better enable us to meet our future strategic
challenges. My orimary recommendation is that as a nation we need to develop
and apply a United States "grand" strategy which integrates and employs all
elements of national power--economic, political, psychological, moral,
technological, as well as military :toward the protection and promotion >£ our
"vital" interests. Such a strategy must oe dased upon a realistic evaluation
of the threat we face and the develcpment of long term strategic objectives to
counter them. Such a strategic framewori will allow us to better Calculate
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2%; the "means" required to counter these threats and to promote United States

o interests over the long term. It is suggested that such a strategic framework
o ¢ is the backdrop necessary for us to properly ratioralize the need for "total"
Rty industrial mobilization preparedness plannlng and to develop and maintain the
»ﬁg requisite national resolve to allow them to endure over tire.

%x This study concludes with a recommended theoretical and strategic outline

such a United States "grand" strategy might require.
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- GRAND STRATEGY -
A Necessary Framework for Lasting
INDUSTRIAL MOBILIZATICN PREPAREDMESS
CHAPTER I

INTRODICTION

Advanced planning to rapidly mobilize American industry to respond to a
major national emergency is more critical today than at anytime in our past.
Considering this a real and important problem, I started my Industrial College
research proiject as 2 member of a group seeking to identify the lessons
learned from past United States industrial mooilizations. The intent of that
effort was to identify the important historical lessons, compare them to
today's mobilization preparedness, and provide recommendations tc help us
improve upon our future capabilities. Shortly after undertaking this effort,
however, I concluded that the pertinent lessons and recommendations from both
our World Wars I and II and from our Korean War era industrial mobilizations
had been extensively documented and that comprenensive mobilization planning
structures had been developed following these experiences. The disturbing
fact which I derived from this review, however, was that we have never
consistently followed these lessons and that since iorld War I we have been
found repeatedly ill prepared to mobilize our vast warfighting potential.
This situation, as is now well known, is unfortunately the case again
today--we are sadly unprepared to rapidly mobilize our vast economic and
industrial potential. Congress and the Reagan Administration are again
attempting to overccme tnhis major shortfall in our security posture which was
allowed =0 develop during :he 1970s.
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£§€ At this peint I Jound myself more challanged <o try L0 Zetermine whv the
RN United States continues to experience this roller ccaster zattern of defense
;:ﬁ and therefore mobilization preparedness. Although I still bdelisve it is

;% vitally important “hat we understand and apolv relevant lessons from our *
‘o

N history, it now arpears more irportant than ever that we sthampt to urderstand
gj the forces at worx within our society which have prevented us from maintaining
L

‘.ﬁ a consistently adequate defense posture over the long run. At present, even
" though I apolaud current initiatives to redress our critical derfense and

)

944 industrial mobilization shortfalls, based upon historical prececent there is
EE no reason to te optimistic that they would last any lormer than our past

- similar efforts. I accordingly made this concern the major thesis of this

additional individual research effort.

As a result of this research I nave concluded that there should be 2

greater national understanding of this proolam and a far greater sense of

.
<

o
g

urgency than I believe exists toward efforts to resolve it. As I will attempt

R

w

i to develop in this paper, we as a people and as a nation nhave many Jdeeply

S qgagralned aditions, and social and psychclogical factors which make it

ég, difficult for us to deal witnh this problem 2ffectively. We have been blessed

E% with abundance, a creative and hardworking people, geograpnical protection, a

R productive climate, etc., which nave worked to our decided advantage. We

R

?g adocted a Zorm of government based upon individual freedonis and liberties and

- an ecoromic system based upon capitalism and free enterprise which have also

Zg rved us well, largely as a result of these Zactors we are stroengly

% individualistic zndé have Zeen exceptionally successful. Compared to most

E otnher nations we nhawve schisved enviasly dign standards ¢f living and macerial
2
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well being. AlSng with these dlessings =nd strencris, we niszorically nave
aiso had 2 generally isclatzicnist cutlock toward the rest of ne world and
have zperoached many Jreat prodlems with 3 rather impatient and short cerm
outlook. So far, our dlassings and strengths nave grevailed over our
Ior the great natlion we nava zecome.

It is at zhis point in our history, however, zhat we saculd have r=ason
for concern. The world nas rapidly srown smaller and our rola in it far

Sreater, Qur own future and thaz of zhe Zree world now Zdepend, TOre than a

anvtime in Zhe past, upon the steadiness and maturizy oI American leadersnip

and upcn he manner sy which we amploy our naticnal power 2o promoce and
»goure our lcobal interests. At some Do0int in the razcent zast “he Tnitad

States emerged cpon the world scene as a major ocwer., This trans-

tn

Srrazicn /a3 serzainly nasterad by the ocutccme of World war II. ut, and

|1
[

t
f
V]

did not face anywhera near <he leadership chalisrge it faces today in terws

the potential dangers of absolut2 destruction of the Recubiic.

is mignt e a controversial point, the United States at the eond of tha:t war

ot

As a result of the massive destruction during world War IT <o our friends

ard ailies 3s well as =0 our former enemies, tne nitad Staces became =he ©

major oower left inctact and by far the most powerful nacion in the world, ooth

economically ané militarily. We then asszied unguestioned leadersikip of the

free wczld, Wwith this overwnelming zalance of power diffarential in our

favor, zhe Tnited States was acle =0 prevall more cr less .nchallenced ca h

¢ ‘ - - - ., . el 3 “« 9 P e

internaziznal scere Zor TAENTY D.U3 years. HisSToricCaadl, £ucCh 2 1iSh
. £ ., < - PR - - - S
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) balanced state except IZor the dangerous dipolarity ocetween the U.5. and the
. JSSR. The relative zalance of power tetween the Tnited Statas and the .
..
liﬁl developed democracies of the free world and with the Soviet Cnion is
2%
¢ " P . + - .
g4 considerably lassened today freom what it was in the earlier post war years.
o)
This is an important consideration (n zvalr iting our stratsgic =situacion and
[
\js demands from us a far greater degree of sopnistication and mature leacdership
)
3 o« . ¥ : s
353 than was earlier required.
i
3 Concerning the thesis of this paper, I will argue that this situation
¥
g
. %J requires a more stratagic global perspective and longer term more consistent
o\ application of cur national policies than in the past. As a Xey reguirement,

and if historv is %o prove us up %0 the task, we as » nation ar2 going %o have

to carefully evaluate some of our traditional b>eliefs, institutions and

3}
gt

e practices and waxke 3are oritical ~daptations to adeguazaly meet n~ur futur:
e free world leadership challenges. It is our ability to recognizs this need
\:b?

X

and our ability to make the necessary changes that are of concern to this

-

observer,

The fact that many of our friends and allies are now major eccncmic powers

el

A
;i§ with whom we compete in world marksts tends to maxe our strategic situacion
B more difficult. They can now act wcre independently in their own incerests.
'i%' Our situation is also more difficult because we in fact face a greatly

?vZ strengthened military power in the Soviet Union. She s now the Zirst true

jlobal power thzt nas confronted the United 3tates; Germany and Japan 3during

World war 11 wer2 regicnal powers and tnreats. 3ince tne Soviet Cnicn aas

,
4,
)
X
Lt - - - T .
- - - fag - - . . -
DK jained stracejic nuclear parity witz the Jnized Statas zrd, along with the
(X . - H PR 1 -~ ; ] . -y P < . . .
Narsaw Pact, seotains taciicael nuclear and conventicnal milicary sugerioricy
;
oy s, ; : : . PR
3 e ] - . e . - - - - - - - -— g -
iy over our NhIU/lavan alliances, sne L3 2 Iar grestar whreat o e selkonad wiln,
L
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& Strategically the Soviet Union Jained her military superiority over the

X ) U.S. by applying consistent policies and by Jeliberate allocation of resources
: over the long run--while the United States pursued the roller coaster defense
¥ policies mentioned earlier. With comparable U.S. consistency of policy and
5;& resoive, we would not now face a "window of vulnerapility." We would also not
§§ nave to expend as manv doliars in the long run as we will end up spending if

we are to successfully redress this gap in our defense preparedness. Most

wr
-

iy

significantly, without their military power base it is reasonable to bealieve

—

that the Soviets would not have attempted to gain their strategic footholds in

)

s

Asia, Africa and South America which now increasingly threaten our "vital

interests.® Most critically, if we do not learn from this lesson, it is ore-

W b g € G e

dictable that we will one day scon find ourselves too far behind to catch up!

(& Moot

s

The other factors which make our strategic situation most difficult, are the

factors earlier mentioned reizting to many of our most basic traditions,

DA

institutions and social and psychological beliefs and practices.

2%

2R

The title of this paper alludes to what I have concluded could help us

resolve this predicament. Considering our current strategic situation, I

[
il e g e

believe two quotes from pasi. President Richard M. Nixon in The Real War are

——

most prophetic:

: One characteristic of advanced civilization is that as they grow
e richer and fatter, they become softer and more vulnerable. Throughout

history the leading civilizations of their time have been destroyed by
B - barbarians, not because they lacked wealth or arms, but because they
lacked will; because they awoke too late to the threat, and reacted too
timidly in devising a strategy to meet it.l
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In the final analysis victory will go to the side tha%t most
effectively builds, maintains, concerts, and uses its pcwer--rot just its
military power, 2ut all its strengths comoined . . . Power is the aoility

;f; to make things happen, to influence events, to set the course of nistory.
. Some <inds of power operat2 effectively in the short term; some only over
b the course of many generations . . . Traditionally, the Chinese think in
™% terms of millenia, the Russians in terms of centuries, the Euroveans in

2K

terms of generations, and we Americans in terms of decades. e must lsarn
_ to take a longer view., Then we will be more likely to <axke the actions in
¥ the short term that are necessary t0 achieve the rasults we want in tne
y lorg term.2

Wy It is important to emphasize that the conéept of strategy herein advocated
54 is a "grand" vs. "military" strategy. The latter form of stratagy such as is
Ei articulated in DOD Defense Guidance or by the Secretarv of Defens2 Annual

. Report to the Congress would be an important gart of a grand strategy

ff addressing our military element of national power. Our military strategy rer
;‘ se, however, needs to te integrated within a greater strategic framework encom-

RSk AT, e

NI

pPassing all United States 2lements of nationzl power. I have accordingly
concluded that a comprenensive grand strategy, cine which integrates emplovment
of all national elements of power and which focuses on the long term, could
greatly help us meet the many free world leadership challenges we fa:ze.
Importantly, such a strategy would have to reguire non-partisan support, o2

~y

understood and supportad by the American pecule, ard in general terms endure

over a span of several administrations and Congresses. To be lasting such a

+3 . . . . o . .
%; strategy would nave Lo be "American" in nature and take into consideration our
+
K : unigue characteristics, values, traditions, practices, =tc.
iy ~ IS
1

I fully realize that the develcpment and apolication of such a grand

IS

"
;@ strategy is a tall order and would regquire the higrest levels of sustained
? ! a : . - g ) ! p -
& commimicnt and a consiceranie amount of time to Jdevelop and lmplemen:z, I

WOuld o2 less %nan honest Lf I oretended I could prescrioe all the de-zils of
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"how" we could develop or implement such a comorehensive strateqy.
Nevertneless, 1 do believe thers is value in attempting to cutline the prcblem
and in suggesting a theoretical framework such a strategy might require.
“hether we can accomplisn the actual development of such a grand strategy or
not--it is clear that thece is a critical need for such a framework to guide
our future policies and actions. If we fail to come to grips and adequately
deal with this problem, we will continue to repeat our past up and down
patterns of defense preparedness and gradually but surely fall further oehind
in the global strategic power struggle.

It is, as I earlier indicated, from within such a strategic framework tﬁ;t
we would have our 2est chance of arplying past irdustrial mobilization lessons
learned and of being able to do so at minimum cost and with maximum long term
effectiveness. The present reélities of Soviet military power are forcing us
to improve our conventional defense capacilities. Credible industrial
mobilization preparedness planning has accordingly taken on increased
deterrent value in and of itself and is now essential to our ability to
prevail against the Soviets should deterrence Zfail.

The challerges we face derrand a degree of strategic thinking and
sophistication, mature leadership and both national and collective resolve and
coordinated action not previously achiaved or required. The future of our
nation (and of tne free world) and the democratic principles and liberties we
80 deeply cherish depend upon how well we meet these growing challenges over
an extended period. "Both because of the size of the (relative) decline in
our internal capapilities and of the threat facing us, America ncw nas its

greatest chailence in history."3
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CHAPTER II

THE NATURE OF MCDERN STRATEGY

The first logical step in attemptirg to cutline what mignt Se a croper
grand strategic framework for the United States is tc review what respected
observers of the subject have written about it., One of the more ccmprehensive
definitions and discussions of modern strategy was written by Zdward Mead

rle during the midst of World War II in his introduction :to the Makers of

Modern Strategv: Military Thought f£rom Machiavelli to Hitler. The 2ssence cf

his thoughts are found in the following excerpts from this work:

when war comes it dominates our lives . . . But war is not an act of
God. it grows directly out of things which incividuals, statesmen, and
nations do or fail to do. It is, in short, :-he conseg::incrs of ~ational
policies or lack of policies.

A national strategy amust be formulated by the President and the
General Staff and implemented by acts of Congress, for in such matters the
nation cannot be turned into a debating society. However, the strategy
determined uoon can succeed only if it has the suoocort of enlichtened and
determined citizens . . . We oelleve that 2cternal vigilance in such
matters (tne causes of war and the fundamental principles W11CH goverrn the
conduct of war) is the price of liberty. wWe believe, too, that if we are
to have a duraole peace we must have a clear understanding of the role
which armed forces play in international society.

Strategy deals with war, preparation for war, and the waging of war
. « » But as war and society have bdecome more complicated--and war, it
must be remenwered, 1S an inherent part of society--strategy nas of
necessity recuired increasing consideration of nonmilitarv factors,
economics, :sjcnologlcal, moral, policical, and tec.nologlcal. Strategy,
therefore, is not mﬂraly a concept of wartime, but is an innherent element
of stacecr2it a% all tives . . . In the present day wor.d, then, strategy
18 the art o:r *on:'o;-lna and atilizing the resources 9f a nation--or &
coalizion of nasions including izs armed Sorces, to the end that its vital
interaests snal. oe 2ffectivelv dromored and secured 233ainst 2nenies,
actual, sorenciil, >r meraly *raS“meE} ™he nilghest T Jrf strategy--
sometimes callad grand strategy--is that wnich so integrates the policiss
and armaments oL khe nation zhat tne r2sorz o war is either renderad
Jnnecessarsy or is zindertakan with the maximom chance of victorv,

»
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. . « . The natioral factors in stratsgv frequentlv are the

oy . . N . - S e - ’ .

o determining factors. In vart they grow out of difierences in the

e character and psychology of peoprles, as well as %heir standards of value

: . and their outlook on life . . . In part they are the consequences of

b political, social, and =concmic institutions. Zven more thev are the
Political and military expression of geograghical situazion and national
tradition . . . DJizlomacy and strategy, oolitical commitments and

Y military power, are inseparable; unless this te recojgnized, foreign policy

“ will be bankrupt . . . The very existence of a nation Jevends upon its

;{ concept of national interest and Ine means oy Walca the national interest

") is promoted; tnerefcre, it 1S imperative that 1ts5 citizens uncerstand tne
runaamentals of strategv . . . It was a great democrat, Thomas Jefferson,

Jﬁ Wwno troocsesd -“hat military affairs be made a fundamental part of American

< educaticn (ané in modern tiwes, one would expect him to expand this

34 requirement to ancompass tne concep:z of grand strategy)4 (emphasis

g added) .
The parts Ircm Zarle which I want to empnasize are that: wars are caused

c

y

7&; oy a nation's oolicies or lack of policies; such policies must e made by the

3 . . - . e . : -

. President and staff, but can oniy succeed if they have the surport of Congress

and enlightzned and determined citizens; that strategy now requires incresasing

X

iR : . - (g . .

T considerzcions of nonmilitary factors such as a nation's economic,

{i psychologicai, moral, political, and technological 2lements cf power. He

o further recocnizes that such a strategy must t2ke into consideracicn a

W

Ky

3, nation's unicue characteristics and other national factors.

v Charles Burton Marshall =laborates upon the critical Zfactors in Earle's

e discussion of a nation's grand strategy--its vital interests ancd its means

7%,

4 . . .

;g and national will to protect and promote them:

.
=N

Sarle's reference 0 "vital interests" calls for elucidation, for the
' onrase lies at the center of proclems of peace and war and the pracept of
coherence in policy . . . The issue involved in classifying an interest
as a vital interest . . . hinges on will and on calculation of means. The
¢ test of resolution is willincness ané acility to pav the entailed price.
e o o Mutual contradiccion decween interests deemed wvital oy decision-
maKers on -he rcespactive sides is wnat undoes peace and induces war. war
oreaks 3own and peace is 2nadbled =0 resume ipon renunciation ov one sids
or the other--wnether due 0 Zaltering will or Zailing means or >oth in
comcination--of interests once dzened 0 raguire deing Sougnt for.
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« « « A strategy may fail without being tested in war, however. That
happens wnen want of means forecloses an organized sociecy Zrom
classifying disputed interests as vital and forces it to vield, without
fighting, what it would have fought over if it could . . . The essence of
orevailing in war, if forstalling =fforts fail, is also in identifving
correctly one's vital interests and in having the will and commandirg the
means to urhold them.5

We can gather from the above discussion, that a nation must first care-
fully estaplish what it considers to be its "vital interests" and that these
interssts must be clearly understood by 2all concerned. The United Statas nas -~
adequately accomplished this. A recent such anrouncement was made by
President Carter concerning the Middle East and Persian Gulf oil following the
Soviets' move into Afghanistan. f%hat is most important, however, is to nave
the "means" and "national will” to make credible such a declaration--for such
aA utterance by an American president is an indication that we will £ight to
protect such national interest if necessary. 1In the latter two departments
the United States, as we've already indicated, nas a mixed record. It was
not, for instance in this situation until after the President's declaration
that we started creating the RDJTF and as we all know, the Reagan
Administration has spent more than two years trying to rearm America.
Sustaining national will is a particularly troubling problem for the United
States, as it is for our democratic friends and allies. 1In the past the
United States nas nct rallied tc the £lag until a ¢lear and significant threat

was perceived. In World War II this took the satalytic event of an attack on

8)

Pearl Harbor and in the early 19350s it toox the Soviets' Zevelopment »f an

ion cf South Xorea. 2s we 2all xncw, o2ur

n

atomic weapon and Nerth Xorea's inva
pudlic will lapsed as zhe Xor=an 2nd “ietnam conilicts axtanded over time.
wargaly as 2 resuls of the zsublic sacxkiash over this pnencmena, the United
States 1ost izs milizary supericricy over the Soviet TUalon,
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The Reagan Acministrztion came into office with what agoearad =0 ze 3
strong mandate from the American people to restore our nilitary balance of
power. It is already evident, however, that this popular resolve has alreadv
weakened, partially as o :esult of the passage of time, largely as a result >f
economic recession, but also due to a lack of consensus and bipartisan support
from many influential elements among our 2lite or leadership class (e.g., the
Pebruary 1983 McNamara, Bundy, Vance and Zumwalt letter to Congress
recomnending deletion of 3130 billion of the President's FYDP, to include the
MX, B-l1 and three aircraft carriers). As Marshall correctly indicated,
without adequat2 reans to include a nation's will a nation's strategy mav fail
without fighting. As I have already indicated, it is my firm belief that a
Properly developcd and exzcuted grand strategy would go a long way toward
providing the needed consistency of policy and toward developing the enduring
oublic supoort it would require.

Potential components for a United States grand strategy are not difficult
to come by. A primary strength of the United States is its economic power.

It is certainly one of the most important requisites to maintaining our global
military strength, and to the conduct of our Zoreign policy. High levels of
emplovment are also dependent upon a strong economy which, further, is
important to maintaining the requisite national will to support our
strategies. Much 9J.S. industry is losing out to foreign competition. To the
degree that tiis competition is directly supported by foraign governments and
t0 the degree that we need certain capadilities fZor essential military
mooilization preparediness, cur Jovernment shculd have policies and tag2 st20s

%0 insure oJur econcmic interasts arz grocactad and thac U.S, Sorperations can
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compete with their Iorsign courntarparts on an even bsasis. Such strategic
economic policies wculd not need to oe "protectionist" policies. They coulid
include, as an example, such actions as increased federal support fcr zasic
and applied research to help is maintain our technological superioritv, fastor
rates of depreciation to encourage cepital investment, a relaxing of
anti-trust laws to enccurage cooperation and to limit redundant and costly
duplication of effort (e.g., in R&D). This is but one example; many other
economic related examples could be offered. On the psychological level, we
need %o counter Soviet propaganda in Western Rurope, Japan and throughout much
of the rest of the world, ?President Reagan's vrovosed "centers for
democracy," the Voice of Ametica, and similar procrams would appear to ke
Dotential candidates for integration ‘nto a U.S. grand strategy. Another
consideration might be to estahlish similar public information programs to
help us keep the Aterican people better informed. Maybe even Thomas
Jefferson's recommendation (as quoted from Zarle above) of mandatory military
affairs studies 2t the high school and university lewvels is not such a bad

idea for developing a broader strategic understanding and informed citizenry.
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4 CHAPTER III

8 a

X NC-53-3 HISTORICAL PRECIDINT?

! .o : - . = - - B .

t{ The United States nas never Jeveloved wnat c¢culd be considered a true
,g grand strategv as defined by Zarle. VYet, there is one .S, document which
= might come close. "In 1930, dromptad v the Soviet Union's arrival zs a
3‘ nuclear power <-he vear defore, the .S. Government fSor the £irst time ever
¢

o under formal conditions of Deace, Zut together 2 strategv in a document
, indexed as NL-568 (U.S. Joieczives and Programs Zor Natioral Security),

B 20ssiblvy the most immortant U.S. Sovernment studv aver undertaken.”?

(empnasis added)

! The immediate r2ason NEC-68 was developed is that it was one of several:

"US Government responses 0 the intelligence that the Soviet Union had
orocably achieved a successful nuclear exzlosion in August 1949,
President Truman directed that a Stace-Defanse study team de formed to
provide background information and guidance on nuclear weapons policy,

e o« o« The study team actually did mors than it had bean directed to do.
It undertook to provide a persuasive Sase that would complete the Truman

. Mministration zeversal of its postwar policy of accommodation with the

- Soviet Union, and corresponding peacetime defanse expenditures, to the

policy of confrontation and rearmament, as the requisite of eventual
negoctiations on acceptacle terms . . . ."9

Althougn this document was never officially approved, (it is believed th

Norzh Xorean invasicn of South Xorea was sufficient %0 jell American pudlic
-’ -

»
oviaion and, sherefors, coviate the need for NSC-33 to Zevelor the pudiic
b consensus intended oy 13 authors), its contant nevertheless influenced much

Jiaznam 2ra., 15 was a
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NC-68 similar to those described by Zarle az aprlying to a grand strategy.

We also find the Soviet threat and their hegemonistic intentions well
documented and one can only conclude from review of this document that
Aaverican leaders were well aware of and clearly forawarned recarding the grand
strategy of Soviet leaders and of their growing cavabilities vis-a-vis our
own, The J.5., as a result of this study and tne sutsequent North Korean
invasion of the South (which was considered a likely diverzion for a 3Soviet
drive into Westarn Zurcpe), expended tremendous effort and resources in an
attempt to "foster a fundamental charge in the nature of the Sovie:t system."
Largely as  result of this thrzat ard Scviet intentions docurrantad in NSC-68,
the U.S. undertook its last majcr ard highly successful industrial
mobilization. It mignt be conjectured that this mobilization deterrad further
Soviet aggression. It might also be conjecturad that that lusson to the
Soviets, wherein we committed aporoximately fifty percent of our Federal
budget to war preparations, is still remembered hence adds to the potential
deterrent value a credible industrial mobilization glan could provide today.
In retrospect, as I later quote Zdward N. Luttwak, we now %now that the
Soviets were nowhere near as militarily strong then as we thought they
were--we further xnow that this is no longer the case today. We also know
that we did not accomplish the principle objective of fundamentally changing

PR

the Soviet system from within,
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. Background

Before 'reviewing important excerpts from NSC-68, it will be helpful to
first place its undertaking in proper historical perspective. Within the
"previous thirty-five years the world (had) experienced two global wars . . .
(and) two revolutions . . . the Russian and the Chinese . . . It (had) also
seen the collapse of five empires . . . the Ottoman, the Austro-Hungarian,
German, Italian, and Japanese . . . and the drastic decline of two major
imperial systems, the British and the French. During the span of one
generation, the international distribution of power (had) been fundamentally
altered (within which) a system of sovereign and independent states was
maintained, (and) over which no state was able to achieve hegemony.“7 World
War II, from which the U.S. emerged the only overwhelming economic and
military power in the world, had ended just five years earlier. British
historian Robert Payne adequately described America's power at that time,
"America bestrides the world like a Colossus; no other power at any time in
the world's history has possessed so varied or so great an influence on other
nations . . . One-half the wealth of tne world, more than half the
productivity, nearly two-thirds of the world's machines are concentrated in
American hands; the rest of the world lies in the shadow of American industry.
(and Marshall adds) U.S. resources included unchallenged ascendancy in
military aviation and in naval power over every ocean and a long headstart in
nuclear technology providing strategic leverage susceptible to being brought
to bear in deterring military initiatives at lesser levels of force."® as a
result of this overwhelming power, the United States assumed unchallenged

leadersnip of the free world. 3ased upon Soviet hegemonistic bdehavior
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shortly before and following the close of Wworld War II, the "Cold War" had
already started. The U.S. had launched its "containment" strategy through the
Buropean Recovery Program to reouild Zurope economically and the Point IV and
other assistance programs to help other important countries. A year earlier
the Soviets had developed the atom bomb and we expected them to develop a
thermonuclear weapon in the immediate future. The U.S. by this time had
unilaterally dismantled most of the conventicnal warmaking capability it had
amassed during World War II and had not developed a thermonuclear weapon of
its own.

See appendix A for pertient extracts from the NSC-68 document.
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CHAPTER IV

TODAY'S THREAT

A general review of the current Soviet threat to the fundamental purpose
and objectives of the United States and the free world should provide us the
basis of determining how well we have faired strategically since NSC-68 was
written thirty-three years ago. Ecoromically, "The Soviets have been closing
the gap. Soviet GNP in 1955 was 40% of ours; by 1965 it was half ours; today
(1980) Soviet GNP is about 60% of U.S, GNP. (But) these aggregate differences
in GNP conceal important details. First, in the U.S. about 70% of output goes
to consumption; in the Soviet Union just over 30% is consumed. Second, the
Soviets have allocated 30% of their output to investment while investment in
the U.S. uses only 15 to 173 of GNP . . . Finally, the U.S. devotes a much
smaller share of its total output to defense--5% versus about 15% for the
Soviet Union,"10

Senator Sam Munn adds that, "Since 1970 the Soviet Union has invested a

total of 3104 billion more than the U.S. in militarv equipment and facilities

and $40 billion more in research and development. Soviet foreign policy,

invigorated by this relentless military build up and the uncertain American
response to it, is seeking to gain a stranglehold over the economic
foundations of Western prosperity and military power.“ll (emphasis added)
Congressman Ichord goes on t¢ indicate that, "no one has the clairvovance to
predict the requirements, characteristics or duration of the next war.
However, the massive Soviet force structure and the quantitative advantage the

Soviets nold over the United States--18 to 1 in surface-to-air missiles, 1ll.3
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Ng to 1 in armored vehicles and artillery oieces, 2 to 1 in tactical aircraft,
]
’{ naval surface combatant ships and submarines--makes the ability to surge

2 production extremely important."12
i

{5 Senator Tower aptly explains that, "since 1962, Soviet military capability
;:Ltt has grown inexorably. This growth, uninfluenced by fluctuation in U.S.

é‘ defense spending, has provided the Soviets with both a margin of strategic
! ]

! superiority and a broad range of conventional superiority. Even today (given
) this superiority) for every 60C tanks we build, they build 3,000. For every
j; 300 fighter aircraft we produce, they produce 1,300. And for every two or
13

8 three submarines we launch each year, they launch between 9 and 12,713

< ,

> Admiral Zumwalt discussing Soviet strategic goals gives us a good
gﬁ perspective of Soviet strategy. He explains that,
%
;2 "The Soviet drive for dominance can be seen clearly in Asia and Africa.

" Sometimes Soviet activism in these areas seem piecemeal and

y opportunistic. This appearance should not distract our attention from the
Q brilliance of that very strategy--probing on many fronts with prompt

2 exploitation of opportunities thus revealed. The result is a determined
X and long term effort to reduce our ability and our will to resist Soviet
P! expansion. The immediate focus is on the Persian Gulf, long a traditional
- Soviet interest and a prize of immense value in the East-West

N competition. The Soviets see success here as the best way to achieve
Ry their overriding strategic goal of Finlandization of NATO. The next most
R important Soviet goals seem to be (1) to deny the West's access to the

o resources of Southern Africa, (2) to achieve a significant foothold in

o South America . . . Though the Soviets proximate goals are in the Third

World, their ultimate goal is the subjugation of the free world. They aim

¥ to achieve this by threatening our access to raw materials and breaking .
% down our alliance. They have vast military capabilities, but they

2 threaten us more by indirect and subversion than by direct attack.

! Consequently, the political effects of the changing military balance

< become of paramount importance."l4

i; As past President Nixon further reminds us, “The Soviet goal remains what
M it has been; to win without war if possiple, with war if necessary. Victory

for the West does not necessarily mean victory in war. But victory without
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Z‘: war requires us to be strong enough to prevent the Soviets from winning either
% with war or without it."}> He further cautions that, "Communist regimes

3 have taken power not only in Eastern Europe, but also in China, North Korea,
; all of Vietnam, Cambodia, Laos, Afghanistan, Ethiopia, South Yemen, Angola,
5 Mozambique, and Cuba. So far no country that has come completely under

{i Communist control has escaped from that control."16

This rough sketch of the current Soviet threat is sufficiently convincing
> to concern most of us. What should alarm us, however, is its general trend
;‘ and relative increase over that outlined by NSC-68 in 1950. It should be

i obvious from this discussion that our past efforts have not changed the
fundamental nature of the Soviet system or of its strategic design as

‘-; recommended in NSC-68. Far from it! The Soviets now control considerably

i‘ more territory than in 1950. They continue to steadily improve their economy
; and most significantly, they overcame U.S. nuclear superiority while

:J simultaneously adding qualitatively to the superiority of their conventional
::‘ forces. 1In short, the reality is they are now a far greater threat to be

'i reckoned with than they were when NSC-68 was developed in 1950.

.
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f SIGNIFICANT FACTORS AFFECTING AMERICAN STRATEGIC THOUGHT

;

25 CHANGED BALANCE OF POWER

J As discussed in the introduction, the changing balance of power is a major

; factor strategically impacting the United States. We nave already documented

? increasing Soviet economic and military power relative to our own. They now

have significant global capabilities. Their threat to us is not in relation |

% to "potential" power, for the West in aggregate will continue to tower over

' the Warsaw Pact, but rather to their in-being mobilized military strength, the

e Derception of others of that power, their "will" to use it and the political

; clout it gives them.

i;’g{ There is also the other significant aspect to our changing balance of

fi power, that of the U.S. apility to "lead" the free world. The potential

i’ﬁ impact of this factor is increased by the fact that our allies are also free

%‘: democracies with pluralistic societies and market economies all of which are

— subject to the "will" of their citizens. The fact that these nations are also

’; located along the periphery of the Soviet empire further adds to the Kremlin's

’» potential influence upon the "national will" of these smaller Western nations

and Japan and the difficulty of our own efforts to counter this influence.
n The massive Soviet military build up over the last 15-20 years and the loss c;£
R U.S. nuclear weapon superiority have lessened many of these states' percepticn

of U.S8. backed security which in turn increases their perception of Soviet
power relative to our own. Although our alliances are still solid and are
expected to remain so, we must realize that our relations with them have
reached a maturity level which demands more consultation and coordination than
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previously required.

In short, all of the prcblems associated with
maintaining our own military strength, a consistent foreign policy based upon
"vital U.S. interests,"”

and the requisite "national will" to support coth are

greatly magnified when a group of similar democracies are involved. These
considerations place a premium upon consistent U.S. long term pelicies which
can test be implemented within the blueprint of a comprehensive "grand"

strategy and by steady, consistent, and resolute American leadership.

AMERICAN CHARACTER, WILL AND POLITICAL LEADEPSAIP

President Nixon highlighted in The Real War several key problems which

tend to innhibit American strategic thinking and our ability over time to
maintain consistent strategic policies and programs. He cautions that,
"Americans ar2 unaccustomed to thinking in global terms, and uncomfortable
with the exercise ot power unless directly provoked, as we were at Pearl

Harbor"l7

(and again by the ﬁo:th Korean invasion). And further points to
our natural inclination of concentrating on peace loving endeavors. He
explains that, "From George Washington's Neutrality Proclamation through the
Monroe Doctrine and the Marshall Plan runs an American impulse that disdains
war and instead seeks to spread freedom and prosperity. These instincts make
for a constructive foreign policy . . . if we also show the resolve required
of a great power . . . and there, precisely in that 'if', lies our greatest
v potential weakness, and the greatest danger to the West. w18 o central theme
througnout his booX (as it was in NSC-63 and in Zarle's work) is the
importance of national willpower, He explains %hat, "national will involves

far more than readiness zo use milizary oower . . . it inciucdes i readiness to
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allocate the resources necessary %0 maintain that power. (and charges that),
America's failure of will in recent years have been partly the product of

weariness after forty years of bearing the burdens of world leadership. They

Clearly resuit in part from the traumas of Vietnam and Watergate. But rmore

e
]
..1
%3 what has to be done is to wake those who exercise leadership to the responsi-
ot

) bilities of leadership.“19 To reinforce this point he quotes Alexander

gz Solzhenitsyn who, "pointed to a decline in courage as the most striking

b

? feature of the West (and that) such a decline in courage is particularly

§
W

fundamentally, they reflect the failures of America's leadercship class. . .

noticeable among the ruling groups and the intellectual elite, causing an
impression of loss of courage by the entire society," (and Solzhenitsyn
further admonished that), no weapons, no matter how powerful, can help the
West until it overcomes its loss of will power . . ."20  Nixon recognizes

the differences and difficulties between the U.S. (and free world) and Soviet
systems and cautions that, "The strength of Soviet totalitarianism is that the
goverrment can concert its efforts in every field: military, economic,
scientific, education. A pluralistic free society cannot do this. Most of
its economic decisions are made in the marketplace, its education system goes

its own way, its press is free . . . as a result of our different systems,

marshalling the nations will is a more difficult task in the West. But it is

also more important . . . Soviet leaders comrand. western leaders must

hE lead."?l He concludes that " . . . America ard “ne West need to te jolted
i into a sense of urgency. We no longer have the marjin of error that we had .
o “
even a few short years ago. That margin vanisned with our advantage in

strategic weapcns."22
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Y © INCREASING ECONOMIC INTERDEPENDENCE

Most concern expressed regarding increasing international economic inter-

’-4 dependence revolves around the issues associated with our dependence upon

'::‘ ' foreign sources for critical raw materials, subassemblies assembled overseas
%5 and general concerns regarding a decrease in U.S. basic industries. These are
? valid concerns and worthy of our attention, but there are also other

";, significant aspects of our increasing economic interdependence which can

%% affect our economic viability, military strength and U.S. free world leadership
A --the fact that our market economy has become significantly intertwined with

,’;{: those of our principal allies. We are highly dependent upon competitive trade

:‘\ with one another and to a large degree for exports to and imports from Third

) World nations, to include some with the Communist bloc. Economic activity is

‘. the life blood of our democratic societies and we all practice laissez-faire

7:' competition and trade restrictions to varying degrees.

: Politics within democratic governments are to a large degree driven by the

:z health of their economies and, increasingly, by each others economies. High

;;'Q unemployment, high inflation, high interest rates or deep recessions within

-,- the U.S. increasingly affect our trading partners and vice versa. Trade

(X§ barriers encounter counter barriers and political responses. Shortages of

,’53, critical resodrces, such as we experienced during the oil embargo, can cause

o~ - dependent states to consider their own "vital interests" over the needs of

:: . their trading partners and alliance requirements, e.g., restriction of landing
e ’ and overflight rights. The point is, although such economic interdependence

has served us well, and especially when the U.S. was so economically strong

compared to the others, it also contains the seeds of divisiveness within our
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& security alliances. One fact is certain, the U.S. will no longer have the .
;j degree of unilateral freedcm of action it enjoyed during most of the post

:::'-: World War II era. This consideration must also be factored into the need for
= consistent long term U.S. policy and a comprehensive grand strategy

°‘ integrating all elements of power and it further puts a premium on the

,. astuteness and consistency of future American leadership. An article in the
:\f Washington Post recently highlighted this situation in response to Japanese
;3 Prime Minister Nakasone's declaration of "a time of trial for Washington-

‘ Tokyo ties." It commented that, "The immediate cause is the U.S. economic

% distress that has reduced the tolerance for disadvantages and burdens and has
,:‘; created a sense that the outside world, especially Japan, is unfair. (However
}% beneath the surface are deeper strains. Economic and military relationships
i in the world have changed greatly since the time when the U.S. was preeminent,
‘% but patterns of thought and action have not fully adjusted. Japan is now

‘3 second only to the United States as a free market industrial nation . . .

& (and) no longer a U.S. understudy, it is increasingly a competitor."23

E (emphasis added) '

?ﬁ INCREASING INFLUENCE OF "SPECIAL INTEREST" GROUPS

Er‘-; We have already compared many significant differences between the ability
“' of a totalitarian government to rule, direct priorities and to influence

;3:' national will relative to that of free democracies with market economies. ~
; There are other significant forces which particularly affect democratic .

governments and some of them appear to be on the increase. Klaus Knorr in )

Economic Issues and National Security discusses many of the more significant

ones.
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He prophetically indicates that,

G

<

"national will tends to be weaker when the more influential groups are
divided on the use of national resources and are motivated by a priorities
structure that favors withholding resources from all national programs
(or) favors those that compete with national security action . . . (and
that) national will also tends to be weak when influentials are divided
on the nature of specific courses of action because of differences in
threat perception or different expectations on the various pros and cons
of particular programs. (He further believes that the increases in the
number and political power of special interest groups add to this
problem.) . . . Population segments previously more or less underprivi-
leged in terms of influence on government--ethnic and religious
minorities, women, and youths--have gained more political influence in
exerting their rights and making public welfare claims. At the same time,
labor unions and farmers associations have become strengthened vis-a-vis
employers and are using their power more readily to defend or increase the
economic welfare of their members. . . . These developments in the
cultural and political infrastructure have entailed three important
consequences. First, economic problems, both domestic and international,
have become more widely politicized than before and have apparently risen
in salience relative to other national programs . . . Second, the
increased ability of various interest groups . . . to advance their
oreferences and thelr greater willingness £o do so with other groups . . .
has tended to enfeeble government authority and weaken the great political
parties in these societies ., . . Third, these interest groups are making
increasingly effective demands on the state for new or larger public
benefits."24 (emphasis added)
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AMERICA'S "ALL VOLUNTEER" MILITARY

The last "significant" factor impacting America's strategic challenge I
intend to discuss, is that of our All Volunteer rorce (AVF). Much has been
written concerning the pros and cons of the quality and military effectiveness
of the AVF. Although these are important considerations, they are not the
focus of this discussion. Rather, I want to address the potential impact it
may have upon future American leadership and upon our nation's popular will,

Political leadership and national will, repeatadly discussed above, are xey

interlocking factors responsible more “han most for our nation's benavior and

survival. To many observers, they have tecome increasing problems in
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governing and guiding America today. These "leaders" are a broad group of

\
ii* American opinion influencers and decisionmaxkers. They start with the ‘
33' President and the executive, judicial and legislative branches of our federal .
S government; but also include our state and local government leaders and
ii; leaders in the acazdemia, professions, business, labor unions, churches, media
E:g and other "elites" within our society. A factor perhaps little understood
h nationally, is that our previous military draft provided our civilian leaders
%g a national security perspective they are not now getting. For the last ten
23 years, the AVF has come primarily from the more disadvantaged elements of our
;. society rather than from the pool of youth from which most of our future
?ﬁ% leaders will emerge. A Brookings Institute study recently pointed out that up
ﬂ? to 75 percent of U.S. eligible males had military service from World War II
. until the end of the draft in 1973 (many in the Reserve Component) and today
;g that only 16 percent of our eligible males gzin this experience. Within this
?? 16 percent, however, only 14 percent of eligible whites have served and these
3& come primarily from the lower income sectors of our society. To show the
}; significance of these statistics, a recert lecturer at the Industrial College
:? indicated that in his talks with Congressional staffers he notes a significant
e difference in the perspective of those who have served and those who nave
%i not. The representativeness of these figures are readily discernible in the
§$ makeup of the 98th Congress, where an extremely small number of its memcers
g? have served in the Armed Forces since the Vietnam conflict. We should expect -
?? that a similar representativeness prevails and is generally increasing
. throughout America's leadership ranks. The decisions on rearming America and
) our continued s:rategic power struggle with “he Soviet Union rests principly
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v in their hands. Their influence upon our national will i3 great, far out of

' proportion to their numbers compared to the American population as a whole.
) So long as we continue with the AVF, we should expect this lessened national
2 security perspective amongst our national leaders to have increasing influence

X ..j upon the way we deal with national security issues o5 a nation.
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CHAPTER VI
CRITIQUES OF PAST AMERICAN STRATEGIES AND STRATEGIC THOUGHT 1 4

Charles Burton Marshall, W. Scott Thompson and £dward N. Luttwak offer
criticism of past American strategic thought which provides further insight
into the problems we currently have in thinking and acting strategically.
Marshall concentrates on the persistent tendency throughout American history
to "ignore" war and many of the historical lessons of mankind and international
behavior of nation-states while concentrating on "peace" as representing the
more normal state of mankind. He also believes that such lofty thinking may

be a key factor explaining the manner in which we develop and implement our

~ strategies and the basis for much of our foreign policy. This is a rather

subtle point and one that could easily be cverlooked or misunderstood.

Marshall explains that throughout our history,

“Wars were (seen as) interruptions. Any need for thinking how to win

them could wait upon their event . . . the way to prevent them was to
encourage cooperation, communications, commerce, and the like, to center
attention and energy on peaceful pursuits as distinguished from the arts
of war . . . However implausable . . . (this) notion of a non-strategic
basis for peace has proved durable. It not only survived but indeed
throve upon the twentieth centuries' two world wars. 2ach of those wars
in turn was portrayed by U.S. leadership as the one last interruption--
with perpetual peace to follow. Materializing that dream became the
paramount end of U.S. policy in both wars. The core idea of the League of
Nations Covenant of 1919 and the U.N. Charter of 1945 is that every
signatory nation forswear belligerent initiatives . . . The ultimate goal
of strategy was perceived as a situation putting an end to all need of
strategy."2¢5
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Marshall further reinforces this important point by quoting a foreign
source who stated that, "as a strategic corpetitor, the U.S. is handicapped by
its remembered past; its commitment to a strategic approach to upholding peace
on acceptable terms accordingly has been--and persists in being--too contingent
and too much affected by vain hopes. In contemplating the relevance of this
view, he believes, one must distinguish between experience (with war and
peace) and assumptions (toward the nature of mankind and requirements for
enduring peace) . . . American experience concerning war--and therefore
strategy and the prevailing American perspective on that experience have long
been at variance with each other and perhaps remains so0."26

- As Nixon pointed out, Americans have disdained war and have sought freedom
and prosperity throughout our history. Largely as a result of this psyche we
have normally been unready for wars we have been unable to avoid and rapidly
disarmed as soon as they were over. We may have survived following this
practice before the burden of free world leadership was thrust upon us, how-
ever, we must now seriously ask ourselves whether such "wishful" thinking will
continue to support us as a major power confronted by a highly armed
totalitarian regime antithetical to our own form of government and position of
world power? A closer scrutiny of NSC-68 discloses what could be interpreted
as a preoccupation of winning over the thinking and basic design of Soviet
leaders to positions akin to our own desires for a brotherhood of nations
living together in world peace as envisioned by the U.N. Charter. However,
desirable world peace is to our way of life as a nation, it appears to be, as

Marshall notad, a non-strategic basis for maintaining peace. Rather, the
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proper strategic kasis for peace apoears to e centered more around a groper
identification of our nation's "vital interest" and an adequate calculation
and maintenance of the means, to include national will and military strength,
to secure them such that the resort to war is either unnecessary or under-

taken with maximum chance of winning.
Thonpson expands further upon this point by indicating that

"There is a wide spread view in Washington and elsewhere that the United
States and the USSR have the same interest in preserving peace. But this
view represents a fundamental, critical misunderstanding . . . On the one
hand Americans . . . assume that others have noble intentions and share
our vision . . . especially our commitment to a world that tolerates
diversity. In this view, peace will result in improved ccmmunication and
trust . . . (dowever) The Soviets' view is the very opposite . . . (in
their view), peace is obstructed by intrinsic flaws in our system and in
us, and therefore peace can only come when they have reformed us, changed
us fundamentally. Their commitment to this is all the more compelling
when it is seen as the instrument and fulfillment of historical
necessity. Peace in the American sense, is thus not a natural state,
while conflict is inherent to the Soviet view of historical oprocess. Nor
does our view of peace find much support in history . . . In practice,
our nonstrategic view of peace has been redeemed only in recent years by
retreat . . . peace through retreat only encourages more aggression . . .
A strategic concept of peace maintains a clear definition of interests

. « . national interests involves some calculus of cost and benefits

. « . which as an irportant element, must also include judgement of
national will,"27

Luttwak provides us yet another perspective which is based upon more
pragmatic considerations, which should help us better understand America's
strategic dilemma. He reminds us that, "as a nation, Americans are pragmatic
problem solvers rather than systematic or long-range thinkers . . . Strategy
by contrast is the one practical pursuit that requires a contrary method: to

connect the diverse issues into a systematic pattern of things; then to craft

this

ry

olans--often long range--for dealing wi%h =he whole. 1In the lifs o
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nation it has not been strategy but rather pragmatic problem solving that has
created a society wealthier than most . . . That is why it is now so very
difficult for Americans to accept the ineluctable fact that to achieve even

moderate success the nation's external policy must be guided by the alien

rules of strategy."28

Luttwak goes on to discuss the historical setting preceding our elevation
to world power status, and then renders a rather critical assessment of our
strategic performances since that time. His comments reinforces Thompson's
suggestion of a U.S. "retreat" in our strategic conflict with the Soviets. He
explains

"that until the beginning of this century it was the power of Great
Britain, a nation then itself exquisitely strategical, that secured for
the Americans zll they really needed of the outside world . . . the
Americans had the Great Powers balanced for them and kept from their door
. . « BEven after 1945 the Americans needed no strategy merely to keep on
an even keel. There was an economy soO powerful . . . resources so
abundant . . . war industries so amply productive . . . (and) on top of
all there was the nuclear weapon . . . and so it was that the simplest of
strategies, 'contaimment', could be triumphantly successful. Europe,
Japan, and their appendages duly recovered . . . safe behind the shield of
American power. The task was made easier . . . by the great weakness of
the Soviet Union. Behind Stalin's six million men in arms there was a
desert of war destruction . . . (their best kept secret was that) Stalin
did not have the strength to Xeep the large part of Europe that Russian
arms had won. With 'containment' the Americans pursued what the British
had once pursued for them~--until Vietnam. Then it was not only the wisdom
of policy that broke down . . . not only the competent pursuit of war that
collapsed . . . It was the very notion of strategy that waned, even that
largely passive strategy of containment which required merely that we
react . . . even after that defeat, Americans could nevertheless think
that the discipline of strategy remained unnecessary. There was still a
slim margin in our favor in the 'strategic-nuclear' balance . . . , ad
even if all who desired could easily project the advent of unambiguous
inferiority in the 1980s, most could still imagine that all was well

« + « and by then we had the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT),
whereby . . . the great strength accumulated by the steady effort of the
Russians would be negated, at low cost and at no risk, through the
drafting of legal documents. In this atmosphere it was an easy matter for
the instrument--arms controi--to displace the purpose, for only a national
strategy could define the ourpose and we had a0 national strateqy."<9
(empnasis acced)
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CHAPTER VII
a8 -
RELATING AN ENDURING STRATEGIC FRAMEWORK TO LASTING INDUSTRIAL ,
s MOBILIZATICN PREPAREDNESS PLANNING
:
- : Initially I observed that most relevant lessons from past American
5. industrial mcbilizations have been well documented. Equally obvious was the
‘j fact that we had not followed these lessons and that today, in the face of a
L4 massive Soviet military buildup, we are again ill prepared to rapidly trans-

A form this nation's industrial strength into actual warfighting capabilities.
I:' As we have discussed, there are several historical forces which explain
) why the United States has not been able to maintain consistent defense
‘1 preparedness in the past and whv it will be most difficult for us to achieve
; desired consistency in the future. Hopefully, as I have tried to argue, a
?ﬁ comprehensive grand strategy could help us meet the many serious challenges we
g face. 1Ideally, and hopefully realizable, such a strategic framework would
éﬁ; enhance our ability to stride a more steady pace and united course over the
{1 long term when it comes to our fundamental national security and free world
%s leadership needs. Within such a strategic framework, and considering
Ej historical precedent probably only if we can attain one, we would be more able
- to develop and sustain adequate planning for industrial mobilization prepared-
’::"‘3 ness in peacetime.

The emphasis herein is intentionally on planning for total industrial

. motilization vs. investing in standby industrial capabilities. Unfortu- .
"“ nately, in our current efforts to "rearm America" it does not appear that we

> have reached this level of planning. Roderick Vawter, following experience as
o an Army planner concluded that:
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" . . . DOD (does) not accomplish mobilization planning for the economy as
a whole. We do not plan for a conversicn of the whole economy to the
production of war goods. We do not plan for materiel requirements for
other than the (program) force (a force restrained by peacetime dollar
constraints). We do not realistically consider the total industrial might
of this country in any of our military planning. Nowhere in our planning
do we provide for the conversion of our industrial giants such as General
Motors, Ford, and Chrysler to produce military goods~-lock, stock, and
barrel. dCarrying it a step further, the Federal Government, except for
isolated actions such as the national strategic material stockpile, does
not do mobilization planning (he further concludes that he believes) the
concept of industrial preparedness has tended to center on the idea of
acquisition and retention of excess, idle capacity (excess to peacetime
production which can be rapidly turned on upon mobilization. This has
become a problem because this approach is very expensive.) . . . the key

« « o is that we plan on how we will do it (convert peacetime commercial
capacity) during mobilization. No initial investment is reguired except
for what should be minimal funding for expanded planning.” (emphasis
added)

This distinction between planning vs. investing in standby capabilities is
important to the strategic framework recommended. First, Qe must recognize
that in the past we have not been able to maintain a high level of "in being"
mobilization preparedness. Second, as earlier noted, credible industrial
mobilization planning offers a high level of deterrent value (to be discussed
below). By realizing the importance of this deterrent value and by pursuing
an "affordable" approach, it should also be an approach we can supoort over
the long term. Third, if we conduct re=alistic total mobilization planning and
maintain it, we will be in a far better position to rapidly muster our
industrial potential should deterrence fail. A proper strategic framework is
required to raticnalize this need and to develop and sustain the national

support necessary to maintain it over the long term.
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Futurist and stratagic analyst Herman Kahn in The Coming Boom correctly

emphasizes the strategically important deterrent value to be obtained from ’
lasting and credible mobilization plans. He advises that:

"There is deterrence value in any credible American resistance,
especially if it is clear up front . . . (that major enemy actions) might ;
well lead to a declaration of war and/or a full scale moobilization of at ;
least the magnitude that occurred during the Korzan War. 'In June, 1950,
Congress was debating whether the defense budget should be increased from ;
13 to . . . 16 billion. Then North Korea invaded South Korea, and :
Corgress gave the Department of Defense . . . $60 billien' . . . The
example of the Korean War mobilization is useful to explain that there is
potential for a large and rapid increase in defense spending. Similarly,
any mobilization following a crisis in (for example) the Persian Gulf
would be as likely to be triggered by concern for . . . Soviet threat to
(other) U.S. vital interests as by the specific consequences of the attack
itself. A U.S. defense budget of between $500 billion and $1 trillion--or
more is possible under those circumstances. Indeed, Defense Secretary
Weinberger has recently suggested we should have plans to mobilize half
the GNP--i.e., $1.5 trillion . . . The consequences of such a
mobilization would be uncomfortable for the United States but disastrous
from the Soviet point of view . . . Along with the increased 'warfighting'
capability would go increased bargaining power so that the United States
could hope to achieve its objectives without fighting. (from his
footnote) Fear of such mobilization is probably a greater deterrent to
massive Soviet provocation than existing strategic forces . . . (The
Soviets) are . . . completely aware of the danger of provoking the United
States into doubling, tripling or quadrupling its own military budget.
Further, if before provocation the United States openly spent billions of
dollars to prepare for mobilization after such provocation, the deterrent
to the Soviets would be even greater."3l

Unfortunately, the real deterrent value of credible and realistic total
mobilization preparedness planning is little realized in this nation. also
little understood is the difference between planning and investing and the
associated difference in dollars and time required to acquire the easily
achievable deterrent value it offers. Not only are DOD and the Federal
Government not doing total mobilization planning, and largely as a result
thereof, neither is the other important player, "American Industrv." Again,

in my judgement, one of tne biggest problams as to why we are not accomplishing
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such sustained planning on a priority basis is that we lack proper
apereciation for its importance and the strategic framework within which to
rationalize its need and to develop and maintain the requisite national

support for such a vital and cost effective deterrence program.
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CHAPTER VIII

CONCLUSIONS

The United States was catapulted into superpower status as a result of
World War II. Out of the destruction of that global conflict, which followed
the break up of the previous world order, the U.S. emerged as a colossal power
vastly overshadowing her previous foes and allies alike. From this tremendous
power base we assumed unquestioned leadership of the free world.

We used our vast economic resources £o help rebuild Europe and Japan. We
undertook this in our own self interest as well as in those of our
benefactors. First, we had genuine humanitarian concerns, but perhaps more
important was our motivation to reestablish a stable world order and to
restore the economies of other major nations for trade purposes. Before the
ashes of war had cooled, however, another reason became urgent--to limit
Soviet hegemonism and the spread of international communism to the weakened
states on the Russian periphery. American economic, political, psychological
and military power were thus oriented toward a strategy of "containing” Soviet
expansion and further toward efforts to fundamentally change the strategic
design and intentions of her leaders. These strategic concepts and objectives
were outlined in a joint State and Defense Department document, NC-68 in
April 1950. This document represents America's most comprehensive effort in
the public record toward developing a "grand" strategy during a period of
official peace. Although never formally adopted, its outline guided much of

American strategic thinking through the Vietnam era.
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T
j \ "Containment" and the building of our alliances, as noted, were undertaken
o from a position of overwhelming American power. Historically we now know that
'{ . Soviet capabilities at that time would not have supported her intentions if

) she had been challenged. The U.S. was in a position, not fully appreciated at
;;3 the time, of being able to face down the Soviets during any serious
:: confrontation. This latter fact was most obvious as late as the 1962 Cuban
\ Missile Crisis, during which the U.S. held a 15:1 nuclear weapon advan'&:age32
‘ and equally impressive air and naval power superiority over the Soviets. We
\% should have taken seriously the pledge of Soviet leaders following that
; confrontation, of never letting such a facedown happen to them again. Since
3 _; that time the Soviet Union has undertaken a steady but continuous buildup of
P : her military power. They surpassed us in nuclear superiority sometime early
- in the 1970s. They now have their first, modern Blue Water Navy which
' continues to grow, an equally expanding air arm and large well equipped
% conventional ground forces. The U.S. (including our allies) have gone from a
S position of unquestioned superiority over the Soviet bloc to one facing a
:. "window of vulnerability" in strategic nuclear weapons and of inferiority in
_: tactical nuclear and conventional forces. In a major confrontation with the
3 Soviet Union today, the U.S. no longer has the unquestioned upper hand, in
% fact, it is uncer*ain who could or would face whom down.
9 Many feel and justifiably so, that as a result of this fundamental change
i Y in the balance of power, the world is now a more dangerous place in which to
:: live. In a condition of nuclear parity (or possibly worse) it is question-

| able whether either side would "go to the brink," hence the U.S. has lost

| much, if not all, of its nuclear "escalation control" advantage. This places

3% Y bl AT 4 A\ "-,(, d Y S ARROROANCE ‘_3.-‘7 T T e T T 5: -------------- . ,-\\ :

‘,_l l"




m AR e pa A ST I B St . A AR ICR L SRR LA S ACRASIAC IR A A S A SO A g A R AR A ALY

s
e %o %

oA

increasing emphasis upon the importance of conventional forces and, therefore,

¥
L

upon our capabilities to rapidly mobilize the potential industrial advantage “

- ) .

the U.S. still has over the Soviet Union. Given this scenario, time becomes a
. critical factor in our ability to transform our potential industrial strength
into actual warfighting capabilities. Given the relative decline of nuclear

weapons as a deterrent force, it is now additionally an urgent deterrent

Aty Ay 2

requirement that we develop credible plans to rapidly transform American
economic and industrial power into military power.

Vi The most strategically important change in the world's balance of power

¥

14

¥ since World War II has been the relative decline of United States "useable"
% military power compared to that of the Soviet Union's. We earlier discussed
#y

H other relevant factors in the changing balance of power between the U.S. and
\

our principle allies which increase the challenge to and problems facing U.S.

free world leadership and the ability of the West to strategically counter

AN o N

" Soviet military power and her undiminished thrust for expansion and world
domination. The situation within the West is one of a maturing relation-

ship, a more natural and potentially far more beneficial relationship for the

ot 0 B P R S

West per se and in her power struggle with the Soviet bloc, but it is also one
that calls for a more mature and consistent American leadership and, more than
anything else, for a more comprehensive strategic framework within which to

set our global objectives and to guide our actions. Such a strategy is also

R

urgently required as the "cornerstone" from which to associate the

capabilities of our own grand strategy with an even grander strategy which

s Py PSRt

encompasses the capabilities of our principal allies.
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CHAPTER IX
RECOMMENDATICNS

A THEORETICAL FRAMENORK

Although understandably far easier to state than to apely, it nevertheless
appears desirable to outline several fundamental ideas that, if implemented 1
would help the United States deal more wisely and surely with the many |
strategic challenges we face as a nation and as leader of the free world.

More than anything else, our past tells us that we need to oull together more

effectively and more consistently as a people, both internally and in our

external relations, on the kev elesments of power that comprise our basic

strengths as a nation. It also appears necessary that we adopt a more

realistic view of the world as a system of separate nation-states or groupings

of such states and of -he continuing historical struggle for power amorgst
them. It is within this latter context that we must accept a more realistic
concept as the basis for and importance of power within the international
community. And specifically, we must attempt to better understand and more
realistically aporeciate our foremost adversary, the Soviet Union, and perhaps
accept her more for what she really is than for what we would prefer her to be.

Finally, it appears essential that we think and plan more effectively over

a longer range of time. It is my considered judgement that if the United

States is to have any chance of adopting these fundamental ideas, we most
urgently need to develop a comprehensive modern "grand" strategy. It should
oe one designed on a strategic corcept for maintaining the peace, and, should

peace dreak down, one that would maximize our chances of survival as a free
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nation. It should be one which attampts to better integrate and employ all
U.S. elements of national power--economic, psychological, moral, political, P

and technical as well as military. And it should be one that takes into

consideration the unique character, traditions, outlook on life and government
processes of the American people. More important than anything else, it

% should be one based upon a carcful selection and articulation of our "vital"”
‘33 national interests and an equally careful calculation of the "means" necessary
to promote and protect those interests. Implementation of these ideas would

mean that we must better understand and support the necessary role of military

A\
g | - power within the international arena. It should also avoid projecting an

2'3 overly "idealistic" pursuit of peace as the bedrock for American foreign

b policy.

» .;ﬁhs a necessary prerequisite to formulating such a strategic framework, we.
A need to stand back, dissect and better analyze what makes up the practice of

Lol e,

the American democratic process. We need to continue to jealously orotect and

strive to strengthen its preporderant good features. But, we must also come

¥
L

to a better understanding and guard against those aspects of our practice of
e democracy which tend to work against our best long term strategic interests.

And, in a similar context, we need to better understand and appreciate the

gi capabilities of the Soviet system as it applies to its ability to centrally
MY designate its priorities and to direct its allocation of resources toward the
73

buildup of military power and their conduct of foreign policy. Although
Americans do not agree with their priorities, or the resulting subjugation of
f their peoples liberties and material well being, and although we ultimately

believe that such practices will eventually sow the seeds of their own
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§‘" destruction; it is but wishful thinking to believe that anything in the
1 foreseeable future will weaken the resolve of Soviet leadership from their

steadfast strategy of world domination.
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DS A STRATEGIC OUTLINE

WhY

" This strategic outline is derived from the abcve review of NSC-68, the {
't?('. .
-‘- critiques and embellishments thereof, and from our discussions of significant i
& . ]
$ forces and factors which make our strategic problems all the more challenging

today. These recommendations only present general ideas for the framework of

a U.S. grand strategy (vs. military strategy) and they are not presumed to be

all encompassing.
‘1;1. A U.S. GRAND STRATEGY SHOULD:

BE GLOBAL IN NATURE

- Pacilitate understanding of isolated events in a broader context.

- Help position U.S. strengths for maximum strategic value.

BE LONG RANGE IN SCOPE

- Focus on where we want to be 20-50 years out.

- Help us avoid short-term thinking and responses in light of long-term
strategic threats and objectives.

CONSIDER ALL ELEMENTS OF U.S. POWER

- Economic, psychological, moral, political, technological, and
military elements.

- Facilitate our understanding of the strategic need for protecting and
stimulating U.S. national power base.

- Facilitate identifying, integrating and coordinating strategic require-
ments amongst government agencies.
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::: BE BASED UPON U.S. (AND FREE WORLD) "VITAL" INMTTRESTS

- Support better calculation of all natioral "means" to meet the threat.
1 - Facilitate communication of understandable U.S. strategic interests to

- , the American public, Congress and departments of Federal government.

CLEARLY ARTICULATE THE THREAT

- Facilitate communication of understandable strategic threats to the
American public, Congress, and departments of Federal government.

s K

- Foster the development and maintenance of a non-partisan consensus
regarding the strategic threat and required responses.

R o

CLEARLY DEFINE AND ARTICULATE U.S.' STRATEGIC OBJECTIVES

AP

- Facilitate communication of understandable strategic objectives to
American public, Congress and departments of Federal government.

o
i - Poster the development and maintenance of a non-partisan consensus

W regarding strategic objectives and required responses.

l - Help us avoid developing objectives and policies based upon "wishful |
'N‘ thinkim.”

.

=~

’Qj PROVIDE STRATEGIC FRAMEWORK FOR RATIONALIZING AND INTEGRATING CAPABIL.TIES

& AND CONTRIBUTIONS OF ALLIES

- Improve communications and coordination.

A

-~ Facilitate continuity of policies and alliance efforts.

| o]

- Encourage mutual support and equitable burden sharing.

N

BE A LIVING DOCUMENT

i - Pacilitate continuity of U.S. strategy, policies and efforts.
. . - Maintain currency and relevancy of U.S. strategy.
te
:,"' PROVIDE UNDERSTANCABLE STRATEGIC RATICNALE FOR PEACE THROUGH STRENGTH
:1
- Facilitate communicating strategic needs.
's
=
%
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PROVIDE RATIONALE FOR MAINTAINING CREDIBLE WAR FIGHTING CAPABILITIES OVER

- Provide rationale for maintaining strong active forces and forward
deployments.

W ~ Provide rationale for maintaining depth and flexibility through viable
?“ reserve component forces.

wy ~ Provide rationale for maintaining credible manpower and materiel
mobilization preparedness planning to increase deterrent value and depth

A
;:i of warfighting capabilities.

A

e S
-
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I consider it appropriate at this voint, lest my intentions be
misunderstood, to reflect positively upon the significant efforts of the
current administration, with backing from the Congress. The Reagan
Mministration came into office with an apparent mandate from the American
people to restore our military strength and to reestablish the credibility of
American free world leadership. tion was swift and continues and has
definitely moved us on the right course. Before the job could be completed,
however, as we all too well know, we were confronted by the deepest and most
persistent recession since the start of World War II which slowed this
progress. Many fear today, that much of the public's support has already
weakened. Signs now indicate, clearly I believe, that our economy is recover-
ing and that it will hopefully be a more lasting one. It now appears,
unfortunately, that the new Congress is less supportive of the defense buildup
than was its predecessor, and that we are again heading for a devisive
national debate over defense requirements and of priorities between national
security, the economy, social and other programs. I applaud the many
concurrent improvements which have been made in our strategic planning over
the past two years, yet seriously doubt they are as comprehensive as the
ouzlinre I have suggested herein as desirable, especially concerning
incorporation of our many nonmilitary elements of national power. It is also
doubtful that they form a sufficient framework from which we can maintain
non-partisan Congressional and American public support over the span of
geveral administrations and Congresses. The important test we face is not

just success of the immediate defense buildup, but rather whether we can
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sustain it over the long run--for at least as long as the threat persists.
While applauding the defense gains of this administration, I respectfully
L (
N persist in pleading the case for us to work closer together as a nation toward

a more comprehensive and enduring national strategic framework.
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L APPENDIX A

N 34
X I PERTINENT IXTRACTS FROM NSC-68
.

4.3

34 Fundamental design of the Xremlin.

Pa?

The fundamental design of those who control -he Soviet Union and the
¢4 internacicnal Communist movement is to retain and solidify their absolute
53 & power, first in the Soviet Union and second in the areas now under
ﬁ their control . . . The design calls for the complete subversion or
' forcible destruction of the machinery of government and structure of

Py

society in the countries of the non-Soviet world and their replacement by
. an apparatus and structure subservient to and controlled from the

b Kremlin. To that end Soviet efforts are now directed toward the

: domination of the Eurasian land mass. The U.S. as the principal center of
power in the non-Soviet world and the bulwark of opposition to Soviet
expansion, is the principal enemy whose integrity and vitality must be
subverted or destroyed by one menace or another if the Kremlin is to
achieve its fundamental design. (p. 54)

: ) Objectives.

N The objectives of a free society are determined by its fundamental
values and by the necessity for maintaining the material environment in
which they flourish . . . the Kremlin's challenge is a challenge which

T35 encompasses both peace and war and our objectives in peace and war must

o take account of it.

1. Thus we must make ourselves strong, both in the way we affirm our
values . . . and in our military and economic strength.

B 2. We must lead in building a successfully functioning political and
5 economic system in the free world.
Y

3. But beyond thus affirming our values our policies and actions
must be such as to foster a fundamental change in the nature of the Soviet
system, a change toward which the frustration of the design is the first

,A} and perhaps the most important step. (p. 57)

Capabilities.

The Kremlin's policy . . . is to use economic processes to contribute
* to the overall strength, particularly the warmaking capacity of the Soviet
system. The material welfare of the totalitariart is severely

\ subordinated to the interests of the system . . . The total econcmic
strengtn of tnhe USSR compares with that of the U.S. as roughly one to four
. +» « The Soviet Union will steadily reduce the discrepancy between its
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overall econcmic strength and that of the U.S. bv continuing to devote
1 proportionately more to capital investment than the U.S. . . . The USSR
L today is on a near maximum production basis . . . Inthe U.S. . . . a
0 very rapid absolute expansion could be realized. The fact remains, {
;{'* however, that so long as the Soviet Union is virtually mobilized, and the
N U.S. has scarcely begun to summon up its rorces, the greater capabilities
3‘;:; . of the U.S. are to that extent inoperative in the struggle for oower.

Moreover, as the Soviet attalnment of an atomic capability has
-~ demonstrated, the totalitarian state, at least in time of oeace, can focus
;::? its efforts on any given project far more readily than the democratic
2
.

state. (p. 63-64) (emphasis added)

Containment. (prior to NSC-68)

o Our overall policy . . . one designed to foster a world environment
| in which the American system can survive and flourish . . . embraces two
}g subsidiary policies . . . to develop a healthy international community

<4 « + + (and) to contain the Soviet system . . . "containment" . . . seeks

f* by all means short of war to (1) block further expansion of Soviet power,
(2) expose the falsities of Soviet pretentions, (3) induce a retraction of
the Kremlin's control and influence, and (4) in general, so foster the
seeds of destruction within the Soviet system that the Kremlin is orought”
at least to the point of modifying its behavior to conform to generally
accepted international standards.

In the concept of "containment," the maintenance of a strong military
posture is deemed to be essential for two reasons: (1) as an ultimate

guarantee of our national security and (2) as an indispensable backdrop to
X the conduct of the policy of "containment." Without superior aggregate
v military strength . . . a policy of containment . . . is no more than a
bt policy of bluff . . . We have failed to implement adequately these two
fundamental aspects of "containment.” (p. 67-69)
§ National will and government responsibilities.
3? The full power which resides within the American people will be
evoked only through the traditional democratic process: This process
requires, firstly, that sufficient information regarding the basic
5 political, economic and military elements of the present situation be made
% publicly available so that an intelligent popular opinion may be formed.
&5 « « o Out of this common view will develop a determination of the
g national will and a solid resolute expression of that will. The
initiative in this process lies with the Government. (p. 68-70) ( (emphasis
N g
gl + » « The Soviet Union is seeking to create overwhelming militarv

force, in order to back up infiltration with intimidation . . . it is
seeking to demonstrate to the free world that force and the will to use it (
are on the side of the Kremlin. (p. 80)
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National consensus required.

Y + « « The whole success of the proposed program hangs ultimately on
recognition by this Government, the American people, and all free peoples,
that the cold war is in fact a real war in which the survival of the free
world is at stake. Essential prerequisites to success are consultations

with Congressional leaders designed to make the program the object of

non-partisan legislative support, and a presentation to the public of a

£ull explanation of the facts and implications of the present

international situation. (p. 108)
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