AD-A261 737
MG MR

Understanding
U.S. Strategy:

A Reader

edited by Terry L. Heyns

DTIC

ELECTE
T STATESMERE. MAR15 1993 D

Kpproved for public rsleass)
3 st'nbubg: Vindizaited

based on the proceedings of
the ninth national security affairs conference




»)

Y

>/ eer o

Understanding
U.S. Strategy:

A Reader

Based on the
Ninth National Security Affairs Conference
October 8-9, 1982

Cosponsored by the
National Defense University
and the

Office of the Assistant Secretary of
Defense for International Security Affairs

Edited by
Terry L. Heyns

1983

National Detense University Press
Fort Lesley J. McNair
Washington, DC 20319




Opinions, conclusions, and recommendations expressed or
implied within are solely those of the authors, and do not necessari-
ly represent the views of the National Defense University, the
Department of Defense, or any other Government agency or private
organization.

Portions of this book are copyrighted and may not be reprinted,
reproduced, or extracted without specific permission of the copy-
right proprietors.

The final manuscript of this book was copyedited under con-
tract DAHC32-M-83-0120 by William R. Mizelle, Washington, DC.

Library of Gongress Catalog Card Number 83-600578.

Thistfobk is ipmsaleMy fhe Syfe}inte ntlof ment S
Govefnme nti Offic ash on, D 40 CSigl
copies may be purchased from the following agencies: Registered
users should contact the Defense Technical information Center,
Cameron Station, Alexandria, Virginia 22314. The general public
should contact the National Technical Information Service, 5285
Port Royal Road, Springfield, Virginia 22161.

First printing, October 1983
Second printing, March 1985




Contents
Foreword . ... ... .. . IX
Preface ......... .. X}

Chapter

1. Introduction to Key Issues in
National Strategy .......... ... ... ..., 1
Lieutenant Colonel Terry L. Heyns, USAF

2. Keynote Address: Evolving Strategies
foraChangingWorld ...................................... 15
Dr. Harold L. Brown

3. Evolving a National Strategy .............................. 27

Panel SUMMary ... 29
Dr. Samuel F. Wells, Chairman
Colonel Thomas J. Kennedy. USA. Rapporteur

National Interests and National Strategy:
The Need for Priority ... i 35
Dr. Donald E. Nuechterlein

Fragmegrative Challenges to National Strategy ........... 65
Dr. James N. Rosenau

4. National Security Strategies for the
UseofSpace ........ ... ... ... .. 83

Panel Summary ... ... ... 85
Mr. Norman R. Augustine, Chairman
Lieutenant Colonel Gunter H. Neubert. [JSA. Rapporteur

The High Frontier Study: A Summary ..................... 93
Lieutenant General Daniel O. Graham, USA (Ret.)

A Bold Two-Track Strategy for Space:
Entering the Second Quarter-Century ..................... 119
Dr. Barry J. Smernoff




5.

vi

Alternative Strategies for the Defense
of WesternEurope ........... ... ... 135

Panel SUMIMAIY ... .. 137
Mr. Phillip A. Karber, Chairman
Dr. Raymond E. Bell, Jr., Rapporteur

Developing Alternative Strategies for the

Defense of Western Europe: The Neglected

Triad and Its Implications for Long-Range

Theater Nuclear Forces ... 143
Dr. Edward A. Kolodziej

Alternative Strategies for the Defense

of Western Europe ... 175
Representative Newt L. Gingrich
Dr. Albert S. Hanser

Comparing United States and Soviet
National Strategies ............... ... ... ... 197

Panel Summary ... ... .. 199
Dr. Samuel P. Huntington, Chairman
Mr. John A. Baker, Rapporteur

Assessing Soviet National Security Strategy .............. 203
Dr. Dimitri K. Sim.es

US Strategy for National Security .............. .. ........ 221
Dr. Robert L. Pfaltzgraff, Jr.

Reorganizing the United States System for
Developing Strategy .............. .. ... ...l 241
Panel Summary ... ... ... e 243

Dr. Albert C. Pierce, Chairman
Lieutenant Colonel Louis J. Moses, USAF, Rapporteur

Impediments to Department of Defense
Reorganization ........ ... ... 247
Dr. Archie D. Barrett




Why the Joint Chiefs of Staff Must Change ............... 307
General David C. Jones, USAF (Ret.)

The JCS—How Much Reform Is Needed? ................. 327
General Edward C. Meyer, USA (Ret.)

Navy, Marines Adamantly Oppose JCS

Reforms Most Others Tell Congress

AreLong Overdue ............. i 347
Ms. Deborah M. Kyle
Mr. Benjamin F. Schemmer

Endnotes ... ... 361
BiographicalNotes ....... ... ... ... . ... .. 377
Glossary of Abbreviations ........... ... . ... ... 407

vii




Figures and Tables

Figure
7-1
7-2

7-3

Table

3-1
3-2
3-3
3-4

3-6
3-7

3-9
3-10

7-2
7-3

vii

Basic Organization Model of the Department

of Defense ... ...
Legislative Organization Model of the Department
of Defense ... ... .
Integrated DOS 77-80 Critique Model of the
Organization of the Department of Defense ........

National Interest Matrix .............................
US National Interests in North America .............
US National Interests in Western Europe ...........
US National Interests in the Soviet Union ..........
US National Interests in East Asia ..................
US National interests in South America ............
US National Interests in the Middle East ............
US National Interests in Southern Africa ...........
The United States in a Fragmegrated World ...... ..
Three Foreign-Policy Belief Systems Currently

HeldbyUSLeaders .............. ... ...............

Staff Strengths Projected for the

End of Fiscal Year 1979 ...... ... ... ... ............
Institutional Roles Under Three Options ............
Major Studies on Reorganization of the

Joint Chiefsof Staff ......... ... ... ... ........... ..




Foreword

The Ninth National Security Affairs Conference, cosponsored
by the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for International
Security Affairs and the National Defense University, provided a
forum in which officials from throughout Government discussed
important aspects of US national security with prominent leaders
from the private sector. The papers presented to stimulate discus-
sions atthe conference, as well as summaries of those discussions,
make up this volume.

This year's conference, “Evolving Strategies for a Changing
World,” addressed the problems of devising a coherent US national
security strategy to meet the challenges of international turbulence.
Five topics were addressed: evolving a national strategy, strategies
for Western Europe, strategies for the use of space. comparing US
and Sovietistrategies, and the US system for developing strategy.

Our distinguished authors and panelists raised fundamental
strategic issues which will continue to confront US national security
policymakers in the years ahead. Because the issues are of abiding
concern to scholars and to an informed American public, we have
departed somewhat from our “Proceedings” format of past years
and have designed this 1982 NSAC report as a reader in national
security. We feel it will serve the defense and academic communi-
ties even better in this format, while still furnishing an accurate
account of the conference events.

The National Defense University has noted a growing use of its
publications in college courses throughout the country. This unan-
ticipated but most welcome benefit has emerged from the com-
bined efforts of those many individuals who have participated inour
University's educational and research activities over the years, to
each of whom we express our deep appreciation. | am confident that
in keeping with their legacy and with the tradition of past National
Security Affairs Conferences, this report will generate valuable
insights into the serious security challenges which face our Nation.
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JOHN S. PUSTAY

Lieutenant General, US Air Force

President, National Defense
University




Preface

As the United States approaches the 21st Century, American
defense interests and requirements are being discussed more
widely and seriously than ever before. National strategy to meet the
challenges of the future is certainly a key consideration in any
discussion about future security interests and needs. This volume,
which is the result of the Ninth National Security Affairs Confer-
ence, is meant to contribute to the dialogue on America’s defense
interests by focusing on the concept of “strategy.” The distin-
guished authors and panelists who gathered to debate US strategy
in its various manifestations all contributed valuable insights to
many of the questions facing the United States in the 1980s, the
1990s, and the early part of the next century.

As editor of this volume, | attempted to organize the conference
papers and summaries in a format that accurately reflects the major
themes and in a way that is most useful for the general reader. This
accounts for the somewhat different appearance of this book from
previous NSAC Proceedings. Although this volume in every sense
still represents the proceedings of the 1982 conference, the papers
have been edited for publication and the order of the papers has
been revised. The intent was to blend the NSAC material into a
“reader” on US national security strategies. Because the confer-
ence organizers put such careful thought into selecting and defin-
ing the topics of discussion, this task was an enjoyable one.

In addition to use as a reader, this book can be seen as a
companion volume to previous National Defense University publi-
cations, in particular, Evolving Strategic Realities: Implications for
US Policymakers, edited by Franklin D. Margiotta; and Planning US
Security, edited by Philip S. Kronenberg. Also, the proceedings of
the Seventh National Security Affairs Conference, Rethinking US
Security Policy for the 1980s, and the Eighth NSAC, The 1980s:
Decade of Confrontation? are both highly relevant to many of the
issues raised in this book. Taken together, these publications pro-
vide important perspectives which are deeply involved in any dis-
cussion of US strategy and national security.

The introductory chapter briefly summarizes the most impor-
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tant points made by each of the authors. The reader must remember,
however, that no summary can adequately portray the complex
ideas carefully developed by an author, who has brought both
serious scholarship and years of experience to his work. For this
reason, it is best to read the paper itself and not rely on any
substitute.

Preceding each set of papers is a summary of that particular
panel's discussion. Each panel chairman, assisted by the rappor-
teur, has prepared a synopsis of the key points made by the authors
to the panel and also the key points that emerged during panel
discussions. These panel summaries are especially valuable in that
they represent the reactions and informed views of the participants
themselves—government policymakers, scholars, and members of
the media and business communities. In some cases, the issues
raised in the panel discussions were especially contentious and
difficultto deal with in any decisive way. In editing ihis reader, there
was certainly no attempt to favor one point of view over another;
disagreements will clearly come through. Indeed, the stimulation of
a number of ditferent points of view was encouraged. In this way,
the conference directly supported the kind of creative thinking that
is fundamental to the mission of the National Defense University.

The Ninth National Security Affairs Conference was the resuit
of cooperation among many agencies and individuals. The Office of
the Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs
and the National Security Affairs Institute of the National Defense
University cosponsored the event. The Honorable Francis J. West,
Jr., Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs,
and Lieutenant General John S. Pustay, President, National Defense
University, deserve special recognition for their efforts on behalf of
the conference. We were especially fortunate to have had a man
with the experience of Dr. Harold Brown to deliver the keynote
address to the conference. Special thanks must also be given to Mr.
John P. Merrill, the Director of Policy Research, Office of the Under
Secretary of Defense for Policy, and Colonel Frank Margiotta,
Director of the National Security Affairs Institute, who jointly coor-
dinated the conference.

In addition, many others worked on behalf of the conference

and publication of this reader. The entire staff of the Research
Directorate pitched in wherever needed to ensure the many details




were attended to in timely fashion; Mr. George Maerz and Ms.
Rebecca Miller provided editorial support for the various confer-
ence publications. Finally, Ms. JoAnne Lewis, the Executive Secre-
tary of the National Security Affairs Institute, deserves a strong
“well done” for her careful planning and thorough work in adminis-
trative support of this major event.

The real credit for a successful conference, however, belongs
to the participants and authors who gathered to raise, discuss, and
consider important issues of US strategy. It is to them that we all
offer a special thank you.

TERRY L. HEYNS
Burke, Virginia
March 1983
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Chapter 1
Introduction to Key Issues in National Strategy

Lieutenant Colonel Terry L. Heyns, USAF
National Defense University

Strategy has varied and flexibfe definitions. A standard diction-
ary definition is as good as any to start with. The Webster's New
Collegiate Dictionary, for example, defines strategy as

the science and art of employing the political, economic, psy-
chological, and military forces of a nation or group of nationsto
afford the maximum support to adopted policies in peace or war.

This definition includes the political, economic, and psycholog-
ical forces of a nation with its military forces, but leaves out the
nation’s technological forces. in the future, the ability of a nation to
use its technological capacity for adopted policies in peace or war
will be extremely important. If these technological forces are added
to the above definition, then, we have a good starting point for
coming to grips with the idea of strategy, and that in part is the
purpose of this volume. Assembled here is a selection of papers
dealing with US national security strategy, written by highly quali-
fied authors whose perspectives are based on years of research and
practical experiencein and out of government. None of them would
claimto prescribe permanent solutions for US strategy, but together
their papers provide a unique set of well-informed views regarding
US strategy.

In addition to the authors who contributed to these proceed-
ings, the Ninth National Security Affairs Conference was fortunate
to have Dr. Harold Brown as a speaker. Dr. Brown, who has held
high positions in education, business, and government, typifies the
multidiscipline perspective which the conference attempted to fos-
ter. Notsurprisingly, his address (chapter 2 of this volume) contains
some key insights into this complex question of strategy. Indeed,
Dr. Brown argues that social welfare programs, budgetary policy,
productivity, and even the social policy of a nation such as the
United States should receive some consideration as inputs into
national strategy. Dr. Brown establishes a three-fold interaction
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linking international security, domestic economic matters, and
international economic questions. He further suggests that those
who up to now have been mainly concerned with international
security questions, must also be concerned with how domestic
economic matters fit with the other two legs of the tripod to support
a stable national strategy.

Dr. Brown goes on to provide some specific points which illus-
trate these key relationships. He concludes that the task of factoring
these domestic and economic mattersinto a broad and comprehen-
sive strategy will not be easy, but will still be a necessary task if a
national security strategy is to have any chance of success.

The complexity of formulating a national strategy is also
addressed in the papers of Dr. Donald E. Nuechterlein and Dr.
James N. Rosenau. Dr. Nuechteriein believes that the United States
must clearly distinguish and identify truly vital national interests in
formulating a strategy. He suggests that a starting point for apprais-
ing US objectives might be four basic “national interests”: defense
of the homeland, economic well-being, favorable world order, and
the promotion of American values. He then assembles a matrix for
assessing the degree of national interest, ranging from survival
through vital interest on downward in intensity to major and peri-
pheral interest. Using this matrix, he investigates US interests in the
various regions of the world. Neuchterlein concludes that the
United States in the 1980s is overcommitted and must align national
priorities with needs, costs, and capabilities. He further states that
no nation, no matter how wealthy, can ignore the changing interna-
tional conditions which will continually be involved in this process
of prioritization.

Dr. James Rosenau’s paper specifically addresses this diffi-
culty of formulating a viable strategy in the face of a complex and
ever-changing domestic and international setting. For Rosenau, the
problem is to identify the obstacles to an effective strategy and to
seek ways to work around these obstacles and achieve defined
goals. Rosenau sees four basic elements in a US national strategy: a
clear conception of goals and priorities among these goals; a design
for achieving these goals or countering threats to their attainment
with available resources; a societal consensus which will support
the strategy; and a worldwide reputation for adhering consistently
to the strategy. But Rosenau then goes on to ask if such a strategy is
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even possible intoday’s international and domestic environment. In
answering, he coins the word “fragmegration” to designate the
forces of “fragmentation” and the forces of “integration” which are
so prevalent in the modern world. Being both simultaneous and
contradictory, these processes have become typical in today’s
world as a whole and also in distinct regions of the world. Rosenau
argues that fragmegration, in fact, has become fundamental. Given
this all-pervasive fragmegration, a consistent national strategy at
the global level is impossible. This is especially true, he says,
because fragmegration also is characteristic of the Nation’'s domes-
tic sector. This results not only from the difficulties that the United
States is facing in its economy, but also from its Constitutional
form of government.

Rosenau sees no easy way out of the problem of fragmegration
for a policymaker striving for a coherent, balanced, and consistent
strategy. He believes that accepting a pragmatic incrementalism
may be the best approach that a policymaker might take in dealing
with the realities of the contemporary scene. Not only would this
serve US interests better than the fruitless efforts of constructing a
broad-based and general strategy, but viewing international events
in pragmatic, incremental terms would help lessen the rivalries that
are so common to the US policymaking system.

Both Dr. Nuechterlein and Dr. Rosenau discuss national strat-
egy in terms of global politics and the complexities typical of the
global political milieu. The next set of papers, however, deals with
thetechnological aspects of a national strategy. Lieutenant General
Daniel O. Graham, USA (Ret.) calls for the United States to replace
the concept of Mutual Assured Destruction (MAD) and to use super-
ior space technology to escape the balance of terror. After review-
ing the threat the Soviet Union poses for the United States, a threat
which he considers substantial and growing, General Graham
outlines a program which he believes could nullify the Soviet threat,
replace MAD, and provide the United States with the necessary
security. General Graham sees the new frontier of space as similar
to the old frontier of the American West in that exploration, trans-
portation, and security can be followed by economic advances. An
advance into this new frontier would also restore the military ethic
of defense of one’s country, and would not require a technological
breakthrough, because options are viable with today’s technology.
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General Graham believes that the United States should set out
to construct a layered protective defense system. One layer would
bein near space with an orbital spaceborne ballistic missile defense
system constructed with off-the-shelf hardware. Other layers would
use ground-based intercept systems combined with an active civil
defense program. General Graham declares that such layered
defense would be workable even though it couldn’t be designed to
meet a standard of perfection. He further holds that this proposal,
while not a panacea to solve all national security problems, would
mean that a disarming nuclear first strike would be much less likely
and that a more stable world wouid result.

Dr. Barry Smernoff would agree with General Graham that
space technology is the US strong suit. In light of this advanced
technology, Dr. Smernoff outlines several possible options for the
United States: To keep space a sanctuary; to seek to negotiate to
prevent an arms race in space; to prepare to deny the Soviets an
advantage; to compete to achieve superiority; or, to seek to blend
technology and politics in such away as to exploitthe US edge and
nuclear deterrence through MAD. Smernoff favors this last option.
He sees space as tailor-made for facilitating a transition from
nuclear offense to non-nuclear defense. He admits that a ““zero-
leak” space defense system is not attainable, but also believes that a
low ieak rate is acceptable, especially when combined with reduc-
tions in the number of warheads on both the US and Soviet sides. If
such a condition could be achieved, both sides would be in a
sounder security position and not have to rely on the mutual hos-
tage relation which exists at present. Thus space offers splendid
opportunities for shifting from nuclear offense to a safer and more
sustainable non-nuclear defense.

Dr. Smernoff believes that a blending of the political compo-
nents of arms control and diplomacy with the US technological
advances in space into a “two-track strategy” is a very achievablie
goal. Indeed, he points out several developments—the formation of
a new Space Command, the attention being paid to laser weapon
development, and the 20 percent real annual growth in DOD space
funding—as evidence that the United States is moving to space
superiority in the 1990s and beyond. The two-track strategy also
has implications for US force structure. Space is seen as a military
force multiplier which can augment the blue-ocean fleet and an
atmospheric “stealth” fleet. But a move into space is more than a
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mere multiplier. Space also represents a gradual nuclear deempha-
sis and the expansion of the politico-military emphasis of the United
States beyond Western Europe and NATO.

Alternative strategies for the defense of Western Europe, in
fact, were the focus of another set of conference papers presented
by Dr. Edward Kolodziej and jointly by Congressman Newt Ging-
rich and Dr. Albert Hanser. Dr. Kolodziej discusses the question of
detente and deterrence in Europe from the viewpoint of the long-
range theater nuclear force (LRTNF) discussions and the resultant
issues raised by those discussions. At present, any satisfactory
resolution of LRTNF is doubtful. Not only are funds to pay for such
weapons scarce, but there are serious differences over LRTNF
roles, to say nothing of the lack of any theory of nuclear or conven-
tional deterrence accepted by the allies. Nonetheless, LRTNFs can
be of some use in controlling hostilities once the nuclear threshold
is crossed. LRTNFs are not hair-triggerable; they are accurate,
calibrated to limit civilian destruction, and able to reduce risk of
accidental war. If LRTNFs were invulnerable, they might be able to
define a mutually acceptable ievel of capabilities needed to stabilize
detente.

in addition to resolution of the LRTNF issues, however, NATO
needs a stable alliance consensus. Dr. Kolodziej suggests that if a
stable alliance consensus were achieved, a predictible outcome on
military policy and arms control could result. This policy should
survive the change of governments. Dr. Kolodziej seems to agree
with Professors Rosenau and Nuechterlein, for he also concludes
that internal politics in democratic countries can affect the credibil-
ity of a foreign policy. The proposals for deploying US Pershing il
and cruise missiles in Western Europe are designed to assure the
NATO European allies of US nuclear commitment. But in fact, the
deployment proposal seems to be adding to their fear. Dr. Kolodziej
believes that a sea-based system tied to the US Single Integrated
Operational Plan (SIOP) could resolve come of the current difficul-
ties involving LRTNF weapons systems. The sea-based system
would neither complicate arms control nor decrease deterrence,
and it would dampen incentives to launch on warning. In addition,
he points out that the British and French also can supply LRTNFs to
NATO. Alluding to Clausewitz, Dr. Kolodziej concludes by stating
that the political message sent by a weapons system is more impor-
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tant than the military medium the weapon takes. This applies to
allies and adversaries alike.

Congressman Newt Gingrich and Dr. Albert S. Hanser also
address the important process of political communication. They
begin by hightighting the differences in outlook between the United
States and its NATO allies on the meaning of deterrence, the idea of
massive retaliation, and the idea of flexible response. These differ-
ing views have existed in the alliance for some time, but never before
has NATO been confronted with the condition of strategic nuclear
parity between the United States and the USSR and with superior
nuclear and conventional forces of the Warsaw Pact on the conti-
nent. Congressman Gingrich and Professor Hanser believe that this
state of affairs renders deterrence no longer viable and dims the
prospect of victory should deterrence ever fail.

The conventional aspect of this state of affairs, however, is
being addressed by measures such as the US Army’s “Airland
Battle” doctrine and the “Army 86" force modernizations. If these
developments are successful, for the first time, the NATO side will
have the capability of stopping a Warsaw Pact conventional attack
without resorting to nuciear weapons, a capability unprecedented
in NATO history. As a result, the Pact forces might be tempted to
engage in the first use of nuclear weapons to achieve a break-
through. Therefore, NATO still faces the task of maintaining a cred-
ible nuclear deterrent.

Gingrich and Hanser believe that NATO can maintain a credible
nuclear deterrent by relying on Pershing Il and cruise missiles. In
addition, the authors propose that other tactical nuclear weapons in
Europe be removed, such weapons being more of a disadvantage
than an advantage on the battlefield. By relying on the Pershing il
and cruise missiles and upon a strong conventional deterrence,
supported by nine specific principles which they believe underlie
such aconventional deterrent, NATO can still be aworking alliance
in the next century. The authors are under no illusions that such
conventional and nuclear deterrence will be easy to achieve. They
cite the need for supplies, problems involving reserve forces, and
the fact that the European allies must demonstrate that they are
willing to make the necessary sacrifices to defend themselves. The
authors conclude that NATQO is in an especially dangerous period,
for the allies now face a Soviet state which has serious internal
strains and an ennrmous military capability.
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This question of the military capability of the Soviet Union is a
disturbing one. The mere fact that the USSR has such an enormous
military machine is in itself cause for concern. What do the Soviets
intend to do with this enormous capability? involved in these ques-
tions is also the relationship of the United States and the USSR. The
nature of the relationship between US and Soviet strategy is the
subject of the next set of papers by Dr. Robert Ptaltzgraff, Jr., and
Dr. Dimitri Simes.

Dr. Simes begins by reminding us that the Soviet Union has a
cultural, historical, and psychological perspective of the world that
differs radically from the Western outlook. It is not possible to view
events in the Soviet Union and draw conclusions by the criteria of
Western countries whose historical heritage and democratic politi-
cal tradition are far removed from those of the USSR. Tothosein the
West who point to the enormous economic difficulties of the
Soviets, Dr. Simes counters that the USSR is not on any disaster’s
edge; the Soviet growth rate is equal to the US rate. In addition, the
Kremtin has defuzed dissident elements in Soviet society, has
towered some of the friction with China, has avoided the worst so far
in Poland, has Eastern Europe under control, and is building the
new natural gas pipeline. The Soviet regime’s difficulties arereal. to
be sure, but do not threaten imminent collapse.

Dr. Simes also believes that the Soviets do dream of world
domination, but do not operate in terms of a master plan. Rather, the
Soviet leadership responds to targets of opportunity and takes
advantage of US lapses. This is different from the adventuristic
streak and missionary zeal characteristic of regimes such as Nazi
Germany. He, however, does believe that Moscow is clearly inter-
ested in changing the international status quo at the expense of the
United States,

Dr.Simes is of the opinion that the Soviets do have an important
set of objectives which they pursue in the worldwide competition
with the United States, even if they have no grand strategy. Indeed,
such lack of strategy allows greater operational flexibility. Soviet
objectives include maintaining their own security and that of their
empire,; preventing a new encirclement and blockade; reshaping the
world order; and attaining legitimacy in terms of detente, especially
in US recognition of the USSR as a superpower. In addition, the
Soviets are improving their own military capabilities for offensive




Key Issues in Strategy

purposes aimed at stopping counterrevolution and supporting
“national liberation movements.” The Kremlin wants to ensure that
in any international crisis, the Soviet point of view will be taken into
account. The Soviet leadership also desires military power suffi-
cient to allow the USSR to act unilaterally in worst-case scenarios.

Moscow does not always have smooth going in pursuing these
objectives, however. Dr. Simes points out that the Soviets do overin-
tellectualize some of their loosely connected tactical steps. For
example, the Soviets calculated that the present correlation of
forces in the world favorable to the USSR made detente an irrevers-
ible phenomenon—a calculation which has been proven inaccu-
rate. The Soviets had misread the US public mood. The Soviet
situationin the Third World has also had mixed resuits. Some fthe
expected benefits have not materialized from Soviet interventions in
certain areas. Thus, Dr. Simes concludes that there may be anti-
interventionist elements in the Kremlin that might be encouraged if
Americans can avoid the impression of trying to stop the Soviets
everywhere.

Also from the US perspective, the paper of Dr. Robert Pfaltz-
graff investigates possible American strategy in the face of this
Soviet challenge. He first reviews some general requirements of
strategy. A successful strategy should be coherent and consistent
and integrated into the diplomatic, military, and economic aspects
of policy. A clearly defined set of objectives is necessary to show
how to move from one place to another. US strategy thus far has
been to deny the Soviets alignments or alliances with as many states
as possible along the rimlands of Eurasia. The Soviets, onthe other
hand, have been trying to leapfrog, circumvent, and break out of the
rimland.

Dr. Pfaltzgraft believes that US global strategy now calls for
building a strategic consensus. The dilemma now is to maintain
regional alliance cohesion in the face of US global strategic
requirements. Two contrasting approaches are possible. One
would pursue a peripheral strategy with power projection based
upon strategic nuclear forces, air power, and maritime supremacy,
with burden-sharing by allies (NATO and Japan). A second ap-
proach would maintain a continental strategy to balance force pos-
tures and maintain ground forces in Europe and Asia so that deter-
rence can be preserved.

10
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The strategy for the 1980s, Pfaltzgraff reasons, must still be
based upon denial of core areas and the periphery, but the United
States must work with its allies where possible, while acting alonein
circumstances where policies are irreconcilable or where burden-
sharing is not feasible. The US aim shoutd be to foster democratic
infrastructures and take advantage of those areas where the Soviets
are vulnerable, such as in the economic reaim and in Eastern
Europe. The United States could call for aconcerted action of those
states that share a common interest and common security objec-
tives, as well as exploitthe US lead in space and technology. Insuch
a way, the United States could evolve a global strategy designed to
exploit the “contradictions” evident within the Soviet orbit.

We have now investigated strategy from a variety of perspec-
tives, but an important issue remains, and this is just how the US
system for developing strategy can be organized. Colonel Archie
Barrett, USAF (Ret.), provides an excellent review of some of the
currentissues involved in the discussions of limitations to the pres-
ent Joint Chiefs of Staff system and of proposals to improve the
Joint Staff procedures. Colonel Barrett first explains the present
organizational structure, discusses some of the criticisms of the
way the present structure operates, and then analyzes the obstacles
which stand in the way of any reform. The present arrangements of
the Defense Department reflect the US pluralisttradition. There are
many constituent interests involved in any kind of reorganization.
Before reform can occur, these varied interests must all be satisfied.
if not totally, then at least to an acceptable level. If any of the
constituent interests feels that there will be an erosion of its status
and influence, that interest will oppose a reorganization. This is
what makes genuinereorganization so difficult. In addition, many of
the impediments to reorganization have been around for the last 25
years and are deeply entrenched—formidable obstacles to any
proposals aimed at substantially changing the system.

Colonel Barrett reviews some of the current reorganization
proposals and outlines their possible implications. The suggestions
of Generals Meyer, Jones, Allen, and Taylor are discussed, as are
some of the provisions in HR 6954, the bill which calls for changes to
the Joint Chiefs of Staff system. Colonel Barrett provides an excel-
lent analysis here and we profit from the insights he has gained by
virtue of his membership on the House Armed Services Committee
Staff. While opinions vary on the pending legislation, Barrett feels
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that it does promise at least to investigate the shortcomings of the
present system.

Alsoincludedin this chapter are three articles which have been
reprinted with the kind permission of the Armed Forces Journal
International. The articles by General David C. Jones, USAF, (Ret.)
and by General Edward C. Meyer, USA (Ret.) outline specific cri-
tiques of the present system from the perspective of leaders who
have had to work within the present system. General Jones believes
that the challenges faced by the United States today require a
greater integration of military service efforts than at any other time
in our history. He calls for allinvolved in the JCS process to find the
middle ground of reform needed to strengthen the system and make
it more responsive to challenges the United States now faces. Gen-
eral Meyer agrees that there must be a better way to provide the best
military advice possible to our national leaders. He also believes
that reform of the mechanism which provides such advice is
overdue. The last article, written by Deborah M. Kyle and Benjamin
F. Schemmer, provides additional commentary from some of the
important decisionmakers who have had long experience with the
present system. This commentary is well worth receiving, for its
provides a diversity of viewpoints on this important issue.

At the beginning of this chapter, we attempted to define the
term “strategy.” After reviewing the thoughts and ideas contained in
the papers in this reader, however, it is clear that no simple defini-
tion adequately addresses the complexity involved in piecing
together the constituent elements of national strategy.

Certainly, several key elements have emerged from the issues
raised in the papers and pane! discussions, but | would like to men-
tion only one. The United States is a truly pluralistic society which
operates under a unique Constitutional arrangement. The United
States also faces the challenge of furthering its own and its allies’
interests in a worid characterized by rapid change and almostanar-
chic turmoil. To evolve a national strategy that is coherent and
consistent; to use the technological capabilities of the present and
future to further such a strategy; to include the interests of NATO
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and other allies; to counter the challenges implicit in a Soviet stra-
tegy; and to organize effectively the US system for developing
strategy—are all tasks that await US strategists as the nation moves
toward and into the 21st Century. The challenges facing makers of
US strategy are complicated by the very factors that make our
nation strong—our pluralism, our Constitution, our democratic
traditions.

Perhaps the first step toward understanding US strategy should
be the realization that it can never be a static set of objectives, but
must involve a dynamic process of defining, evaluating, and inte-
grating the diverse interests and values of the American people. As a
result, there may never be a definitive resolution. Instead, issues will
continue to assert themselves; probiems will be dealt with, but
rarely will they be solved with finality. Accordingly, US policymak-
ers will have to reflect on possible courses of action given a certain
set of events and circumstances. This continual review and willing-
ness to be open to new challenges will be dominant characteristics
of future strategy formulation, and will be necessary for the United
States to chart a safe path through an ever-changing and perilous
world of the future.
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Chapter 2
Keynote Address: Evolving Strategies
for a Changing World

Dr. Harold L. Brown
School of Advanced International Studies
The Johns Hopkins University

To build upon the theme of this conference—Evolving Strate-
gies foraChangingWorld—some of the elements necessary for the
evolution of a national strategy should be identified.

But first, how broadly can the term “national strategy” be
defined and construed? Surely rather less broadly than it is
construed by some, although certainly it should go beyond strategy
in the purely military sense. Already and it seems correctly, many
have expanded the boundaries of the term to take in military-
political considerations including diplomacy, foreign aid, and even
international economics.

Pertinently, this conference’s program has gone into military-
political aspects in the defense of Western Europe. It has extended
technologically, reaching out into the dimension of space. And the
session on US-Soviet national strategies has gone into economic
and geopolitical as well as military matters.

Most would probably agree that the ingredients of a national
strategy should include at least those elements. Some would call for
much broader inputs, including domestic concerns almost without
limit. But sounder judgment would exclude many domestic matters
from the scope of national security, and would thus derive a far
more useful definition.

For example, calls are heard to include in the formulation ot
national security strategy matters ranging from crime in the streets
and school prayer to the creation of a national health insurance
system. An informed majority would surely say that each of these
goes beyond what should normally enter into the national security
equation.
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Yet the formulation of a national strategy should admit into
consideration some domestic factors beyond just the need for a
strong economy. At least some weight should be given to social
welfare programs, budgetary policy, productivity, and even social
policy, to name a few such factors.

What leads to this conclusion?

To begin with a clear example, domestic as well as international
economic conditions determine the resources upon which the
nation, or an allied group of nations, must depend to support for-
eign and military policy. Parenthetically: into foreign and military
policy must go elements such as military capability, alliance reia-
tions, arms control, foreign aid, and the like. Beyond the purely
economic question of the production of the necessary resources
lies the reality that a consensus is required to make those resoures
available in support of foreign and military policy, at least in demo-
cratic countries—or at the very least in the United States.

Indeed, consensus seems more important to a nation's security
policy than to its domestic policy. Traditionally, this concept has
been expressed in the saying that politics should end at the water’s
edge. It hasn’t and doesn’t. But it is evident that the nation can
probably stand an imperfect consensus on domestic matters rather
better than on national security matters. A failure in domestic con-
sensus, or failure in domestic programs, can cause us a great deal of
unhappiness, of malaise, and of pain—but a sufficiently bad failure
in national security policy can kill us.

It is thus important to have such a security consensus. More-
over, the degree of consensus on domestic issues will determine to
a substantial extent how difficult or easy it will be to achieve con-
sensus on foreign and military policy.

In the future, it appears that the leaders of the industrialized
democracies will have to demand of their people difficult sacrifices
for the long-run improvement of their domestic condition—
economic, social, and political. And for improvement of the world
economic system, which is now extremely shaky. Leaders will have
to demand of their populations the postponement of gratification.
That will aiso be needful for the production of a satisfactory, effec-
tive national security policy for their countries.
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Unless the fragmentation of the domestic political and social
structure in the industrialized democracies can be reduced, it's not
going to be possible to get that kind of sacrifice from their respec-
tive publics. If the domestic, economic, and political-social scene is
perceived as unfair—as it is seen to be by a broad spectrum of the
US public in terms of age, race, economics, status or geography—
those sacrifices will be very hard to extract. That is particularly so
where such unfairnessis felt by those on both sides of the divisions
between these population groups: where older people feel that they
are treated unfairly, for instance, while younger people see their
own treatment as unfair.

That kind of division prevents a favorable response to appeals
for sacrifice domestically. Still less is it receptive to sacrifice for
some particular foreign and military policy, even though strategists
may recognize that policy as vital to the survival of the United
States. In fact, the public at large may tend to regard defense as
most regard insurance when the events that it is to guard against
don’t happen—as an unnecessary luxury.

Thus it may be said that a threefold interaction links interna-
tional security, domestic economic matters, and international eco-
nomic questions. And it is notable that 10 percent of the US gross
national product is involved in foreign trade, with one out of every
three acres ot tarmland and one out of every six of the remaining
industrial jobs in this country producing for export.

Any national security has to be built on all three legs of that
tripod. Inseparable from this domestic economic leg is the question
of slicing up the pie—domestic social welfare programs, productiv-
ity, capital investment, and social cohesion. We who are or have
been professionally concerned principally with one of the legs.
international security, need to think more about how that fits
together with the other two legs to produce a stable national strat-
egy, and out of it a national policy.

This, my fundamental thesis, provides the basis for several
illustrations. These follow, in sketchy, abbreviated outline.

The first involves the relation between economics and security

policy. Allegations are often heard that defense expenditure is
somehow responsible for economic damage to the country. Promi-
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nent legislators, journalists, professors, and others have often said
that military expenditures are wasteful because they don’t produce
anything that anyone can consume. That they produce tanks which
you can't eat, fighter aircraft thatyou can’tlivein, and so forth. This
assertion is uncritically accepted by a wide spectrum of the US
public.

Defense expenditures do, however, like other government
expenditures, spread out through the economy with a certain mul-
tiplier effect, and thus have a role in stimulating the economy. That
is what Secretaries of Defense mean if they point out that cutting
defense expenditures reduces the number of jobs in the US.

Infact, adding a million dollars to defense expenditures affects
the economy in much the same way as adding a million dollars for
income transfer to shore up Social Security. Military, civil service,
and contractor personnel are paid out of the million that goes into
the defense budget; they don’t produce consumer goods. But then
the Social Security recipients don't produce consumer goods in
return for their checks either; nevertheless, they spend that money,
and it gets spread through the economy.

In either case, a million dollars has little inflationary effect; it
does add to the GNP, however, in both cases, through secondary
expenditure,

In each case, something is bought with the expenditures: they
provide for the common defense in one case, and promote the
general welfare in the other.

At some point, if defense procurements go up very rapidly,
bottlenecks are created in critical materials and in skills, which can
produce a special inflation in costs of defense hardware. If that
effect grows large when the rest of the economy is operating at
nearly full capacity, it can spill overinto the rest of the economy. But
so of course can social welfare expenditures at a high-enough level.

Neither sort of expenditure produces bottlenecks at low values
becausethey are spread very widely among the population. Butata
high-enough level they contribute to general inflation. For example,
at the moment, producing tanks at a higher rate would be unlikely
torun prices up by overloading our steel industry, since itis operat-
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ing now below 40 percent of capacity.

In short, in most defense production, we are not now nearing
problems of inflationary spillover into the rest of the economy.

The more of us that take the trouble to recall this and explain it,
the more likely it is in time to penetrate with some effect on public
understanding. Ciearly, it is imperative to lay to rest this mistaken
view that defense expenditures per se are wasteful. Or that they are
to blame for such things as the loss of US preeminence in automo-
bite manufacture, under the misapprehension that all our brilliant
auto-bumper engineers are now being used in the defense industry
and so are not available to outdesign the Japanese.

A third category of public expenditure competes with both
defense spending and Social Security-style income transfers, and
probably can make a better claim to adding to the US gross national
product ten years hence. That category is public spending on
infrastructure—on dams, bridges, roads, water supply, sewers, and
the like. The same applies to expenditures on schools, which are an
investment in human capital. Many such expenditures are by local
government, and therefore are not in immediate competition with
Federal spending. They are also, by and large, considerably smaller
than either military expenditures or income transfers. They do,
however, contribute to productivity in the long run.

Future debate may turn to the question of how Federal expendi-
tures shall be divided between such capital expenditures (which are
for future productivity), expenditures for various kinds of interna-
tional stability (and defense expenditures are for that), and expendi-
tures for domestic stability (which is in essence the aim of at least
some income transfers).

Beyond all of these considerations, we mustremember that the
productive sector in our economy is the private sector, notits public
sector. And Federal policies—on encouraging investment, on anti-
trust as this may affect productivity, and so forth—can have a
greater effect indirectly than some of these Federal expenditures
can have directly on investment. Notably, a Federal policy change
altering private-sector productivity by 10 percent has a much
greater effect than direct Federal capital investment. But however
powerfully government may affect productivity, because ours is a
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relatively free market rather than a centrally planned economy, it
does so indirectly.

Another element related to the strategy-supporting tripod is
energy policy. Clearly, energy policy influences our national secur-
ity, influencing our ability to remain a productive and effective
society. To be heid hostage by having to import even 30 or 35
percent of our oil—it used to be 50 percent—with part of that com-
ing from a particularly unstable geographical region like the Middle
Eastis asource of great vulnerability. Thus a sensible energy policy
is avital part of the tripod’s national security element, as well as of its
domestic eonomic leg.

A furtherissue, tax cuts, is currently prominentin the domestic
economic picture. Clearly, the 1981 decrease of taxes by $750
billion below the previous five-year projections (since adjusted by
tax increases in 1982 by about $99 billion for three years or about
$140 over the four remaining years of the five), and a five-year
projected increase of defense expenditures calculated at $150 bil-
lion, leaves some $750 billion less in the Federal coffers over the five
years. This works out at about $150 biilion less a year. This is the
origin of most of those projected $200 billion yearly deficits that
have proven so frightening to the financial community.

it is also clear that interest rates, now falling because capital-
investment borrowing has practically disappeared, will rise again
when the economy starts to recover. But recovery is likely to be
aborted unless this $200 billion yearly projected deficit can be
reduced believably to something under $100 billion as it was in the
past.

How can this be done? Ideas usually combine the good luck of a
windfall improvement in the economy to generate more revenue
with sacrifice by somebody else. The somebody else nominated,
depending on the nominator’s political views, is usually the “welfare
wastrel” or the “military wastrel.”

None of these prescriptions is going to work. Another which |
will describe may well be politically unfeasible. But it does serve as
an example of the kind of compromise needed to produce interac-
tion among the three elements—those considerations of national
security, international economics, and domestic social, economic,
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and political considerations—underpinning a genuine national
strategy.

Problem: Where can $120 billion a year be found? Focusing on
the year 1985, a source that many outside this room would start with
would be diversion from defense spending. How much less can we
spend for defense in 1985 than is now projected? The amount that |
come up with is $25 billion, which is a great deal of money. Defense
critics who would focus first, last, and only on this item for reduc-
tions in the national budget might say not $25 billion but $50 or $75
or $100 billion.

There really are only two other viable sources, but they can
provide considerably more money. Oneis tax increases, from which
| would seek some $50 billion more for 1985. One obvious approach,
not too painful but politically very difficult, would be by decontrol-
ling natural gas and imposing a windfall profits tax, or “wellhead"
tax. This would yield perhaps $15 billion a year.

| would also tax imported oil $10 a barrel, which would yield
another $15 billion a year. Now is probably the best time for this
step, as there is not now any great petroleum shortage. Such a tax
now would prompt a significant but not runaway increase in retail
petroleum product prices.

Then | would take a more politically controversial action by
perhaps postponing the third-year tax cut and certainly by eliminat-
ing tax indexing. This would yield another $30 billion. Let us say that
allthose together produce not the $60 billion they add up to, but $50
billion.

The other major viable source is transfer payments. Not muchiis
teft to take out of genuine means-tested welfare programs. In fact,
my own judgment is that over the next year or two some of that will
berestored. The welfare programs that are really a source of poten-
tial savings are not those, but the ones that go to us, the middle
class—specifically, Social Security and Medicare.

Taxing Social Security would not touch those with very low
incomes but those of us who have higher incomes. An alternative
would be to tax half of Social Security income, since no tax was paid
on the portion, about half, contributed by the employer. The aver-
age payback time for Social Security recipients, if memory serves, is
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20 months. That is, 20 months after the employee retires, he or she
has recovered what both the employee and employer paid in. Tax-
ing Social Security should bring in perhaps $25 billion. Put another
way, this step would reduce transfer payments by that much.

By reducing the indexation of Social Security to match the
per-capita GNP increase, or the average wage increase, we would
by 1985 extract probably another $20 billion yearly out of the sys-
tem. Medicare could become the source of another $10 billion in
savings. The sum of $25 billion from defense, $50 billion from taxes,
and $50 billion from transfer payments could reduce deficits below
$100 billion—especially as interest rates and federal interest pay-
ments also fall in consequence of a corresponding conviction in
financial markets that inflation will not reignite.

This combination of steps would shrink our annual deficits to
manageable proportions. These steps will probably not be taken,
but they mark a direction in which we must proceed to arrive at
anything that deserves the name of a national strategy. And in the
kind of compromises required, defense, which in my judgment
should be a modest element, is nevertheless a key element.

Everyone involved is going to point to someone else and say,
Take it from him. Defense, because its importance is underrated
and because of the misconception that it affects the rest of the
economy adversely, is a principal whipping boy. Indeed, with the
disappearance of a consensus for defense, next year may see an
attempt to take as much as possible of the necessary $120 billion out
of defense. Or we may see a bid to take all that can be taken out of
defense and leave other activities untouched.

Ittherefore seems to me important as part of a national strategy
to cast defense in the role of political key to the rest. Compromise
must be negotiated as a package, for a unilateral concession will
probably be pocketed and unreciprocated, with the rest of the
political deal falling apart.

National leadership needs to think more than it has in the past
20 or more years about a national strategy that includes all of these
interacting elements. It cannot concentrate solely on the domestic
side as some administrations have done, hoping that interaction will
take care of itself. Nor can it concentrate on the international scene
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as others have done with the thought that if performance in that
sphere is good enough the difficult domestic decisions will take
care of themselves.

We need, and soon, a turnaround in productivity. We have the
technology, but we need new industrial plant and a return to the
work ethic. These won't be developed easily.

We need also very substantial improvement in cohesion across
generational, geographical, and racial lines, cohesion across the
spectrum of economic status, and cohesion across differences in
education. | am not sure this can be achieved; certainly therecord of
the past two decades is not encouraging in this respect.

Unless the elements of this kind of broad strategy interact, no
single elementis likely to succeed. They are too closely interrelated,
and in a world where communication is instantaneous and interde-
pendence is strong and deep, isolated successes are much less
frequent than they used to be.

I am sure any two of us would differ upon the details of a broad,
comprehensive national strategy. But | do believe one combining
these elements in a coherent way is needed. In my judgment, it is
also feasible. | am not optimistic that it will be easy. But | do think we
must try, and that if we try hard enough, we have a fair chance for
SUCCess.

The important, indeed critical, national security elements of
any national strategy must be seen in this broad context. On those
considerations | have spent most of my own career, and intend to
continue. For unless we see national security in this broader con-
text, and accept that it must be a part of a national strategy, | doubt
that we can devise a national security policy or a national security
strategy that has any chance of success.
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Evolving a National Strategy

Panelists were chalienged to address the following charter:

“This panel will address the design of a coherent national strategy
to meet America’s security needs. The papers and discussions
might review the evolving role of the United States in a changing
world and the major security interests, objectives, strengths, and
constraints that will set priorities for aUS national strategy. Alterna-
tive national strategies will be proposed and the panel might con-
sider the advantages and disadvantages of adopting a worldwide
counter-Soviet strategy, an essentially maritime strategy, a Euro-
centered strateqgy, and a Persian Gulf-weighted strategy. The panel
will address the strategic concepts of “horizontal’’ and vertical esca-
lation, their applicability, and their potential contribution to US
security. The group will examine the implications of their discus-
sions for US alliance systems and defense budgeting and force
Structures.”
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Dr. Samuel F. Wells, Chairman
Smithsonian Institution

Colonel Thomas J. Kennedy, USA, Rapporteur
National Defense University

Panel deliberations began with consideration of two clear and
incisive papers by Dr. Donald E. Nuechterlein and Dr. James
Rosenau which, in very different ways, sparked the panel to deal
with the elements of the highly complex problem of evolving a
national strategy.

Dr. Nuechterlein proposed a useful definition of the nationai
interest, established levels of interest, and proposed priorities
among them. He then focused on the necessity for tough-minded
discrimination among US national interests by a broadly-based
political process in order to identify those vitally necessary to the
US. Among his more provocative points were the arguments that
the foremost interests of the US lie in North America (in this case
extending south through Colombia and Venezuela); that the United
States is overextended in Western Europe, Korea, and the Indian
Ocean, and should reevaluate its interests in those areas; and that
the United States has no vital interests in the Persian Gulf and
should not fight to protect the flow of oil there, unless the Soviet
Union were to intervene with military force in order to deny that oil
to the industrial nations. in view of these considerations the United
States should evaluate its commitments in the harshly realistic fight
of what the public would sacrifice to protect each one and then
make appropriate commitment reductions. His own priorities, pre-
sented for the purposes of illustration and stimulation of panei
discussion were;

1. North America (including Middle America and northern
South America)

2. Western Europe (plus Israel and Egypt from the Mediterra-
nean area)

3. The Soviet Union
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4. Eastern Asia and the Pacific (excluding Korea)
5. South America

6. Middle East-Persian Gulf

7. Africa

Dr. Rosenau took a very different approach to the topic. Based
onthe sharp divisions among our allies and within US leadership, he
contended that policymakers will have a nearly impossible task in
formulating and implementing a viable national strategy. He pointed
out that recent research indicates American leadership groups are
divided into three distinct and mutually exclusive belief systems
which make consensus-building virtually impossible. These beliet
systems are those of. cold war internationalists, post-cold war
internationalists, and neoisolationists. To describe the simultane-
ous and contradictory processes of integration and fragmentation
of views occurring globally and within individual societies, Rosenau
has coined the special term “fragmegration.”

He concluded that American policymakers had to approach
their work with an appreciation of these severe constraints to devel-
oping consensus and that, short of the most dramatic and catalyz-
ing external events, they should not attempt the impossible. While
one apparent alternative might be to adopt an exclusively military
strategy, Rosenau insisted that would be insufficient to meet the
national needs and that any strategy adopted must include eco-
nomic, social, and political elements. In the absence of meaningful
national consensus, he suggested that only by “muddling through”
pragmatically could US leadership provide direction in the near
term.

These two provocative positions generated considerable debate
among panel members for the remainder of the day. However, the
breadth of discussion, the profound nature of the topic, and the
relatively short time available precluded a firm polling on each issue
and the results noted below reflect impressions and judgments
about points of general synthesis and disagreement. They are not
presented as clear consensus views, and any panel member might
take exception to a particular position or concept presented.

The panel agreed that a national strategy must be inclusive, that

it must include economic, political, and diplomatic aspects and not
belimited (as is too often the case) to its military elements. All these
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aspects must be well integrated, yet all panel members acknowl-
edged the difficulty in achieving a viable strategy that was both
inclusive and fully integrated.

The panel also agreed that a national strategy must be balanced
with available resources at all stages of development and must be
persuasively presented to both the public and Congress. Members
frequently referred to the need for public understanding and sup-
port of a national strategy to outlast successive national political
administrations. The difficulty of achieving such wide support was
generally acknowledged, but the necessity for that support was
accepted. The group also examined the need to make the general
international community, friends as well as adversaries, aware of
our strategic concepts. The implicit theme of overcommitment of
resources also ran through all discussion. The group agreed that
the United States suffers too often from excessive resource com-
mitments, exacerbated by the rapid rise and fall of budget levels.
Consequently, there is a clear need for steady, long-term policies
and programs to match the political and economic realities facing
this Nation.

The panel agreed that high levels of rationality and clarity could
even be a handicap in policy formulation and public presentation
because they too often lead to oversimplification. Most members
accepted the benefits of ambiguity in implementing policy, but
insisted that we should seek much higher clarity in our language
and analysis of strategy. Instead of using terms like policy and
strategy in multiple meanings, we would do better to use more
precise words such as goals, means, and resources. Yet the concept
of ambiguity remains useful, panelists felt, as long as that ambiguity
is employed tactically, allowing flexibility of response and reaction,
but never as a policy in itself.

The panel disagreed over whether to begin development of a
national strategy with a definition of national interests in geograph-
ic terms. Many believed that a geographic approach could lead to
imprecise comparisons and artificial estimates of value.

Some tangible thoughts developed:

® One panelist insisted that strategists should separate items
of intrinsic importance (e.g., integrity and independence of
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Western Europe) from valuable instruments (e.g., Dew Line
or bases in Iceland).

* The panel’s one geographic case study was a discussion of
whether the United States has interests worth using military
force to defend in the Gul*f and Southwest Asia. One paper
contended we do not have such interests. Panelists argued
this with some vigor, generally concluding that the Guif as
an isolated economic interest is not vital. But when threa-
tened by the Soviet Union (a threat raised by the Soviet
invasion of Afghanistan and the chaos in [ran), the region’s
importance rapidly escalated and it became vital. Thus its
value is scenario-dependent.

¢ |n dealing with the issue of the level of preparation to make
for defending US interests in the Gulf, the panel made no
specific judgment. But it seemed to accept the chairman’s
statement of limits, i.e., that the United States should not
prepare to resist a massive Soviet invasion, but should be
ready to send naval and air power and up to perhaps 30,000
troops in a major show of determination.

® The panel discussed the importance of the Soviet threat in
creating a consensus regarding action both within the
government and among the public.

® While Afghanistan lacks basic strategic value for the United
States, it did represent a significant departure in Soviet
policy. This, on top of the chaos in Iran and the uncertainty
about where the Soviet invasion wouid stop, justified a
sharp change in US policy for the region.

In discussing the nature of avisible national strategy, the panel
members agreed that specific prescriptions could not be laid out for
all contingencies. That was the foundation of individual “if-then”
contingency plans. Instead, we felt that a national strategy should
be a clear, consistent, and comprehensive set of guidelines along
the order of the framework outlined below (not all would agree with
these specifics, but supported the structure):

® The Soviet Union poses the main threat to US interests.
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e Western Europe would remain our top priority outside of
continental homeland defense.

® The United States must have the capability to protect the
Persian Gulf against attacks from local powers such as lran,
or low-level probes by the Soviet Union.

* The United States will avoid being the first to use military
force.

®* The American public must be kept informed about the
Nation's basic strategic goals, and their support is essential
to an effective strategy.

The panel had no solutions to the problems of how to integrate
all these elements or how to implement the strategy through the
bureaucracy and the Congress. It did emphasize the necessity of
the President’s involvement and support in addition to the value of
working in small groups under top conceptual direction. Yet in the
face of a governmental structure with an adversary process, wide
media access, frequent elections, a divided public, and declining
American relative power to achieve our goals singlehandedly, sev-
eral panelists expressed despair for the successful adoption of a
c~mprehensive strategic approach in the near term.
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National Interests and National Strategy:
The Need for Priority

Dr. Donald E. Nuechterlein
Federal Executive Institute

In the summer of 1882, a year and a half after taking office, the
Reagan Administration had not yet publicly enunciated a clear set
of priorities regarding US national interests for the 1980s, or a
strategy to defend and enhance them. In the absence of a well-
defined statement of what he believed US vital interests to be,
President Reagan ran considerable risks that his foreign and
national security policies would be misunderstood by the American
public and that they could prove confusing, even dangerous, to our
friends and adversaries abroad.

Two statements by the President’s closest advisers on national
security affairs illustrate the ambiguity that existed about US
national interests. Speaking to the American Bar Association in
New Orieans on 11 August 1981, the then Secretary of State, Alex-
ander Haig, asserted: “A working relationship with the Soviet Union
depends on a balance of alternatives and our ability to communi-
cate to Moscow that such alternatives exist. We must indicate our
willingness to reach fair agreements that speak to the legitimate
interests of both the Soviet Union and the United States. But we
must also be prepared to defend our interestsin the absence of such
agreements.” [Emphasis added.]’

The President’s National Security Adviser, Wiiliam Clark, told
an audience at Georgetown University's Center for Strategic and
International Studies on 21 May 1982:

Our interests are global and they conflict with those of the
Soviet Union, a state which pursues worldwide policies. most
[of them] unfriendly to our own. .. .It's a given that, of course,
we have vital interests around the world, including maritime sea
lanes of communication. The hard factis that the military power
of the Soviet Union is now abie to threaten these vital interests
as never before.?
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In neither case did these senior Administration officials spell out
whatthey or the President believed these vital areas of interest to be.
Judge Clark nevertheless went on to assert that the United States
“cannot reject in advance any options we might need to protect
these same vital interests. To do so is to invite aggression, under-
mine our credibility and place at risk all global objectives.” Inshort,
he claimedthat although the Administration had established priori-
ties for strategic planning purposes, it would not make them public
because it wanted US intentions to remain ambiguous. The danger
is that an absence of clarity hinders the American public's under-
standing of what the United States is committed to abroad and may
result in its being unwilling to support the President when he
decides that US forces must be used to defend vital interests.

Another problem with the Reagan approach to strategic plan-
ning is that it assumes regional conflicts can and should be subor-
dinated to a "strategic consensus,” that the overriding threat to
international security is the Soviet Union. Thus, local conflicts such
as El Salvador, Lebanon, and Namibia must be seen primarily as
partof the East-West struggle for world power, notthe result of local
antagonisms and historical factors. This giobalist approach to
international relations is underscored by the Administration’s deci-
sion to support a “horizontal” rather than "vertical” escalation con-
cept in strategic planning, making clear that Soviet escalation of
conflict in one part of the world would not limit the US response to
that areaand mightresultin US escalation elsewhere. Judge Clark’s
remarks on this aspect of strategic planning are instructive:

Thus, global planning is a necessity. This does not mean that
we must have the capability to successfully engage Soviet for-
ces simultaneously on all fronts. We can't, simply can't. What it
does mean is that we must procure balanced forces and estab-
lish priorities for sequential operations to insure that military
power would be applied in the most effective way on a priority
basis. Itisin theinterest of the United States to limit the scope of
any conflict. The capability for counteroffensives on other
fronts is an essential element of our strategy. but it is not a
substitute for adequate military capability to defend our vital
interests in the area in which they are threatened. On the other
hand, the decision to expand a conflict may well not be ours to
make. Therefore, U.S. forces must be capable of responding to
a major attack with unmistakable global implications early onin
any conflict.?
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The strategy for defending US interests seems clear, but the
definition of what US vital interests are remains ambiguous. Until
the two concepts are tied together in a meaningful way, suspicion
grows that the Administration will decide what US interests are
whenever a crisis arises. Without a clear idea of what those vital
interests are, this Administration may blunder into another Vietnam-
type situation and find that the public and Congiass simply will not
support either its view of what is vital, or the means to deal with a
threat somewhere in the world.

A third problem concerns the organization of the government's
national security decisionmaking machinery. Mr. Reagan entered
officein January 1981 emphasizing the “team” approach to nationail
security affairs. Within a month, the Secretary of State was quarrel-
ing with the White House staff over “turf,” specifically over who
would run the crisis management committee of the National Secur-
ity Council. Once that issue was resolved in favor of the Vice Presi-
dent, the Secretary of State became embroiled in controversy with
the Secretary of Defense and the President’s National Security
Adviser. By the end of the first year, the President decided to replace
his Security Adviser in order to reduce the “guerrilla warfare” that
existed between him and the Secretary of State. Buttheinternecine
conflicts continued, and by the summer of 1982 the President
decided to repiace his Secretary of State with a “team player.”
Although the key players have changed, the gquestion remains
whether the new Reagan team is any closer than the cld one to
defining what it is that the United States will and will not defendin an
increasingly complex international environment.

The purpose of this paper is to be provocative, to question
assumptions on which US foreign policy has been based for 30
years, to stimulate discussion about where we should be going in
the next 20. The views expressed here are those of one scholar who
has spent the past 10 years trying to find a better method for
defining US national interests. For me, formulating a national strat-
egy must follow from a clear perception of what the United States
should stand for in the world, what issues are truly vital national
interests, and which ones are not. The following discussion of US
interests in the 1980s represents subjective judgments on my part,
yet ones that are based on a conceptual framework that provides a
useful tool of analysis for strategic planning. Specifically, the points
where US interests are placed in the matrices shown in this paper
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represent my judgment of the level of interest the United States has
invarious parts of the world today. These are not stated as a fact, but
as the considered views of one scholar. Obviously, policymakers
and other scholars will have different perceptions of what US inter-
ests should be. The essential point here is that decisions about what
is in the US national interest are the product of discussion among
political leaders who ultimately must decide whether an issue is
“vital"—whether it is so important that it must be defended by force
if necessary. As scholars, our job is to insure that these political
judgments are based on clear analysis and an appreciation of the
cost/risk factors that are involved. Decisions about national strat-
egy should flow from prior political decisions concerning the inten-
sity of a specific national interest. It is therefore essentiai that our
discussion of a national strategy for the 1980s should begin with a
debate about what constitute US interests at this point in our
history.

BASIC US NATIONAL INTERESTS

A starting point for reappraising US objectives in the world is a
careful look at four basic national interests which undergird all US
foreign and national security policies. These are: defense of home-
tand (North America), US economic well-being, favorable world
order (international security), and promotion of American values
(ideology).*

Defense of Homeland

This is a narrowly defined interest which many scholars (but
not military planners) take for granted. It is primarily concerned
with defense of North America and with the strategic balance of
power between the Untied States and the Soviet Union. The security
of Canada’s territory and airspace, as well as peace and stability in
the Caribbean, Mexico, and Central America are integral parts of
this interest. Talks with Moscow on a strategic arms limitation
agreement is also a crucial part of the US defense interest because
of the Soviet Union's capability to inflict massive destruction on the
United States. International terrorism targeted against Americans
living abroad, including attacks on American embassies, is part of
this defense interest, as is externally supported terrorism within the
United States. The flow of millions of illegal laborers across the US
border with Mexico is a defense interest if it poses a security threat
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within the United States.

Two key questions must be addressed here: How much addi-
tional attention and resources should the US government give to the
political, economic, and security problems of countries close to US
borders? To what extent will greater attention to these issues divert
public attention and resources from crucial problems elsewhere in
the world? Looking back, it is now clear that the United States
neglected its own neighborhood during the past 20 years as it
pursued a global role that sapped its human and material resources.
The internal divisions within Canada, a potential revolution in Mex-
ico, Cuba’s continuing drive to subvert Central American and
Caribbean states, and the inability of the United States to protectits
own borders against narcotics smuggling and illegal aliens point to
the need for much greater attention by policymakers to the serious
problems of North America.

US Economic Well-being

This basic interest includes a wide range of international eco-
nomic issues, such as: the value of the dollar, the US standard of
living, the ability of American firms to trade and invest overseas, the
impact of international currency transfers, as well as the “dumping”
of foreign products in the US market. The economic well-being
interest requires that policymakers appreciate the trade-off between
a liberal international economic policy, on the one hand, and the
severe domestic dislocations that result from the flourishing of this
policy. Clearly, the United States in 1982 is approaching the cross-
over point where massive unemployment caused by growing
imports—automobiles and steel being the best examples—threatens
to diminish congressional support for the free-trade policies. Being
mindful of the domestic environment in which foreign policy is
formulated, policy planners must be realistic in dealing with these
danger signals and not simply hold up free trade as the overriding
economic national interest.

Favorable World Order
This basic interest encompasses US alliances, US security
assistance agreements with countries outside North America, con-

flicts between noncommunist countries, Soviet support of national
liberation forces, world hunger and population problems, and
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international terrorism. Emphasis on this category of interests
expanded greatly after World War Il and has resulted in considera-
ble controversy within the United States. US involvement in the
Vietnam War is the best example of the ambiguity in defining these
interests correctly, and of the penalties of poor judgment.

Few persons doubt that Western Europe and Japan remain vital
world-order interests of the United States in the 1980s because they
contribute to international stability and their political and economic
power is essential in balancing the growth of Soviet world influence.
A key issue, however, is why many NATO countries and Japan do
not share the US perception of world-order interests and the need
for tougher policies to protect themselves against Soviet encroach-
ments. in short, 1o what extent are Europe’s and Japan’s national
interests divergent from our own? Clearly, there is considerable
difference in views between Western Europe and the United States
about Soviet intentions in the Middle East, in Africa, and East Asia.
The unwillingness of some West European countries, particularly
West Germany, to abandon detente with Eastern Europe and the
Soviet Union will continue to trouble NATO relationships. This calls
into question whether so much attention should be accorded Euro-
pean views in deciding US policies. Similarly, Japan's reluctance to
devote a significant share of GNP to building up its naval and air
defense causes serious questioning about whether the United
States should maintain large armed forces in Northeast Asia to
protect Japan's interests.

Promotion of American Values Abroad

This basic interest includes the American set of values and the
desirability of exporting them to other countries. It includes the US
constitutional system and its emphasis on individual rights and
freedoms, the rule of law, and a sense of social justice. The key issue
is the extent to which American values should influence US rela-
tions with other countries. For example, President Carter's empha-
sis on human rights antagonized many traditionally friendly coun-
tries in Latin America and in Asia. The American people support an
ideological component of foreign policy, and Congress has man-
dated that the State Department report regularly on how other
countries are dealing with human-rights issues. This basic national
interest also affects US relations with the Soviet Union and the East
European countries, and it has been given far greater attention by
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the Reagan Administration than was the case during the previous 20
years.

The policymaker's job is to identify which of these basic
national interests is heavily affected by an international event or
trend and then assess the intensity of that interest; i.e., the US stake.
To assess the US stake in a specific issue, four levels or intensities of
interest are suggested: survival interests, when the very existence of
a country is in jeopardy as the result of an overt military attack, or
threat of attack if an enemy’s demands are rejected; vital interests,
when serious harm likely will result unless strong measures, includ-
ing the use of conventional military forces, are employed to counter
an antagonist’s provocative action; major interests, when a coun-
try’s political, economic, and social well-being may be adversely
affected by external events or trends,; peripheral interests, when a
nation’s well-being is not adversely affected by events and trends
abroad, but when harm may be sustained by private US companies
with overseas operations. The task of the country’s political leader-
ship is to distinguish between those issues which are vitalinterests,
and those that are major, These judgments are the result of a
political process in which decisionmakers must address this crucial
question: “Is the issue at hand so important to the well-being of the
United States that the President must be prepared to use force if all
other efforts fail to resolve the problem?” If the policymaker
believes the United States cannot tolerate a developing threat, the
level of national interest for him is vital; if, however, he concludes
that the issues involved can and should be compromised, even
though the result may be painful, the interest is major.

The utility of these categories of national interest is apparent,
when they are assembled in a matrix configuration, as shown in
table 3-1.5

Table 3-1: National Interest Matrix

Basic Interest intensity of Interest
at Stake Survival vital Major Peripheral

Defense of Homeland
Economic Well-being
Favorable World Order
Promotion of Values
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This matrix may be used to assess the national interests of the
United States as well as other countries having a stake in a specific
international crisis. The Cuban Missile Crisis, the Suez Crisis, the
Falkland Islands Crisis, to name a few, should be analyzed in terms
of the interests of all the principal players, and this is true also for
potential crises. A rule of thumb is that if a country has one or more
vital interests at stake, it will probably use force if necessary to
protect them; if it has no vital interests at stake, it will probably
compromise and seek a negotiated settlement of the dispute. Most
wars occur when two or more countries each have at least one vital
and/or survival interest at stake and are therefore willing to fight
rather than compromise.

VITAL US INTERESTS IN THE 1980s

At the beginning of the 1980s, the United States again runs the
risk—as it did in the 1960s—of defining its vital interests so broadly
that it may be unable or unwilling to defend all of them if put to the
test. Itis therefore imperative that policymakers approach the job of
defining US vital interests—those which are so important that they
could involve the nation in war—with a healthy respect for both the
costs and benetits of defending a specific country or area in the
world. To assume that the United States is a globa!l power and
therefore has vital interests everywhere is dangerous thinking. What
follows, therefore, is an attempt to put US national interests in
priority order, in terms of geographic areas and specific countries,
using the national-interest matrix as a guide.

North America

Canada, Mexico, Central America, and the Caribbean Islands
constitute the American heartland, the Monroe Doctrine defense
zone. A direct military threat to countries in this area will be viewed
as a vital, perhaps even a survival, US defense interest. The Cuban
Missile Crisis in 1962 demonstrated that the United States would
react with vigor to a Soviet military threat so close to American
borders, and might even employ nuclear weapons if US territory is
threatened. This areais to the United States what Eastern Europe is
to the Soviet Union: avital defense zone which it will not permit to be
turned into a military base of operations by a hostile power. This
level of interest also applies to a surrogate for the Soviet Union,
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specifically, Cuba: the introduction of Cuban troops, volunteers or
otherwise, into a Caribbean or Central American country would be
considered athreat to vital US interests because no one doubts that
Cuba undertakes dangerous adventures abroad only with strong
Soviet support.

Table 3-2: US National Interests in North America

Basic Interest Intensity of interest
at Stake Survival Vital Major  Peripheral
Defense of Homeland X

Economic Well-being
Favorable World Order
Promotion of Values

>xX X X

In economic terms, Canada s by far the mostimportant trading
partner of the United States and accounts for nearly $40 billion in
US private investments. Northern and northeastern American states
are heavily dependent on Canadian energy resources, particularly
natural gas and hydroelectric power (in the east). No two other
major countries have such close economic relationships, and Can-
ada must therefore be considered a vital economic as well as stra-
tegic interest of this country. To the south, Mexico is the third most
important trading partner of the United States, and its exports to the
United States have risen rapidly in the past few years. Mexican oil
and gas have assumed an increasing importance to the US econ-
omy in reducing US dependence on Persian Guif oil. The large
number of Mexican workers who cross the US border each year in
search of jobs is both a threat and a boon to the US economy and
contributes to making Mexico a vital economic interest of the
United States. If trade barriers were raised on either the Canadian or
the Mexican border, serious economic disiocations in the US econ-
omy would result. Venezuela (treated here as part of North America)
is another important importer of US products and is a source not
oniy of energy resources, but also iron ore and other minerals
needed by US industry. Although not as economically vital as Can-
ada and Mexico, Venezuela constitutes an important economic
interest of the United States. Colombia is in a similar position
because of its geography and influence in the Caribbean Basin.

In ideological terms, the United States has a vital interest in
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promoting moderate, representative governmentin the North Amer-
ican area. With Canada included, the region has two of the world’s
leading democracies, totaling a quarter of a billion people. To the
south Venezuela, Costa Rica, Colombia, and Jamaica are truly
democratic states; the remainder are one-party governments or
highly authoritarian regimes backed by military forces. Because
North America constitutes the United States’ “neighborhood,” it is
not enough for Washington to show only economic and political
leadership: it should also promote the principles embodied in the
Declaration of Independence and the US Constitution. Although
human rights has been reduced as a foreign-policy theme by the
Reagan Administration, it is nevertheless important that Washing-
ton continue to press its neighbors to move in the right direction of
democractic government and to show respect for human rights.

It is the world-order interest that entails the greatest ambiguity
in defining US interests in North America. Although an outside
attack would clearly be a vital interest, or higher, it is less ciear how
the United States should respond to revolutionary change in coun-
tries such as Nicaragua and El Sailvador and to the spread of Marxist
political influence throughout Central America. Some contend that
internal political change in this region should be viewed as a major,
not a vital, US interest and that Washington should not use Ameri-
can military forces in what are essentially civil wars. This was the US
response to the case of Nicaragua, where the middle class joined
the Sandinists in 1979 to oust the hated dictator, Anastasio Somoza.
El Salvador is a somewhat different situation because the Duarte
government sought to steer a middle way between fascists on the
rightand Communists on the left. Others contend that the US stake
in this area is so vital that political, economic, and military, tools
arerequired to support it. These considerations will apply if Marxist
revolutions should spread to such countries as Guatemala, Hondu-
ras, and Costa Rica: If the United States cannot tolerate Marxist
regimes in Central America, the US world-order interest is then
vital; if we can live with them, the world-order interest is major.

Cuba is the most difficult North American political problem
facing US policymakers, and six Presidents have had differing views
of the level of US interest it comprises. Depasing Fidel Castro
became a vital interest of the Eisenhower Administration in 1960,
after it naively paved the way for him to come to power in 1959 in the
expectation that he would modify his radical ideas after he was in
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charge. Eisenhower then set in motion the Bay of Pigs operation
which proved disastrous when implemented by John Kennedy in
April 1961. Thereafter, Kennedy put Cuba into the major interest
category, until October 1962 when Soviet missiles were discovered
on the island. The US interest then quickly escalated to the survival
level, and an invasion of Cuba would have been ordered had Mos-
cow not decided to remove the missiles. In 1975, Cuba sent its
troops to Angola to help the Marxist faction win the civil war, and
President Ford and Secretary of State Kissinger sought unsuccess-
fully to convince Congress that a vital US interest was at stake.
Jimmy Carter viewed Cuba as a major interest and sought to renew
diplomatic relations with Havana; but Castro was unwilling to cease
his African adventures or tone down his drive to undermine US
influence in the Third World.

The Reagan Administration seems to view the presence of
Cuban troops outside Cuba as a serious threat to US interests in
Africa, the Middle East, and the Caribbean. Although some of his
campaign oratory indicated that he viewed Fidel Castro’'s foreign
policy as intolerable, Mr. Reagan'’s first 18 months in office sug-
gested that so long as Cuban troops are not used to spread Com-
munist ideology in North America, Washington will not use force
against Fidel Castro’s regime.

In sum, North America is the most important area of US inter-
estsin terms of defense, economic, and ideological interests, and it
borders on a vital world-order interest as well. President Reagan
underlined this deep interest by meeting during 1981 with the Cana-
dian Prime Minister Trudeau and Mexican President Lopez Portillo
on several occasions, and by attending summit conferences with
other heads of government in Ottawa, Canada, and in Cancun,
Mexico. The President’s sponsorship of a new economic plan for the
Caribbean Basin, in cooperation with Canada, Mexico, Colombia,
and Venezuela, is further evidence of the high priority he accords
North American relationships.

Western Europe
The political, economic, and social viability of Western Europe's
working in relative harmony with the United States has been a vital

world-order interest of this country since France fell to German
armies in June 1940. At that time the US government concluded that
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US security was so deeply bound up with the independence of
Great Britain and France that it would be intolerable if Hitler's Reich
dominated the entire European continent. It was therefore only a
matter of time until the United States went to war; and in the mean-
time, President Roosevelt started the program of lend-lease to
Great Britain and carried on clandestine cooperation with Prime
Minister Churchill in order to aid Britain’'s desperate effort to sur-
vive. After the war, President Truman reaffirmed that Europe was a
vital interest by proposing the Marshall Plan and the North Atlantic
Pact, both of which were approved by Congress after lengthy
debate. Since 1950 powerful US military forces have been stationed
in Western Europe, equipped with nuclear weapons, to warn the
Soviet Union that the United States will fight to protect this vital area
against attack or intimidation.

Table 3-3: US National Interests in Western Europe

Basic Interest intensity of Interest
at Stake Survival Vital Major  Peripheral
Defense of Homeland X
Economic Well-being X
Favorable World Order X
Promotion of Values X

Although it has been a historically vital interest, Western
Europe is not equivalent to North America in terms of its strategic
and economic importance to the United States. 1t remains a vital
world-order interest because of balance of power considerations,
and probably avital ideological interest because of its shared values
with the United States. But Western Europe is not avital defense-of-
homeland interest for the United States: neither West Germany nor
France is as important to US strategic and economic interests as
Canada or Mexico, even though the latter are far smaller countries
in terms of military forces and GNP. To assert this truth is ot to
denigrate the vital role of the European NATO allies, but rather to
put their importance in perspective in terms of other US inter “<ts.

Western Europe is crucial to the United States for balance-of-
power reasons, and all Presidents and Congresses since Truman
have reaffirmed that it must not fall under the political domination of
Moscow. Even though the United States is not crucially dependent

46



Ir———— - e

Evolving a National Strategy

on West European territory or the European Common Market for
defense of American territory and economic well-being, Western
Europe constitutes a vital factor in the relations between the United
States and the Soviet Union. Its absorption into the Soviet sphere of
influence would be an intolerable blow to US world-order interests,
and that is why the NATO commitment remains firm.

The question of defense burden-sharing within NATO isacon-
tinuing problem, however, particularly as the Reagan Administra-
tion launches the Nation's largest peacetime rearmament program.
President Reagan’s decision in August 1981 to produce neutron
weapons for use against massive numbers of Soviet tanks in a
European war offers a relatively inexpensive means of countering
the Soviet advantage in conventional forces; the same is true of
deployment of Pershing Il and cruise missiles in Western Europe,
scheduled for 1983. But European public opinion is deeply divided
onthevalue of these weapons becauseitis feared they will increase
the likelihood of a theater nuclear war in which European territory
would be devastated. President Reagan has insisted that since the
defense of Western Europe is a vital American interest, US forces
should not be denied the weapons needed to deter the large Soviet
superiority in conventional forces; butin November 1981 he offered
to cancel deployment of US intermediate-range missiles if Moscow
dismantled the Soviet SS-20s.

European retuctance to defend Middle East oil, on which most
West European countries are far more dependent than is the United
States, is a furtherexample of US interests in conflict with European
views of their interests. With the exception of the French, West
Europeans generally believe that protecting Persian Gulf oil sup-
plies is an American responsibility because only the United States
has sufficient military power to deter the Soviet Union in that area
and reassure the Saudis and other insecure Arab states that they
need not fear intimidation. Nevertheless, Europeans would protest
strongly if the United States decided to reduce its troop strength in
Europe or redeploy large parts of the Sixth Fleet from the Mediter-
ranean to the Indian Ocean in order to increase the credibility of its
commitment to defend the Persian Gulf.

The most serious current issue affecting retations between the

United States and its European allies is their divergent views on
Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union. Following the declaration of
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martial law in Poland in December 1981, President Reagan imposed
economic sanctions against Poland and the Soviet Union and
vowed not to relax them until Polish authorities eased internal
security measures. West European governments, particutarly West
Germany, are reluctant to lose the fruits of detente policies that
prevailed in the 1970s, and they have pressured the United States to
lift economic sanctions against Eastern Europe even though Polish
authorities have not modified martial law restrictions. The sanctions
issue that has triggered the most emotion in Europe is Mr. Reagan’s
decision in 1982 to cancel American participation in the Soviet gas
pipeline construction project. For the United States, theissuewas a
vital world-order interest, preventing the NATO allies from becom-
ing dependent on Soviet energy resources and depriving Moscow
of about $10 billion per year in hard-currency revenues. To West
Europeans the issue approached a vital economic interest because
of their need for an alternative source of energy to offset Arab oil,
and also their desire to provide jobs for workers producing materi-
als for the pipeiine. Many Europeans, particularly in West Germany,
also see a major world-order interest at stake in keeping open trade
ties and lines of communication to the East, in order to reduce
tensions and the risk of war with the Soviet Union. The gas pipeline,
along with the issue of placing the Pershing lls and cruise missiles
in Central Europe, have the potential of splitting the NATO alliance.
The Reagan Administration believed that the risk was worth taking
because it thought that relenting on the pipeline issue would frac-
ture NATO in stages rather than abruptly. In December 1982, Presi-
dent Reagan decided to remove the pipeline sanction.

In sum, West Europeans—particularly Germany, Belgium and
Holland—seem to want it both ways: to keep the United States
involved militarily in Europe but to maintain trade ties and close
political links to Eastern Europe. The US vital interest in defending
Western Europe should therefore be balanced against the rising
costs of doing so. If some European governments do not see a vital
interest in strengthening their defense capabilities and reducing
their economic ties with the East at the expense of social programs,
the United States may be forced to ask whether their continued
membership in NATO is warranted.

Soviet Union and Eastern Europe

US relations with the Soviet Union is one of the few national
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interests that currently approaches the survival level, as defined
earlier, and must therefore be given a high priority by policymakers.
The USSR is the only nation capable of inflicting massive damage
ontheUS homeland, even though the United States has the retalia-
tory capability of destroying the Soviet homeland. Therefore the US
President has the responsibility to prepare for nuclear war with the
Soviet Union and at the same time negotiate arms agreements that
reduce the possibility of mutual annihilation. The Reagan Adminis-
tration decided early that it would not engage in new strategic arms
negotiations with the Soviets until it had bolstered koth the US
conventional and nuclear arms capability. Convinced thatthe SALT
Il treaty negotiated by the Ford and Carter Administrations could be
dangerous for US security, the Reagan foreign-policy team con-
cluded that this danger would be reduced if the US were to expand
its military power and then enter negotiations. President Reagan's
offer on 9 May 1982 to begin negotiations with the Soviet Union on
strategic arms reductions (START) set in motion a concerted effort
to engage the Kremlin leadership in discussions on how to reduce
the awesome number of nuclear weapons, not just to put limits on
tuture production of them.

Table 3-4: US National Interests in the Soviet Union

Basic Interest Intensity of Interest
at Stake Survival Vital Major  Peripheral
Defense of Homeland X
Economic Well-being X
Favorable World Order X
Promotion of Values X

Although the United States has a survival interest in preventing
war with the Soviet Union because of the likeiihood of its escalation
into nuctear war, this country has only a peripheral economic inter-
est in the Soviet Union because it has little to sell the United States
and because itis a poor market for private foreign investment. Some
analysts think that providing financial credits for the Soviet Union to
buy goods in the United States is a major economic interest
because they hope it would induce a moderating effect on Soviet
political behavior. This “linkage” idea was tested during the period
of detente in the 1980s and, in the view of Ronald Reagan, was an
erroneous assumption.
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The United States has a major, bordering on vital, world-order
interest in the Soviet Union. It is in the US national interest to
persuade the Kremlin leadership to stop supporting revolutionary
groups in Asia, Africa, and Latin America, but not to the extent of
drawing the United States into local wars, as occurred in Vietnam.
The US also has a major ideological interest in keeping the Soviet
Union on the defensive regarding human rights; for example, on its
role in the suppression of freedom in Poland and Afghanistan, and
its poor record in abiding by the terms of the Helsinki Agreements
on the flow of information. However, placing US world-order and
ideological interests with the Soviet Union at only the major-interest
fevel runs counter to the views of hard-line American conservatives
who believe that these matters are of vital concern and that the
President should take much stronger action, including military
risks, to confront Moscow on its support of revolutions around the
world. That is a minority view, however.

By 1982, it was clear that the United States and its NATO allies
were not willing to use strong measures to counter aSoviet-inspired
suppression of freedom in Poland, or any other Eastern European
country. This is because what happens within Eastern Europe is a
major, not avital, interest of NATO. Economic sanctions against the
Soviet Union and Eastern Europe are consistent with a major inter-
est, however, and were imposed on Poland by President Reagan
after the suppression of civil liberties.

The degree of US national interest in arms control with the
SovietUnion depends, as it has from the beginning of such negotia-
tions in the late 1940s, on Washington's assessments of Soviet
military intentions and Moscow's willingness to abide by agree-
ments. Some policymakers assume that the Kremlin's leaders are
moving inexorably toward war with the United States and believe
that arms-control negotiations are not in the US interest. This view
holds that US capability to wage war against the Soviets in the
Middle East or Europe, or both, is a vital interest of this country and
must be given top priority. Other policymakers are not convinced
that the Soviets are bent on war with the United States and argue
that arms control must be pursued vigorously and a new Strategic
Arms Limitation Talks (SALT) agreement reached soon in order to
stop the momentum toward war. Inthis view, the United States has a
survival interest in preventing a nuclear war. Instead of choosing
between these conflicting views of the national interest, President
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Reagan’s decisions early in 1982 showed that he intends to pursue
both policies for the time being.

In sum, the United States has a survival interest in seeking
accommodation with the Soviet Union to reduce nuclear weapons
and avoid war; but this interest must be balanced against a major
and perhaps vital interest in preventing the spread of Soviet influ-
ence in the world.

East Asia

The Far East, as it was known until the 1960s, was an important
economic, but never a vital political or strategic interest of the
United States until World War Il. Japan's rise as a major power
duringtheearly part of this century was not seen by US policymak-
ers as a serious threat to US interests as long as Japan confined its
ambitions to mainland Asia. Consequently, the United States
acquiesced inJapan’sinvasions of Chinain 1931 and 1937 and even
its occupation of North Vietnam in 1940. Only after the Japanese
invaded South Vietnam and Cambodia (then part of French Indo-
China) in July 1941 did President Roosevelt heed Churchill's warn-
ing that the Japanese were bent on attacking southward into
Malaya, Singapore, and the Dutch East indies. Thereupon Roose-
velt decided to ban oil shipments to Japan and freeze its assets in
the United States. These decisions represented an upward move-
ment inthe US interest from major to vital, and the two powers went
to war in December 1941,

Table 3-5: US National Interests in East Asia

Basic Interest Intensity of Interest
at Stake Survival Vital Major  Peripheral
Defense of Homeland X
Economic Well-being X
Favorable Worid Order X
Promotion of Values X

in the early post-World War |l period, the United States again
concluded that it had no vital interests at stake on the mainland of
Asia. Therefore, it acquiesced in the Communist takeover of China
in 1949 and withdrew its occupation forces frcm Korea. Until 1950
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American vital interests in the Far East were based, as both Generat
MacArthur and Secretary of State Dean Acheson asserted, on the
islands off the Asian mainland: Japan, the Philippines, and Austra-
lia. North Korea's attack on South Koreain June 1950 changed that
perception, and within a few hours President Truman decided that
the United States could not tolerate North Korean plans to unify
Korea by force. He therefore sent US forces into battle and the US
commitment to defend South Korea remains intact thirty years
later.

But is Korea a vital interest in the 1980s? When Harry Truman
made his unexpected decision to intervene in Korea, China and the
Soviet Union were allies, Japan was weak and only beginning to
recover from World War I, and South Korea had no real defense
capability. This situation has changed dramatically in thirty years:
China is hostile to Russia, Japan is one of the world’s leading
economic powers and has a respectable self-defense force, and
South Korea possesses alarge and well-equipped army. Is is neces-
sary, then, for the United States to continue basing 40,000 ground-
force personnel in South Koreain the 1980s? Why should not Japan
and China, Korea’s two closest neighbors and the countries most
affected by events in Korea, take over responsibiiity for defending
respectively North and South Korea and eventually bringing about
peaceful unification?

In Southeast Asia, President Kennedy determined late in 1961
that South Vietnam was a vital US interest and had to be protected
against a Communist takeover through the use of American military
power. The Tonkin Gulf Resolution, passed by Congress in August
1964, declared all of Southeast Asia to be a vital defense interest of
the United States and gave President Johnson the legal basis for
military intervention to prevent South Vietnam’s collapse. Today,
however, few Americans believe that Vietnam or any other part of
the Southeast Asian mainland was, or is, a vital US interest. US
economic and military aid to Thailand may be warranted because
the Manila Pact of 1954 remains in effect; but US military forces are
not, and should not be, based in the region again. The Philippines is
a different case: its strategic location, its long political association
with the United States, and the availability of two key US naval and
Air Force bases continues to make those islands avital worid-order
interest. This is also true for Australia which is allied with the United
States in the ANZUS Pact. In addition to its strategic location and
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the military facilities Australia provides the United States, the two
countries share a common language, culture, and political institu-
tions. New Zealand, also allied with the United States inthe ANZUS
Pact, qualifies as a vital world-order interest because of the location
in and influence upon the island countries of the South Pacific.

Japan and China, the two mostimportant East Asian countries,
present real dilemmas for US interests. Japan has been a vital
American interest since the end of World War Il, and on economic
and world-order grounds, it remains valid. Japan is the United
States’ second most important trading partner, it exercises great
economic and political influence throughout East Asia, anditis one
of the few functioning democracies in that part of the world. On the
military side, however, Japan spends relatively little on defense, and
it has refused to increase significantly its military contribution to
defense of Northeast and Southeast Asia. This imbalance in
priorities—booming exports to the United States and refusal to
expand its defense role in East Asia—has caused many Americans
to question whether Japanshould continue to be a high priority in
US national interests. If the alliance is based on a mutual assess-
ment that each country is a vital interest of the other, why should
Japan expect the United States to provide the overwhelming pro-
portion of naval and air power in the Western Pacific and Southeast
Asia while Japan continues to provide only for “self-defense”? If
Japan's reluctance to assume a larger military role is based on
doubt about the Untied States’ long-term commitment to support
and defend it, there is little the Reagan Administration can do to
reassure Japan except to be steadfast elsewhere in upholding US
commitments. If, however, Japan's reluctance to increase its
defense contribution in the Western Pacific is based on an assump-
tion that the United States will aiways provide military protection
regardless of what Japan does, then it is time for a serious reas-
sessment of whether Japan should continue to be a vital interest of
this country.

China is a different issue. Historically, it never was a vital
national interest of this country, even though certain US political
and missionary groups tried to make it so during the early 20th
century. From 1949 to 1969, China was an implacable enemy of the
United States in Korea, and in Vietnam. The thaw in Sino-US rela-
tions that occurred in the 1870s was based on a mutual perception
that China and the United States needed each other to contain the
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growing power and aggressiveness of the Soviet Union in Asia. But
does that make China a vital interest of the United States today?
China has little economic or defense-of-homeland value to the
United States, and it continues to be ruled by a totalitarian govern-
ment that has relaxed internal controls only marginally during the
past decade. China’s value to the United States is its balance-of-
power {world-order) role vis-a-vis the Soviet Union, but one can
arguethattoday China needs the United States for protection more
than the United States needs China. Even though there is strategic
value in having China tie down many Soviet divisions in Central
Asia, this is hardly sufficient reason to put China into the vital
category.

In sum, Japan, the Philippines, and Australia are the only East
Asian countries that constitute vital interests for the United States in
the 1980s. After two major wars on the Asian continent during the
last 30 years, the United States shoi'ld now accept that its vital
interests are what Secretary Acheson declared them to be in Febru-
ary 1950: they lie offshore in the Western Pacific.

South America

This continent historicaliy has been considered a vital interest
ofthe United States, dating from the Monroe Doctrine declarationin
1823. The commitment was reaffirmed in the Rio Pact of 1947, the
firstUS alliance in the post-World War [l period. Originally intended
as a means of preventing Spanish and Portuguese recolonization in
the Western Hemisphere after defeat of Napoleon’'s France. the
Monroe Doctrine eventually became a cover for North American
economic exploitation of these newly independent states. Although
the doctrine’s legacy hangs over the American perception of its
interests, a case can be made that nothing in South America except
Venezuela and possibly Colombia is a vital interest of the United
States in the 1980s. This is not to say that Brazil, Argentina, Chile,
Ecuador, and Peru—to name the major states—are not important
trading partners of the United States or that they have little world-
order value; it is simply to recognize that this vast area, mostly south
of the equator, is not so important to the United States that it should
use US military forces in case one of the countries is attacked.
Economic and military aid would be warranted, however. Strategi-
cally, economically, and ideologically South America constitutes a
major US interest today.
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Table 3-6: US National Interests in South America

Basic Interest Intensity of Interest
at Stake Survival Vital Major Peripheral

Defense of Homeland
Economic Well-being
Favorable World Order
Promotion of Values

X X XK X

Because South Americashares a Western cultural heritage with
the United States, the US Government should continue to press
these countries to move toward democratic governments and to
improve their record on human rights. Washington shouid also
encourage good trading and cultural relations, as well as a conti-
nuation of close links between the US military services and those of
major countries of the continent. This is consistent with a major
interest and is particularly important in the case of US Navy ties with
its Brazilian, Argentinian, and Chilean counterparts. itis important
to the United States that the sealanes off Brazil's and Argentina’s
coasts be protected, that their ports be open to US ship visits and
replenishing, and that they continue to be receptive to US invest-
ment and trade; but thisinitself does not make Brazil or Argentinaa
vital interest of the United States.

The reality of South America’s being a major but not vital inter-
est of the United States was illustrated ciearly in the Falkland
Islands war in the spring of 1982. Argentina, with a historical claim
to the Falklands (Malvinas), decided to use force to gain control of
the British colony rather than continue to pursue fruitless negotia-
tions with London. The Reagan Administration tried valiantly for
several weeks to prevent open war between its two friends, one an
ally in NATO and the other a less-staunch ally in the Rio Pact. When
it was clear that Argentina would not evacuate the islands unless its
sovereignty over them was guaranteed, President Reagan decided
to support the British position. In so doing he implicitly concluded
that Great Britain is a vital interest of the United States and that
Argentina was not. Much of Latin America criticized Washington for
choosing Britain's side in this conflict, but the Reagan decision was
evidence that the US alliance with Great Britain has a higher priority
for the United States than the Rio Pact commitment to Argentina
when the two interests are in conflict. A Soviet threat to South
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America, however, would be a different matter and would no doubt
precipitate US military action under the Rio Pact.

Middle East

The greatest foreign-policy dilemma for American policymak-
ers and Congress today is deciding whether anything in the Middle
Eastand Indian Ocean areais so crucialtothe US well-being that it
must be given the status of vital. Consider these past and potential
US commitments in the area: President Jimmy Carter said in his
State of the Union Message in January 1980 that the Persian Guif
region is a vital US interest and would be protected by American
arms if necessary; all Presidents since Harry Truman have reaf-
firmed an American commitment to defend the state of Israel if itis
attacked; Iran under the Pahlavi Dynasty had a special relationship
with the United States, and in the 1970s President Nixon provided
the Shah with the most advanced US military equipment in return
for his playing the policeman’s role in the Persian Gulf, Saudi Arabia
today remains the largest foreign supplier of oil to the United States,
and it has the decisive voice in OPEC pricing policy; Egypt under
Anwar Sadat turned away from military dependence on the Soviet
Union, and it now offers the United States facilities from which to
deploy military power into the Persian Gulf area. Yet which of these
cases constitutes a truly vital US interest in the 1980s?

Table 3-7: US National Interests in the Middle East

Basic Interest Intensity of Interest
at Stake Survival Vital Major  Peripheral
Defense of Homeland X
Economic Well-being X
Favorable World Order X
Promotion of Values X

The Middle East has never been an area of Military military
involvement, even though the Eisenhower Administration sup-
ported the “‘northern tier” alliance system with countries south of
the Soviet border. A major reason why the United States could avoid
becoming involved in the Middle East with its own forces during the
1950s and 1960s was that Britain exercised an important security
role in the Indian Ocean and Persian Guif. But when London
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announced in 1968 that it would withdraw from “east of Suez” by
1971, Washington had to choose whether it would fill the role itself
or permit a power vacuum to develop. President Nixon decided
against a US military buildup in the indian Ocean but approved
expanding US naval facilities on the British-owned island of Diego
Garcia. Nixon also concluded an agreement with the Shah of Iran to
take over Britain's role in the Persian Gulf—one he played with
considerable success for eight years. With Britain and the Shah
gone, and the Russians in Atghanistan, does the United States now
have a vital interest in the Indian Ocean and the Persian Guif?

There are two possible grounds on which the United States may
have vital interests at stake in the Middle East: (1) to ensure the
continued flow of Persian Gulf oil to world markets, unimpeded
either by outside interference or by conflicts within the region; (2) to
preventthe Soviet Union from increasing its influence in the Middle
East and challenging the world balance of power

The uninterrupted flow of Persian Gulf oil is certainly animpor-
tant interest of the United States, as well as of Western Europe and
Japan; but for oil to be considered vital, one must prove that a
disruption of tanker tratfic through the Strait of Hormuz. or the
cutoff of supplies from any state in the Gulf, would be an economic
disaster for the Free World. When Saudi oil to the United States was
embargoed in 1973, it proved painful but bearable. President Nixon
did not resort to military force or to other means of retaliation
against the Arab oil producers and the United States managed with
less gasoline. Britain today is self-sufficient in oil, and Germany,
France, and Japan are moving to reduce their dependence on Mid-
dle East oil by developing other sources of energy, particularly
nuclear power. Even if a major Persian Gulf producer—Kuwait, for
example—were prevented from exporting oil, the world could cope
with that loss, just as it coped with the vast reduction in Iranian
exports after the demise of the Shah's regime, and as it did after Iraq
went to war with Iran in 1980. The world has learned to live with
uncertain Persian Gulf oil supplies, and other sources of crude oil
(Mexico, for example) are reducing the previous large Western
dependence on Arab oil. For the United States, Persian Gulf oil is at
present a major national interest, not a vital one.

Preventing Soviet expansion into the Middle East is a more
serious matter. In terms of woridwide balance-of-power considera-
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tions, the United States may have avital interest in putting sufficient
military power into the Middle East to make the costs of a Kremlin
military adventure there too high. If the Soviet leadership assumed
that with the Shah gone and the Saudi leadership on shaky political
ground, it could risk American displeasure over installing a pro-
Moscow government in Iran, that action might trigger a US military
response. But should it? A crucial question here is whether the US
President could convince Congress and the public that American
troops should be used to defend Iran against a Soviet-supported
leftist takeover. in light of the imprisonment of American diplomats
in Tehran for over a year and the unremitting hostility of the
Khomeini regime, a US government decision to help lran resist
Sovietization seems unlikely.

Saudi Arabiais a different matter. Not only are Western Europe
and Japan heavily dependent on its oil, the Saudi government has
been a moderating influence within OPEC in keeping world oil
prices lower than they might otherwise have been. The United
States probably has a vital world-order interest in seeing the Saudi
Arabia’s oil exports to world markets are not subjected to either
Soviet or lranian intimidation. To protect Saudi Arabia againstsuch
outside pressures, the United States requires Egypt as a working
partner, if not as an ally. For this reason, and because of itsinfluence
on other Arab states, Egypt must be included along with Israel as
part of a new security zone in the Eastern Mediterranean. Following
the war in Lebanon in 1982 and President Reagan’s dispatch of US
Marines as peacekeeping forces there, Lebanon must also be
inciuded in this Near East security zone.

TheUS interestin promoting Arab-israeli peace has undergone
significant changein the past eight years. Since the October War of
1973, it is clear that Israel cannot have peace unless it it willing to
give up territories occupied during the 1967 War, and to live next to
some kind of autonomous Palestinian entity. The Camp David
Accords were a first step in this direction, but the israeli govern-
ment’'s subseguent actions suggested that after peace with Egypt
was secured, Jerusalem planned to annex the remaining occupied
lands. Its annexation of the Golan Heights in December 1981
seemed to confirm this intention. Whereas before 1973 US interests
in the Middle East were based primarily on preserving the state ot
Israel, after 1973—particularly after Egypt’s decision to oust Soviet
military advisers and seek close ties with Washington—the US

58



Evolving a National Strategy

interest has been enlarged to include the defense of Egypt and
Saudi Arabia as well.

Israel’'sinvasion of Lebanon in the summer of 1982 in pursuit of
PLO forces, and its brutal bombardment of Beirut, caused its
government to encounter serious difficulties with the Reagan
Administration. Whereas President Reagan desires to build good
relations with the Arab countries, particularly Egypt, Saudi Arabia,
and Jordan, Israel’s military actions in Lebanon made achievement
of this objective more difficult. The unwillingness of the Begin
government to show restraint in the use of US-supplied military
equipment caused many American political leaders to question
whether the United States should maintain a close relationship with
the Begin government. At issue is the determination of the Reagan
Administration to foster closer ties with moderate Arab countriesin
ordertoreduce therisks of awider war inthe Persian Gulfarea. The
Begin government sees Israel’'s interests as being jeopardized by an
evenhanded American policy and has made it increasingly difficult
for Mr. Reagan to pursue his goal of a “strategic consensus.”
Whether a closer relationship between Israel and the United States
can be restored following the Lebanon war will depend on how the
Begin government deals with the Palestinian homeland issue. It
may not be possible for the current Israeli government to meet
President Reagan’s requirements, outlined in his 1 September 1982
speech in Los Angeles, for a solution to the Palestinian question,
and the relationship will therefore be strained so long as Mr. Begin
remains in power.

The United States has only a peripheral ideological interest in
the Middie East because it is not in the US interest to turn Moslem
countries into Western-style democracies, or to impose Western
values on a wholly alien culture. The risk of doing so was hightligh-
ted in lran in 1979 when a violent reaction to Western institutions
and culture was exploited by the new Islamic revolutionary govern-
ment that succeeded the Shah's regime. Supporting democratic
government in Israel, however, is a major US interest.

In sum, the overall US national interest in the Middle East is a
major one, although US interests in Saudi Arabia, Egypt, and Israel
approach the vital level. This means that Washington should be
willing to sell or grant large quantities of military equipment to
friendly countries in the area to help them resist Communist and
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other pressures. The United States should certainly continue its
mediation efforts to work out a peace settlement between Israet and
its neighbors, and it should keep a naval presence in the Indian
Ocean. But it is questionable whether the United States should
establish bases in or make binding defense commitments to any
country in the region.

Africa

Strategically and politically, Africa should be divided into sub-
Saharan Africa, populated aimost totally by blacks, and North
Africa, which is inhabited primarily by Arab-speaking peoples
whose religion and cultural ties are Moslem. (Egypt, although
located in the African continent, is usually considered part of the
Middle East.) North Africa is more important strategically to the
United States than southern Africa because it borders the Mediter-
ranean and is therefore closely associated with US interests in
Europe and Turkey, which constitute the NATO area. However, itis
difficult to make a case that the North African states constitute more
than a major economic or world-order interest of the United States.

Sub-Saharan Africa gained considerably in US interests after
decolonization took place in the 1960s and 1970s. This resulted
partly from Soviet penetration of Africa (Angola and Ethiopia) with
arms aid, and partly from the new awareness of the American black
community of its historical roots and the need to speed the demise
of white racism in Rhodesia and South Africa.

Table 3-8: US National Interests in Southern Africa

Basic Interest Intensity of Interest
at Stake Survival Vital Major  Peripheral
Defense of Homeland X
Economic Well-being X
Favorable World Order X
Promotion of Values X

Although no country in Africa should be considered a vital US
national interest today, a number of them fit the “major” category:
Nigeria because of its large population, oil production, and stra-
tegic location; South Africa and Zaire because of strategic locations
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and ifarge production of key minerals; Angola because of oil. Furth-
ermore, Kenya and Somalia in East Africa have gained importance
because of the US Navy's need for support facilities for its Indian
Ocean fieet. All of these countries are important to the United States
and Washington wishes to retain or build good relations; but none
of them today should be considered in the vital category. Some
Pentagon planners believe that the US interest in Somalia, Kenya,
and South Africais vital because the United States needs iheir naval
facilities, but that is highly questionable; in fact, US military bases
ought not to be established in any country which has littte more than
its land to contribute to an alliance relationship, because the politi-
cal commitment to US objectives will usually be marginal and sub-
ject to sudden shifts whenever a government changes hands.

If the raw materials of certain African countries are a major
economic interest of the United States and the existence of stable,
friendly governments is a major world-order interest, it must be
emphasized that these interests probably are not sustainable unless
the United States also supports the African nations’ sense of justice.
The "human rights” compohent of American foreign policy is an
essential ingredient in this regard, and US efforts to resolve the
Rhodesia and Namibia issues constitute reassurance to African
states that US policy is not based simply on exploiting their naturatl
resources or obtaining access to military facilities. Except for this
aspect, however, the US interest in the promotion of US values and
its system of government in Africa is at the peripheral level.

CONCLUSIONS
This assessment of US national interests in the world today

suggests the following priorities in terms of geographic location,
and thus strategic importance:

Geographic area Level of Interest
North America vital

Western Europe vital/major
Soviet Union major/vital

East Asia and Pacific major/vital
South America major

Middle East major

Southern Africa major/peripheral
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It also means that US vital interests—those for which the country
should be willingto engage in warfare, if necessary—remain essen-
tially what they were in the 1950s: areas contiguous to the United
Statesin North America, Western Europe, and the island nations of
the Western Pacific. It includes the Soviet Union as a potential
survival interest because of that country’s unique capability for
destroying large parts of the US homeland. Areas not included as
vital interests—South America, the Middle East, and Africa—
continue to be regions of major concern to the United States and
some countries there should receive considerable amounts of eco-
nomic and military assistance as well as diplomatic attention; butin
the absence of a clear Soviet military threat, the United States
should not contemplate using its own military power to influence
the outcome of events or trends and should rely instead on eco-
nomic, political, and covert actions. Nor should the United States
establish permanent military bases in the Middle East, Africa, or
South America because the presence of large military forces in a
region increases the potential for US involvement in local conflicts
and for escalating the level of national interest.

A conclusion to be drawn from this analysis of US interests and
military commitments is that the United States in the 1980s is an
overcommitted giant that needs to get its priorities in line with its
capabilities, and with its willingness to uphold them. North America
in the 1980s remains the clearest vital interest of the United States,
and the Reagan Administration has accorded a high priority to
improving US relations and security arrangements in this region. In
East Asia, only Japan, the Philippines, and Australia are vital US
interests. Western Europe remains a vital interest so long as these
countries want to be protected against the Soviet Union and are
willing to contribute a substantial portion of their GNP to the collec-
tive defense; but neutralism and pacifism are likely to increase in
Western Europe, and the point may be reached during the 1980s
when several countries will elect to leave NATO. The US commit-
ment to defend Europe must always be commensurate with Europe’s
willingness to defend itself, and Washington should not hesitate to
make its conditions for future membership known to alliance
members. The danger for the United States in the Middle East is that
Washington is inexorably being committed to defend any states in
that region without a formal alliance system or a clear understand-
ing by the American people of the military implications of the com-
mitment. Persian Gulf 0il is not something for which the United
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States shou.d be willing to go to war, and yet US military forces are
being positioned so that they can intervene in local wars in that
region. The Reagan Administration attitude toward the Persian Gulf
areain 1982 is not unlike the Kennedy Administration’s view twenty
years ago regarding Southeast Asia; and the danger is that history
will repeat itself in the 1980s if Congress and the public prove
unwilling to use US forces in the Middle East and Indian Ocean—
where US interests appear ambiguous and where US military capa-
bilities will remain limited.

No great power, regardless of its wealth, can afford to ignore
changing international conditions, and it must adjust its evaluation
of national interests to new realities. Whether the United States
remains a superpower into the 21st century depends in large mea-
sure on how it decides its international priorities in this decade and
how it marshals its resources to defend them. Reducing the range
and cost of worldwide commitments is long overdue, and the
Reagan Administration should not flinch from making the hard
decisions to do so.
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Fragmegrative Challenges to National Strategy

Dr. James N. Rosenau
University of Southern California

The recurring calls for an overall national strategy to guide the
US in world affairs that have been voiced with increasing frequency
in recent years, along with a seemingly pervasive frustration over
the elusiveness of such a strategy, suggest there may be some virtue
to stepping back from day-to-day developments and focusing on
the decade-to-decade trends that may hinder the formation of a
viable strategy.' Such a perspectiveis not easily achieved. In this era
of investigative journalism and extensive news leaks there is a ten-
dency to assume that close proximity to the policymaking process,
its hard data and its word-of-mouth information, offers the best
route t0 comprehending the dynamics of global politics. At times
though, the opportunities perceived in this assumption appear as
limitations, as blinders that obscure the larger contours of the world
scene, as if the very proximity to policymaking so exaggerates
immediate and transitory problems as to confound the broader
outlines of global structure. At such times, then, there are advan-
tages to distance, to being long on global perspectives and shorton
up-to-date information and inside knowledge.

Perhaps this conclusion is merely an excuse for the fact that
what follows lacks familiarity with the current Washington scene. its
personality clashes and its bureaucratic rivalries. On the other
hand, i like to think that a lack of information conduces to a readi-
ness to be playful, to theorize anew. which may prove useful in the
search for a comprehensive national strategy appropriate to an
increasingly “fragmegrated” world. (The term “fragmegration” is
explained later in this paper.)

Viewed from a decade-to-decade perspective, a growing gap
between a number of emergent global and societal structures
stands out as inhibiting, if not prohibiting, the design of a viable
national strategy for the United States. Stated more directly, even if
the problems of personnel turnover (Kirkpatrick's complaint), poi-
icy inconsistency (Haig's lament), fractious bureaucratic machin-
ery (everybody's grievance), and the many other microfactors cited
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as explanations for the lack of a national strategy could somehow
be resolved, the macrodynamics of global life in the waning years of
this century would remain. And, as such. they are likely to under-
mine, even preclude, the formation of a viable and comprehensive
strategy.

In short, the probiem is not that of clearing away the under-
brush so that an underlying, coherent, and compelling national
strategy will reveal itself and serve to guide the nation effectively
through the thickets of world politics. Rather the problem is to
identify the obstacles to a viable strategy, acknowledge their dura-
bility, and then seek ways of working around them so that goals can
be realized and chailenges met. Such is the purpose of the ensuing
analysis.

THE FUNDAMENTALS OF A NATIONAL STRATEGY

To assess whether and how a viable national strategy can
bridge the growing gap between global and societal structures, we
need first to outline both the requirements of such a strategy and the
nature of the structures for which it is designed. | have pieced
together the following conception of an effective strategy from
many of the wistful pleas that one be developed. As | understand it,
these yearnings derive from a sense that the capacity of the United
States to manage its external affairs has not kept pace with changes
unfolding abroad and that therefore it is desirable, even vital, that
the Nation’'s goals and capabilities be brought together into a
coherent design for coping with (rather than simply reacting tn) a
fast-moving world. Equipped with such a comprehensive strategy, it
is felt, the United States would act consistently and its friends and
foes abroad would know what to expect in diverse situations and, at
the same time, the policymaking process at home would be founded
on the strategy and thus more immune to the vagaries of style and
personality that have plagued it for so long. Consequently, with
coherence of purpose and consistency of action, the nation will be
able to protect its interests and maximize its influence over the
course of events. That is what happened in the 1950s, the argument
stresses, when the country did have an overall strategy, that of
containment, which was widely supported at home and cleariy
recognized abroad as the basis for American foreign and military
policies and which thus enabled the country to move effectively in
world affairs. To be sure, Stalin miscalculated in Korea, but the
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viability of the strategy was reaffirmed and strengthened by the
successful American response to the miscalculation. And that is
what is neded today, an overall perspective that can be translated
into specific responses to external challenges even though, admit-
tedly, the world has become more complex and thus may require a
more elaborate strategy than that of containment.

In sum, the yearned-for national strategy is conceived to con-
sist of four basic elements: (1) a clear and coherent conception of
the Nation's external goals and the priorities among them; (2) a
design for moving toward these goals or countering threats to them
consistent with the resources available to sustain the movement
and counter the threats; (3) a widespread societal consensus in
support of the strategy so that it can be effectively implemented;
and (4) a global reputation for consisiently adhering to the strategy.

CHANGING EXTERNAL STRUCTURES: THE FUNDAMENTALS
OF A FRAGMEGRATED WORLD

Assuming this is a reasonable assessment of what those who
long for a comprehensive strategy are calling for, the test of its
viability lies in whether or not it can serve as a bridge between the
changing structures of global and national life. A diagrammatic
summary of some of the more salient foreign and domestic struc-
tures is presented in Table 3-9, and here the enormous bridging
tasks of an effective strategy can be seen in their juxtaposition. That
is, the changing external structures listed on the left side of the
table, each of which reinforces the others, have combined to render
the global environment less stable for all states, while the changing
internal structures listed on the right, each again reinforcing the
others, have interacted to make the United States an increasingly
vulnerable great power. And as can be seenin the center column of
the table, the interface of these two conditions poses a number of
troubling questions as to what may be required if the country is to
adaptitsinternal structures to its external circumstances, including
the question of whether a viable national strategy can at least do
part of the job.

Stated differently, as indicated by the multiple entries in the
center column, a national strategy is one of several mechanisms
through which the adaptation of the United States to a fast-moving
world can be accomplished.? Given the magnitude of the other
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mechanisms, it seems clear that the obstacles to a viable strategy
are considerable and that, in any event, the formulation of such a
strategy would have to be accompanied by a number of other devel-
opments for it to be effective. Indeed, viewed in this way, Table 3-9
suggests that a viable strategy may not be achievable unless and
until the American people evolve a broad and solidly based consen-
sus that, in effect, is founded on a new social contract, redefined
priorities, a new lifeboat ethic, a clearer conception of the national
interest, and/or other economic value changes.

Before analyzing the prospects for developing a domestic con-
sensus wide and deep enough to render a national strategy viable,
let us assume that such a consensus exists and briefly consider the
obstacles located abroad to the formation of a national strategy.
One useful way to conceive of these obstacles is to posit global
structures as having undergone a vast transformation in recent
years, a transformation that makes them much more complex than
was the case in the early postwar years when the strategy of con-
tainment proved so viable. The wellsprings of this transformation
can be analyzed in terms of five underlying dynamics (the major
headings listed on the left of Table 3-9). Eisewhere | have examined
the sources and consequences of these dynamics at some length,
but for present purposes it suffices to emphasize that all five con-
tribute to and sustain two interactive, simultaneous, and contradic-
tory global processes, those of integration and disintegration, of
centripetal forces that are making groups and nations more and
more interdependent even as centrifugal forces are increasingly
fragmenting them into subgroups and subnations.? To highlight the
importance of the simultaneity and contrariety of these two primary
processes, one can think of their interaction as forming a fragme-
grative process and to use the label of fragmegration for the global
structures to which their interaction has given rise. in my view the
concept of fragmegration, embracing as it does both fragmentation
and integration, facilitates a more incisive understanding of the
changing world scene than does the concept of interdependence.
The latter concept is plagued with ambiguity over the hierarchical
relations among groups and states, whereas fragmegration by-
passes the probiem by assuming that both hierarchy and autonomy
are at work as groups and states concurrently fragment and inte-
grate in response to declining resources, weakened governments,
and new challenges and issues that span and violate their long-
standing political and legal boundaries.*
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Being both simultaneous and contradictory, fragmegrative
processes are marked by tension and upheaval even as the resulting
structures become regularized and institutionalized features of
world affairs. Seven recent “international” crises, those in Iran,
Poland, Central America, Mexico, Afghanistan, the Falkland Islands,
and Lebanon, offer vivid insights into the global scope of fragme-
gration. The integrative forces of the Iranian revolution swept
through the American Embassy in Tehran and upended the most
elemental premises of international law even as the disintegrative
energies it unieashed have rent iran’s society, stalemated its econ-
omy, and spread fear and uncertainty throughout the Arabworld. In
Poland the centrifugal forces that created Solidarity clashed head-
on with the centripetal structures of the Soviet empire and the
financial links of Western and Eastern banking institutions. In Cen-
tral America the simultaneity of integrative and disintegrative
dynamicsis poignantly evidentin the large extent to which its guer-
rillawars have become a regionwide conflict, spreading across and
obfuscating traditional boundaries as both governments and rebel
groups coordinate their actions with their counterparts in the
region. Hardly less conspicuous an illustration of fragmegration
was evident in Mexico's near-collapse into insolvency and the integ-
rative response of the International Monetary Fund (IMF). The
Soviet invasion of Afghanistan may at first seem a more conven-
tional instance of hierarchical power politics, but on closer inspec-
tion the flight of insurgent groups into Pakistan and their subse-
quent difficulties in consolidating their efforts suggest the presence
of multiple fragmegrative processes. Likewise, while the Falkland
crisis may appear as a classic case of one state invading another
and then being repulsed by a counterattack, its origins and dynam-
ics lay in the simultaneity of disintegrative tendencies in the Argen-
tine economy and the British polity and integrative processes
inherent in both Argentine and British nationalism. And with four
armed services having been at war in Lebanon and five negotiating
teams having sought to end the conflict, what could be a better
example of the vigor and ubiquity of fragmegration!

Viewed from this perspective, the worldwide flow of refugees
seeking new homelands, the flow of currencies seeking higher
interest rates, the flow of acid rain spread by the winds far beyond
their origins, the diffusion of unemployment across national boun-
daries and the disruption of trade flows between them, the flow of
terrorists, former CIA agents, and carriers of stolen computer tech-
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nology seeking to defy national structures on behalf of subnational
or personal aspirations, and a host of other new patterns are also
part of a larger, unfamiliar encompassing global structure that has
emerged in the last couple of decades. Such diverse patterns can be
viewed as cumulating into a more encompassing structure because
they commonly derive from the dynamics noted in Table 3-9 and thus
overlap, forming a circuitous and complex chain of causal connec-
tions whereby the centripetal and centrifugal forces at work in the
global system become functions of each other. It may not always be
easy to trace the overlap and the causal links, but the patterned
occurrence of the various fragmegrative processes suggests the
presence of an underlying and all-encompassing global structure.

Indeed, the structure of fragmegration is so encompassing that
its scope is not confined to the commingling of integrative and
disintegrative processes within and between states. It is also opera-
tive on aregional scale, thereby further confounding the tasks of a
viable national strategy. The crises in the South Atlantic and
Lebanon are bothiflustrative in this regard. Just as the conflict over
the Falkland Islands précipitated both centripetal forces within
Latin America and Western Europe and centrifugal forces between
the two regions, so did the Israeli attack on the PLO intensify (at
least initially) a sense of common cause within the Arab world and
deepen the rift between it and israel's friends in the West. As a
consequence, in both crises the United States was compelled to
make choices that were regional in scale, between NATO and the
Organization of American States in the one case and between the
moderate Arab world and Israel in the other. And in both instances it
was a no-win choice. To support the centripetal forces on one side
of the conflict was to offend those on the other side, while the
avoidance of choosing between the regions was to offend both
sides and to allow for a further deepening of the centrifugal forces
dividing the regions. Little wonder, then, that in both crises the
United States postponed the choice as long as possible by under-
taking a mediating role in the hope of promoting any nascent cen-
tripetal forces that may have been operative between the regions.

In short, the variety and scale of the world's fragmegrative
processes are so great that it would be a grievous error to view their
emergence as part of a transitional realignment or as a temporary
phase in international history. For if fragmegration has become a
fundamental global structure, founded on all the habituation and
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routinisation that undergirds any social structure, then it may well
be a permanent feature of world affairs. it may well be, in other
words, that what presently appear to be ungainly asymmetries inthe
state system have in fact become its symmetries. In any event,
whether fragmegration is in the long run transitory or enduring, its
pervasiveness onthe current sceneistoo greatnottobetreatedasa
major obstacle to (and thus as a central focus of) any national
strategy the United States may evolve for the foreseeable future.

And why do the processes of fragmegration pose serious, if not
insurmountable, challenges to those who would draft a national
strategy that coherently specifies external goals, the priorities
among them, and the actions required to move toward them con-
sistently? Answered most simply (and still assuming that a widely
shared domestic consensus exists or could be fashioned around
some basic propositions that accord the United States an active—as
distinguished from an isolationist—role in world affairs), because
some of the external goals inherent in the role of a superpower will
best be served through supporting the centrifugal forces at work
within and among states and other goals are likely to be best served
by favoring the centripetal forces; and to be aligned simultaneously
with these contradictory forces is to be, inevitably, committed to
inconsistent courses of action.

Thatis, it will be difficult to frame a set of basic propositions that
summarize the nation’s international rofe because global fragme-
gration does not lend itself to broad strategic principles that have
universal relevance. To cope with fragmegrative processes is to
have to direct action simultaneously at substantial, national, and
supranational actors abroad, and the norms, aspirations, capabili-
ties, and maneuverability underlying the responsiveness of the
actors ateach of these levels will normally be so different (and often
so mutually exclusive) that no set of strategic principles could
possibly be effective at all the levels. As indicated in the Polish
crisis, for example, the principle of freedom of assembly may serve
worthy goals and evoke desired responses at the subnational level,
but it may also evoke undesirable responses at the national level
because it conflicts with the principle of nonintervention in the
internal affairs of another state. Similarly, fragmegrative processes
can differ as greatly across situations as within them, thus confront-
ing policymakers with the necessity of applying some principles in
onesituation and negating them in others. This is why, presumably,
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the United States found the principle of opposing the first use of
force as an instrument of foreign policy compelling in the recent
case of Argentina but unwise in the even mare recent case of
Honduran incursions into Nicaragua.

In sum, it is reasonable to assert that each increment of global
fragmegration reduces by acomparable degree the capacity of any
state to develop and maintain an internally consistent global
strategy. If this is so, it follows that those who call for a national
strategy seem likely either to be ever more frustrated or to turn away
from internationalist orientations that posit the US as having
worldwide interests.

CHANGING INTERNAL STRUCTURES: THE FUNDAMENTALS
OF A FRAGMEGRATED AMERICA

Butthe dynamics of global fragmegration are not only external
to the United States. As indicated on the right side of Table 3-9, they
are also at work within the country and they pose equally serious
challenges {0 the prospects for evolving a viable national strategy.
Most notably, these prospects become even more questionable
when the assumption of a broad national consensus is relaxed. The
findings of along-terminquiry into the underlying attitudes of 4,783
American leaders conducted by Ole R. Holsti and myself has
yielded clear-cut evidence of deep cleavages within the American
leadership community over the goals and role of the United States
in the world.> That is, not only did we fail to turn up any signs of a
global perspective widely shared by leaders in all walks of American
life, but we also uncovered a series of patterns which greatly reduce
the likelikhood of such a consensus either evolving slowly or being
mobilized by a charismatic leader, a political party, and/or a severe
crisis: (1) the “containment” consensus of the 1950s has given way
not to confusion or ambiguity with respect to the country’s role in
the world, but to at least three highiy structured and mutually exclu-
sive belief systems; (2) the replacement of the consensus with these
belief systems was in good measure {though not entirely) a product
of the trauma of Vietnam; (3) each of the belief systems is so
internally consistent that those who hold them are likely to interpret
the course of events reinforcing their beliefs, thereby perpetuating
the cleavages that divide the society; (4) no foreseeable interna-
tional crisis short of an attack comparable to Pearl Harbor and an
ensuing global war is likely to serve as the basis for a new society-
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wide consensus, or at ieast our evidence plainly indicates that
neither the Iranian hostage crisis nor the Soviet invasion of Afghan-
istan gave rise to any reduction in the gaps that separate the three
betief systems,; (5) while there are some connections between a
leader’s belief system and his or her occupation and political ideol-
ogy, ail three belief systems prevail in every subsection of the
leadership zommunity, including both major political parties and all
theinstitutions and agencies of the Federal Government; and (6) the
prevalence of three mutually exclusive, internally consistent belief
systems in all walks of American life, combined with the decentral-
ized character of the country’s policymaking machinery, can thus
be viewed as a prime source of the inconsistency and vacillation
that has marked American foreign policy since the war in Vietnam.

Table 3-10 outlines the three foreign-policy belief systems, which
we have labeled Cold War Internationalism, Post-Cold War Interna-
tionalism, and Neo-Isolationism, and here the internal consistency
of each can be readily discerned through glancing down the
columns, and their mutual exclusivity is no less evident through
comparing across the rows. Since an elaborate discussion of the
differences depicted in Table 3-10 has been presented elsewhere,
here it suffices to address the question of whether any of the three
belief systems is susceptible to transformation into a national stra-
tegy appropriate to coping with a fragmegrated world.® The answer,
of course, depends partly on one’s belief system. Analysis commit-
ted to any one of them arelikely to argue that it is sufficiently
coherent and comprehensive to serve as the basis for ordering
priorities and resolving hard choices among policy alternatives.
And certainly itis clear from Table 3-10 that each system is founded
on general principles as to the underlying structure of the global
system and what should be done about it.

Viewed from the perspective of the dynamics inherent in the
processes of fragmegration, however, each of the belief systems
would appearto be wanting. This is readily apparent with respect to
Cold War Internationalism and Neo-isolationism: as indicated in
Table 3-9, global fragmegration derives from a number of diverse
and diffuse sources besides those originating in the Communist
world, and many of these link the United States to a number of
situations abroad that cannot be reasonably ignored. Thus a strat-
egy founded on containing the Soviet Union would be seriously out
of phase with many of the centripetal and centrifugal forces at work
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in the world, and the same would be said of an isolationist strategy
that fails to account for the myriad ways in which fragmegrative
structures at home respond to patterns unfolding abroad. Similarly,
precisely because Post-Cold War Internationalism com-*s some-
what closer to recognizing the diversity and diffusion of fragmegra-
tive processes, it is conspicuously lacking in several kinds of overall
principles (particularly those pertaining to the question of when to
employ force and the problem of how to balance conflicting chal-
lenges from the Third World and the Soviet Union) that are essential
to a viable strategy. The indecisiveness and incoherence that
marked the conduct of American foreign affairs during the Carter-
Vance years is a poignant reminder of the difficulties inherent in
transforming Post-Cold War Internationalism into a national
strategy.

Inshort, none of the three belief systems seem appropriatetoa
fragmegrated world and thereby capable of bridging the changing
structures of global and national life. And this would appear to be
especially the case when the findings relevant to the distribution of
the three systems throughout the national leadership community
are recalled. Whatever potential each system may be assessed to
have as national strategy, none is likely to emerge as the basis of a
nationwide consensus. Indeed, the complexity and solidity of the
cleavages which presently mark American society is probably much
greater than Table 3-10 suggests. For there are strong indications
(partially derived from systematic evidence) that the leadership is
also divided by three domestic-policy belief systems, no less mutu-
ally exclusive or internally consistent than their foreign-policy
counterparts.” A comparison of the two sets of belief systems is
likely to yield the conclusion, discussed at length elsewhere, that
there are few if any philosophical links between the two sets, all of
which suggests that efforts to mobilize a broad consensus behind a
particular national strategy are likely to founder because of division
over its domestic as well as its foreign-policy implications.?

It follows that the problem of American inconsistency in world
affairs goes far deeper than the absence of a national strategy or the
personality and bureaucratic clashes among policymakers in the
White House, the State Department, the Defense Establishment, the
Congress, and the many other agencies with some responsibility for
the society’'s adaptation toits external environment. The problem is
rooted in underlying value divisions that are independent of particu-
lar individuats or units of government. Neither the last-minute shift
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of a US vote at the United Nations by the Reagan Administration
during the Falklands war nor avirtually identical eventin 1979 under
the Carter Administration over the Middle East—to take two of
innumerable examples of inconsistency that could be cited—
occurred mainly because the Secretary of State, the US Ambassa-
dor to the United Nations, and/or the Presidential Assistant for
Naticnal Security Affairs were competing for jurisdiction or other-
wise rubbing each other the wrong way. Such events occur, rather,
largely because there is no one-to-one relationship between the
recruitment process and the belief systems held by the occupants of
high office, with the result that at any moment in time adherents of
all three belief systems are scattered somewhat randomly through-
out the decentralized machinery for adapting the society to its
external environment. Hence at any moment in time one or another
official, each performing his or her share of the policymaking
responsibility as seems best in the light of his or her belief system, is
asserting or adopting policy positions that may vary from, even
contradict, the positions articulated by other top officials whose
responsibilities and belief systems are of a different kind. It was not
so much CyrusVance and Zbigniew Brzezinski who clashed across
institutional tines—to cite one of the more conspicuous policymak-
ing rivalries—as it was a conflict between Post-Cold War Interna-
tionalism and Cold War Internationalism. This multiplicity of voices
that articulates and sustains the vacillation built into American
toreign and defense policy seems destined to persist as long as the
policymaking organization is widely decentralized and the core
values of the society are widely discrepant.

ALTERNATE ROUTES TO A STRATEGIC DESIGN

Two lines of argument might be advanced to demonstrate that
the foregoing grossly exaggerates the external and internal obsta-
cles to a national strategy. One would be that such a strategy need
only be capable of coping with military challenges and can thus
leave to the makers of foreign policy the task of responding to the
socioeconomic and political challenges inherent in fragmegration.®
A second would be a national-interest argument, in which a clear
and pragmatic conception of the Nation's underlying interests in
the diverse situations of global politics is cunceived to be capable of
identifying and clarifying a viable strategy for coping with both
military and nonmilitary challenges. '
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Itis temptingto posit the probiem of national strategy as simply
one of framing an overall military posture toward the world. For
surely it is much easier to calculate where and how force should be
used in support of national goals than to devise principles that also
govern when political, economic, and diplomatic instruments
should be used on behalf of the goals. Framing an overall military
posture, while not free of difficulties and controversy, involves
assessing where unacceptable threats to the status quo may occur
and then planning the force levels and tactics necessary to contest
them. However, whatever might be the organizing premises of
such a posture, whether they focus on seapower and mobile marine
units or on troops and airbases located abroad., it would be bound to
fail short of infusing coherence and consistency into the Nation’s
efforts to adapt to a fast-moving world. For as the processes of
fragmegration widen and deepen, more than ever do unacceptable
changes abroad derive from nonmilitary sources, from dynamics
that cannot be contained or channeled through the application of
force. Any national strategy does, to be sure, require a military
posture and planning for the circumstances when combat units
should be employed, but such a posture can only provide physical
security for American interests. It cannot promote the social, eco-
nomic, and political institutions abroad that are no less necessary to
the Nation's welfare. Recent events vividly demonstrate this point:

Forwhatis thelesson of the past few months if not the near-total
irrelevance of American military power? Irrelevant in the Falk-
lands dispute, irrelevant in Poland and Afghanistan. and now
irrelevant in Lebanon. Of what practical use is all that military
powe-, all those billion-dollar aircraft carriers and the tens of
thousands of atomic weapons? In what way have they influ-
enced the course of events in these critical areas of the world?
Their only use, as should long ago have been obvious, is to
deter the other muscie-bound nuc!ear Gulliver: the Soviet
Union, whose paralysis is of the same order of magnitude."

Stated differently, the more fragmegrated the world becomes, the
less meaningful become the distinctions between foreign, military.
and domestic policy. A military posture can only be effective if a
government is seen as ready to use force and its people ready to
supply the human and nonhuman resources necessary to fight, all
of which means that military, foreign, and domestic policy form a
seamless web and any effort to design a national strategy for only
one of these dimensions is destined to founder. In the case of the
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United States, for example, there are ample reasons to presume that
the American people will not support military actions abroad except
under extreme circumstances, and any national strategy that
ignores these constraints is bound to be short-lived.

The argument that a national strategy can be constructed out of
a clear-cut conception of the Nation’s interests in the various
regions of the world also suffers from major insutficiencies. One is
that a multiplicity of interests are operative in any situation, and
even to categorize them, say, as survival, vital, major, and peripheral
interests is not necessarily to fashion them into a coherent design
and thereby achieve a workable set of priorities among them.'> No
matter how pragmatic the calculation of national interests may be.
the inconsistencies inherent in the simultaneity and ubiquity of
fragmegrative processes will remainto confound the task of setting
priorities. Secondly, for all the intellectuality and rationality involved
in the assessment and categorization of national interests, the task
is profoundly and ultimately a sorting out of values, a making of
judgments about what is good and bad, and there is no way that a
hardnosed, pragmatic approach to such judgments can render
them into empirically objective truths.'* Thus what one observer or
policymaker assesses as a survival interest may only be a vital
interest to anaother, with the result that any strategy founded on an
articulation of national interests is bound to be as viable as the
degree of value consensus within the society will allow. As already
noted, present circumstances in the United States do not offer
much hope that viability can be achieved through this method of
formulating a comprehensive strategy.™

CONCLUSION: COMPREHENSIVE STRATEGIES OR
MUDDLED INCREMENTS?

Ifthe dynamics of fragmegration have cut off all the easy routes
to a national strategy, and if none of the three foreign-policy belief
systems is likely to be up to the challenges of fragmegration or to
serve as the basis of a nationwide consensus, what then? Are there
no general principles to which top officials can resort when critical
decisions have to be made? Qr are they forever destined to proceed
pragmatically from situation to situation and from crisis to crisis,
treating each as a challenge to somehow muddling through, keep-
ing losses to a minimum and, where possible, incrementally regis-
tering gains on behalf of whatever values and interests may be
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widely shared? In the absence of a consensual national strategy, is
the United States fated only to react to external stimuli? Or can the
obstacles to a national strategy be at ieast minimally circumvented?

| know of no magical answers to these questions. Beyond the
widely held belief in the desirability of controlling the nuclear arms
race, and aside from the very abstract proposition italicized beiow, it
is difficult to conceive of any general principies that can serve as
guides for American policymakers. Less because of the limits of
imagination and more because of the nature of fragmegration, it
does seem likely that pragmatic muddling throughis the only way in
which a bridge between the changing structures of global and
national life can be effectively sustained. But does pragmatic mud-
dling imply a future of confusion and inconsistency? Not necessar-
ily. To muddle pragmatically is to acknowledge that regions, states.
and subnational groups abroad are both cohering and breaking
down, to recognize the constraints imposed by similar dynamics at
home, and to respond to the simultaneity of these contradictory
processes through policies and actions that are founded on muliti-
level calculations—that seif-consciously and simultaneously seek
to maximize the benefits and minimize the costs at every system
level abroad by taking into account the consequences for each of
the other levels.

And how to take account of multilevel consequences? The
answer here is as close as | can come to a genuine guideline for
framing a viable strategy. It can be called the fragmegration guide-
line: in order to muddle consistently from one situation to another,
the United States should found its conduct abroad on the presump-
tion that any and all disintegrative forces comprising subsystems
within a system are legitimate (and thus notto be contested) as long
as they allow for the perpetuation of the integrative forces compris-
ing the system and that the system is legitimate (and not to be
contested) as long as it allows for the perpetuation of any and all of
its subsystems.

Such a guideline combines, on the one hand, a respect for the
sovereignty of states and the integrity of of regions (system perpe-
tuation) and, on the other, a readiness to align the US on the side of
change and democratic values within states and regions (subsys-
tem perpetuation). Indeed, this guideline is precisely the basis on
which the US has supported Solidarity (which accepted the legiti-
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macy of Poland) and opposed the PLO (which has yet to accept the
legitimacy of Israel). And at first glance it also seems suitable as a
foundation for clear and consistent responses to the irag-iran War,
the issue of arms to Taiwan, the conflicts in Central America, the
situations in Southern Africa, and a host of other current problems.
Or, to make the case in negative terms, it is precisely the violation of
the guideline on the issue of sanctions designed to inhibit construc-
tion of the natural-gas pipeline across Eurasia—the ignoring of the
integrity of integrative forces within and between European coun-
tries in an attempt to promote disintegrative tendencies within the
SovietUnion and Poland—that has fostered disarray in the Western
alliance and intensified concern about consistency in American

policy.

In sum, there are reasons to conclude that if top officials
employed the fragmegration guideline and repeatedly and publicly
affirmed that it lay at the core of American policy, the country's
interests would be well served without conveying the appearance of
indecision and vacillation. And conceivably, too, it would help make
the world safer for diversity and enhance any other benefits that
may be inherent in fragmegrative processes.

Again, of course, there is no magic here. The overlap and clash
of integrative and disintegrative forces will still be chaotic and, as
such, they will foment controversy and confusion among officials
over whether particular systems and subsystems in particular situa-
tions allow for the perpetuation of each other. Yet, muddled as the
making and summing of such multilevel caiculations may be, pre-
sumably they will also be more in touch with the predominant
structures of world affairs and thus will be more rather than less
practical as mechanisms for adapting an increasingly vulnerable
United States to its increasingly less stable external environment.

Disappointing as it may be to accept thatin the present circum-
stances a viable national strategy cannot otherwise be developed,
there is some virtue in such a conclusion. Or at least something
important might be gained if the necessity of accepting pragmatic
incrementalism and suppressing the need for general principles
were to become widely shared. A consensus around this conclusion
might go a long way toward rechanneling energy to the tasks at
hand and away from therivairies that are inherentin a decentralized
policymaking system and a set of mutually exclusive beliet systems.
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Surely, too, a recognition of the limits of general principles will
lessen the fruitless, even counterproductive, arguments that have
ensued over the merits of such vacuous concepts as detente, nec-
conservatism, and ultraliberalism. And less rivalry and contention
among top officials would, doubtless, contribute to a global reputa-
tion for consistency and reliability.
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Chapter 4

National Security Strategies for
the Use of Space

Panelists were challenged to address the following charter:

“The group will review the potential of space technologies to alter
the security environment on the earth. This panel will examine the
role that space might play in future US military efforts and will
suggest potential strategies to ensure that US space efforts proceed
toward desired security objectives. Recommendations might be
made about the priorities for future US military space programs and
about arms control in space.”
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Panel Summary

Mr. Norman R. Augustine, Chairman
Martin Marietta Denver Aerospace

Lieutenant Colonel Gunter H. Neubert, USA, Rapporteur
National Defense University

The role of space in affecting national security is atimely topic.
Although the subject was considerably narrower than those ad-
dressed in th2 other panels, it proved to be no less challenging and
contentious, surfacing some thorny problems and generating some
lively debate. Most of the views discussed did not elicit unanimous
support of the panelists, but all did enjoy some form of consensus.

It has been almost 25 years since Sputnik | was first placed in
orbit, ushering in the space age. Space activities have exploded
since that time: there are some 4,700 man-made objects being
tracked in space; shuttle operations have devolived from the spec-
tacular to the routine so that the flight announced for 11 November
1982, at 0719 hours, will very likely take place on 11 November at
0719 hours; the shuttle tank is large enough to contain the trajectory
of the first and most famous flight of the Wright brothers: some
dozen Americans have walked on the moon; and Russian cosmo-
nauts, almost unnoticed by the American public, are continuing.
even as we must, tocircle the globe, adding an interesting challenge
to US security concerns. With this proliferation in mind, trying to
address future security issues provided a decided challenge to the
imagination.

It was felt by the panel that the United States is at a crossroads
in its space program. Past eras have been centered upon a major
goal: In the fifties, the US goal was the placement of an artificial
satellite in orbitaround the earth; in the sixties, the Appollo program
provided the major challenge; and the space shuttle program
received major emphasis in the seventies. What about the eighties?
There appears to be no single, center-stage, national space objec-
tive. Panel reaction to the present national space policy, as recently
announced by the President, was mixed. There were those who feit
the policy does indeed set the framework for maintaining leadership
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in space, as well as strengthening national security. Others felt that
the pronouncement was too vague, offered no blueprint for the
Nation’'s progress in space, and will result in a “Band-Aid" approach
to the national strategy for the development of space. This seeming
lack of a single direction may in fact be no more than a sign of the
maturity of the space program, where the many missions that can be
accomplished are much more routine than spectacular, and sup-
porteconomic and military objectives more than political objectives.

A definite change in the composition of the US space program
from a NASA-oriented toward a Defense-oriented program was
noted by some panelists. Today, for the first time, the Defense
budget for space equals the civilian budget. This shift may well be
designed to try to redress past US-Soviet asymmetric efforts in
space. The Soviets traditionally have had a strong military space
program. Since 1977 some 33 Soviet cosmonauts have accumu-
lated four man-years of experience on orbit, performing surveil-
lance, repairs, and positive command and control functions, as well
as possibly developing techniques for targeting, and providing
warning of attack. Today they have the only space weapon in the
world, which they have tested some 20 times. In contrast, the United
States has only accumulated some 39 man-days of orbital expe-
rience, and has no space weapons.

The ability of the Soviets to track the US fleet using radar
satellites is of particular concern to the United States. Over the past
decade the Soviets have launched four to five times as many satel-
lites as the United States (with 70 percent of the launches being
strictly military). Last year alone, they launched about 75 military-
related satellites, as compared to eight US launches. But, as pointed
out by some panelists, given the superior reliability and capability of
the US efforts, the United States still has a stronger space program.
at this time. The US program was felt by the panelists to have a
decided edge by virtue of the shuttle and the lead in miniaturization
capability. However, it was noted that the United States has no new
defense initiatives planned until 1983, the implication being that this
makes us vulnerable to possible Soviet breakthroughs.

There is today a definite change in the character of the US
space program. From the earlier missions of strategic warning and
intelligence, there appears to be a shift toward enhancing the tacti-
cal warfighting capability of US forces. These forces are increas-
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ingly dependent on the capabilities offered by space assets. Some
commanders have voiced concern about the fact that space assets
are not at present under their control (and thus are subject to being
diverted at the mostinopportunetimesin war), and that these assets
are very vulnerable to Soviet intervention. The following initiatives
were identified to address the latter concern:

1. Add sensors to satellites to confirm/report attack.

2. Harden satellites against EW (electronic warfare soft kill),
nuclear electromagnetic pulse (EMP), and against conven-
tional intercepts.

3. Buildinredundancy (to enhance capability for restoration).
4. Add maneuver capability to evade killer satellites.

5. Develop a U.S. ASAT capability (as a deterrent and as a
bona fide wartighting device).

The panel felt that, unless there is an improvement in the sur-
vivability of US space vehicies and hardware. the military space
program could actually see adeclinein the future. Since the Soviets
presumably would attempt to eliminate/neutralize US space assets
even in conventional warfare, it was the view of the group that the
United States must develop an antisatellite program on a high-
priority basis, with an immediate capability against spacecraft in
near-earth orbit. It was felt that the development of a technology
base to address requirements for an antisatellite capability in geo-
synchronous orbit should be sufficient for the near future. It was
noted that space assets are actually only part of the overali space
system, and that the associated ground stations, control links, and
data processing equipment, as well as launch facilities, must also be
hardened.

The panel concluded that over-the-horizon (real-time) target-
ing against surface ships, aircraft, and ground vehicles. using space
as alinkin the targeting, represents the premier opportunity for the
United States to reap major benefits, and thus should be pursued on
a priority basis. The United States already has the capability of
targeting individual elements with high precision, but not with rapid
time-lines. This latter aspect is the key to increasing the effective-
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ness of many weapons systems which are limited not by intrinsic
capabilities but by means of target acquisition.

Historically, the United States has relied principally on an
offensive doctrine in the ‘strategic arena. In fact, since the late
sixties, ithas been argued that more emphasis on strategic defense
would be destabilizing. The panel concluded, however, that the
dramatic change in space technology (and other factors) has
changed the environment, and that the United States would be well
advised to adopt a policy that would be more balanced between
strategic defense and strategic offense. Indeed, it was felt by some
members of the panel that space offers the United States the oppor-
tunity to attain a strong strategic defense. This could potentially be
achieved in terms of conventional kill mechanisms, explosives, and
kinetic energy. although this point was much disputed.

The most publicized (and scrutinized) program. though,
involves the high-energy laser. The United States and the Soviet
Union both have active programs in this area. Although the panel
generally agreed that the United States should conduct research on
a high-energy laser potentially applicable to space missions, most
of the panelists argued that the technology was not sufficiently
developed to determine at this time whether the large investment of
national assets would in fact yield a productive defense system. On
the other hand, the panel believed that a vigorous program to inves-
tigate technology and operational feasibility was indeed in order. In
the final analysis, it was concluded that the problem was one of
insufficient data, and that it was important for the Unitod States first
to close this datagap, in order to make an intelligent decision on the
future of this program.

Man in space! Should this program be the key to US space
policy? The answer to this question also proved to be elusive. The
present US manned space program is somewhat low-key—although
many argued that the shuttle represents a man-in-space program
which is by no means low-key. It was generally agreed that the
Cnviets certainly seem to think that the manned space program is
important, and that the United States wouid be well-advised to
understand why. Although the panel wasn't prepared to identify the
manned space station as the key ingredient of US national strategy
in space, several possible near-term missions for a permanently
manned space station were identified, including surveillance, tar-
geting, providing precise command and control, logistic support
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(e.g., repairing, as well as constructing, space assets), and provid-
ing unambiguous warning of strategic attack. The United States
may indeed be passing up the chance for making major discoveries
intechnical and other arenas—discoveries that might well rank with
historically important (and accidental) discoveries such as penicil-
lin, x-rays—and America.

Sanctuary in space! This concept, more than any other, gener-
ated some heated debate. It was generally agreed that nuclear
weapons should be barred from space (although the question of
verification may be insoluble). However, after a thorough discus-
sion, it was quite apparent to all that the issue of conventional
weapons in space was indeed very complex and intractable. The
following factors were identified as being relevant:

1. The present space treaty, (barring the deployment of wea-
pons of mass destruction from space) was generally viewed as a
positive measure, of benefit to the United States. However, curtail-
ment of deployment of other weaponry, both offensive and defen-
sive, received close attention, and elicited some vociterous discus-
sion. On the issue of expanding the terms of the existing space
treaty, two diametrically opposed positions emerged. On the one
hand, some panelists maintained that, since the United States
derives more benefit frcm its space program than does the Soviet
Union from its own, it would be to our advantage to secure an
agreement with the Soviets that would attempt to guarantee nonin-
terference with our space assets.

On the other hand, the majority of the panel felt that, since we
are ahead in space activities, any agreement on constraining these
etforts would most likely work to our detriment, and asymmetrically
favor the Soviets—basically freeze our efforts, while the Soviets
caught up. (it should be noted that all panelists agreed that the
United States did indeed enjoy a lead in space—the disagreement
concerned the mechanism for assuring the future of that tead.)

2. The use of space for strategic defense was felt to be critical
to future US national security. It was generally conceded that stra-
tegic and tactical aid to military operations on earth through the
medium of space was indeed appropriate and important, and that
the location of sensors in space was probably stabilizing in most
applications. This is where agreement ceased Some members felt
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that space inevitably should, and will, be the next arena for military
combat, and that the United States should pursue a vigorous pro-
gram to attain a comprehensive capability in this medium. The
sanctuary advocates would bar all weapons from space. These
advocates felt that competition should be shifted from the military
tothetechnological and scientific areas, that military competitionin
space would ultimately lead to escalation, and prove unprofitable to
all sides.

3. Theprovisions of any agreement on a space sanctuary would
be extremely hard to verify and enforce, would apply primarily
during peacetime, and could put the United States at a disadvan-
tage in the event of a war with the Soviet Union. If the Soviets
prepared for war surreptitiously (which could easily go undiscov-
ered by the United States), and abrogated the treaty in de facto
fashion by using its space weaponry at the onset of hostilities, the
resuit could prove of major impact on the United States’ military
capability.

4. Space is no longer the exclusive preserve of the United
States and the Soviet Union. It is being accessed by an ever-
increasing number of nations. Thus, attempts to establish space as
a sanctuary would require multinational agreement by principals
who are generally at cross purposes over national objectives/inter-
ests, as well as the means of achieving them.

Afew words on organizing the US effort to exploit the perceived
US lead in space are in order. The ciose coupling between NASA
and DOD was greeted positively by the group; formation of the Air
Force's Space Command was also viewed as a good first step. The
formation of a future Joint Space Command was felt to be an even
more effective step. Formation of a US Space Force, at this time,
was viewed by most panelists as being diversionary. A few others
felt that the present space program is somewhat disjointed, pre-
cisely because there is no real advocacy. And that, untita US Space
Force is activated, Service rivalries and competition for assets
within DOD will hamper the efficient development and implementa-
tion of an effective US space program.

The panel voiced some concern that the Soviet Union was

posturing for another space spectacular (ala Sputnik). The nature
of this planned coup was not apparent, but there appears to be
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considerable evidence that the ingredients are coming together.
This raised the question of the proper US response—or better,
“anticipatory position.” Although the panel did not arrive at an
answer, it concluded that the United States could largely neutralize
the impact of such an event by maintaining a positive, vigorous,
publicly-supported program of its own.

Insummary, space was indeed felt to be the high ground for the
decades ahead, and it was felt to be crucial that the United States
make space assets and their ground-supporting assets survivable
in war. While the military must continue to ferret out new missions,
particularly missions that will maximize use of present capabilities,
the United States, as a whole, must continue its efforts to expand
and strengthen its presence in space.

91



The High Frontier Study:
A Summary

Lieutenant General Daniel O. Graham, USA (Ret.)
High Frontier

The United States is faced with an historic, but fleeting, oppor-
tunity to take its destiny into its own hands. The ominous military
and economic trends which today beset the peoples of the Free
World can be reversed, and confidence in the future of free political
and economic systems can be restored.

To accomplish this, we need only take maximum advantage of
one priceless legacy handed down to us by those free institutions—
superiority in space technology. We can escape the brooding
menace of ‘balance of terror” doctrines by deploying defensive
systems in space. We can ccnfound the prophets of doom by open-
ing the vast and rich High Frontier of space for industrialization.

if we are to seize this historic opportunity, we must first muster
the politica! will to discard without qualm the failed doctrines of the
past, to attack without quarter the bureaucratic impediments to
action, and to meet without flinching the wave of indignation from
outragedideologues athome and abroad. The technology is availa-
ble, the costs arereasonable, and the alternatives are not promising
solutions to our security problems.

THE OBJECTIVE
The objective of the High Frontier Study is to formulate a
national strategy option which would make maximum use of US

space teciinvlogy to accomplish the following goals:

e Nullify the present and growing threat to the United States
and its allies which is posed by Soviet military power.

Copyright = 1982 High Frontier, Washington, DC. Reprinted by Permissioni
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® Replacethe dangerous doctrine of Mutual Assured Destruc-

tion (MAD) with a strategy of Assured Survival.

e Provide both security and incentive for realizing the enor-

mous industrial and commercial potential of space.
This objective must be met with recommendations that are:
® Militarily sound.
e Technologically feasible.
¢ Fiscally responsible.

e Politically practical.

THE THREAT IMPERATIVE

The High Frontier effort has focused primarily on countering

the Soviet military threat, which isominous and growing. This threat
is the result of determined efforts by the Soviet Union to establish
global military dominance—efforts that have been abetted by
poorly conceived US security policies such as MAD. The Soviet
military buildup coupled with US military neglect has created these
alarming conditions:

94

e Thereisaseriousand growing Soviet advantage in strategic

nuclear power which cannot be countered by the unde-
fended United States except by a threat of retaliation that
involves naticnal suicide.

The preponderance of Soviet conventional power vis-a-vis
the United States and its allies is also severe and growing. It
can nolonger be counterbalanced, as it has been in the past.
by a credible threat to bring higher-technology US weap-
onry to bear.

The Soviet Union is increasingly successful in the use of
propaganda and the application of direct orindirect military
power to disrupt our alliances and to force the conversion of
underdeveloped nations to Marxism. This Soviel success
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now threatens the continuing availability of raw materials
which are critical to the industrialized West.

e The West is dangerously dependent on diminishing crude-
oil supplies located in areas threatened by Soviet military or
manipulative political power.

e The US alliance system is in serious disarray. It suffers a
lost sense of purpose and a perception of a decline in US
power and leadership. The Soviet propaganda offensive
against US nuclear weapons, designed to persuade Euro-
peans to become neutrals, is increasingly effective.

The Soviets are engaged in a costly and all too successful effort
to cap their current strategic advantages—in their terms “a favora-
ble correlation of forces”—with Soviet domination of near Earth
space. The Soviets have the only tested space weapon on either
side, an antisatellite system. They have orbited nuclear reactors.
They have a manned space station in orbit and are expanding it.
Almost all Soviet space activity has a distinct military flavor. The
essence of the Soviet military space threat was included in the 1981
Department of Defense publication Soviet Military Power {pages
79-80):

The Soviets have a vigorous and constantly expanding military
space program. In the past ten years they have been faunching
spacecraft at over 75 per year, at the rate of four-to-five times
that of the United States. The annual payload weight placed into
orbit by the Soviets is even more impressive—660,000 pounds—
ten times that of the United States. Some, but by no means all,
of this differential can be accounted for by long-life U.S. satel-
lites using miniaturized high technology components. Such an
activity rate is expensive to underwrite, yet the Soviets are
willing to expend resources on space hardware at an approxi-
mate eight percent per year growth rate in constant dollars.

We estimate that 70 percent of Soviet space systems serve a
purely military role, another 15 percent serve dual military/civil
roles, and the remaining 15 percent are purely civil. The Soviet
military satellites perform a wide variety of reconnaissance and
collection missions. Military R&D experiments are performed
onboard Soviet manned space stations, and the Soviets con-
tinue to develop and test an ASAT antisatellite co-orbital
interceptor.
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The Soviets appear to be interested in and possibly developing
an improved ASAT. A very large space booster similar in per-
formance to the Apolio program’s Saturn V is under develop-
ment and will have the capability tolaunch very heavy payloads
into orbit, including even larger and more capable laser weap-
ons. This booster is estimated to have six-to-seven times the
launch weight capability of the Space Shuttle.

Soviet space research and development, test, production, and
launch facilities are undergoing a continuing buildup. The new
booster will be capable of putting very large permanently
manned space stations into orbit. The Soviet goal of having
continuously manned space stations may support both defen-
sive and offensive weapons in space with man in the space
station for target selection, repairs and adjustments and posi-
tive command and control. The Soviets’ predominantly military
space program is expected to continue to produce steady gains
in reliability, sophistication and operational capability.

The Soviets consider space a perfect environment in which to
exercise their long-standing doctrinal and operational preferences
in warfighting—unconventional “first moves,” preemptive attacks
or “decapitation attacks” against vital targets such as strategic
communications, “combined-arms” moves (as are possible with
shiptracking satellites}, and other elements of their well-stocked
repertoire. The Soviets integrate military space operationsinto their
strategic thinking. They see space in straightforward terms, as an
operational or combatant theater, whereas we see it—given ourown
strategic culture—as a “sanctuary” where “support forces” for ter-
restrial military forces can operate permissively.

If Moscow achieves its aims, we will be faced with a new era of
Pax Sovietica in which Soviet space power dictates Free World
behavior. We believe that the High Frontier of space provides us
with the opportunity, perhaps our only opportunity, to frustrate
Soviet power ambitions and at the same time open up a new era of
hope and prosperity for the United States and the Free World.

THE HISTORICAL IMPERATIVE
The immediate threat impels us to exploit our space technol-
ogy, but there is also an unavoidable historical imperative to move

vigorously into that arena. Throughout man’s history, those nations
which moved most effectively from one arena of human activity to
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the next have reaped enormous strategic advantages. Forinstance,
when man'’s activities moved from the land to the coastal seas, the
Vikings established an extraordinary dominance by excelling at
sailing those seas.

After the epic voyages of Columbus and Magellan, Spain and
Portugal dominated the world through military and commercial
control of the new arena of human activity—the high seas. Later
England with her powerful fleet of merchantmen and men-of-war
established a century of Pax Britannica. When the coastal seas of
space—the air—became a new sphere of human activity, the United
States gained great strategic advantages by acquiring the most
effective military and civilian capability in aviation. Today, after epic
manned and unmanned exploration of space, we shall see which
nation puts the equivalent of the British merchantmen and men-of-
war into space. We dare not let it be our adversary.

THE MILITARY DIMENSION

We cannot reverse the ominous trends in the military balance if
we adhere to current strategy and try to compete with the Sovietsin
piling up weapons of current technology. Even if Congress were
willing to appropriate unlimited funds for procurement of these
weapons (and it is not), our defense production base is in such a
sorry state that it could not compete with the Soviet arms produc-
tion base which is today operating at very high levels. Our best hope
is to change our strategy and to move the key competition into a
technological arena where we have the advantage.

A bold and rapid entry into space, if announced and initiated
now, would end-run the Soviets in the eyes of the worid and move
the contestinto a new arena where we could exploit the technologi-
caladvantages we hold. This is far preferable to pursuinga numbers
contest here on Earth, which will be difficultif notimpossibfe for us
to win.

THE STRATEGIC DEFENSE OPTION
When we look to space for the technological end-run of the
Soviets, we find all factors call for an emphasis on strategic defense.

First, defensive systems hold the only promise to break out of the
Mutual Assured Destruction doctrine. Second, defense is the only
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sound alternative to costly “‘racetrack’-type options to protect our
deterrent systems. Third, our current and crucial heavy military
investment in space is also vulnerable to attack. Fourth, availabie
technology favors defensive space systems. Last, there are severe
political constraints and some technical-military reasons inhibiting
the deployment of offensive weapons in space.

For these reasons the military side of High Frontieremphasizes
the resurrection of a long neglected aspect of our security—
protective strategic defense. We visualize a layered strategic
defense. The first layer would be a spaceborne defense which wouid
effectively filter a Soviet missile attack in the early stages of flight.
The second layer would be a broader space protection system,
perhaps using advanced beam weaponry to further reduce the
effectiveness of a missile attack and to defend other space assets
from a variety of attacks. The third layer would be a ground-based
point defense system capable of removing any Soviet assurance of
success of a first strike against our missile silos—even before a
space system is deployed—and of intercepting Soviet missiles
which later might leak through the space defenses. A passive fourth
jayer would be civil defense, which becomes a valuable aspect of
strategy in conjunction with these active defense layers.

We can get a point defense within two or three years which
would be adequate to protect our ICBMs in silos and avoid the
high-cost deployment modes for MX. An initial spaceborne global
ballistic missile defense (GBMD) can be acquired in five or six years
given adequate priority. Asecond generation general space defense
using advanced technology can probably be achieved in the early
1990s.

In proposing such strategic defenses, one invariably encoun-
ters the shibboleths that have plagued consideration of strategic
defensive options in the past. It has been an article of faith in the
oftense-only, Assured Destruction school of thought that strategic
defensesin the nuclear era are useiess unless they are impermeable
or not subject to attack and/or that they are impossibly expensive.
These are false premises.

With regard to impermeable or invulnerable defenses, there

never has been nor ever wili be a defensive system which could meet
such criteria. Such perfectionist demands ignore the purposes of
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defenses and the effects of strategic defense on deterrence.
Defenses throughout military history have been designed to make
attack more difficult and more costly—not impossible. Defenses
have often prevented attack by making its outcome uncertain. Gen-
eral Grant putacavalry screenin front of his forces not because the
cavalry was invulnerable to Confederate bullets or because he
thought it could defeat Generai Lee, but because he did not wantthe
battle to commence with an assault on his main forces or his
headquarters.

It is this same military common sense that must prevail in our
approach to strategic defenses today. Given the drastic conse-
quences of a failed nuclear attack on an opponent, the critical
military task is to keep a potential aggressor uncertain of success if
not certain of failure. In the absence of defenses the Soviet military
planner has a rather straightforward arithmetic probiem to solve to
be quite sure of the results of a disarming strike against all locatable
US strategic weaponry—ICBM sites, airfields, and submarine bases.
His problemis simply to ensure that he can deliver two warheads of
current size and accuracy against each such target. If, on the other
hand, the Soviet planner must consider the effects of a strategic
defense, especially a spaceborne defense which destroys a portion
of the attacking missilesin the early stages of their trajectories. he is
faced with a problem full of uncertainties. He does not know how
many warheads will arrive in the ta-get area and—even more
crucial—which ones will arrive over which targets. Thischanges the
simple arithmetic problem into a complex calculus full of uncertain-
ties. Such uncertainties are the essence of deterrence.

Strategic defenses are eminently practicable and by no means
impossibly expensive if the programs involved are not required to
meet unrealistic standards of perfection or incredible postulated
threats. A cursory review of combinations of spaceborne defenses.
land-based ABMs, and civil defense—while by no means definitive
as to costs—indicates that a defense system of decisive strategic
importance can be devised which is relatively inexpensive when
compared with some previously proposed offensive systems.

SURVIVABILITY

One issue which must be carefully addressed is that of space
system survivability. While space systems are nearly invulnerable to
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a large array of threats with which terrestrial systems must cope
(e.g.. bombs and bullets) they have some unique vulnerabilities to
threats which can be posed by a technologically advanced adver-
sary. An examination of this problem leads to several conclusions:

¢ As with all systems, no space-based system can be envis-
aged which is invulnerable 10 al/l postulated threats.

® Vulnerability of current US space assets (intelligence and
communications satellites and the shuttle) sharply increases
the imperative for an effective spaceborne defensive system
which can defend itself. reduce the threat to other space
systems, as well as defend ground targets against hostile
objects transiting space, e.g., ICBMs.

¢ Defensive systems employinglarge numbers of less sophis-
ticated satellites are far less vulnerable than those employ-
ing small numbers of more sophisticated satellites.

¢ An ability to provide mutual warning and protection among
satellites in a ballistic missile defense is very important to
survivability.

® The sooner a spaceborne ballistic missile defense system
can be deployed, the better its survivability (long lead time
systems are susceptible to long lead time Soviet counter-
measures—real or postulated).

® Future US deployment of more sophisticated beam weap-
onry military satellites may be dependent for survivability
on protection provided by a lower-technology defensive
system already deployed.

Given the characteristics of currently operating US space sys-
tems, one canreadily postulate ways for the Soviets to attack them,
ranging all of the way from throwing sand in their paths to burning
them out of space with futuristic beam weapons. Such attack modes
fall into two basic categories, peacetime attack and wartime attack.

Most current Soviet capabilities to attack US space systems are

applicable in the peacetime attack category. These include attack
with non-nuclear direct ascent missiles, the current Soviet antisatel-
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lite system, and current power-level Soviet lasers. However, these
attack modes presuppose Soviet willingness to risk the grave con-
sequences (including war) of attacking our space systems in time of
peace or crisis. While such Soviet action cannot be totally ignored,
most experts on Soviet behavior find this possibility extremely
remote.

The second class of threat—wartime—is more serious. In this
situation nuclear weapons could be used to destroy or disable our
space systems using radiation effects. (Blast effects are of little
effect outside the atmosphere.) There are technical means of reduc-
ing the vulnerability of space systems to these effects, buta capabil-
ity of a defensive system to intercept hostile objects directed at it is
the best counter to such threats.

The Soviets may develop laser-beam weaponry of such power
that satellites passing over them could be destroyed with a single
burst of energy. It is doubtful, however, that such systems could, in
the foreseeable future, successfully attack satellites coming over
the horizon toward the Soviet Union where they would be shielded
by much more of the Earth’s atmosphere.

Probably the most important factors in the survivability pro-
gram are military rather than technical. Survivability is sharply
increased by the ability of space vehicles to destroy threatening
objects launched at them, or at other US space vehicles. Even
should the Soviets eventually create the means to attack a space-
borne defense system successfully in order subsequently to ltaunch
astrategic missile attack, all chances of destroying the US deterrent
on the ground would be lost. In these circumstances, launch on
warning or launch under attack become both credible and feasible
options for the United States. The Soviets could not expect, after the
attack in space, that the US President would hesitate to respond to
sensor warnings that a missile attack had been launched from the
USSR. This fact alone would make a spaceborne defense of great
strategic value.

NONMILITARY DIMENSION
Space holds out the promise of a new era of economic expan-

sion. The unique environment of space—zero gravity, near-perfect
vaccum, unlimited heat absorption, and sterile conditions—opens
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up a broad range of industrial/commercial possibilities. Space also
contains inexhaustible supplies of minerals and solar energy. The
economic potential of space is already being tapped in the com-
munications industry. As the cost of space transportation is
lowered, the industriaiization of space will burgeon. However, the
capital investment in space industries will be quite large and
unlikely to be undertaken if space instailations are unprotectable
from hostile attack. For this reason, military capabilitiesin space are
critical to space-based economic growth.

We should harbor no illusions that space can be limited to
“peaceful uses” any more than could previous arenas on land, sea,
orinthe air. Indeed, most current space assets, US and Soviet, are
partially or entirely military—and the most destructive of all weap-
ons, strategic ballistic missiles, must transit space en route to their
targets.

The government's role in opening up the High Frontier of space
for economic exploitation is basically the same as it has been with
the opening of frontiers of the past: exploration, transportation
systems, and security. These functions translate to these specifics:
scientific research, improving the space shuttle, and providing
spaceborne defenses.

Both the military and nonmilitary uses of space depend on the
continued efforts in certain core technologies: improvements in
space transportation to reduce the cost-per-pound of materials in
orbit, and the creation of permanent, manned space stations at the
“terminals” of the space transport system.

While these efforts are primarily the responsibility of govern-
ment, they should be undertaken in cooperation with private indus-
try and with support from other nations which would benefit.

With a proper combination of space technologies we can
sharply improve the security of the US and its Free World allies, and
at the same time restore confidence in the ability of Free World
economies to meet the challenges of the future.

The urgency here is far greater than many people in this coun-

try appear to recognize. Following the successful US moon landing
the Soviets made it clear that, while intending first and foremosi to
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develop maximum possible military capabilities in space, they
expect also to achieve dominance with respect to the economic
exploitation of space opportunities. In 1964, Brezhnev spoke of
these plans, and Soviet specialized literature has gone into great
detail concerning concrete possibilities. Further, all phases of
ongoing Soviet space activities that aim at strategic objectives also
serve as stepping-stones to the USSR’s preeminence in the space
environment for military as well as nonmilitary purposes.

THE URGENT REQUIREMENTS

In order to fulfill the objectives of the High Frontier concept,
including the rapid closing of the “window of vulnerability,” creat-
ing the concrete basis for a new strategy of Assured Survival, and
opening space for economic growth, the following list of urgent
requirements is presented. It should be noted that these require-
ments, when met, will not solve all urgent military problems facing
the United States, iet along all economic problems.

The urgent requirements for military systems to implement the
High Frontier concept are these:

1. Apointdefense for US ICBM silos which, within two or three
years, atacostless than that of superhardening, can destroy
any confidence the Soviets might have in a first strike
against our deterrent.

2. A first-generation spaceborne ballistic missile defense,
deployablein five or six years at a cost not exceeding that of
the original MX-MPS system, and capabie of significant
attrition of a Soviet strategic missile attack in the early part
of trajectory.

3. A second-generation space defense system, deployable
within 10 or 12 years and capable of attacking hostile
objects anywhere in near Earth space with advanced-
technology weaponry.

4. A utilitarian manned military space control vehicle, deploy-
able within the next six to eight years, and capable of
inspection, on-orbit maintenance, and space tug missions
wherever satellites can go.
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5. A civil defense program of sufficient scope and funding to
take advantage of the proposed active strategic defenses
and thus add to US deterrent strength.

The primary urgent requirements in core space technology and
nonmilitary applications are:

1. Improved space transportation, designed to lower the cost-
per-pound in orbit to under $100.

2. Amanned space stationin low Earth orbit as soon as practi-
cable. It would allow low cost, efficient development and
testing of both civilian and military system elements, and
constitute a first step toward a similar manned station at
geosynchronous orbit.

3. Development work on reiiable, high-capacity energy sys-
tems in space, initially to power other space activities, and
eventually to provide electrical power to any spot on Earth.

4. Preparatory development of a selected number of promis-
ing commercial business opportunities. Government efforts
should focus on encouraging the transformation of these
“seed” effots into independently viabie commercial opera-
tions as soon as possible.

CAN WE DO IT?

All these requirements can be met, some of them with technol-
ogy already in hand, with components already tested. None of these
requirements demand technological “breakthroughs” or a com-
mitment to mere scientific theories. There are in tact a variety of
viable options available to meet each of the requirements of High
Frontier. The followingis a description of one set of programs which
could do so. Each is described in some detail in the main body of
this study. The costs estimated for these programs are in constant
dollars. The costs and times indicated are based on a management
system which minimizes bureaucratic delays.

Quickly Deployable Point Defense

A partially tested system exists that couid meet the requirement
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to destroy Soviet confidence in a first strike against our silos. Itis a
very simple system which fires afarge number of small conventional
projectiles which form a barrier against a warhead approaching a
US missile silo at about one mile from the target. It could be des-
cribed as “dynamic hardening” instead of as an antimissile system.
If deployed to intercept only the first Soviet warhead approaching a
silo, it would cost $2-3 million per defended silo. If itistointercepta
second .warhead, the costs increase to about $5 million per silo.

First-Generation Spaceborne Defense

The requirement for an initial spaceborne ballistic missile
defense system can be met by using off-the-shelf hardware to
create a multiple-vehicle orbiting system. This system would deploy
nonnuciear kill vehicles to destroy Soviet missiles in the early phase
of trajectory. Enough weapons carrying satellites would be orbited
to ensure continuous coverage of Soviet ballistic missile trajecto-
ries, including those of $S-20 Eurostrategic missiles and submarine-
launched missiles. This system could provide protection to the
allies as well as to the United States.

The multiple satellite deployment permits one satellite to
defend itseif and several others from hostile attack. It also has the
potential for forming the basis of a highly effective and secure
command, control, and communications (C®) system. Since the
system makes maximum use of off-the-shelf space hardware com-
ponents, it may be the cheapest and quicklest available option. This
system could start deployment in perhaps as little as three years and
be fully deployedin five or six years at a cost of some $10-15 billion.

Second-Generation Spaceborne Defense

The most promising possibility for a second-generation space-
borne defenseis productimprovement of GBMD |. With the addition
of advanced infrared sensing devices the first generation can be
made capable of attacking individual warheads throughout their
trajectory up to reentry into the atmosphere. This system could be
ready for deploymentin 1990 ata cost of abouta $5 billion add-on to
GBMD | costs.

The requirement for higher-technology space defense systems
might also be met by a high-powered laser system on the ground
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with redirecting mirrors on satellites or by beam weapon systems
deployed in space or in pop-up installations on the ground. These
systems are currently being researched. Coststo continueresearch
should probably be increased by about $100 million per year.

High-Performance Spaceplane

There is an urgent need to develop a multipurpose, military,
manned space control vehicie to perform a wide variety of space
missions such as inspection of friendly or suspect space objects,
satellite and space-station protection, and adjustment or retrieval of
satellites. One such vehicleisthe high-performance spaceplane, or
one-man “space cruiser,” which utilizes availabie space hardware
components and technology and which could be operating in sev-
eral years for less than $500 million in cost. It is now under active
consideration in the Department of Defense.

Civil Defense

Civil defense is a multifaceted endeavor, the utility and cost-
effectiveness of which sharply increase when considered in con-
junction with active defenses. This study concludes that increased
funding for civil defense is required for the near term but that over
the longer term the active defenses of High Frontier would reduce
the requirement for resource expenditures on civil defense. The
impact of these conclusions on priorities and costs of current civil
defense programs has not been analyzed in this study.

Improved Space Transportation

The immediate answer to improved space transportation is an
upgrade of the current shuttle program to improve turnaround time
and to create an umanned cargo-only version. At the same time.
development work should begin on a much higher-load-capacity
vehicle. These programs would cost an estimated $6 billion over a
10-year period.

A Manned Low Earth Orbit Space Station
The currently proposed military Space Operation Center should

be given high priority and expanded in concept toinclude provision
for “fly-along" industrial/commercial space installations. The space
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station should be equipped to receive power for operations from a
prototype solar power satellite. A 10-year program to deploy this
space station should cost about $12 billion.

A Space Power System

This requirement can be met by a proposal using known tech-
nology which would place in geosynchronous orbit a solar power
satellite and place on Earth a microwave receiving antenna and
conversion system providing 500 megawatts of continuous electri-
cal power. This pilot system. modified to include a capability to
provide power to a space station with laser transmission, would cost
about $13 billion.

Space Industrial Systems Research and Development

The costs of R&D forindustrial space applications would prob-
ably be borne almost entirely by interested private enterprise, with
no more than $50 million per year in government support.

COSTS

The total costs of the High Frontier concept over the next five or
six years in outlays of constant dollars might be on the order of $24
billion. Through 1990 the total costs in constant doilars would
probably be about $40 billion—a figure that compares favorably
with what would have been the total cost of MX-MPS in its original
configuration. It also compares favorably with the Apollo moon-
landing program, and strikingly so if the inflation rate of the past 12
years is considered.

It one considers possible tradeoffs in programs no longer
needed or lowered in priority by the existence of an effective stra-
tegic defense, the real costs of the High Frontier programs are even
lower. Forinstance, the billions now earmarked for superhardening
of existing missile silos and for deploying more complex point
defenses need not be expended. There are other possible tradeoffs
such as repositioning of SAC airfields, reducing the urgency of
theater nuclear force upgrade in Europe, C’ improvements, and so
forth.

Finally, there is a reasonable chance for sizeable cost offsets
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fromindustry and allied participation in the most expensive aspects
of the High Frontier effort—nonmilitary applications. This is espe-
cially true if a vigorous effort to tap solar energy is emphasized.
Several nations have already stated their willingness to assist in
such an effort. Such nongovernment support would further reduce
the real costs of the concept.

In any case, costs to the US taxpayer of implementing High
Frontier will certainly be lower than those involved in other
approaches to solving urgent security issues, e.g., MX-MPS. The
High Frontier approach, therefore, cannot be characterized as
unrealistically expensive.

IMPACTS

The mere announcement of a bold new US initiative along the
lines of the High Frontier concept would have beneficial impacts at
home and abroad. The fulfillment of the urgent requirements noted
above would have even more far-reaching impacts.

Military Impacts

On the purely military-strategic side, we wouid be moving away
from the unstable world of terror balance to one of Assured
Survival—a much more stable condition. We would provide answers
to US and allied security problems not involving the amassing of
ever larger stockpiles and ever more expensive deployments of
nuclear weapons.

By creating a proper balance between strategic offense and
strategic defense we broaden the options for strategic retaliatory
systems. A great deal of the counterforce, damage-limiting function
of our strategic forces can be shouldered by the defensive systems.
Cruise missiles become a more attractive option in a new strategic
setting that includes defenses against ballistic missile attack.

Perhaps most important to our military efforts as a whole, the
High Frontier concept would restore the traditional US military
ethic. The military man’s role as defender of the country has always
been the tie that has bound him to the supporting citizenry. Strate-
gies of the recent past, such as MAD, which deny that role have
seriously weakened that bond. A commitment to a new strategy

108




Strategies for Space

which is consistent with the military rationale of the average US
citizen could greatly ease problems in all facets of US security
efforts.

Political Impacts

The potential for public support of this concept is enormous. If
the military and nonmilitary aspects of High Frontier are effectively
harnessed together, broad segments of the US body politic are
likely to rally in support. Recent elections have demonstrated the
widespread desire for improved defenses. There is a remarkably
large support base, primarily among younger people, in the form of
space enthusiasts. And there is general public disillusionment with
the doctrines and strategies of the past.

The High Frontier concept would even convert or confuse some
of the conventional opponents of defense efforts and technological
innovations. It is harder to oppose non-nuclear defensive systems
than nuclear offensive systems. It is impossible to argue effectively
for a perpetual balance of terrorif it can be negated by new poticies.
It is hard to make environmentatlist cases against space systems.

Even those naysayers whose basic concern is disarmament will
be hard pressed to make a case against High Frontier, the ABM
Treaty notwithstanding. It is not necessary to abrogate the ABM
Treaty to commit to High Frontier programs.

The High Frontier spaceborne defensive systems fall into the
category described in the treaty as “systems based on other princi-
ples” which are “subject to discussion” with the Soviets. Point
defense systems can be selected which are so different from ABM
systems as defined in the treaty that they too could be considered as
outside the treaty. Indeed, some silo defense systems can be con-
sidered “dynamic hardening”—a substitute for reinforced concrete—
rather than an ABM. Further, the current ABM Treaty is scheduled
for review in 1982, and the United States could propose any
amendments deemed necessary to accommodate strategic defen-
sive decisions.

A US commitment to the High Frontier concept does not neces-

sitate rejection of arms negotiations with the Soviets. it does, how-
ever, mean that future negotiations would proceed on a different
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philosophical basis. Rather than continue to pursue agreements
which attempt to perpetuate a balance of terror and MAD, our
negotiating efforts would be dedicated to achieving a stabie worid
of Mutual Assured Survival.

Economic Impacts

There can be little doubt that a strong commitment by the
United States would have highly beneficial economic impacts.
Some of these impacts will affect the US economy in the near term,
primarily through the stimulus to investment in high-technology
sectors of industry and a probable upswing in confidence generally.
An increase of 200,000 jobs in the near term as a result of a strong
commitmentto space has been estimated. Longer-term impacts wil!
depend on the rate at which industrial applications are realized and
on unpredictable technological spin-offs from the space effort.

One area of commercial space application is already paying its
way very well. Space communications is a $500 million-per-year
enterprise and is growing rapidly. By 1990 it shouid become a
multibillion dollar-per-year industry.

As other industrial applications in space are realized, the total
revenues from space industries might reach levels of several tens of
billion dollars per year by the year 2000.

Some of the most beneficial economicimpacts of a strong High
Frontier effort are indirect and unquantifiable. The demand for
highly skilled workers is certain to have an impact on the education
system and on the labor market. New products, tools, and services
will be required by an expanding space effort. Research efforts will
intensify.

Overall, the economic benefits of a strong US commitment to
the exploitation of space for both security and industry are poten-

tially very great, but they are no more predictable today than were
the future economic benefits of aviation in the 1920s.

Foreign impacts

The positive political etfects in the United States will probably
be reflected overseas among our allies. The announcement of a
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commitment to the High Frontier concepts could have a strong
counter-effect on the current highly disruptive, “antinuclear,” or
“peace” movements in Europe. A bold US strategic initiative would
certainly bolster the morale of pro-US elements. The High Frontier
concept can become a new cement for Free World alliances, making
them global rather than regional.

A shared US-allied commitment to the harnessing of solar
power from space could have highly beneficial impacts on foreign
relations. If the prospects were good for future supplies of energy
independent of the geographical location of fossil fuels, the over-
dependence of the industrialized West on oil- and gas-producing
countries could be rectified. Further, the prospects for overcoming
the intractable problems of the underdeveloped nations could have
a beneficial impact on the attitudes of the Third World.

As for the Soviets, their reaction is easily predictable as hostile.
They have already moved to counter the US potential to adopt
available military space options. They have introduced in the United
Nations (and garnered some support for it among our allies) a new
treaty which would ban all {(not just nuclear) weapons in space.
Meanwhile, evidence mounts that they are already in violation of
their own cynical proposition. We can expect an extraordinarily
strong Soviet propaganda effort against a US commitment to the
High Frontier concepts, including threats of counteraction. How-
ever, in both particulars Moscow will find, for substantive reasons,
an attack on the High Frontier concepts much more difficult to
conduct than past anti-US campaigns.

MANAGEMENT

Time is critical in any commitment to the High Frontier, espe-
cially with regard to the military systems. If we cannot change the
adverse trends in the military balance quickly, we may not be able to
change them at all. If we do not move quickly to secure space for
promising industrial development, we may later be denied the
opportunity.

There are no technical obstacles to meeting the military and
nonmilitary objectives of High Frontier. We can close the window of
vulnerability in two or three years and negate the brooding menace
of Mutual Assured Destruction in five or six years. We can lower the
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costs of men and materials in space, establish a permanent manned
presence in space, and open the door to enormous economic
advantages in 10 years. However, this can be done only by initially
selecting systems using to the maximum off-the-shelf technology
and by instituting special management and procedural arrange-
ments for their rapid acquisition and deployment. By using known
and tested technology we can avoid the long delays imposed by
research and development. By special management arrangements
we can avoid the bureaucratic hurdles which have been inserted
into our weapons acquisition processes over the past 15years. Time
is money, and literally billions can be saved by cutting acquisition
times.

in 1956, President Eisenhower gave the go-ahead on a concept
for a ballistic-missile-firing submarine. That concept involved far
more technological unknowns than do the High Frontier options. in
1960, 47 months later, the first Polaris put to sea. In 1962, President
Kennedy announced the objective of landing a man on the moon.
Seven years later this astonishing feat was accomplished.

Today, even a new fighter aircraft takes 13 years or more from
concept to acquisition, and decades of delay are predicted for
space developments. Such protracted processes cause costs to
soar astronomically. This sad state of affairs exists not because
Americans have become technologically inept but because we
have, over the years, constructed a complex and multilayered
bureaucratic system in the Executive Branch and in the Congress
which simply cannot produce quick results. In order to take advan-
tage of the opportunities available to us on the High Frontier, we
must—at least for a few years—find a way to short-circuit the
bureaucratic institutions and procedures.

The first step is to select—and select quickly—those systems
which will meet the urgent requirements of the High Frontier con-
cept. This should be done by a Presidential Systems Selection Task
Force composed of prominent and properly qualified individuals.

To provide overall guidance to the High Frontier effort, a
National Space Council should be appointed with representation
from the involved departments and agencies of the Executive
Branch, the Congress, and industry. Its function would be to ensure
full cooperation and fast action by all branches of government and
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of private industry involved in the effort. Its chairman should be the
Vice President.

The actual coordinating and expediting of the programs
selected to meet the High Frontier requirements should be the
responsibility of a chief operating officer heading up a Consoli-
dated Program Office. This officer should be assisted by special
project officers within the departments and agencies charged with
acquiring the first generation of High Frontier systems. The man-
agement system should ensure individual rather than committee
responsibility for decisions, a minimum of Executive and Congre:x
sional staff review, and specified or “fenced” funding for High Fron-
tier programs.

This management system should be unequivocally temporary.
it should go out of existence upon achievement of its objectives of
first-generation system acquisition. As results are obtained, all
responsibility for the operations, maintenance, and further growth
of space systems should return to the cognizance of the appropriate
agencies—Defense and’'NASA. There is no need to create a new
permanent layer of bureaucracy.

These are the essentials of the High Frontier concept. They are
discussed in much greater detail in the main body of the study. We
believe that the change of strategy recommended in this study
supports a US policy statement as follows:

PROPOSED STATEMENT OF US POLICY

The United States and its allies now have the combined techno-
logical, economic, and moral means to overcome many of the ills
that beset our civilization. We need not pass on to our children the
horrendous legacy of “Mutual Assured Destruction,” a perpetual
balance of terror that can but favor those mostinclined to use terror
to bring down our free societies. We need not succumb to ever
gloomier predictions of diminishing energy, raw materials, and food
supplies. We need not resign ourselves to a constant retreat of free
economic and political systems in the face of totalitarian aggres-
sions. The peoples of the Free World can once again take charge of
their destinies, if they but muster the will to do so.

In April of 1981, the Space Shuttle Columbia made its dramatic
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maiden voyage into space and back safely to Earth. This event was
notmerely another admirable feat of American space technology. It
marked the advent of a new era of human activity on the High
Frontier of space. The space shuttle is a development even more
momentous for the future of mankind than was the complietion of
the transcontinental railway, the Suez and Panama Canals, or the
firstflight of the Wright brothers. It can be viewed as a “‘railroad into
space’” over which will move the men and materials necessary to
open broad new fields of human endeavor in space and to free us
from the brooding menace of nuclear attack.

This is an historic opportunity—history is driving us to seize it.

A few thousand years ago, man's activities—his work, his com-
merce, his communications, all of his activities, including armed
conflict—were confined to the land.

Eventually man's technology and daring thrust his activities off
the land areas of the continents and into the coastal seas. His work.
commerce, communications, and military capabilities moved
strongly into this new arena of human activity. Those nations that
had either the wit or the luck to establish the strongest military and
commercial capabilities in the new arena reaped enormous strategic
advantages. For example, the Vijkings, although never a very
numerous people, became such masters of the coastal seas that
their power spread from their homes in Scandinavia over all the
coasts of Europe and into the Mediterranean Sea, up to the very
gates of Byzantium.

At the beginning of the 16th century, after the epic voyages of
men like Magellan and Columbus, human activity surged onto the
high seas. Once again, the nations that mastered this new arena of
human activity reaped enormous strategic rewards. First Spain and
Portugal utilized their sea power to found colonies and to solidify
their strength in Europe. Later, Great Britain, with an unsurpassed
fleet of merchantmen and fighting ships, established a century of
relative peace which we remember as Pax Britannica.

Inthe lifetime of many of us, man's activity moved strongly into
yet another arena, the coastal seas of space—the air. And once
again the nations which quickly and effectively made use of this new
arena for commerce and defense gained great advantages. As
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Americans we can take pride that the greatest commercial and
military successes in aviation have been achieved by our nation.

But today. following the epic voyages of our astronauts to the
moon and our unmanned explorer satellites to the rings of Saturn
and beyond., we find man's actvities moving strongly into yet
another new arena—the high seas of space. Already the United
States and other major nations. including the Soviet Union, are
making huge investments in space. Much of our communications.
intelligence, weather forecasting, and navigation capabilities are
now heavily dependent on space satellites. And. as history teaches
us well. those nations or groups of nations that become preeminent
in space will gain the decisive advantage of this strategic “high
ground.”

We must be determined that these advantages shall accrue to
the peoples of the Free World: not to any totalitarian power. We can
improve the shuttle. our railway into space. placing space stations
atitsterminals and sharply reducing the cost-per-pound of material
put into space. We can thus open the doors of opportunity to
develop entire new space based industries, promising new products
and new jobs for our people on Earth. We can eventually create the
means to bring back to Earth the minerals and the inexhaustible
solar energy available in space. By doing so. we can confound the
gloomy predictions of diminishing energy and material resources
available here on Earth. This will notonly enhance the prosperity of
the advanced, industrialized nations of our Free World, but will also
provide the means to solve many of the hitherto intractable prob-
lems of the developing countries.

Further, we can place into space the means to defend these
peaceful endeavors from interference or attack by any hostile
power. We can deploy in space a purely defensive system of satel-
lites using non-nuclear weapons which will deny any hostile power
arational option for attacking our current and future space vehicles
or for delivering a militarily effective first strike with its strategic
ballistic missiles on our country ar on the territory of our allies. Such
a global ballistic missile defense system is well within our present
technological capabilities and can be deployed in space in this
decade, at less cost than other options that might be available to us
to redress the strategic balance.
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We need not abrogate current treaties to pursue these defen-
sive options. A United Nations treaty prohibits the emplacement of
weapons of mass destruction in space, butdoes not prohibit defen-
sive space weapons. The ABM Treaty requires discussion among
Soviet and US representatives of any decision to proceed with
defensive systems “based on other principles” such as space sys-
tems. We should initiate such discussions and propose revisions, if
necessary, in the ABM Treaty, which is scheduled for review this
year.

Essentially, this is a decision to provide an effective defense
againstnuclear attack for our country and our allies. It represents a
long. overdue concrete rejection by this country of the “"Mutual
Assured Destruction™ theory which held that the only effective
deterrent to nuclear war was a permanent threat by the United
States and the Soviet Union to heap nuclear devastation on the
cities and populations of each other. The inescapable corollary of
this theory of MAD (perhaps the most apt acronym ever devised in
Washington) was that civilian populations should not be defended.
as they were to be considered hostages in this monstrous balance-
of-terror doctrine. The MAD doctrine, which holds that attempting
to defend ourselves would be “destabilizing”and “provocative, " has
resulted not only in the neglect of our active military and strategic
defenses and our civil defense, it also has resulted in the near-total
dismantlement of such strategic defenses as we once had.

Foryears, many of our top military men have decried the devas-
tating effect the MAD theory has had on the Nation's security. In
fact, our military leaders have, over the years, denied its validity and
tried within the limits of their prerogatives to offsetitsill effects. But
those effects are readily evident. The only reponse permitted under
MAD toincreased nuclear threats to the United States or to its allies
was to match these threats with increased nuclear threats against
the Soviet Union. Further, a US strategy which relied at its core on
the capability to annihilate civilians and denied the soldier his tradi-
tional role of defending his fellow citizens has had a deleterious
effecton the traditional American military ethic, and on the relation-
ship between the soldier and the normally highly supportive public.

This legacy of MAD lies at the heart of many current problems

of US and allied security. We should abandon this immoral and
militarily bankrupt theory of MAD and move from “"Mutual Assured
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Destruction”to "Assured Survival.” Should the Soviet Union wish to
joininthis endeavor—to make Assured Survival a mutual endeavor—
we would, of course, not object. We have an abiding and vital
interest in assuring the survival of our Nation and our allies. We have
no interest in the nuclear devastation of the Soviet Union.

If both East and West can free themselves from the threat of
disarming nuclear first strikes, both sides will have little compulsion
to amass ever larger arsenals of nuclear weapons. This would most
certainly produce a more peaceful and stable world than the one we
now inhabit. And it would allow us to avoid leaving to future genera-
tions the horrendous legacy of a perpetual balance of terror.

What we propose is not a panacea which solves all the problems
of our national security. Spaceborne defense does not mean that
our nuclear retaliatory capabilities can be abandoned or neglected.
The United States would still maintain strategic offensive forces
capable of retaliation in case of attack. The Soviets. while losing
their advantage in first-strike capabilities. would still be able to
retaliate in case of attack. Nor does our approach to the Strategic
nuclear balance eliminate the need to build and maintain strong
conventional capabilities.

We Americans have always been successful on the frontiers; we

will be successful onthe High Frontier of space. We need only be as
bold and resourceful as our forefathers.
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A Bold Two-Track Strategy for Space:
Entering the Second Quarter-Century

Dr. Barry J. Smernoff
B.J. Smernoff Associates

The second 25 years of the space age began on 4 October 1982.
When Sputnik | was launched by the USSR, few observers dared to
guess the large number and broad variety of US space systems that
would follow, with such telling impact on civilian and military activi-
ties and even on how we view our home planet Earth. Only dreamers
talked about extensive constellations of communications satellites,
bringing live television into homes around the world, or photore-
connaissance platforms overhead {revealed officially to the Ameri-
can public by President Carter in 1978) to verify arms-control
agreements as well as to collect intelligence imagery with startling
detail, or meteorological satellites capable of providing synoptic
photographs to which weathermen could key their daily forecasts,
or the thunderous elegance of a space shuttle as it was launched
into the depths of space, only to glide back quietly to an aircraft-like
tanding for piggyback flight and re-use. By 1980, the biggest tourist
attraction in Washington had become the National Air and Space
Museum—not the White House or US Capitol.

Thereis no doubtthat the second quarter-century of the Amer-
ican space program can produce dazzling technological advances
comparable in quality and novelty to those noted above. Space
technology, most definitely, is America's strong suit. As President
Reagan recently reaffirmed in his July 4th, 1982, speech after the
fourth Columbia landing that ended preoperational testing of the
space shuttle, the United States has made a firm national commit-
ment to remain the world leader in space technology. In some
surprising sense, then, the technical side of the American space
program is easiest to deal with, notwithstanding the problems and
costoverruns that beleaguered the shuttle (and every other serious
development program), and the competing priorities and bureau-
cratic conflicts that laced media reports.

What has been missing from the US space program are compel-
ling answers to the essential and central questions of where, what,
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and why. Where are we headed, what important national goals
should we be pursuing in our space program, and why are they of
such critical significance? Do we have a workable and coherent
national strategy for “getting from here to there,” with strategic
milestones and goals that must be achieved along the way?

One of the critical tasks of political leadership in the United
States has been to mobilize the American people behind goals that
lie clearly in the national interest. The second quarter-century of the
American space program presents such important and intriguing
opportunities for meeting key national needs that we would be
extraordinarily remiss to ignore or reject them. On the other hand.
national policy in certain areas either does not exist oris contrary to
the kind of bold and clearly articulated policy guidance needed to
take advantage of these opportunities for exploiting outer space.
Consequently, it is not surprising that coherent and practical
strategies are totally lacking for pursuing goals in space which
virtually everyone, if given the chance, might agree are both impor-
tant and feasible to achieve.

Meeting such strategic goals in space, however, will demand
much more than development of the appropriate technology, and
merely technical solutions to the problems associated with these
goals are neither feasible nor desirable. Bold and forward-looking
two-track strategies will be required to blend the relevant political
components, such as arms-control diplomacy, with promising
technological advances, such as space-based laser weapons.

Accordingly, one must explore the assumptions and hypo-
theses that are linked with this central theme. One can then develop
the rudiments of a national security strategy for moving boldly into
the second quarter-century of the space age that blends competi-
tion and cooperation, technical nerve and political imagination,
physical strength and moral courage. This period takes us foward
into the long-range future, through the year 2000 into the new
millenium, with all of its chiliastic overtones.

NET ASSESSMENT OF US AND SOVIET SPACE PROGRAMS
A review of space history suggests strongly that the United

States holds a clear and compelling edge in demonstrated space
technology, scare stories about the 12-foot-tall Soviet spacemen
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notwithstanding. Specific cases in point are easy to find. Whereas
American satellites carrying infrared sensors constitute the primary
means of providing warning of ballistic missile attacks to the
National Command Authority (and have been operational since the
early 1970s), as of 1981 the USSR had deployed no effective early-
warning system in space—and not for lack of trying.' Russian cos-
monauts may have spent more time in long-duration space mis-
sions than American astronauts, but the Soviet space program never
completed its development of a large Saturn-class launch vehicle
(reported to have failed catastrophically in several tests beginning
in the late 1960s) and never landed men on the moon. While this
large Soviet space booster reportedly "will have the capability to
faunch...even larger and more capable laser weapons’” into orbit.
it is generically more than a dozen years overdue—and counting.-
The 120,000 to 250,000 kilogram size of the large manned space
platform under development bty NASA for pcssible launch in the
next seven to ten years suggests that the Soviet Union may be
hard-pressed to keep pace with ambitious American plans in this
area—supposedly that of uniquely Russian advantage over the US
space program.

Admittedly, space spending in the Soviet Union does appear to
be growing more rapidly than overall defense spending. Highly
publicized Soviet statements regarding the desired demiiitarization
of space contradict the consistently heavy military emphasis of the
Soviet space program, which currently expends about $17 to $18
billion per yearcompared to the annual US level of about $14 billion
for fiscal 1983.° Such comparisons can be deceptive, however, since
the USSR launches annually four to five times as many spacecraft
as the United States—dozens of which are short-lived photorecce
birds and analysts believe that fully one-third of the Soviet total is
spent on spacecraft placed in orbit.* Moreover, substantial US
spending on classified programs may not be included in “total” US
space outlays.

During the past several years, the pace of American spending
on military activities in space has accelerated sharply. with real
growth rates approaching 20 percent per year. In fiscal 1982, DOD
spending on space programs exceeded NASA's budget for the first
time since 1960 as US military forces become increasingly depend-
ent upon space capabilities to accomplish many basic support
functions such as precise navigation, long-haul communications.
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meteorology. and surveillance. The sharp acceleration of US space
spending led by DOD programs suggests that the USSR may be
playing catch-up, both qualitatively and quantitatively, in the near
future and that the American space lead will widen, perhaps
markedly, by the late 1980s. Recent establishment of the Air Force
Space Command will reinforce the trend towards rapid growth of
US military activities in space.’

WHAT SHOULD THE US DO WITH ITS LEAD IN SPACE?

Given the clear US lead in space technology and emerging US
edge in space spending over the Soviet Union, how can/should
these definite advantages be exploited to serve US national inter-
ests and goals? Five generic options have been identified, three of
which can be quickly rejected as non-starters.” Briet characteriza-
tions of these basic options are:

1. Do Nothing, for fear of destroying the “sanctuary” of space
2. Negotiate, to prevent an arn.s race ‘'t space

3. Prepare. reactively, to deny the Soviet Union any major
advantage

4. Compete, vigorously, to achieve US superiority in space

5. Blend technology and politics, to exploit the clear US edge
in space during an “age of obligatory arms control” and
thereby achieve strategic goals more in keeping with deeply
rooted American values than mutual assured destruction
(MAD) forms of nuclear deterrence.

This section will examine these policy alternatives; since the first
three can be discussed and rejected quickly as nonviable options,
the “compete” and "blend” options will receive more attention.

1. Do Nothing
Quite clearly, this option has been overtaken by events, deci-
sions, and steeply rising budgetary trends. The US has moved into

space for military purposes with increasing vigor, and for good
reason: space systems can be potent force multipliers.” There are
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unique advantages to be gained from basing increasingly powerful
communication, navigation, meteorological, warning, surveiliance.
and other funcuons (eventually including non-nuclear weapons) on
space platforms that have global and synoptic coverage. As a high-
level defense official stated recently:

Hopes for demilitarization are only realistic in areas with no
military worth; space is emphatically not one of these. While
there are undoubtediy well-intentioned people who decry what
they regard as the "militarization” of a pristine frontier, history
teaches us that each time a new medium is opened up to man it
is exploited to gain a military advantage. The course of world
affairs has repeatedly been altered by the nation which first
grasped the advantages offered by developing the military
potential of the newest medium *

In a more pragmatic tone, Colin Gray writes that:

In a global war it would be no more feasible to retain space as a
privileged sanctuary than it would be to preclude military action
in any other geographical dimension. ...

Space cannot beisolated from the earth with reference to armed
conflict.*

Perhaps. inthe absence of alarge and growing Soviet threat to US
vitalinterests, the option of “doing nothing" about military activities
inspace would appear more desirable. The rather Hobbesian nature
of the existing international scene has made this option infeasible
as well as undesirable. Itisinconsistent with the American "can-do”
style of technological development to think that doing nothing in
military space could ever be a practical alternative, especially given
ourunambiguous edge in this key arena (and the obvious parallel of
airpower development).

2. Negotiate

During the Carter Administration, three rounds of US-Soviet
talks were held during 1978-1979 on the matter of developing arms-
control constraints for antizateliite (ASAT) weapon systems. The
guiding policy for these negotiations was summarized as follows:

The United States finds itself under increasing pressure to
field an antisatellite capability of its own in response to Soviet
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activities in the area. By exercising mutual restraint, the United
States and the Soviet Union have an opportunity at this early
juncture to stop an unhealthy arms competition in space before
the competition develops a momentum ofitsown. ... While the
United States seeks verifiable, comprehensive limits on antisa-
tellite capabilities and use, in the absence of such an agree-
ment. the United States will vigorously pursue development of
its own capabilities."

Although this expressed preference for arms control designed to
preserve space as a sanctuary is widely acknowledged, the practical
feasibility of negotiating an even-handed and verifiable agreement
banning ASAT capabilities appears virtually nil. After all, super-
power arms control has suffered generally from the severe erosion
of political relations following the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in
late 1979 and the subsequentdemise of SALT 1. notto speak of the
“yellow rain” and Bulgarian connection problems. There will always
be well-intentioned groups believing that the strategic arms race
must not be extended into outer space and that "timeis running out”
for banning the testing and deployment of antisatellite weapons.

3. Prepare

Oncedoing nothing and unadulterated arms control have been
dismissed as serious policy options for guiding US military activi-
ties in space, one is faced with the “reactive’ option of hedging
against Soviettechnological surprises by increasing our own activi-
ties through an emphasis on moderately aggressive R&D programs.
To alarge degree, this alternative is most consistent with Air Force
thinking up to a few years ago. Now there is a clear shift toward
more vigorous exploitation of space as the new blue-suit Space
Command—perhaps the organizational precursor to a future US
Space Force—becomes fully operational and the steep upward
ramp of DOD space spending produces increasing policy interestin
this area.

Primai ..y reactive moves are out of keeping with the character-
istic American pursuit of action-oriented solutions to pressing prob-
lems, once the essential nature of any new frontier situation has
been clearly understood. The US space shuttle was not developed
during the 1970s simply to deny major political and military advan-
tages to the USSR or to preserve the US lead in applied space
technology. It was developed because enough American leaders
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understood that the exploration and exploitation of space is of
sufficient strategic significance that more routine (and hopefully
cost-effective) transportation systems for launches into near-earth
orbit would be required before fuller use of space systems could be
possible. Perhaps, in the absence of a Soviet threat perceived to be
growing both in scope and intensity, a purely reactive space policy
would be in the cards. Since there is an ever-stronger consensus
that military space programs are much too important tc be shaped
solely as responses to Soviet actions and decisions, this policy
option falls into the same category as the first two—nonviable.
Furthermore, America traditionally has wanted to control its own
destiny, especially in frontier settings.

4. Compete

The strategic vision of a technologically dynamic America,
seizing the ultimate high frontier (and high ground) of space to
acquire clear-cut space superiority and provide unambiguous
politico-military advantages to the United States, has captured the
minds of many in recent years.'? Post-Sputnik literature reflects the
underlying feeling that the US must obtain control of space first,
and the sooner the better. As we bask in the national afterglow of the
first five space shuttle missions during 1981-82, it is hard to dispute
the increasingly prevalent view that, as the world's preeminent
spacefaring nation, the US must exploit its inherent technical and
political advantages to achieve a clear and durable position of space
superiority—unilaterally, without attempting to use diplomatic or
other kinds of cooperative “crutches.” In avery fundamental sense,
space has become a critical new arena for the American people,
now that scientific research has become the leading edge of Amer-
ica’s frontier tradition:

A major world power such as the United States has to pioneerin
those areas of life which are historically relevantand crucial. To
the extent that ours is a scientific age, the failure of the United
States to push beyond existing frontiers—and space offers a
very dramatic challenge—would mean the loss of a major
psychological motivation for innovation.”

Indeed, national resolve to reach beyond the ordinary is per-

haps the essence of our topic, and it has several extremely impor-
tantimplications. On one hand, many would agree with Lieutenant
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General Kelly Burke's recent statement that space weapons “have a
transcendental flavor, a little like gunpowder. Weignore them at our
peril."'* Hence the threat to use space as a warfighting medium,
beyond its historical supporting role, comes naturally. On the other
hand, there is little doubt that Americans are searching actively for
what Fred Ikle (now Under Secretary of Defense for Policy) termed
“anew path into the twenty-first century” insofar as strategic think-
ing is concerned.'

There is little doubt that the US could achieve durable space
superiority—assuming that the Soviet Union would not rock the
boat by undertaking preemptive attacks on, say, laser-bearing
spacecraft thought to have BMD capabilities which the US might
deployinthe 1990s and beyond.'® Advanced space technology such
as space-based laser weaponry is opening attractive opportunities
for constructing effective layered defensive systems capable of
destroying attacking strategic bombers and missiles.'"” Accord-
ingly, space-related systems eventually could provide for the
“common defense” in quite a direct manner—beyond the belea-
guered concept of nuclear deterrence—and this alone would con-
stitute sufficient motivation for aggressive US competition in the
fourth arena of space. Rather than focusing upon business-as-
usual with only evolutionary improvements of existing functions.
the United States must continue to develop qualitatively new func-
tions, such as spaceborne ocean and air surveillance systems and
lasers, to take full advantage of space for meeting critical national
needs. This point is even more valid now that the surprisingly rapid
spread of the antinuclear movement in the US has created a host of
seemingly intractable problems for sustaining the so-called defense
consensus. Many Americans feel increasingly uncomfortable about
the mutuai-hostage relationship between the US and the Soviet
Union. Others, in massive ignorance of current strategic realities,
tendtoassumethatthe USis defensible and (partly) defended at the
present point in time.

5. Blend Technology and Politics

Itis precisely for these reasons, transcending the more obvious
politico-military and technical imperatives for moving into space
much more aggressively, that the fifth option has become so essen-

tial: in contemporary terms, we have moved into “the age of obliga-
tory arms control.”'®* Whereas the a priori negotiability of practical
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agreements which could have substantial influence on reshaping
the nuclear mutal-hostage relationship is certainly very difficult to
estimate, arms control has become animportant part of the political
scene. Although the future of formal arms-control limitations is in
severe doubt, increasingly powerful domestic and European group-
ings embrace the theoretical ideals as necessary concomitants of
growing defense expenditures—the now-traditional two-track
approach.

This fifth space policy option is a deliberate attempt to blend
the physical power of advanced US military technology—led by the
sharp thrust of the two key technologies of microelectronics and
lasers,'® especially applied to emerging and new space systems—
with the political/psychological power of bilateral arms-control
diplomacy. The essential policy objective is to shift the balance of
strategic military power from a clear emphasis on nuclear offense
toward non-nuclear defense grounded in weapons of self-protec-
tion. To be sure, the technical prospects seem brightest for non-
nuclear defensive weapons when concepts are synthesized using
space-based laser systems aided by various C’l systems (many of
which themselves would be based in space). and other defensive
layers such as exo/endoatmospheric non-nuclear kill-vehicle sys-
tems and advanced sensors under active development in the large
and growing Army BMD program.

In his San Francisco speech to the editors of UPl announcing
the Johnson Administration’s Sentinel ABM deployment decision,
Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara stated that

it is important to understand that none of the (ABM) systems at
the present or foreseeable state of the art would provide an
impenetrable shield over the United States. Were such a shield
possible, we would certainly want it—and we would certainly
buildit. ... If we could build and deploy a genuinely impenetra-
ble shield over the United States. we wouid be willing to spend
not $40 billion (in 1967 dollars') but any reasonable multiple of
that amount that was necessary. The money in itself is not the
probiem: the penetrability of the proposed shield is the
probiem. <"

Thus, defensive emphasis would be preferable to the existing moral

nuclear-hostage relationship between the superpowers.”' The prob-
lem does not seem to be money but leakage! If a perfect "astro-
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dome” could be developed and built to protect the United States
from “all” nuclear weapons deliverable by traditional means (not
counting covert/ciandestine emplacement by proverbial oxcart),
and if everyone agreed that this were the case, defensive emphasis
could clearly carry the day. Unfortunately, perfectionist demands
for zero teakage will remain always unfuifilled, and it goes without
saying that the best is the enemy of the good enough.

Apprehensions about unacceptable leakage through a future
nationwide defensive shield could be reduced greatly if the overall
size of the Soviet nuclear threat were reduced greatly. Indeed, deep
cuts could reduce the thousands of existing strategic nuclear-
delivery vehicles to hundreds on each side of the balance. The BMD
problem could thereby become much less demanding, and the
chances for building affordable defenses to protect cities with
acceptably low leakage rates would become correspondingly
larger. The rub would be to sustain the political credibility of nuclear
deterrence during any extended transition toward defensive
emphasis, and even beyond, as last-resort deterrence of large-scale
central war through the threat of using whatever nuciear weapons
are left after deep arms-control cuts.

This, then, is the pragmatic reason for justifying the critical
significance of arms control. In his Eureka speech of May 1982, on
the occasion of his 50th college reunion, President Reagan affirmed
his goal of achieving deep reductions in strategic offensive forces
(SOF) through negotiated arms-control agreements. It is now
widely believed that the importance of finding a home for the hap-
less MX ICBM (which has tried multiple protective shelters, fixed
silos, and most recently closely-spaced/densepack basing modes
to no avail) is to create negotiating leverage and provide Soviet
leaders with clear incentives to make deep cuts in their SOF, and
particularly in their heavy MiRVed ICBMs such as the SS-18s.”"

THE BOTTOM LINE: NEW GOALS AND STRATEGIES FOR
DEFENSIVE EMPHASIS

Where are we going in space during the 1980s and beyond, in
pursuit of what goals, and why? The answers to these basic ques-
tions are unclear, largely because Americans tend to explore and
exploit new frontiers by doing rather than thinking. Itis within a fluid
and somewhat confusing strategic context that the core questions
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of where, what and why —in connection with the US military space
programs—must be addressed. If Americans are to exploitspace for
sound reasons, then new and more appropriate goals must be set
before authentic strategic approaches can be conceived and
implemented to reach them. As implied by the previous section,
space is tailor-made for facilitating a transition from nuclear offense
toward non-nuclear defensive emphasis where advanced sysiems
(such as mosaic sensors and space lasers) will play a critical role in
defending against external threats without utter reliance upon
nuclear deterrence, an aging strategy of declining political credibil-
ity and dubious ethical content, as the principal method for secur-
ing America from its enemies.?* While the United States cannot (and
should not) pursue unilateral approaches to nuclear arms control,
any strong American thrust toward serious arms control in an
attemptto "cooperate’” militarily with the USSR will complement the
even stronger American thrust into space for competing with the
Soviet Union. The combination could produce a new strategic con-
textin which national security—for both the USand USSR could be
placed on a much sounder, safer, and more sustainable basis over
the long haul.

The launch of Sputnik | by a Soviet ICBM in 1957 heralded the
twin emergence of the space age and long-range ballistic missiles
capable of delivering nuclear warheads to targets across the planet.
Now, in the early 1980s, American entry into the second quarter-
century of the space age is beginning with sharply accelerated
spending, important organizational changes. and numerous refer-
ences to the advent of beamed weapons in space. The latter will
have very long lethal reach and “transcendental flavor”; the most
mature type is the high-energy laser that ironically is similar (in
aerodynamic operation) to the powerful rocket engines that propel
ICBMs and space shuttles. Given this history. it is important that
Americans continue to explore and exploit the high frontier of space
by doing and thinking.

Accordingly, new strategic goals must be developed to reflect
the felt need for making a timely transit from nuclear offense
toward defensive emphasis. In the spirit of exploiting the traditional
US edge in military technology, it is fortunate that such a strategic
transition can be based largely upon advanced space technology—
with microelectronics, lasers, and other basic R&D areas leading
the way toward increasingly powerful new mosaic sensors and
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beamed weapons overhead. However, realistic understanding of
what such an ambitious transition will involve implies that arms
control must also play a central role, with technology.

Too often, Americans have relied on blind faith in technology,
under the mistaken assumption that technical solutions can resolve
virtually all major issues facing the United States. The primacy
of human factors in international politics means that there is no
purely technical (competitive) solution to the problem of defending
America against nuclear attack.

Conversely, there is no purely political (cooperative) solution
for doing so. Workable approaches will contain a strong blend of
both tracks—technical and political components, competitive and
cooperative elements—working together. For this fundamental rea-
son, ‘proper” American entry into the second quarter-century of the
space age is of extraordinary importance.

The "compete” option for achieving unilateral space superior-
ity could (and probably should) be employed by the United States
as effective bargaining leverage for pursuing arms-control objec-
tives such as deep SOF cuts, in order toreach the preferable "blend”
path. If prospects for serious arms control become even bleaker
than they currently are, the stage would be set for unilateral pursuit
of space supremacy that would serve the United States well if an
unremitting, all-outarms competition with the Soviet Union became
inevitable.

FUTURE DIRECTIONS

Rather than provide a normative list of specific technological
thrusts that might be planned and programmed, with highly uncer-
tain estimates of costs and schedules, the concluding section will
attempttoindicate important goals and directions for the American
space program during the next 25 years. In this regard. it is
extremely useful to recognize that developing technology for its
own sake is not the proper policy for guiding this program, or any
other with high national priority. While technology clearly is the
organizational essence of the US Air Force, which will continue to
play the leading institutional role in military space activities (unless
a US Space Force is established soon after Space Command
becomes a unified command), human and political factors are criti-
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cal to both defining and achieving important goals.

indications are clear that the United States is moving toward
space superiority in the 1990s and beyond; 20 percent real annual
growth in DOD space spending, formation of the new Space Com-
mand, and widespread attention of the brightening prospects for
MAD-busting space laser weapons support this conciusion. Our
past track record suggests that the US can achieve a relatively
durable form of space superiority, just as we have sought and
sustained naval, air, and technological superiority in the past, each
of which appears to be “getting ragged at the edges.” The surprising
implication is that achievement of US space superiority would help
greatly to restore each of these traditional forms of military super-
iority to their old levels. Itis this general potential that gives military
activities in space their authentic meaning as a “force muttiplier”in
the strategic sense of that phrase.

Two examples are useful to illustrate this point. Infrared and
radar ocean/air surveillance satellites which may become opera-
tional by the early 1990s could place Soviet surface ships and
(high-altitude) aircraft at risk from missiles and other long-range
weapons.<* First-generation space laser weapon systems that might
become available somewhat later (but probably before the end of
the century) could ptace many types of missiles and aircraft (not to
say spacecraft) at risk. Together, these advanced sensors and
weapons could produce the kind of space superiority which would
restore naval and air superiority to the United States in a manner
that exploits traditional American advantages. but without spend-
ing tens of billions of dollars on ever-smaller numbers of expensive,
complex, and vulnerable ships and aircraft.

This kind of emphasis on space couid produce a modern US
advantage in spacepower that dovetails with and enhances the
traditional American advantages in seapower and airpower. giving
rise to three great fleets: one sailing on and especially under the
blue-water oceans, another orbiting Earth in the black depths of
space, and the third flying (as stealthily as possible) in the coastal
seas of space—the atmosphere. Technological superiority would
enable each of these fleets to maintain a qualitative edge over
adversaries. The purpose of attaining clear-cut space superiority
would be twofold.
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First, thereis notdoubt that eventually the United States must
move beyond NATO in its politico-military emphasis. Steps toward
establishing the Central Command for dealing with Persian Gutf
and other nonstandard crises, and increasing American unwilling-
ness to spend many tens of billions of dollars each year to sustain
our large and visible troop presence in Europe and Asia, constitute
clear signs that we will eventually move beyond NATO, and perhaps
sooner than we think. In this context, a relatively persuasive case
can be made for turning (back) to our natural advantage in sea-
power.©” A similar case can be made for complementing traditional
forms of seapower with modern spacepower as the keystone of a
new US strategy for defending America as an island continent (but
not a "Fortress America”) having vital interests around the globe.

Just as important - strategic goal as moving beyond NATO is
the gradual achie.e .ent of nuclear deemphasis in which the now-
dominant role ~f nuciear weapons will be substantially diminished
through a jur.cious combination of technology and politics. Hence
the second critical task for emerging US space superiority: to exert
effectiv: bargaining leverage on the Soviet Union so that deep cuts
in SOF levels can be made (and made to stick), and the strategic
balance can be moved firmly toward defensive emphasis, away from
its historical essence of nuclear MADness. In effect, the United
States would be applying its strong technological leverage in spacc
to encourage a superpower competition in non-nuclear defensive
weapons, thereby forcing a concomitant reduction in spending and
policy attention regarding the nuclear component of the competi-
tion, for which the entire international community would be much
better off in the long run. By moving the strategic competition into
space within a context of deep SOF reductions, the software of
arms-control diplomacy could suppress the offense-defense arms
race that defensive hardware would otherwise trigger.

Hence the answers to our ariginal questions have brought usto
the point of beginning to understand what the future hoids for US
military activities in space. Military space is much more than simply
a “force multiplier"—it is a potential restorer of traditional forms of
US military superiority. Military space will not be a quick fix for
resolving the problem of nuclear war once and forall. butit could go
along way toward reducing the awesome role that nuclear weapons
and the unprecedented threat of nuclear holocaust have played in
postwar history. If spacefaring Americans develop and build large-
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scape space structures for collecting and beaming solar energy
down to Earth, such solar power satellites in the deep future would
join the growing constellations of communication, navigation, sur-
veillance, meteorological, and other spacecraft that piy Earth-
centered orbits. But most of all, a forcefut and thoughtful blend
between space technology and arms-control politics could prove to
be of lasting significance for the long-range security of the United
States.

133




Chapter 5

Alternative Strategies for the
Defense of Western Europe

Panelists were challenged to address the following charter:

“This panel will examine alternative strategies for defense of West-
ern Europe that might result from changing miltiary, political, and
social realities. The panelists willexamine such issues as the future
of flexible response in Central European defense, NATO policy and
debate on first use of nuclear weapons and theater nuclear force
modernization, suggestions to emphasize maneuver warfare. and
adoption of an offensive strategy after attack. The panel will exam-
ine pressures and strategies that might make a lowered US military
profile in Europe appropriate and feasible should the United States
need to allocate its resources to other military contingencies.”
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Panel Summary

Mr. Phillip A. Karber, Chairman
National Defense University

Dr. Raymond E. Bell, Jr., Rapporteur
National Defense University

The paper by Congressman Newt L. Gingrich of Georgia and
Dr. A. Steven Hanser of West Georgia College provided an excellent
discussion framework to the panel assembled to examine aiterna-
tive strategies for the defense of Western Europe. The authors
argued for an “honest” approach to defending Western Europe
which entails taking war seriously.

The means requiredto™...achieve this goal was to provide the
basis for a new and more powerful NATO alliance” by upgrading
NATO conventional forces, adopting Airland Battle doctrine, with-
drawing all tactical nuclear weapons from European soil and estab-
lishing thereon a new theater deterrent force consisting of Pershing
il and cruise missiles.

The panel members agreed that there are no fundamentally
new and overwhelmingly attractive alternative strategies for NATO,
but that there is nevertheless a wide range of options to pursue
within the framework established by the Gingrich/Hanser paper.

The panel began its deliberations by examining the back-
ground of the current situation in Western Europe and reviewing
where NATO stands with respect to doing battle on the Central
Front. While there are alternate strategies which can be pursued in
defending the Free World, the imperatives of the Central Front
cannot be ignored, nor is there a peripheral strategy which can
replace these imperatives. Furthermore, now that the use of tactical
nuclear weapons has become a cause celebre, or more realistically.,
because we have increasingly noted the inherent changes in the
escalation ladder, we must look to working with our allies along new
lines. This means fundamentally that a Central Front focus must be
maintained and that conventional forces have greatly increased in
importance, thatis, we are going to have to meet Soviet conventional
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capability with our own conventional capability—that we make a
believable attempt to put an enemy victory in strong doubt and be
able to stop the Soviets from driving the United States from the
European continent.

The question of enhanced conventional warfighting capability
brought the whole matter of deterrence to the forefront. It was
pointed out that the Europeans see deterrence as an end unto itself.
The problem here is that once the first tank crosses the border, the
policy immediately becomes bankrupt. We have always thought in
terms of deterrence, yet it is absolutely necessary, as some recog-
nize, that we be prepared to go beyond that. We can have no
illusions that to do so will require more: more money, manpower.
and resources, especially if nuclear weapons are not used.

The use of nuclear weapons came under scrutiny because it
was asserted that they will not do much for NATO, the Soviets have
a better nuclear capability, and that the US nuclear capability is
vulnerabte. Disagreement with this perception centered on the need
to hit Western Russia from Western EBurope effectively and that to
withdraw the nukes requires giving up an option, one that shows we
are serious about enforcing the peace But it was neld that any
greater reliance on nuclear weapons would be unrealistic and that
what is required is a doctrine that is believable which will, in fact,
enhance our actual warfighting capability.

One proposed approach to developing a realistic warfighting
capability was advanced in the Airland Battle concept, which was
taken as a serious option for the future, though there was a number
of questions about whether or not the burdens placed on the con-
ceptare too heavy or whether presentforce configurations willeven
permit it.

The Airland Battle doctrine has stirred excitement, although
doctrine is not the complete answer. The doctrine does not consider
mobilization nor take into account readiness and Reserve forces. In
addition, the Europeans have not accepted the doctrine since they
may nct be able to accomplish it, and there is a fear that the very
technology necessary for a NATQO Airland Battle concept if availa-
ble to both sides may provide the Warsaw Treaty Organization with
enhanced preemptive options.
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The Europeans also have concerns over American conven-
tional emphasis and are concerned that the United States may
become decoupled from the present strategy. It was also felt that
“decoupling” panics our German allies and that any changes must
be evolutionary. Such evolutionary changes are also necessary in
dealing with the nuclear pillar upon which the present strategy
rests. It was pointed out that there is a “knee-jerk” reaction against
anything new in nuclear warfare. This means that not only can a
large reaction to the introduction of new nuclear weapons be
expected but to take them out of Europe may be also considered a
radical destabilization of the current “comfortable” modus vivend:.

This panoply of concerns led the panel to focus on four themes:
how can the status quo in Central Europe be defended? what is the
significant threat? what is the nuclear situatior., and what are the
Soviet perceptions of the US alternate strategies?

The defense of the status quo in Central Europe was addressed
initially from a Soviet perspective. An interesting picture of how the
Soviets in the Kremlin could conceivably see the situation in Europe
was portrayed. The view from the Kremlin was that invasion of
Western Europe might be a necessary but not inherently attractive
course of action. The Soviets see the cost of even a limited war as
high. Many panelists felt that the United States may underrate West
European defense efforts, and that NATO's forward deployed
forces look stronger to the Soviets than is perceived in the United
States. Andif the United States is concerned about its allies, how do
the Soviets' allies appear to them? Half of the Warsaw Treaty Organi-
zation's divisions are not Soviet. The question, as stated previously,
is just how reliable these formations are. They may be trustworthy
on the offense, but what about on the defensive?

The belief that the Warsaw Pact has potential weaknesses was
counterbalanced by the panel’'s recognition of NATO's vulnerability
to short-warning attack—where the element of time for defensive
preparation is critical. NATO loses the day the war begins if it has
not mobilized. Reserves being available is crucial. If the defense
density is not high, then the Soviets will be able to move quickly
against NATO due toits overcommitted air defense, vulnerability of
command and control elements, and poorly deployed ground for-
mations. The intensity and high rate of advance to positions deep
into NATO's rear areas not only threaten the viability of a success-
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ful conventional defense, but also the credibility of effective nuclear
escalation options.

The panel's examination of nuclear options argued against
viewing the role of nuclear weapons as limited to only one overly
simplistic concept. A closer examination revealed several options,
each balancing nuclear posture vis a vis declaratory policy.

The first nuclear weapons option is the status quo; that is,
continuing to stand on present policies. The second option is to
adopt a declaratory nuclear posture and deploy a much heavier
nuclear component in Europe than currently envisioned. A third
optionistodeclarea“nofirstuse” policy, and not touch the present
deployment of forces. A fourth option, and one not eliciting much
support, is to declare "no first use” and remove the nuclear weap-
ons from the continent. The fifth option is to raise the nuclear
threshold, downplaying but not denying the first-use option,
expanding conventional capabilities and then withdrawing some of
the short-range weapons.

The panel evaluated the pro's and con’s of unilateral withdrawal
of short-range systems, the one point of the Gingrich-Hanser paper
producing the strongest debate. There was clear appreciation of the
military difficulties inherentin atactical nuclear warfighting posture
and of the political advantages in symbolic removal. However,
detailed discussion also illuminated military disadvantages in pre-
cipitous withdrawal: massive Soviet expansion and modernization
of chemical and/or nuclear artillery and tactical SSMs would catch
NATO without counterthreat means of inhibiting their first use:
while yielding escalation dominance to the Warsaw Pact would
undermine the viability of enhanced NATO conventional-force
capabilities and the deterrent link vis a vis long-range theater and
strategic systems.

This examination led the panel to set forth a number of possibie
alternatives and come to some significant conclusions. Seven
broad strategies were recognized. First was the option of increasing
nuclear dependence, which elicited little support. Second was to
increase conventional defenses, which was the most viable of those
considered—but also the most expensive.

There were a variety of European unilateral options. These
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comprised (thira) for the United States to pull out of NATO with
NATO disappearing. (fourth) for the British and French to go it
alone with a nuclear deterrent, and (fifth) the Europeans’ going it
alone conventionally within NATO. A sixth option would be to play
the China card, which raised questions as to whe*ther the card was
an "ace” or a “joker,” and who would play it. Finally, the option of
horizontal escalation was discerned, but it was difficult to find a
place in the world where it would be possible to put sufficient
pressure on the Soviet Union. The sum of the options was that there
are not really many easy alternatives and that the most productive
effort for NATO should be toward improving capabilities under the
existing strategy of “flexible response.”

From the panel discussion emerged several significant conclu-
sions. First, the focus must be maintained on the Central Front. One
can do a number of different things on the northern and southern
flanks, but if the center is not strong, what happens on the flanks is
irredeemable. It is questionable, however, just how strong the cen-
ter is. The military balance was seen as at a margin. That is. the
Soviets pose a considerable threat if they should attack with httle
warning and with Eastern European allies. On the other hand. the
defense is closer on the margin if NATO gets sufficient lead time,
troops can getinto position, and the French can be broughtinto the
battle. There was a desire to increase the survivability of the nuclear
deterrent but it was also seen as necessary to decrease dependence
on nuclear weapons and make conventional defense more viable. It
was considered that what we need are more conventional forces to
offset the declining credibility of first use. This points to a policy of
flexible response with an increased conventional defense and a
nuclear deterrent that is still viable. It was agreed that to sell this
program, even to explore these options, would require strong US
leadership. As has been seen in recent developments, the Soviets
have been particularly adept at exploiting both American and Euro-
pean public longing for detente. The Soviet propaganda campaign
has already started to have an impact on the options NATO can
pursue. Thusin the final analysis the panel's conclusions areirrele-
vant if the required US leadership is lacking and it cannot sell its
program toits NATO allies—a successful program being one which
would have strong resemblance to that put forth by Congressman
Gingrich and Professor Hanser.
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Developing Alternative Strategies for the
Defense of Western Europe: The Neglected

Triad and Its Implications for Long-Range
Theater Nuclear Forces

Dr. Edward A. Koiodziej
University of lllinois

The success of any alternative to present European defense
policy, like the NATO decision of December 1979 to deploy
American-controlled long-range theater nuclear forces (LRTNF) in
Europe, depends on reconciling such proposals with differing and
often conflicting criteria at three separate butinterdependent levels
of decision. The first has to do with the development and deploy-
ment of mititary forces and weapons systems and the articulation of
strategic and tactical doctrine to guide their threat or use. The
second, prompted by the costs and risks of modern warfare, particu-
larly those invoiving nuclear weapons, focuses on arms control and
limits on conventional and nuclear arms. Both of these levels aim at
shaping an adversary’s behavior, or that of allies, in ways that meet
the differing and sometimes contending security prospectives,
interests, and vaiues of alliance members.

For an effective deterrent and defense posture, decisions about
threat, use, control, and limitations of arms must also be legitimated
and supported by the ruling coalitions of member states—in most
states of the Western alliance majority coalitions—which are
expressed through separate, authoritative political processes and
institutions. Within open societies, deterrence and defense are not
abstractissues, accessible only to experts and elites, but matters for
public debate, group pressure, and electrical confirmation. The life
chances of nations depend on the prescientand prudent threatand
use of military force. The quality of the lives enjoyed by their citizens
is also a function of the control that can be reasonably exercised in
maintaining peacetime military establishment—now at costs un-
matched in history—whose continuing demands, if fully met, would
bankrupt the member states of the alliance and undermine the open
social and political institutions that they are supposed to protect.

Over the past half decade, American, NATO, and Eurcopean

national security policies have often failed to keep these levels of
security policy in proper balance. The LRTNF issue illustrates the
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point. Adjustments at one or the other level have, alternately, been
sometimes too slow or too rapid for stabie and effective policymak-
ing: too slow, as suggested by the decision to deploy LRTNFs in a
basing mode that has proceeded largely without heed to the debate
over the vulnerability of stationary land-based nuclear forces; ortoo
rapid, as implied by the volatility of popular support for alliance
LRTNF policy in the United States and in Europe. United States
inconstancy has also been confusing. Complacency during the
1970s about its ability to meet NATO requirements from its stock-
pile of strategic nuclear weapons, and its interest in stabilizing the
global strategic balance with the Soviet Union through a SALT
accord, gave way during the early Reagan administration to official
and public demands for more mlitary spending and preparedness.’
But even this latter position appears now to be in doubt as the
pendulum moves back toward cuts in defense spending. If the
December 1982 rejection of the “"dense pack™ basing mode for the
MX missileis any indication, Congress is reluctant to approve addi-
tional increases in defense spending beyond those which have been
already authorized and the Pentagon, like other agencies, is
expected to siow the rate of its previously authorized programmed
expenditures.

European worries about the decoupling of the American and
NATO deterrents were first voiced by then Chancellor Heimut
Schmidt of Germany in the fall of 1977.2 These concerns have been
supplanted by fears that the United States is preparing to fight a
limited nuclear war, with Europe as the battleground, while preserv-
ing the United States as a sanctuary. This reversal or roles is also
expressed in other ways. Europeans forget that they initially forced
the LRTNF decision on Washington and now accuse the Reagan
administration of highhandedness in forcing the issue while a pre-
viously reluctant Washington currently identifies its success or fail-
ure as aleader of the alliance with its ability either to deploy all of the
572 cruise and Pershing Il missiles that have been proposed. or to
impose a zero option on the Soviet Union.?

Alliance policy has also reflecied ill-timed and misinformed
stances by alliance members. lll-timed (as viewed in European
capitals) were the statements of President Reagan when he
observed at an October 1982 news conference that the use of
nuclear weapons in a war with the Soviet Union might be confined
to Europe. These remarks fueled the worst fears of alliance suppor-
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ters of NATO's LRTNF decision.* Misinformed {(as perceived in
Washington) was the insistence of European decisionmakers that
the political dimensions of deterrence be stressed to the exclusion
or slight of the military and hardware requirements of a credibie
deterrent posture. Previous administrations bear some responsibil-
ity for the current impasse. The Carter administration’s interestina
SALT accord deflected attention from European security concern
for NATO nuclear modernization and for an effective alliance
response to the Soviet nuclear buildup commenced in the later
1970s. In compensation for this lapse, Washington and its European
allies tied themselves to a questionable deployment mode for 464
cruise and 108 Pershing |l missiles before the full dimension of the
Soviet armament effort was fully known or the vuinerability of
ground-based systems was fully appreciated.®

At the outset it should be conceded that. for reasons to be
developed below, no Western government could have escaped
these lines of criticism no matter what it did alone orin concert with
its alliance partners on the LRTNF issue. However, one should
expect that Western security analysis, governmental decisionmak-
ers, and those members of the interested public who have taken the
time to inform themselves about the complexity of the security
problems facing NATO might have developed a clearer set of
shared criteria. Such shared standards could guide decisions on
military force levels, weapons systems, and strategy, on arms con-
trol and disarmament issues, and on what policymaking procedures
might be most appropriate to ratify alliance security policies and to
generate public support for them. One should also expect govern-
mental experts to be alert to changes in the military, technological.
and political environment affecting Western security policies and to
be quick to adjust to them or to create and exploit opportunities as
they arise to enhance Western security or, at least, to minimize the
cost and risks of security efforts to core values and national
interests.

While the two-track approach, linking American and European
decisionmakers concerned with military strategy and arms control.
remains one of the most innovative developments in European-
American security policymaking since World War H, there is con-
siderable rocom for improvement.® The discussion below attempts to
clarify the conceptual framework within which NATO LRTNF
policy—or any weapons decision within NATO—must be resolved
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and the political process by which it must be articulated and
approved if it is to make a contribution to alliance deterrence and
defense missions and win the supportof alliance members. Partone
sketches the political assumptions and the key operational criteria
and political norms that are applicable to decisions about weapons
and the strategies of use and control appropriate to them. For
illustrative purposes, part two applies these criteria to NATO's
LRTNF decision and argues that a sea-based deterrent, comple-
mented by improved central strategic nuclear systems of Western
alliance powers (France, Great Britain, and the United States). is
better calculated than the current NATO deployment proposal to
meet the requirements of effective security policy and policymaking
within the Atlantic Alliance in the 1980s.

ASSUMPTIONS GUIDING EUROPEAN DEFENSE POLICY

The unknowns surrounding issues like conventional forces and
LRTNFs and the inevitable differences of perception and interest
aboutthem, between the United States and its European allies (and
among the latter as well), imply that a fully satisfactory resotfution of
these problems is highly problematic. Doing nothing about them is
no recipe for alliance cohesion or effectiveness since these issues
refuse to go away. Even their management, if not resolution.
demands action. These dilemmas arise from the constraints that
proponents and opponents of alternative arms postures and strate-
gies confrontindeciding theseissues, constraints that are not likely
to be overcome very easily in the near future. Among the most
important are those associated with the limited resources that will
be available to allied military establishments. During the 1970s.
defense expenditures, as a percentage of GNP, experienced a
gradual downward slide. Between 1972-1976, US spending aver-
aged 5.9 percent of GNP. In the middle 1970s, US expenditures fell
to a low of 5.1 percent of GNP but are expected to climb to 6.6
percent in 1982. The Reagan administration’s increase in defense
spending will certainly augment NATO's rate of spending, but it is
difficult to see how it will much surpass current averages even if
Congress appropriates all of the funds requested by the administra-
tion, hardly a certainty given competing defense and welfare claims
and the need to spur the growth of the civilian sector of the economy
through increased investments.

The European states have simply not responded to repeated
American calls for more outlays and greater burden sharing.
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Throughout the 1970s, NATO European defense expenditures
remained annually at approximately 3.7 percent of GNP. The pros-
pect that military spending will increase is slight whatever the
United States does. The economic depression gripping the Western
powers, with large-scale unemployment approaching 1930s levels,
provides little hope that they will be able to increase defense spend-
ing even if they were inclined to do so.

Military personnel remain at about the 1976 level, consisting of
5.5 million for NATO, of which 3.3 million are personnel of NATO's
European members and 2.2 million are those of the United States.
Spending on equipment as a percentage of overall military expendi-
tures has increased somewhat since the 1970s, but not at a rate to
meet the requirements set by military planners.” The major states of
the alliance are falling short of projected plans. Britain must recoup
its losses of the Falkland Islands war; France has recently an-
nounced cutbacks in conventional arms spending.® West Germay,
with mounting economic probiems including high unemployment,
trade deficits and a lowered rate of production, plans no apprecia-
ble increase in defense spending and actually decreased spending
slightly in 1981: to 3.4 percent of GNP, slightly beiow the average for
the early 1970s.°

What these figures signify is that the Western allies face hard
choices at several leveis of military spending and between defense
and civilian expenditures. The high costs of nuclear systems force
choices among weapons systems, including missiles and bombers,
and their ground, sea, and air basing modes. Britain has already
opted for the Trident submarine and the Tornado. France has large-
ly abandoned construction of more land-based systemsin favorofa
seventh nuclear submarine. The composition of American strategic
nuclear forces after the setback on MX will remain unciear for some
time. Growing deficits, estimated at over $200 billion, increase pres-
sures to cut governmental expenditures, including those for the
military. LRTNF capabilities must therefore compete for scarce
dollars with other strategic nuclear systems. Pressures rise to apply
common measures to these competing systems. Their worth
depends on what each contributes to the coverage of Warsaw Pact
and Soviet targets, to global and regional defense and deterrence,
to the prospects of arms control and disarmament, and to the
strengthening of public support for Western security policies.
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Choosing between nuclear systems on the strength of uniform
measures of strategic, economic, and political value iends addi-
tional urgency to the growing claims for more spending either for
conventional arms or for civilian purposes and welfare. The inability
or unwillingness of European states, especially West Germany, to
spend more on defense means that the United States cannot count
on its NATO allies to supply increased conventional forces for
European missions. NATO's ability to hold its defensive line
against a major Warsaw Pact conventional attack beyond two
weeks, based on current estimates, is not likely to be improved in
the near future.'® Funds are in short supply to buy more conven-
tional arms to forestall early resort to nuclear weapons. British and
French determination to give priority to nuclear weapons over con-
ventional forces makes more urgent the need to husband scarce
resources for conventional missions when faced with a large and
growing menu of nuclear options in the hands of the Soviet Union.

in addition, the United States cannot depend on its European
allies to support military preparation efforts beyond Europe—for
example, in the Middle East or the Persian Gulf—in support of
Western security interests. They are neither prepared to assume
these burdens nor to run the risks of nuclear war arising from local
conflicts elsewhere. Witness European reticence during the Yom
Kippur War in 1973 and the reservations expressed over tough
American policy over Afghanistan and the Iranian hostage issue.
Temptations grew, too, among Western states to assume greater
security risks in light of spreading economic dislocation and social
unrest and to shift priorities from defense to internal economic
development and welfare. The margins for error in choosing
between nuclear and conventional systems are, consequently,
narrowed.

A second assumption on which American-European security
policy and, specifically, the LRTNF decision must be based con-
cerns the structural differences separating the United States from
its European aliies over the role of nuclear weapons, the require-
ments of deterrence and defense, the terms and likelihood of
genuine arms control and disarmament, and the prospects of
detente policies to relax East-West tensions. Short of political
union, the members of the Western alliance on both sides of the
Atlantic and within their continental spheres, however much they
may be similar or share a common interest in balancing Soviet
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power, are still separated by geography, history, language, eco-
nomic interest, political institutions and values. It is not surprising,
therefore, that they would disagree in their perception of the Soviet
threat and the appropriate military response to meet it.

Since the formation of NATO, and particularly since the adop-
tion of the flexible response strategy by the Kennedy administration
and subsequent American regimes, Europe has been concerned
aboutthe credibility of the American nuclear guarantee either out ot
fear that Washington could not be relied upon to defend Europe if it
risked its own destruction or, paradoxically, out of fear that the
United States might precipitately use its military might and drag
Europeinto an unwanted war which would devastate the continent.
The Sputnik scare and the missile gap controversy of the 1950s
which led to the now-defunct proposal to create a multilateral
nuclear force (MLF) to assuage European concerns parallels cur-
rent fears that led to the proposal to deploy cruise and Pershing
missiles in Europe to assure the Europeans that the American
nuclear guarantee remains viable. The neutratist and pacifist
movements that coursed through Europein the 1950s are similar to
the antinuclear and freeze campaigns today. These similarities,
however, do not suggest that because these problems were man-
aged before, they will again be successfully resolved or that the old
solutions will apply to a new technological environment or political
landscape. The magnitude and complexity of the issues leave little
room for complacency. American-European differences over mil-
itary policy and doctrine are endemic to the alliance. The best one
can expect is that means will be found to relax, if not resolve, the
tensions arising from the dilemma which permanently confronts the
alliance members.

NATO Europeans consistently prefer deterrence to defense.
Visible troop concentrations and nuclear deployments in Europe
are given greater weight than the word of passing American Presi-
dents. Europeans remain skeptical about the costs and effective-
ness of conventional forces and theirimpact on Warsaw Pact behav-
ior. Because of the lower risks run by Moscow in using conventional
forces, principal reliance by NATO on nonnuclear capabilities to
defend Europe is viewed as an invitation to the very attack that the
organization of NATO seeks to avoid. The British and, more point-
edly, the French nuclear deterrents are insurance policies against
the possibility of a breakdown in the American guarantee. These
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differences, elsewhere developed at greater iength than need to be
rehearsed here,"' extend to European resistance to American tend-
encies to use trade and technology transfers, like the recent pipe-
line controversy with the Soviet Union, as a policy lever or to link
Soviet behavior in Eastern Europe and in other regions to American
and NATO interest in advancing detente in Europe.

The German case deserves special attention since the tensions
between American and European views over deterrence, defense,
and detente are most acutely felt in Bonn. It is no accident that
German political leaders should be at odds among themseives over
the LRTNF issue, having first pressed the United States to confront
growing Soviet capabilities in the two-track decision only to back
away from this initiative as the domestic peace movement grew,
catalyzed partly by the Reagan administration’s rearmament pro-
gram.”? The LRTNF issue reflects the structural dilemmas inherent
in postwar German foreign and security policy. German aspirations
for unification cannot be realized without the consent of its allies
and the Soviet Union; meanwhile, West German security depends
on NATO and, specifically, on the United States.

Since the FRG has had to renounce the unilateral use of forcein
pursuing its national objectives as well as the development and
possession of nuclear weapons. any Bonn government must
simultaneously strive to shape NATO and American military policy
toserveits foreign and security objectives while assuring the Soviet
Union (and important segments of domestic and allied opinion) that
it does not seek a military solution to its unrequited needs. Hence
the elaborate set of rules imposed by Bonn on itself as conditions for
its participation in the LRTNF program that it was principally
responsible for initiating: (1) that NATO’'s deployment decision
would be made unanimously (principle of equal sharing of risk); (2)
that at least one other continental nonnuclear state would accept
American nuclear missiles (principies of nonsingularity): (3) thatthe
Federal Republic remain a nonnuclear power (principle of renunci-
ation), and (4) that nuclear systems on German soil, capable of
hitting the Soviet Union, remain under American control (principle
of NATO and American dependency).'

Germany's approach to deterrence and detente in relations

with its European allies and the United States within NATO must
inevitably be ambiguous: one of “get away closer.” NATO (and the
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Warsaw Pact) has helped resolve the German problem that plagued
Europe for almost a century and provides a framework (like the
Warsaw Pact) of moderating European quarrels which have been
the bane of the European state system since the 17th century. On
these scores the superpowers and their allies, including preponder-
antopinionin West Germany, share acommon interest. in respond-
ing to the Soviet and Warsaw Pact, these important objectives
should not be overlooked or denigrated just because they are
achieved quietly and unobtrusively relative to the external impera-
tive of meeting the Soviet challenge. The LRTNF issue and asso-
ciated differences over conventional arms and strategy should be
understood within this larger political framework. Pressures to
reduce the alliance to any one military problem, even soimportant a
one as LRTNF, should be resisted, if the alliance is to survive and the
gains that have been made in European security are to be
preserved.'

A third assumption on which the LRTNF decision must rest is,
curiously enough, uncertainty. There exists no universally accepted
theory of nuclear (much less conventional) deterrence. Deterrence
theory is at the stage of pre-science, involving more art and guess-
work than precise calculation to guide decisions despite impressive
efforts to place deterrence policy on a more solid theoretical and
empirical footing.'> We still know very little about the consequences
of operational and announced nuclear policies on adversary or
allied behavior. We are no less certain about the behavior of the
deterrer when confronted by a challenge. Witness the improvisa-
tions characterizing the Cuban missile crisis and other postwar
cases of deterrence failure and success.'® Theory remains partial
since there is no agreement on what factors to apply ‘o explain and
predict behavior: whether personality and individual or group per-
ceptions,'’ rational decisionmaking,'® organizational or bureau-
cratic constraints,'® regime behavior,?® or systemic determinants.?
Theorists are also partial to different schools of thought that often
hide rather than clarify their value preferences.

The significance of the uncertainties surrounding deterrence,
the discord among defense experts, and the often skewed and
partial character of their evaluations mean that proposals for or
against different conventional or nuclear weapon systems, includ-
ing their size, composition, basing, and use, are bound to be contro-
versial and inherently suspect to rival decisionmakers. To sort out
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these claims posits the need for criteria, however provisional, that
will discipline the raw political process by which decisions on deter-
rence will be settled. It prompts a need for clear criteria for choice
that can command as wide a consensus as possible among
governmental leaders, experts, and the ruling majorities of alliance
members.

CRITERIA TO GUIDE NATO: ACQUISITION, THREAT, AND
USE OF MILITARY FORCE

Several criteria appear particularly pertinent as guides for
NATO policy. First, to deter war and to control escalation if war
erupts, military capabilities should be developed that maximize
incentives for an opponent to keep hostilities at the lowest levels
possibie. Deterrence operates as a consequence of an opponent’s
estimate of what his adversary will do if the fatter or his allies or their
vital interests are attacked. This implies the existence of real and
credibie military capabilities that can and will be used if deterrence
breaks down. Ideally, capabilities should be sufficient to deny an
opponent dominance at all levels of military conflict and to impose
successively higher costs and risks on an adversary if he chooses to
escalate hostilities in scope or intensity. Implied by these circum-
stances are three conceptually distinct, if operationally meided,
forms of deterrence. These are deterrence by denial. deterrence by
prospective punishment, and, beyond these two calibrated attempts
to rationalize and control the threatand use of force, deterrence that
leaves something to chance.

NATO'’s flexible response strategy tends to obsure the distinc-
tion between the first two forms of deterrence. Some advocates of
nuclear modernizationin Europe have seized on Soviet deployment
of §5-20 and Backfire bombers to justify LRTNFs as a response to
the growth of Soviet nuclear capabilities stationed in Europe rather
than confront the modernization problem directly and the short-
coming of NATO's current TNF deployments.?? Fearing domestic
opposition, some LRTNF proponents have projected the view thata
LRTNF for NATO would preserve the military balance in Europe
although the LRTNFs that have been proposed are, by themselves,
incapable of matching, much less of eliminating, the Soviet military
threat. Their principal utility is not in being able to disarm the Soviet
Union of its theater nuclear forces, though they might well play
someroleintargeting these systems. Their effectiveness as a deter-

152




Strategies for Western Europe

rent and as a control on escalation stems primarily from their pre-
sumed capacity to hit military and civilian targets in Eastern Europe,
and, especially, in the Soviet Union. That is, they can inflict costs
and impose risks on the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact out of
proportion to the political gains that may be anticipated in attacking
the West. LRTNFs raise the stakes for Moscow more through deter-
rence by the prospect of punishment than by denial.

The heightened costs and risks of escalation implied by nuclear
weapons raise another problem for an adversary: the threat that
leaves something to chance. Since we have no reliable experience
with nuclear weapaons, noone can predictthe outcome of anuclear
strike and subsequent exchanges. Wars rarely assume exgected
form. Thereislittle assurance thatin the heat of battle, a nuclear war
will remain limited or be amenable to control. Soviet military doc-
trine pointedly rejects this projected vision of how a nuclear
exchange will develop even while it develops a wide range of con-
ventional and nuclear capabilities that appear to seek dominance,
not merely denyittoan opponent, atall levels of armed hostilities. If
sufficient nuclear capabilities can be developed and deplayed to
survive a first strike at successive levels of military conflict in order
to nullify or blunt an adversary's attack, there exists some hope of
deterring the outbreak of hostilities and of generating incentives to
maintain it at low levels of intensity.

Solongasanopponentcannotbe disarmed or can be disarmed
only at unacceptable costs to one’s own society, the probability is
low that an attack will be launched. Not only does deterrence by
denial and punishment conspire to affect the behavior of a calculat-
ing opponent but the inability of nuclear adversaries to be able to
guarantee control of their own forces or their exchange during war
reinforces deterrence. Uncertainty about the outcome of a nuclear
exchange bolsters fears of the certainty of large. though unpredic-
table, damage and dislocation. A threat that leaves something to
chance makes nuclear deterrence more robust than is contem-
plated by those who characterize the balance of terror as delicate.
Whatis needed is the survival of a sufficient level of nuclear military
capabilities, including their control systems, in the wake of an
attack to punish an aggressor's first strike. The requirements for
such alevel of survivable nuclear weapons, capable of being relia-
bly delivered against a wide array of targets, while clearly larger
than advocates of minimum deterrence would admit, are lower than
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advocates of a nuclear war-winning strategy would want.

If the object of preparing for war is first to deter it and, if
hostilities should erupt, to deny an adversary the military and politi-
cal fruits of his resort to force, while limiting the destructiveness ofa
military clash, what is needed is a clearly demonstrated escalatory
ladder, constructed from the total stock of the alliance’s conven-
tional and nuclear capabilities. A strategy of flexible response has,
in theory. sought to supply this spectrum of capabilities, but it has
fallen short of this objective for some of the reasons discussed
earlier. European and American analysts have also compounded
the problem by emphasizing a distinction between global and
regional forces available to alliance members, a distinction sure to
break down rapidly in the event of war in Europe. The distinction
between NATO and American missions or between military capabii-
ities needed for both sets of objectives is to a substantial degree
artificial. For there can be no theater balance in Europe at the
conventional and, especially, at the nuclear level—given the long-
range striking power of the latter—that excludes two essential ele-
ments: (1) the military weight of the superpowers that can be
brought to bear in a NATO-Warsaw Pact conflict; and (2) the deter-
rent postures of both aliiances and their major protector powers.

It foliows from the first criterion noted above that conventional
forces should be used initially in any alliance military confrontation.
Also, it follows that, to the extent that resources permit. conven-
tional arms should be substituted for missions now earmarked for
nuclear weapons. It is by no means clear that the NATO alliance,
even under current resource strictures, cannot continue to improve
its conventional force posture and strengthen its ability to withstand
a major nonnuclear Warsaw Pact attack.-* Ata minimum. it should
be capable. if mobilized in timely fashion, to afford the West approx-
imately two weeks of respite before nuclear weapons have to be
considered.”> Most Western observers agree with the estimate of the
International Institute for Strategic Studies (11SS) that the conven-
tional alliance, measured in static forces, has progressively tipped
in favor of the Eastern bloc. In several categories, particularly in
tanks, artillery, heavy armor, and surface-to-surface (SS) and
surface-to-air (SAM) missiles, the Warsaw Pact is apprcaching or
exceeds the three-to-one advantage that is widely used as a rough
measure of what is sufficient to overcome the defending force in a
major conventional attack. Moreover, the West has steadily lost its
technological edge as the quantity and quality of Soviet and Pact

154




Strategies for Western Europe

arms have risen. Despite these trends, there is agreement within
IISS circles and in the NATO community that. as the latest HSS
Military Balance concludes, “the overall balance continues to be
such as to make military aggression a highly risky undertaking. . ..
There would still appear to be insufficient overall strength on either
side to guarantee victory. The consequences for an attacker would
be unpredictable, and the risks, particularly of nuclear escalation,

e

incalculable.™

The Soviet Union and Warsaw Pact forces face formidable
problems: Western leadership, training, and equipment are still
better; the use of precision guided missiles (PGMs), while useful to
aggressor or defender alike, potentially pose greater problems for
an attacker than a defender.?® French and Spanish forces and terri-
tory are likely to be available in the case of extended hostilities.<*
The economic resources of the West, including links to other indus-
trial countries, are still vastly superior to those of the Soviet Union.
Non-Soviet Pact forces are of doubtful reliability.*® Moreover, the
Soviet Union faces threats all along its borders, not simply those on
its Western front, including a Chinese force composed of an army of
3.9 million men grouped in 128 divisions and supported by over
5,000 combat aircraft. Over five divisions and almost 3,000 addi-
tional combat aircraft, based in the United States, are available for
rapid reinforcement of the European Theater. Traditionally neutral
states, like Sweden, Austria, and Switzerland, which have impres-
sive military forces, might well side with the West in the face of a
massive Soviet attack.®

This guardedly optimistic assessment provides a sufficient
basis on which to argue foran announced NATO policy of “no early
first use” of nuclear weapons. Such an orientation, if linked to a
LRTNF, can ease some of the concern of those who want no weak-
ening of American and NATO announced policy to use nuclear
weapons—first if need be.*? It should also relieve those who argue
for a doctrine of “no first use.” A “no early first use” policy
increases Soviet and Pact incentives to keep war at a conventional
level ** It also helps to guard against rapid and precipitate escalation
in case of an accidental or misguided attack. Conventional forces
buy time to negotiate an end of hostilities. A gain of an additional
day may make the difference between an admittedly costly war and
anuclear holocaust. Whether pressures to escalate to nuclear levels
will actually surge or recede under these circumstances is impossi-
bie to predict. -
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However decisionmakers i1 Western capitals reactto a conven-
tional war in Europe, it is still sensible to buy options that may limit
damage, since the possibility of escalating to nuclear levels, given
the invulnerability of central nuclear forces on each side, continues
to act as a deterrent against an adversary's expansion of a military
clash. Whatis critical is the development of military capabilities that
afford mutual incentives for restraint. To minimize the risks of
nuclear suicide, alliance members, especially those armed with
nuclear weapons, are logically led to develop military capabilities
that avoid as long as possible a choice between national extinction
and military defeat.

With obvious stops and starts, the operational military policies
of the superpowers have reflected a concern for avoiding this intol-
erable choice. Thisis true despite the pronouncements of the Soviet
Union that it refuses to distinguish between the rungs of an escala-
tion ladder leading from conventional engagements to nuclear
demonstrations, limited strikes, and eventually to mutual assured
destruction (MAD). How else can one fully explain the Warsaw Pact’s
sustained modernization of its conventional forces, the develop-
ment of new and impressive middle- and short-range nuclear sys-
tems (Backfire, SS-20, SS-21, SS8-23), and continued qualitative
development of central strategic forces, if they are not related to
some notion of escalatory control and counterforce batance?

Controlling hostilities in Europe once the nuclear threshold has
been crossed poses the most serious challenge to American and
European planners. There is a NATO and American requirement to
develop a spectrum of nuclear capabilities that provide a wide
number of targeting possibilities beyond popuiation and industrial
centers whose destruction is likely to prompt similar calamitous
attacks against Western cities. A key determinant of the utility of
LRTNFs is their contribution to an integrated targeting plan, not
simply what they contribute to NATO capabilities. These latter
cannot reasonably be evaluated for effectiveness in isolation from
American strategic doctrine, central nuclear weapons, or conven-
tional forces. A proper mix of LRTNF characteristics is critical if the
alliance is to grope toward a nuclear posture that reduces. if not
resolves, some of the problems associated with its force structure.
particularly its current deployment of theater nuclear weapons.

To be consistent with American efforts to develop a calibrated

156




Strategies for Western Europe

denial and punishment strategy, NRTNFs should combine several
characteristics. Most important, they should be asinvulnerableto a
first strike as possible. Otherwise, they invite hair-trigger use to
prevent destruction or preemption. Moreover, in a postattack envir-
onment, they should be capable of being reliably fired and of pene-
trating alerted enemy defenses. Quick reaction to destroy enemy
systemsis a desirable quality butonlyif such adecisionisinformed
by sound intelligence and strategic need, not forced by aconcern to
avoid adisarming preventive or preemptive strike. To these charac-
teristics should be added accuracy, flexibility, quick reprogramma-
ble target selection, calibrated destructive power to limitdamage to
defined military and civilian targets, and reload capabitity.

For the United States andits NATO allies to be able toconducta
limited war in Europe, to deter war through denial, and, failing that,
to deter the expansion of hostilities and to compel their swift cessa-
tion through threatened punishment requires that nuclear systems
be centrally controlled. The NATO LRTNF proposal. partly at Ger-
man insistence, acknowledges the need for an American-controlled
system and for American responsibility, with European consulta-
tion rights, over nuclear arms control reflects a complex comprise
of American and European (and especially German) expectations
these should be recognized iest one be tempted to exaggerate or
downgrade the utiiity of the LRTNF proposal: for the Americans in
NATO's LRTNF keeps new nuclear forces under Washington's con-
trol to reduce possible European triggering of American nuclear
forces; for Europeans it clearly links American NATO and centrai
strategic forces to bolster the credibility of the American deterrent:
for the Soviet Union the LRTNF is essentially an extension of Amer-
ican central strategic forces.

On the other hand, the horizontal proliferation of nuclear sys-
tems within the Western alliance preciudes total American control.
France remains adamant on retaining its nuclear independence. an
affirmation that enjoys a wide spectrum of political support from the
right to the left. Everyone, as Charles de Gaulle predicted. is now
Gaullist.* The British nuclear deterrent, dependent on American
sale of Trident submarine and missile technology, is susceptible, as
before,to American and allied overtures to joint planning within the
Nuclear Planning Group (NPG) of the alliance, but remains, when
needed, under British control.
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CRITERIA FOR ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT

A second general criterion to apply to any NATO arms proposal
is its contribution to arms control and disarmament. Does it create.
dampen, or nullify incentives in three critical areas: Does it control
the risks and costs of the arms races? Does it reduce the probability
that war will erupt as a result of accident, inadvertence, or miscalcu-
lation? And does it promote detente between the two blocs and the
superpowers? Progress on these three fronts critically affects. as
discussed below, the cohesion of the alliance and the domestic
support that can be generated among the allies for alliance military
strategy.

The invulnerability of LRTNFs is vital to arms control negotia-
tions. A system vuinerable to a disarming attack, ipso facto, does
not give an adversary pause. The controversy over land-based sys-
tems largely turns on the capacity to deploy weapons capable of
disarming an opponent’s ground systems in a first strike ata faster
rate than such fixed systems can be installed, even in decoy modes
like the Carter administration’s race-track proposal. Achieving a
viable arms-control accord in such an unstable environment is
highly improbable.

Much of the incentive for the antiballistic missile (ABM) ban of
SALT | lay in the inability of ABM technology in the early 1970s to
protect superpower cities and strategy.® {f LRTNFs are invuinera-
ble, negotiations are encouraged to define a mutually acceptable
level of capabilities that can stabilize deterrence between the blocs
and the superpowers, since increasing nuclear arms will not
improve an opponent’s position. There is also reason to believe that
if these weapons are also upgraded in their ability to reach enemy
targets and deliver their ordnance in limited and controlled strikes.
both sides will have incentives to keep the number of these systems
jow. This would avoid needless duplication, conserve resources for
other military and civilian purposes, and set the stage for additional
reductions.

Regarding invulnerable NATO LRTNFs and American central
strategic systems as parts of one overall nuclear striking force
should reduce the probability of war through accident. inadver-
tence or miscalculation. Responsibility can be more clearly tixed
than might be the case with a separate NATO muitilateral force. like
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the MLF unsuccessfully launched by the Kennedy administration in
the 1960s. There is, of course, always the possibility that French or
British systems might be employed. However, these are currently
designed as city-busting systems and are ill-suited for hard or
semihard military or civilian targets. A LRTNF, capable of selec-
tively hitting Warsaw Pact and Soviet military targets and support
facilities (which do not involve major population or industrial cen-
ters). can leave a clear signature, because of its accuracy and
calibrated firepower, to distinguish NATO and American use of
conventional and nuclear weapons from those that might be
employed by France or Britain. Building these distinctive features
into a NATO LRTNF could strengthen superpower control of the
escalatory process.

The unity of American command of all nuclear forces under
Washington's control as well as the integrated targeting plan
implied by these weapons argue for parallel integration of American
arms control and disarmament policy and negotiation strategy. The
division between the START talks and the LRTNF deliberations has
the ironic effect of emphasizing the difference between American
nuclear weapons earmarked for central strategic missions and
theater missions—precisely the kind of distinction that is of concern
to European allies. There may have been some initial justification
for having kept the LRTNF and START talks separate—including
insulating both from nuclear and forward-based systems and NATO
European nuclear forces—but these considerations are less per-
suasive than they were before. They make little sense from the
perspectives of either superpower: the US is logically ted to rational-
ize use of its nuclear forces in Europe with its Single Integrated
Operational Plan (SIOP) preparations, and the Soviet Union must
defend against American and designated NATO nuclear forces as
different aspects of a single strategic problem. European expecta-
tions that a Soviet attack on American-controlled nuclear forces
stationed in Europe will engage the future panoply of American
nuclear power are essentially rooted within the same conceptual
framework although for political and psychological reasons it has
been convenient to make distinctions that progressively evidence
no difference.

The integration of the SALT and LRTNF talks would have sev-

eral positive effects. First, NATO European allies would not only
have rights of consultation for the latter but atso for the former.
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Second, negotiators wouid be given a greater degree of flexibility.
They could swap and trade among all systems capable of hitting the
territories of the superpowers. Dubious distinctions between the
lethality of weapons as a function of their range would be finessed.
The stage would be set to review the full spectrum of Soviet nuclear
modernization in Europe that has been lost from view in the narrow
focus on LRTNF. Soviet SS-21, -22 and -23 weapons, replacing
older Scud and Scaleboard systems, could be brought within arms
control talks. British and French capabilities could also be submit-
ted to appropriate counting rules and their alliance and national
roles more clearly defined. Forward-based systems as part of
NATO's first line of defense might also eventually be included in the
talks, but only after progress had been made in stabilizing the
strategic nuclear environment, comprising central nuclear forces
and LRTNFs.*

The operational deterrence posture and arms control negotiat-
ing position outlined above are calculated to address a number of
conflicting military, strategic, and political expectations on the part
of the superpowers and the NATO European allies. Meeting all of
these expectations, atleast in part, is a precondition for an advance
fo detente, if the experience of the postwar period is any guide. First,
there is no incentive to negotiate if any of the superpowers or the
principal European allies perceive that they are at a military disad-
vantage in entering negotiations that promise to consotidate an
opponent’s position. Nor is there much weight in the argument that
one can gain at the bargaining table what has not already been
implicitly achieved in actual or threatened military preparations.
Between competitors who share much in common, such an optimis-
tic expectation may be reasonable. Where the differences between
rivals are profound, the prospects of regaining a lost parity through
bargaining is less promising. Reliance primarily on bargaining skill
against an implacable and a militarily stronger opponent has not
enjoyed much success in achieving a stable peace in this century.
Nor have many governments been attracted to such risk-taking.
Once ahead, an opponent is not inclined to concede military gains
to a weaker adversary; the latter strives to buy time to rearm.

Much of the lack of movement on mutual and balanced force
reductions may be attributed to Warsaw Pact conventional super-
iority. Perceived parity has also been the touchstone of the SALT

process. Witness the Jackson amendment on parity accompanying
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the signing of SALT |. Note. too, the circumstances surrounding the
rupture of the SALT process and its rebaptism as START as a
consequence of the Reagan administration’'s assumption of Ameri-
can strategic inferiority as its point of departure in justifyingan arms
buildup prior to negotiations with the Soviet Union. Similarly, the
NATO allies agreed that LRTNFs should go forward while negotia-
tions for their limitation were pursued in order to give the Sovietsan
incentive to come to the bargaining table.

It follows from these considerations that some rough concep-
tion of military balance or parity must be mutually perceived as the
basis for a viable arms control accord. Moreover, parity must be
achieved at several escalatory levels if progressin limitingarms is to
be made. Imbalances at one level are not easily compensated for at
another whether in the form of increased military spending (a self-
defeating arms race tends to be the result) orin mutually acceptable
arms limitation agreements. Progress in reiaxing political tensions
(detente) is also hostage to an agreed-upon balance and on rules for
systematic and ordered modernization of military weapons as
scientific and technological advances promptinnovation and reno-
vation. Detente between bitter foes is not facilitated by mi'itary
imbalance and arms control agreements are no substitute for
detente beyond perhaps initial low-risk confidence-building mea-
sures or limited proposals for graduated reductions in tensions.-*
Once a military balance is achieved that is reasonably stable and
also consistent with arms limitation and disarmament accords.
detente can rest on a firm foundation, and through feedback. bols-
ter a mutually assuring system of military security.

DEMOCRATIZATION OF DEFENSE, DETERRENCE, AND
DETENTE

If complementary military strategic and arms control policies
are to be effective they must not only meet the criteria sketched
above but they must also rest on a stable alliance consensus that
has the support of the public opinion of the member states. Defense,
deterrence, and detente, including arms control accords. have been
democratized in two senses. First, opinion supportive of govern-
mental policy in a democracy must, as always, rest on some form of
majority rule. Democratic norms insist upon a political process that
assures open debate and free election of competing elites. largely
working through mass parties, who assume responsibility for
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governmental policies. Military policy is, however, only one issue
area. |t must be aggregated with others by a party in presenting
itself for election. The ruling majority is inevitably a flawed coalition
composed of different and even divergent interests. many of which
may be far removed from immediate strategic considerations. This
feature of democratic decisionmaking tends to destabilize a military
consensus based on a shifting coalition of interests. The consensus-
building process is obviously compounded in an alliance of
members whose governments depend for survival on the patchwork
of democratically based coalitions which support them. The require-
ment of constructing a stable, predictable consensus on military
policy and arms control from a coalition of coalitions is an inherent
weakness within the Western decisional process which improved
consultation and information flow among allies can help to alleviate
but which can never be fully overcome.

The problem of alliance consensus is further compounded by
the divergent values and outcomes expected by domestic political
opponents from different military, arms control, and detente poli-
cies to be followed by a government as a member of an alliance. All
of the Western democracies are divided against themselves on
security policy by rival groupings, sharpened further by extreme
elements within them. If the British Labour Party overturns the
Conservative government, its leader is on record favoring aban-
donment of Britain's nuclear forces and of its commitment to station
NATO LRTNFs on British soil. The Green Party in the Federal
Republic has expressed similar views as have important segments
of the SDP support. As the past decade has shown, American
security policy is also susceptible to rapid change and oscillation.
Given these structural and continuing divisions within Western-
style politics, alliance security policy is highly vulnerable to domes-
tic influence. How else to explain the “zero sum’ option adopted by
the Reagan administration and the “no early first strike” proposal by
NATO if not as attempts to assuage the demands of the peace
movement, which enjoys wide support in several member states?
Democratic-backed alliance policies are similarly subject to exte-
riorinfluence, asis shown by the fact that recent Soviet overtures to
“freeze” European theater nuclear forces, to redeploy them out of
range of European cities, or to sign nonaggression pacts with the
West have received a positive reception in some official Western
quarters. Whatever their intrinsic merit, these initiatives inevitably
prompt divided Western responses. These weaken a common
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Western front to Warsaw Pact or Soviet threats and blandishments
and drive a wedge between the United States and its NATO allies.

There is another dimension to the democratization of defense,
deterrence, and detente (D?) that strains the normal consensus
process within an open society. Domestic conflict over D* problems
now assumes the character of a mass movement divided into
broadly based popular groupings holding sharply clashing and
increasingly inflexible policy views and preferences on these vital
issues. Debate moves from legisiative, bureaucratic, and media
forums to mass assemblies and even to the street. Techniques
appropriate to the mobilization of mass opinion and to public dem-
onstrations gradually tend to overwhelm the decision process.
Groups for and against new weapons proliferate and establish a
network of ties that becomes institutionatized. Sustained pressures
are brought to bear on aliiance governments, whether on the right
or left; to accede to these demands. Issue voting hardens political
battle lines and diminishes opportunities for compromise. Political
leaders have incentives to posture for domestic support and media
attention in lieu of probing debate and study of complex security
issues. Much less have they an incentive to assume unpopular
positions on security and arms control issues. As these issues
become increasingly entangled in the intricacies of democratic
politics within the nations of the alliance and, subsequently, within
the NATO policy process, their management becomes atonce more
tenuous and simple: tenuous since fixed negotiation positions vis-
a-vis the Soviet Union are made more difficult; simple in that the
complexities of strategic and arms control problems are glossed
over under the pressure of a perpetual political tug-of-war aimed
more at the domestic struggle for power than at favorably infiuenc-
ing an adversary’s behavior.

Democratic governments face a dual problem in legitimizing
their security policies. They must contend with the normal push-
and-pull of democratic politics, difficult under any circumstances,
as de Tocqueville recognized long ago, and they must now conduct
their affairs under volatile conditions that destabilize the super-
power bargaining process and discourage efforts to define viable
arms control and limitation accords. Under these circumstances,
the arms accords that are struck are robbed of much of their credi-
bility and legitimacy; but accords that cannot be keptundermine the
minimal conditions of mutual confidence needed between adver-
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saries in risking the signature of arms limitation agreements.

THE NEGLECTED TRIAD AND LONG-RANGE THEATRE
NUCLEAR WEAPONS

The decision to deploy 464 cruise and 108 Pershing Il missiles
was a right step in several wrong directions. It was a right step to
assure Europez 1 allies of the American nuclear commitmentand to
define a role, however circumscribed, for the European states to
play in superpower strategic arms limitation talks. However, the
circumstances surrounding the two-track decision and its subse-
quent management leave something to be desired. In the initial
SALT negotiations European concerns were not given much
weight. The draft treaty bartered European concerns over the
development of the SS-20 and the Backfire bomber for Soviet con-
sent to a SALT accord.

European concern deepened further when the United States
consented to temporary limits on the transfer of cruise missile
technology and deployments (supposedly equal roughly to the time
that would have been needed to develop the missiles to a deploy-
ment stage anyway). The obsolescence of NATO TNFs gave impe-
tus to the search for new nuclear systems to offset growing Soviet
superiority. Parity under SALT between the superpowers appeared
to widen a deterrence gap between European-based conventional
and nuclear forces and American central strategic forces.® An
unsettling view spread through policy circles that the United States
might be self-deterred if the Soviet Union launched a major surprise
attack against NATO forces.*® The $S-20, with three nuclear war-
heads of 150 kt. strength, could destroy all of NATO's nuclear forces
in a first strike. These are estimated at 70 major nuclear theater
targetsin peacetime and no more than 200 to 300 in war.** Under the
pressures of these concerns, arrival at some decision—any decision—
on deployment of American-controlled LRTNFs appeared to many
Europeans as important as the decision on what specific systems
would be deployed. This led to the first wrong step. It led to the
proposal for the creation more of a target than of a deterrent vis-a-
vis the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact. Emphasis was placed on
the need for a visible system under clear American control to link
the European theater weapons to US central strategic forces. While
this line of reasoning was consistent with over two decades of
European thinking, it failed, ironically, to give sufficient attention to
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the possibilities afforded the Soviet Union as a consequence of new
nuclear capabilities in Europe despite the ostensible purpose of
responding to this threat. A sea-based deterrent was specifically
rejected because it did not identify American nuclear weapons with
the defense of European soil. It was plausible to argue that the
Soviet Union might be deterred from launching an attack on Europe
and NATO forcesif the Soviet homeland could not be preservedasa
sanctuary. But why an American President would be more inclined
torisk American cities because a handful of nuclear weapons bases
were destroyed than in response to an attack against American
ground and air forces in Europe was never made clear.

Nor were the arms control problems posed by the ground-
based system fully explored. As a vulnerable target, the ground
LRTNFs invited preemptive or preventive attacks. To protect these
exposed systems they aiso put pressures on Supreme Allied Com-
mand, Europe (SACEUR) to use its weapons before they were
destroyed. Instead of buying time to bargain with the Soviet Union
and to terminate a conflict before escalation enlarged, the ground-
based system encouraged more, not less, devastation. Meanwhile,
preponderant Soviet nuclear capabilities were not really offset
since the reaction time of the bulk of the weapons proposed by
NATO, principally cruise missiles, did not seriously threaten Soviet
nuclear capabilities. These latter, being mobile, with reioad capabil-
ity, remained invulnerable to a disarming attack by NATO forces.
NATO’s ground-based system, therefore, created the worst of all
possible worlds. It offered no appreciabie gain in deterrence that
could not already be attributed to American troops (dependents,
and American civilians) in Europe or to central strategic forces; the
capabilities that were proposed were vulnerable to attack: crisis
management was weakened as hair-trigger reactions were encour-
aged on both sides if hostilities erupted; and the decoupling of
American and European security interests that the LRTNF posture
was supposed to forestall was unwittingly accentuated.

The very visibility of the ground-based system was also an
invitation to heightened domestic opposition in Europe. What may
have been assuring to European NATO security planners had the
opposite effect on domestic opponents of NATO's nuclear policy.
The war-fighting rhetoric of the Reagan administration’s nuclear
strategic buildup, on one hand, and the vacillating behavior of the
Carter administration on defense policy, its wavering response to
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Soviet expansion in the Third World and mismanagement of SALT,
on the other, tended to bolster the commitment of groups, variously
inclined toward unilateral initiatives in nuclear and conventional
disarmament, toward neutrality in the superpower struggle, or
toward political accommodation of the Soviet Union, to press their
views forward. Partly in anticipation of such opposition and to
forestall demonstrations against LRTNFs moving through the
European countryside, largely existing or new fixed NATO installa-
tions aretoreceive cruise and Pershing missiles. Theinfrastructure
of Pershing | is to be adapted to the Pershing Il. However, the same
concerns expressed by residents in Utah and Nevada in opposition
to the race-track MX system, tentatively advanced by the Carter and
Reagan administrations, have been raised by European groups in
opposition to LRTNF deployments. This opposition, as suggested
above, was likely to have crystallized no matter what deployment
mode was adopted. However, the vulnerability of the ground-based
system encourages a hawk-dove alliance that erodes elite and pop-
ular support for the current NATO LRTNF posture. This alliance
reportedly emerged to defeat the Reagan administration’s “dense
pack” proposal as military analysts interested in increased strategic
military capabilities tacitly joined forces, like oligopolists, with their
rivals, who were committed to decreased spending on nuclear weap-
ons or to a freeze or even to cutbacks on all defense spending. The
incentives bringing these otherwise opposing groups together arise
partly from the inherent vulnerabilities and threatening character of
land-based nuclear weapons.

A second misstep associated with ground-based cruise and
Pershing missiles derives from the isolated and insulated character
of the decision. The NATO proposal was isolated from the evolu-
tionary development and modernization of American strategic
forces, begun during the 1970s and signaled by NSDM-242 signed
by President Nixon in 1974, it was also insulated, as already sug-
gested, from the major thrust of United States strategic arms limita-
tion talks in the form of two paralle! negotiation forums dealing
essentially with a single, albeit complex, problem of controlling
nucliear arms.

A case can be made for the modernization of NATO long-range
nuclear forces but only if they are fitted into an overall plan that is
consistent with the development and modernization of central
strike forces in the United States. These forces, and those that will
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be coming on-line in the 1980s, are able to discharge most. if notall,
of the missions that might be assigned a NATO force. First, there
exists no way for the Soviet Union to prevent destruction of its
population and industrial centers if it launches a disarming first-
strike attack. evenif all of America’s land-based systems were wiped
outin a surprise assault. While approximately 50 percent of Ameri-
can strategic nuclear launchers are in ICBMs, only 24 percent of its
warheads or throw-weight are assigned to these systems. Destruc-
tion of these systems would still leave 7,000 warheads at the dis-
posal of American SLBMs with 2,000 equivatent megatons available
for retaliatory action. A suicidal attack against Soviet cities of 400
equivalent megatons has been calculated to produce more than 70
million deaths and to destroy three-quarters of the Soviet Union’'s
industrial capacity. Additional strikes would not substantially add to
these disastrous levels of destruction.®? Half as many equivalent
megatons would promptly kill a fifth of the Soviet popuiation (or
more than 50 million) and des}roy almost as much of its industral
capacity as a strike two times as powerfuf.**

The modernization programs commenced during the 1970s,
and stepped up since, increase the risk to the Soviet Union that a
disarming strike would be possible, and would leave American
nuclear planners with sufficient survivable capabilities to meet
NATO needs. These measures are detailed elsewhere, but some
highlights here underline the point that LRTNFs are useful as a
supplement but cannot be justified apart from American nuclear
strategy and capabilities. The modernization of C31 systems, includ-
ing the Command Data Buffer System, the Airborne Command
Program, and Air Force Satellite Communications (AFSATCOM)
links, inter alia, have greatly improved the survivability and reliabili-
ity of American nuclear strike forces and have forged closer links
with systems deployed in Europe. These improvements reduce the
need to hold back warheads from NATO support missions under
attack conditions, since rapid retargeting is unlikely.*

Planned increases in American capabilities also spell serious
problems for Soviet decisionmakers even though the Soviet Union
may possess, with its $§S-18 anu SS-19 1CBMs, the ability to destroy
one of the three legs of the American triad. Surviving Minuteman |1}
missiles will possess improved CEPs of 200 to 400 meters: Mark 12
warheads will increase yields of 300 of 550 missiles from 170 to 335
kt.; and single-shot kill probabilities are estimated to rise to 0.83.¢
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The range of Poseidon submarines will increase 10-fold with the
introduction of the Trident | or C-4 missile. On these, circular error
probably will be improved to 1,000 feet and kiloton yield for 8
reentry vehicles (RV) will more than double, from 40 to 100 kt. Also,
flexibility in targeting against semihardened and industrial targets
will be enhanced. Attack submarines are being armed with sea-
launched cruise missiles (SLCMs). B-52G and H series bombers,
with improved avionics, will be able to penetrate Soviet defenses
with standoff air-launched cruise missiles (ALCMs) and short-
range air missiles (SRAM). Some F-111 bombers will also be
upgraded with similar equipment.

Over the horizon, even if a new land-based system is not
installed, Trident submarines, armed with the new D-5 missile, will
enterthe American inventoryinthe late 1980s. The D-5 will increase
the throw-weight, range, accuracy, and retarget flexibility; and it
will also increase RV carrying capacity for each sea-launched sys-
temtauncherfrom 8to 14. These missiles with hard target capability
will reduce the need to rely on vulnerable ground systems, like fixed
ICBMs, or base facilities for bombers or ground-launched cruise
missiles (GLCMs). Either the B-1, the Stealth, or both new bombers
can also be expected to expand the American inventory and the
number of launchers and warheads that can be directed at Soviet
and Warsaw Pact targets. Barring a major expansion of Soviet
nuclear capabilities and a breakthrough in detecting or destroying
these newer systems or the command, control, communications
and intelligence (C®l) systems that direct them, the Soviet Union
cannotenhance its current strategic posture and very well may find
itself at the end of the decade, measured in static terms of warheads,
launchers, and equivalent megatons, in an inferior position in any
nuciear exchange.*®* This evolution bodes ill for the Soviet Union
which has concentrated its strike forces in ICBMs. in 1980, while 56
percent of Soviet launchers were ground-based ICBMs, 75% of its
warheads and 70% of its throw-weight were committed to these
systems. Despite increased hardening, perhaps as high as 5,000 psi,
Soviet strategic systems were more vulnerable than those of the
United States. However much proponents for an expansion of
American nuclear forces may have worried about growing Soviet
capabilities, none was prepared to advocate swapping American
systems for their Soviet counterparts.

There are grounds for agreeing with the conclusion of one
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well-informed observer, following analyses conducted late in the
Carter administration, that “even after an all-out Soviet attack on US
ICBM[s] and a US response in kind, we could carry out extended
deterrence options involving several thousand weapons while pre-
serving at least three times the number of warheads required for the
civil-economic recovery targets in the SIOP assured destruction
option.™” Moreover, British and French nuclear forces would be
available for strikes against the Warsaw Pact. These include on the
British side Polaris A-3 submarines and Vulcan, Buccaneer, and
Jaguar attack planes. On the French side the Soviet Union faces 18
S-3 IRBMS, Mirage I, IV, and Super Etendard aircraft, and five
nuclear submarines. Meanwhile, the French plan to deploy the
Hades tactical nuclear weapons system and work on enhanced
radiation weapons in support of its ground troops.

If, indeed, NATO LRTNFs are needed, they cannot be easily
defended in isolation of American strategic capabilities and a strat-
egy of limited strike options nor insulated from American arms
control policy. To do so, as has been the case so far, has two
unintended and perverse effects. On the one hand, the European
theaterisimplicitly decoupled from American strategic planning by
stressing the deterrent (actually lightning-rod) qualities of ground-
based systems. If installed, the United States would still have every
incentive to keep a nuclear exchange limited to Europe and of
signaling the Soviet Union that preference—precisely the kind of
decoupling that the LRTNF deploymentis supposed to prevent. On
the other hand, a vulnerable system throws doves and hawks
togetherin opposition to NATO policies and gives the Soviet Union
new openings to divide NATO Europe from the United States.

The “zero option” negotiating position adopted by the Reagan
administration also exposes it tothe charge thatitis at best unrealis-
tic about what can reasonably be expected from the Soviets in the
way of concessions or at worst willfully obstructive. It does not
appear plausible to expect the Soviet Union to deal constructively
with theater nuclear weapons unless it has some notion of their
implications for strategic nuclear arms talks. This follows from what
has already been said about the essential unity of planning and
targeting between central and theater nuclear forces under Ameri-
can control. Meanwhile, Moscow is able to cast the United States as
the principal obstacle to an arms accord on LRTNFs. Whatever the
merit of this charge, it has been given wide currency in European
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public opinion and governmental circles.*® The inflexibility of the
American position is also held hostage to Soviet initiatives such as
the Andropov suggestion that Soviet $S-20 missiles on Russia’s
western front be reduced to levels equal to British and French
nuclear capabilities.

If by some chance the Soviet Union were to accept the “zero
option,” which it has consistently rejected, this would do little to
check the growth of Soviet military capabilities in other vital areas.
The missteps arising from the LRTNF negotiations have also led
NATO planners and political leaders away from giving full attention
to halting or slowing Soviet modernization of short-range nuclear
systems, and, most importantly, to upgrading NATO conventional
capabilities.

NATO's reliance on nuclear weapons, however well the moder-
nization of its forces is managed, raises serious doubts in the minds
of experts and laymen as to whether nuclear weapons would best
serve European interests if deterrence in Europe should break
down. Thisis especially true of short-range systems, many of which
are obsolete, vuilnerable, and error-prone. LRTNFs partly compen-
sate for some of the shortcomings of these systems, but excessive
focus on the need for their deployment neglects the liabilities occa-
sioned by the vulnerability of NATO’s short-range TNFs. They invite
preemption and elicit littie support in European circles as the basis
for a viable defense posture. European political leaders are hardly
inclined to authorize use of these weapons. The reduction of 1,000
of these weapons in Europe, accompanying NATO's 1979 proposal
for LRTNF, was sensible since NATO was already overarmed with
such systems. There seems also little justification to stockpile so
many weapons which, if used, threaten Europe’s civilian popula-
tions. They offer little assurance, moreover, that, in light of Soviet
modernization, NATO forces will be at an advantage in an exchange
of tactical nuclear weapons limited to Western territory. Further
reductions of these weapons might well be contempilated as part of
an arms control package offered the Soviet Union to limit deploy-
ment of these weapons. Meanwhile, more attention might be given
to reducing threatening modernization of conventional forces while
pressures could be brought to bear on the Soviet Union to reduce its
conventional forces or lower the rate of their modernization. These
possibilities have lately been ignored as the alliance has concen-
trated its political and military eggs in the LRTNF basket *
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A sea-based system, specifically dedicated to NATO missions
butonethatisanintegral part of an American controlled SIOP. can
relax, if not resolve, many of the problems associated with the
current NATO proposal. Such a shift would not necessarily add new
and formidable obstacles to striking a more nearly optimal balance
among strategic, arms control, and domestic consensus factors
that must be integrated into NATO planning if a viable solution to
the LRTNF issue is to be found. Such a system, particularly if
submarine based, would be less vuinerable, dampening incentives
forthe US tolaunch on warning of an attack or for the Soviet Union
to preempt. Deterrence would not necessarily be decreased by
going to sea since a mixed force of cruise and ballistic missiles
would presumably be employed in accord with plans discussed and
decided upon within NATO's Nuclear Planning Group or other
NATO bodies created for this purpose. Here is a surer mechanism.
than exposed nuclear systems tq link the United States and Euro-
pean security interests more closely together. A sea-based system
also projects a more credible threat to the Soviet Union.

A sea-based deterrent, closely integrated with other American-
controlled nuclear weapons, promises also to be a more reliable
instrument to control escalation than other systems. That such
systems have previously been associated with American strategic
forces should make them more, not less, attractive to European
plannersif deterrenceis uppermostin their minds. The problems of
command and contro! posed by sea-based systems, while not neg-
ligible, are on the way to solution. The alleged greater C'l reliabitity
of ground-based systems is far from convincing since they have not
been battlefield tested. Progress has been made in solving the C’I
problems of sea-based systems, and there is no reason to believe
that these will not be further advanced. The development of the C-4
and D-5 missiles suggest that sea-based systems are fast approach-
ing the targeting selectivity and flexibility of land-based counter-
parts.

There is nothing except political inertia preventing NATO
planners from adopting a sea-based systemin lieu of the previously
announced cruise and Pershing Il proposal. For those segments of
European opinion worried about an American and NATO response
to Soviet theater modernization, a sea-based system woul/d consti-
tute a bona fide response. It is also conceivable that European
ofticers could be seconded to serve with these American-controlled
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systems in a liaison role in order to tighten even further NATO and
American targeting and pianning. Since these systems will be at sea,
they are less likely than stationary systems or those roving through
the countryside to attract attention and to upset local populations.
The composition, size, and characteristics of such a force, whether
surface or submarine, would depend on intraalliance discussion
and the outcome of Soviet-American missile talks. What is impor-
tant to recognize at this point is the superiority of a sea-based
system in meeting the criteria for an effective and publicly sup-
ported LRTNF poticy.

CONCLUSION

How to think about European defense is asimportant as what to
think about it. The NATO two-track decision was a marked
improvement over previous efforts in meeting NATO’s nuclear
needs. It reflected a notable advance in integrating strategic, arms
control, and consensus-building requirements. However, NATO
planners did not go far enough and the specific steps that were
taken were not always calcuiated to move NATO policy in the right
directions. The integration of American strategic and arms control
policy with the LRTNF proposal has not gone very far. Planning for
American central and the theater systems which have been pro-
posed isolates one from the other and weakens the credibility of
additional capabilities to NATO's deterrent forces on which Ameri-
cans and Europeans can rely. Fully closing this alliance credibility
gap does not seem realistic in the short run. Nevertheless, more
progress can be realized than has been the case so far by hewing
more closely to the criteria sketched above for shaping and sizing
American nuclear capabifities assigned to NATO. The American
arms control approach of dividing the START and LRTNF talks
further insulates European-American policymaking and reinforces
the decoupling tendencies evident in NATO policymaking.

The strategic and arms control elements of the policy triad have
not always been skillfully related to domestic consensus building
within the alliance. Credibility, like charity, begins at home. The
vulnerability of fixed land-based ballistic missile systems and their
dubious strategic and political future requires a reexamination of
the December 1979 proposal and an equally serious reconsidera-
tion of a sea-based option. It would be unfortunate if a specific
weapon system were confused with the standards of evaluation of
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the system—or of any system to be deployed in Europe. This form of
reductionism can only be harmful to long-run efforts to reduce the
military confrontation in central Europe, to adapt military strategy
and nuclear and conventional arms to new political and technologi-
cal conditions, and to relax the political tensions and disputes
dividing the continent without jeopardy to core values. Weapons
proposals which are insensitive to these larger considerations will
ultimately lack credibility vis-a-vis a determined foe or an anxious
ally or a skeptical public.

If force orits threat still has some sense today, itisasa medium
of communication and exchange between allies and adversaries
whethar governments, competing specialists, or interested publics.
As Clausewitz suggested long ago, the political messages that they
wish to send to each other are still more important tha the military
medivm they use. Weapons have an inner logic appropriate to the
narrov/ military functions for which they are designed but they
conv v no intrinsic political sense except what a nation and its
leade' hip—civilian or military—imputes to them. These political
messages will be touder and clearer and more likely to elicit the
desired allied and adversary responses if the triad of strategic.arms
contrui, and consensus-building criteria, outlined above, inform
and fashion the military medium of communication and exchange.
Other wvise, the medium becomes the message.
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in his penetrating study of the first 25 years of NATO, British
Admiral of the Fieet Sir Peter Hill-Norton described the Military
Committee as having enshrined in 1967 “the doctrine of deterrence.
forward defense, flexible response with detente which is unchanged
(and highly unlikely to be changed) to this day.” When written in
1978, that analysis presented an accurate summary of NATO
doctrine.

Today, only four years later, all of the elements of that doctrine
as originaily understood are subjects, at least on this side of the
Atlantic, of considerable discussion and no little chailenge. To
understand the terms of that discussion it is useful to examine how
each of these elements evolved and how it was and is understood
both by the United States and by its European alliance partners.

During the first 15 years of the alliance, deterrence had asimple
and easily understood meaning. The Soviet Union was to be dis-
couraged from using its massive conventional military forces
against Western Europe. Initially this was to be accomplished by the
creation of a multinational conventional force equal or superior to
that of the Soviet Union and its allies. Political and economic con-
siderations on both sides of the Atlantic soon combined to cause
abandonment of that idea. Instead, America's nuclear arsenal was
to serve as the dissuader. Massive retaliation against the Soviet
homeland would be the price of any military aggression against
Western Europe. The North German plain and Fulda Gap would be
defended from Omaha, Nebraska. The role therefore of NATO's
conventional forces was not to fight and win in the event of war but
simply to serve as a tripwire.

That original relegation of NATO conventional forces to the
status of tripwire has had important long-term consequences for

175




Strategies for Western Europe

the alliance and for the national military forces that make it up.
Since conventional force was not to be the means of winning it was
not necessary to match Soviet strength in Europe. NATO therefore
accepted Warsaw Pact conventional military superiority as a given.
Alliance ground and air forces were only there to assure that war
with its terrible nuclear destruction did not begin by error. Any
aggression which touched off a conflict so deadly and destructive
must be clear and unambiguous. The Soviets were to be permitted
to strike the first blow, giving them not oniy the advantage of greater
strength but also that of the initiative. Equally, there must be no
question of provocation. Therefore NATO fuices were to be purely
defensive in character, word, and action. Their sole purpose was to
prevent a war, not to fight it.

While the United States with its worldwide commitments and
the experiences of Korea and Vietnam never accepted totally this
consequence of massive retaliation and the tripwire, some of our
European alties did and stifl do. As late as April of this year, one of
the authors of this paper was told by a colonel of the West German
General Staff that our discussions of possible military optionsin the
event of war were purely theoretical as the Bundeswehr was not
permitted to discuss how they hoped to defeat the enemy. Their
only permissible function was to deter war, not to win it Of course
this conversation may have reflected the caution of a professional
soldier speaking to a foreigner at a moment when his Social Demo-
cratic government was dealing with a very active peace movement
and arevolt of left-wing elements within the party. Nonetheless, itis
indicative of a firmly established mindset within the political and
military leadership of some of our allies. Much of the nervousness
displayed by our European allies in reaction to the United States
Army’'s new Airland doctrine can be traced to this mindset.

The doctrine of massive retaliation was one within which the
European members of the alliance felt very comfortable. For them it
represented the best of all possible worlds, since it allowed them to
purchase security at a very modest political and economic price.
For the allies the key feature of the doctrine, the automaticity of the
US nuclear response to the Warsaw Pact aggression in Europe, was
guaranteed by the presence of large numbers of American troops
and their dependents in Germany. By the same token the Euro-
peans were protected from possible US adventurism by those terms
of the alliance which restricted it to Europe and which required
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unanimous decision before action could be taken. They were there-
fore less than enthusiastic when in the early 1960s the United
States, through its energetic Secretary of Defense Robert McNam-
ara, began urging—nay demanding—their agreement that massive
retaliation be replaced by flexible response.

Flexible response as a concept contained many pitfalls for the
NATO alliance in that each side of the Atlantic evolved a different
understanding of it. The concept was driven by the growing stra-
tegic nuclear capability of the Soviet Union, which increasingly
guaranteed that massive retaliation woutd be a two-way street. That
growing Soviet nuclear strength was already causing American
nuclear analysts to formulate their new strategic doctrine of mutual
assured destruction. Flexible response seemed to the United States
a necessary step to raise the nuclear threshold. Reaching that
threshold now for the first time presented a genuine threat to the
continental United States as well as tqQ the Soviet Union, thus plac-
ing the deterrent effect of massive retaliation in doubt. It seemed
therefore clearly in the interest of the United States that there
should be created some intermediate steps—a ladder of escalation—
between the opening shots of a conventional warin Europe and the
homeland nuclear exchange which was to be the final product of
mutually assured destruction.

It was not nearly as clear to our allies that those intermediate
steps on the ladder would be in the best interests of Europe. Those
steps, while short of Armageddon, would be very destructive indeed
and would be taken on European soil. It was entirely possible that
even if the escalation ladder worked as designed and a massive
strategic nuclear exchange between the superpowers were pre-
vented, it might well be at the cost of the total destruction of Europe.
By creating doubts about the automaticity of an American nuclear
response to Soviet aggression in Europe, the US had reopened
painfully for Europe the whole question of deterrence.

Attempting to assuage those European fears, the US tried to
interestits alliesin some form of nuclear sharing. We first sought to
create the MLF, or Multilateral Force, an attempt which failed dis-
mally. Next came the NPG, or Nuclear Planning Group. which
appeared to succeed with everyone but France. Despite the failure
of the US to institute any form of nuclear sharing with our allies,
flexible response was adopted as official NATO doctrine because
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of: (1) the stationing in Europe of massive numbers of tactical
nuclear weapons, (2) the development of the French force de frappe
and the British Polaris program as part of a credible theater nuclear
capability, and (3) the tacit acceptance by the United States and
Europe of differing concepts of what first deterrence and then
detente were all about.

Within the framework of flexible response, deterrence has been
for the United States a movable and progressive concept. Ameri-
cans believe of course that it is highly desirable that war itself be
deterred and that every effort should be directed to that end. How-
ever, should war break outin Europe, itis equally important to deter
escalation to the next steps upwards on the ladder. The conven-
tional phase should be prolonged as long as possible before resort-
ing to tactical nuclear weapons. That phase should be extended as
far as possible before resorting to theater weapons. Ultimately the
last and most destructive phase, that of homeland strategic
exchange, should only occur as an absolutely last resort. Every
effort must be made to avoid any miscalculation by either side
which mightlead to a premature and unnecessary move toahigher
and more dangerous level of conflict. To that end each element of
defense escalation must be as strong as possibie in order to deter
enemy action without recourse to the next higher element. Above
all, the conventional element must be strengthened in order to
prevent that first step on the ladder of escalation—the use of tactical
nuclear weapons.

Over time it was this logic which led to the recent American
determination to improve our conventional forces, to develop a
doctrine which would permit us to fight and win a conflict on the
lower end of escalation ladder, and to pressure our NATO allies to
spend the money necessary to upgrade their own conventional
capabilities. However, for political and economic reasons, the
alliance still has not devoted the resources required to make deter-
rence on the conventional level a credible policy.

To Europe deterrence was quite another matter. It has been
first, foremost, and always designed to prevent the outbreak of war,
since even a victorious war would result in the devastation of the
continent. The thousands of tactical nuclear weapons now in place
were, along with theater weapons, seen as a replacement for the
threat of that massive retaliatory strike which had served so well to
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prevent war in the fifties and sixties. If these weapons were to be
used at all in a conflict then they should be employed as early as
possible so as to minimize damage of Western Europe and to reach
the stage of threatened strategic exchange between the United
States and the Soviet Union at the earliest possible moment. This
would either end the conflict through a negotiated peace or at least
minimize the nuclear damage suffered by Europe at the expense of
the two superpowers.

When the authors of the this paper were in Western Germany in
1977 it was striking how simiiar were the views expressed by Ger-
man soldiers, politicians, and journalists. All saw the certainty of the
earliest possible use of strategic nuclear weapons by the United
States as the best possible deterrent against a Soviet attack as well
as the only way of terminating a conflictinitiated by such an attack.
All refused to consider the possibility and consequences of a more
protracted war in which no such use of strategic weapons was
made. That some at least in Germany are now considering that
possibility helps in part to explain the power of the peace movement
there.

For the Federal Republic of Germany, agreement by its allies to
the concept of forward defense has been a vital and necessary
factorin its acceptance of flexible response. By meeting a Warsaw
Pact assault as far forward as possible the Germans intend to limit
the loss of life and property during what they hope will be a short
conventional phase of confiict. More importantly they view itas a
guarantee that the use of tactical nuclear weapons which must
clearly take place on German soil will occur before the large popula-
tion centers are reached by advancing Warsaw Pact forces. Forward
defense indeed only makes sense if it is assumed that both the
conventional and tactical nuclear phases of a Central Front war are
of the shortest possible duration. Nothing could better illustrate the
tenacity with which West Germany clings to its original view of
deterrence under the old massive retaliation doctrine. Nor couid
anything better iliustrate how far from the American view of flexible
response NATQO has come. From a purely military standpoint for-
ward defense as it is understood at present is a suicidally danger-
ous strategy if one wishes to fight an extensive conventional war,
since it would have to be fought without meaningful operational
reserves against an opponent whose known doctrine is one of deep
thrust and rapid exploitation. It would well be a repeat of the Polish
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campaign of 1939—but this time with Germany on the receiving
end.

If the combination of forward defense and flexible response
was flawed from the beginning as NATO doctrine because of differ-
ing national interpretations and the failure of the Westein alliance to
create a conventional force strong enough to provide by itself a
credible deterrent, it nonetheless could and did remain a useful
policy as long as NATO maintained a convincing tactical and
theater nuclear superiority over the Warsaw Pact. In the 1980s that
has ceased to be the case. Inaddition to its overwhelming superior-
ity in conventional ground forces the Soviet Union now possesses
more tactical weapons than NATO. Moreover, these weapons have
greater range and a more powerful throw weight than their Western
equivalents. If the thousands of tactical nuclear artillery shells and
short-range missiles the United States had stationed in Europe
presented a credible deterrent in the past, they no longer can be
viewed as doing so. Indeed deterrence may not be on the other side.
Soviet tactical nuclear options are so much more powerful than our
own that it may be too dangerous to use our own lest we invite a
more dangerous retalation on their part.

We therefore find ourselves as an alliance in a situation in which
the Warsaw Pact has achieved strategic nuclear parity on a global
tevel while with its tactical nuclear weapons and new SS-20 missiles
it has acquired a clearly superior theater nuclear capability. When
this is combined with that conventional superiority and military
initiative which the Warsaw Pact maintained since the earliest
period of NATO's existence, it is clear that Western deterrence in
either its American or European versions is no longer a viable
long-term policy. It is equally clear that should the West be forced
actually to fight a Central Front conflict under these conditions,
prospects for victory are not good.

It was to address the conventional level of this dilemma that the
United States Army developed its new Airland doctrine. Recogniz-
ing that neither our own government and people nor those of our
allies were likely to approve the enormous economic and political
costs of matching man for man, tank for tank, and missile for missile
the huge conventional forces of the Warsaw Pact, the Army set out
to devise a method by which we could fight outnumbered and
outgunned and still win. It is believed that when the transition to
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Airland Battle doctrine and Army 86 force modernizations arecom-
plete the United States and its ailies will have achieved that end. If
the belief in Airland is correct, and we believe it is, then the West will
have acquired a meaningful conventional deterrent capability for
the first time in the history of NATO.

it is not our purpose to examine here the Airland Battle and
Army 86 in any great detail. It will be sufficient to note that Airland
Battle, by reorganizing the structure and thinking of our military,
will permit it to exploit enemy vulnerabilities as never before. The
new battlefield as envisioned will be nonlinear and expanded geo-
graphically far into enemy’s rear areas. There in his vulnerable rear
areas high-priority targets will be identified and destroyed. His
timetables will be disrupted, his follow-on echelons threatened, his
command and contro! disorganized even while his forward ele-
ments are locked in close combat with our own forces. By using the
indirectapproach, seizing and maintaining the initiative and making
use of our greater speed and flexibility, it should be possible for our
forces to thwart the enemy’s intentions while savaging his forces.

if, as we believe, our conventional forces, using this new doc-
trine, can successfully halt an attack by the Warsaw Pact on the
European Central Front, then it is the Soviets, not the Americans,
who will be first tempted to use tactical nuclear weapons. It is
indeed probable that they will have already resorted to chemical
weapons. The West must therefore have an effective means of
deterring such action on the part of the Pact so we can keep any
conflict at the conventional level.

The needto create such a deterrence is based on fourassump-
tions. The first of these is that the United States would gain nothing
if it achieved a conventional war-winning ability at the cost of
increased danger of escalation toward a homeland nuclear ex-
change with the Soviet Union. The second is that our European
allies would be less than enchanted at a conventional victory whose
predictable price would be total destruction of much of their conti-
nent. The third assumption is that, given the greater number, range,
and power of Soviet weapons, our own tactical nuclear force could
hardly be expected to deter Soviet use of theirs. Finally, it is
assumed that any effort to deter the use of tactical nuclear weapons
by directly threatening the Soviet homeland would be counterpro-
ductive since it would only tempt the Soviets to escalate imme-

181




Strategies for Western Europe

diately 10 a homeland exchange phase of conflict. What is needed
therefore iseither the total elimination of superpower nuciear weap-
ons from European soil as President Reagan suggested last year or
a specific nuclear threat which is directed against targets in the
territory of Russia's Warsaw Pact allies but not against the Soviet
Union itself.

The targets chosen should have an important and obvious
bearing on the outcome of the war and should if at all possible not
belocatedin heavily populated areas. For this purpose both the new
Pershing !l and our sea-, land-, and air-launched cruise missiles
should be highly suitable. In view of these considerations, it is our
view that all of those tactical nuciear weapons now on European soil
should be removed. Once the conventional military fcrces have
been upgraded and have adopted Airland doctrine, such weapons
will nolonger be needed to compensate for our conventional weak-
ness. Since they no longer match their Soviet opposite numbers
thei~ utility as a deterrent is, as has aiready been demonstrated.
highly questionable. More importantly, in the nonlinear battiefield
of the future, forward-based short-range nuclear weapons will be
more of a liability than an advantage to either side. They would be
difficult to move quickly and impossible to defend on a battlefield
with no safe rear area. Since it is known that both Soviet doctrine
and our own singie out nuclear facilities as high- priority targets. if
is clear thatin future conflicts such weapons can only be an einbar-
rassment to the side which deploys them.

In addition to these military cansiderations there are consider-
able political benefits which will accrue to the United States through
a unilat~ral withdrawal of ail American tactical nuclear weapons
from European soil. One. it would enable the United States and its
NATO partners to renounce first use of nuciear weapons. It is only
our conventional inferiority ~d the perceived need for tactical
nuclear weapons to redress that inferiority which have in the past
made it impossible for us to renounce first use. No one will have to
bereminded how well the Soviets have used our refusal to do so for
propaganda purposes. Second, it will ailow us to begin reversing
the widely neld assumption in Eurcpe that the United States can
only help defend its allies by threatening the nuclear destruction of
Centrai Eurcpe. That assumption is one of the cornerstones of the
present European peace movement and one of the principal rea-
sons for its largely anti-American tone. Third, by voluntarily giving
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up our artillery and Lance nuclear capability while at the same time
specifically focusing world opinion on the fact that our Pershing |l
and cruise missile weapons were to serve a purely deterrent pur-
pose. we would both reassure our allies and mark the Soviet Union
as that sole true threat to world peace and instrument of nuclear
destruction it has so long in fact been.

Insummary, by upgrading our conventional forces. persuading
our European allies to do the same, adopting Airland doctrine,
voluntarily withdrawing all of our tactical nuclear weapons from
European soil, and leaving in Europe only a new theater deterrent
force consisting of Pershing I! and cruise missiles, we can provide
the basis for a new and more powerful NATO alliance—one better
designed to deter war, but one capable of winning that war should it
occur. At the same time we can demonstrate to a doubting world
that the United States is the true champion of peace and the Soviet
Union the true threat to that peace.

However, our new strategy of deterring war by increasing
Soviet doubt of victory will only work if it is based on realistic
preparations. The real target of deterrence is the mind of the Soviet
military analyst. It is the professional military advisers in Moscow
who must believe that the West could win a conventional war if that
war is to be avoided. Having the New York Times or any number of
US Senators believe in our military capabilities is not only irrelevant.
it could in fact be dangerous if the Soviet military doesn't see hard
evidence that we can carry out what we promise.

Changing our doctrines so that our force structure. training.
and equipment secure deterrence through effective and credible
capabilities will prove a hard challenge to the NATO nations. The
real difficulties are more than budgets and politics. The reality is
that the professional military bureaucracies have relied on deter-
rence for two generations. Hard questions of training. of ammuni-
tion supplies. of equipment have simply been brushed under the
rug. It should alarm every citizen that there have been no war games
involving a conflict lasting more than thirty days in which the West-
ern allies win a Central Front war. It should concernall of usthatno
serious training exists for dealing with Red forces inside tha Warsaw
Pact borders even after war breaks out. It is as though the Israelis
had planned to defend Tel Aviv inside its suburbs instead of on the
Golan Heights.
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NATO will face serious problems in convincing its civilian sec-
tor to increase budgets adequately to support true war-winning
capability. It will face equal difficulty in convincing its citizens to
sustain an adequate Reserve trained well enough to fightalong war.
However, even those achievements will matter little if the profes-
sional military in all NATO countries does not develop a more
rigorous standard of intellectual honesty. One reason many civilian
politicians regard much of the military bureaucracy's arguments and
requests with disdain is the poor quality of argumentation. Seif-
serving approaches to force structure, mission assignments, and
the protection of existing service structures and habits are all too
common in all Western nations. If the career military doesn't take
war seriously enough to alter the routines of its defense ministries,
higher headquarters, and established services, why should they
expect politicians to do more? Thus the prerequisite to a successful
NATO deterrence through adequate and demonstrable conven-
tional capacity is to develop an officer corps that believes war is
possible and that is determined to be tough-minded enough to
insiston the arguments and changes necessary to win that potential
war. As politicians see the quality of professional arguments and
professional plans improve it is likely that there will be a corres-
ponding increase in the seriousness with which the political worid
examines the real cost of deterrence.

There are nine specific principles which have to underlie any
United States program for an adequate conventional deterrence:

1. We must understand that war is possible.
2. We mustunderstand that losing such a war is unacceptable.

3. We must understand that the interests and views of our
allies are just as important to them as ours are to us.

4. We must understand that military goals must be realistic
and precise.

5. We must understand that NATO conventional forces must
be alertenough to win a short war that begins with a surprise
Soviet attack and must have enough reserves to fightalong
war.
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6. We must understand that no peripheral strategy works if
NATO loses on the Central Front.

7. We must understand that other members of the alliance
must take on greater global responsibilities if the United
States is to remain a primary partner for them in Europe.

8. We must understand that NATO must dominate every rung
of the escalation ladder beginning with the conventional.
Every phase must be made unprofitable for the Soviets.

9. We must understand that ultimately a secure military
alliance must rest on the base of a stable political-economic-
cuitural alliance.

These nine principles are the intéllectual key to designing a
NATO alliance which will still be working in the year 2015. Only by
developing a stable nonmilitary alliance can we sustain the military
effort. Only by involving Western Europe in the Third World as is
further expounded below can we continue to justify an American
focus on the Central Front. Only by establishing a conventional war
capability while simultaneous