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FOREWORD

ThlS volume replaces an earller, 1nter1n pamphlet
publlshed prior to the completion of the -student :study of -
the. spectrum of alternative military strategies open -to the
United States., Printed a month ago, it necessarily-could .-
take the analysis only part-way. In this edition the whole
pattern of approach to analysis of major world areas is
given: from consideration of interests and objectives
through to their potential mllltary and naval implications
in the light of .the leon Doctrine,

As in the earlier pamphlet, the major portion of the
body of the text is derived from papers prepared by students
in the School of Naval Warfare rather than from published
sources. Edited and adapted to meet the needs of the Global
Strategy Discussions, these lengthy and detailed committee
papers are represented here only by brief extracts. Each
such extract attempts to retain the essence of the original
student group analysis as presented to fellow students for
comment and reaction during the regular academic year. The
student papers outlining U.S. national objectives and strate-
gies were prepared subsequent to the President's July 25, 1969
press conference on Guam (which laid down the essentials of
the new approach) and his Asian policy statement in Bangkok on
July 28, 1969, but prior to the major statements of the Presi-
dent and the Secretary of State on United States policy .in
Latin America, Africa, and the Middle East. Nor was the
President's major address before Congress, "United States
Foreign Policy for the 1970's: a New Strategy for Peace," then
available, On the other hand, the student papers outlining
alternative military strategies for the future, just completed,
took all of these major policy statements into account. Be-
cause many civilian gquests at these Discussions are less
familiar with the military strategy aspects of national policy,
larger extracts from the student papers on these subjects are
given even though the curriculum balance between the political
and the military aspects is more equal than this division of
space implies,

To facilitate .informed comparison of the student views
with the policies expressed by the President and the Secretary
of State, pertinent official policy statements have been in-
corporated into this volume. Excerpts from the President's
major foreign policy address are to be found in the section
for the first day's group discussions; the other statements
are included as appendices.



The thoughts and opinions expressed herein are not
necessarily those of the Navy Department nor of the Naval
War College. The term "Official Use Only" has been applied
to this volume in order that the distribution of this

material will be llmlted to those engaged in study at the
Naval War College.

v ce Adnmiral, U,S,., Navy
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INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this volume is to provide a common point
of departure for discussion of strategic and policy issues
confronting the United States in the 1970's. As in-all
Global Strategy Discussions, the value of the deliberations
is primarily educational. No effort is made -to establish
any particular consensus, and the fullest range of views is
encouraged. The success of our discussions is to be judged
by how well and how clearly we are able to delineate the
major issues,

To facilitate and set the stage for our discussions, a
set of definitions of major terms is included immediately
following this Introduction. The definitions given are
those used at the Naval War College. They are included so
that we may begin with a common frame of reference. As with
everything else on our agenda, they too are open to discus-
sion,

Foilowing the definitions is a short statement, also
derived from student efforts, using the definitions to define
in broad terms the national interests of the United States,

the national capakilities and resources available to us as a

-nation to satisfy those interests, and the military capabili-

ties available to us in the event of conflict,

The introductory sections conclude with a brief student
paper on U.S, worldwide maritime interests--a theme basic to

this conference.

Since the United States is now ewbarked upon a compre-
hensive review and reevaluation of its interests, objectives,
military capabilities, and overall strateqgy, it is appropri-
ate to begin our first committee discussions with the Nixon
Doctrine. 1In the major excerpts from the comprehensive
foreign policy address of President Nixon to the Congress
(February 18, 1970), the central theme of the Administration's
foreign and defense policy is succinctly stated:

This is the message of the doctrine I announced
at Guam--the "Nixon Doctrine." 1Its central thesis
is that the United States will participate in the
defense and development of allies and friends, but
that America cannot--and will not--conceive all the
plans, design all the programs, execute all the deci-
sions and undertake all the defense of the free
nations of the world, We will help where it makes a
real difference and is considered in our interest.



The excerpts from the Nixon Doctrine are in turn fol=-
lowed by the statements drawn from the student efforts men-
tioned in the Foreword., Each of these six statements, cover-
ing the major geographical areas of the world, is arranged in
similar format, proceeding from each United States objective
in that area to the overall strategies .by which it can be "
attained, then to alternative future military strategies, and
finally to the suggested issues for discussion, As we discuss
each area, we shall be asking what maritime and naval strategy
is appropriate for the United States in the light of the Nixon
Doctrine, how we are to ensure that we remain sufficiently
strong as a nation to carry out our commitments, and what
possibilities exist for partnership with other nations on a
new basis.

Our discussions are taking place in a time of great
stress and domestic uneasiness involving substantial Constitu-
tional issues. In the conduct of foreign affairs the power of
the President as Commander-in-Chief confronts the power of the
Congress to declare war and appropriate funds for its waging.
Of particular concern to critics of present policies are
Presidential commitments to other nations, especially the
commitment of armed forces to combat in situations not charac-
terized by direct military attack on the United States or
accompanied by a formal declaration of war, The voice of
youth is heard especially today, although all segments of the
nation are vocal in the discussion of these issues.

The crisis over our public affairs is not a new experi-
ence for the United States, even if the complexity of achiev-
ing adequate defensive capability is today made more difficult
by technological change and rising costs. The American method
of government rests traditionally on a solid basis of system-
atic and free debate. As we, as a people, attempt to chart
new approaches to both old and new problems, we can draw com-
fort from the words of President Franklin D, Roosevelt:

Our constitution is so simple and practical
that it is possible to meet extraordinary needs by
changes in emphasis and arrangement without loss
of essential form, That is why our constitutional
system has proved itself the most superbly enduring
political mechanism the modern world has produced.
It has met every stress of vast expansion of terri-
tory, of foreign wars, of bitter internal strife,
of world relations.,

~



DEFINITION OF TERMS

National Interests: Those interests ‘that the national
decision-making group determines are important to the
maintenance of the state. These offer broad guldance
to national leaders. charged with the formulation of °
objectives, policies, and commitments.:-.Some interests
are vital interests, that is, interests for which we
will likely go to war. All other national interests,
however important, are termed secondary interests,

National Objectives: Those specific goals designed to support
or secure the national interests.  These are either "long-
term objectives" (fifteen years or more} which may also
be called national goals, or "short-term objectives"
usually referred to merely as objectives,

National Policies: These are specific courses of action which
are "designed to .achieve objectives. They are the means
(policy) to the end {(objective). ~‘Several .alternative

. policies may be available to achieve - an objective,

National Strategy:  This is "the art and science of developing
and using the .political, economic, and psychological
powers of a nation, together with its armed forces,
during peace and war to secure national objectives,”

Power: The strength or capacity that a isovereign state can
use to .achieve its national interests.: The elements of
power (demography, geography, economics, history, psy-
chology, sociology, military, and government) may be
used as a basis to assess and compare: power. An assess-

ment of power may be expressed in potentlal or actual



UNITED STATES INTERESTS, OBJECTIVES,
AND CAPABILITIES

A. National Interests and Objectives. The vital national
interest of the United States 1s, most fundamentally, to
safeguard ‘the physical security of the nation against all
enemies, .through measures up to and including the use of
force. As a means to this end the United States has made
a variety of commitments to other nations. Where such
commitments involve obligations for mutual defense in the
event. of aggression, such commitments themselves become part
of. United States vital interests for the period of the com-
nitment.. The .objective, in creating these alliances, is to
achieve ‘United States national security by .maintaining, in
concert with other free nations, a stable balance of power
hroughout the world.

Secondary interests involve the achievement of important
objectives whose .frustration would not automatically be highly.
dangerous to United States national security. In the broadest
sense such secondary interests include: achieving world eco-
nomic and social progress; encouraging self-determination of
independent nations on a worldwide basis; participating freely
and cooperating fully with other nations in international
accords, treaties, .and organizations which create a peaceful
international environment; opposing by moral suasion, diplomatic
maneuver, economic sanctions, and other collective measures
short of force, such nations as oppose these interests.

B. National Capabilities. Basic U.S. capabilities affecting
foreign ‘policy i1mplementation include: a large, highly

skilled population; immense natural resources within a favor-
able climatic and geographic setting; the most highly devel-

oped economy in the world; substantial, trained armed forces,
with both nuclear and conventional military capability. To

this inventory we can add a highly successful space program
which significantly enhances the U.S. power image and a superi-
or ability to develop and utilize modern industrial and defense
technology. However, there are important limitations which the
policy-maker must take into consideration: a decreased will-
ingness on the part of the American people to pay the price of
supporting the present global strategy of containing communism,
the currently depressed conventional forces' capability to re-
spond to new challenges due to recent reductions and heavy in-
volvement in Vietnam, and the economic constraints imposed by in-
flation and the balance of payments deficit., Of these, public
opinion is perhaps the most important. Current manifestations of
public opinion which are of particular relevance to foreign




policy include student ‘and "black unrest ant1—V1etnam sentiment,
a reaction-against’ the "mllltary 1ndustr1al complex, ‘and pres-
sures to: shlft expendltures ‘from defénse to ‘the solutlon of
domestic problems.' These pressures come at a-time when the
need for" replacement ‘'of aging U.,S. Navy ships is partlcularly
acute--espec1ally ‘in view of ‘the unabated Sov1et naval and -
maritime expansion,

C. U,S, Military Capabilities, Military capabilities must

be considered in the light of three different types of mili-
tary confrontation between the U.S. with her allies, and the
U.S5.S.R. and the nations favoring her, The first is a general
thermonuclear war. The second is limited war, where conflict
is confined to a specific region, and political goals are
limited. The third is in opposition to insurgent actions of
the type which the’Soviets call "Wars of National Liberation."
There is no clear line of demarcation between these two latter
types., The situation in South Vietnam, originally an insur-
gent war aided and abetted by the Communist powers, is now
clearly a limited war. By contrast, the Korean War was
obviously a limited war from the beginning.

In preparing for these three types of war, the U,S,
maintains the military capability for general nuclear war
under the title of "Strategic Offensive and Defensive Forces,"
while the capability for the remaining two categqgories is con-
tained in "General Purpose Forces,"

Within this framework, it has been U.S. policy to provide
capability for fighting two "major" wars and one "minor" con-
tingency. A recent change under the Nixon Doctrine is de-
signed to produce what is called a "1 1/2 war" capability. 1In
the words of President Nixon, "we will maintain in peace-
time general purpose forces adequate for simultaneocusly meeting
a major Communist attack in either Europe or Asia, assisting
allies against non-Chinese threats in Asia, and contending with
a contingency elsewhere."

D. The Strategic Problem. Given these capability guidelines,
the emphasis in the Nixon Doctrine on three cornerstones of
approach (partnership, strength, and willingness to negotiate)
must be translated into a military effort in which U.S. strength
is combined in partnership arrangements with friendly nations on
a basis of sharing both obligations and benefits more equitably.

In view of the rising importance of Soviet maritime power
and the progressive cut-back in U,S, overseas bases, honoring
the commitments reaffirmed by the Nixon Doctrine will require



a thorough rethinking of U, S maritime strategy as a part of
the new overall U.S, strategy. Of prime concern is the ques=-
tion whether the interaction of all of these factors will
lead the U,S. to depend more heavily on a forward naval

strategy. To provide an analytical stimulus to such rethlnk-j“'

ing, the.nature and setting of United States worldwide mari-
time interests will be indicated next,



UNITED STATES WORLDWIDE MARITIME INTERESTS

INTRODUCTION

The maritime interests of the United States derive from
the overall United States national interests™indicated pre-
viously. The United States has a vital need to maintain
freedom of access to the world's oceans while denying access
to any enemy in wartime. This is essential to the support
of deployed forces. Other maritime interests include:

a., Maintaining open sea lines of communications as a
necessary element in promoting the commercial interests of
the U.S. and in maintaining the capability to import vital
raw materials. This includes the right of innocent passage
through international straits and narrow seas.

b. Promoting and encouraging intelligent development
of the oceans and seabeds,

c. Discouraging the use of seabeds beyond the conti-
nental shelf for the emplacement of weapons of mass destruc-
tion.

d. Encouraging the development of an economically
competitive merchant marine.

MAJOR QCEAN AREAS

The major ocean areas are discussed below in relation to
their importance to United States maritime interests,

a. Indian Ocean: The pending withdrawal of all United
Kingdom forces from "east of Suez" by 1971, coupled with in-
creased Soviet naval activity and presence are the most sig-
nificant factors affecting United States maritime interests
in the area. Indigenous naval forces individually or collec-
tively are not capable of preventing a major power from
dominating the Indian Ocean area,

l. Trade Routes and Strategic Points. The three
major Indian Ocean trade routes generate from the Middle East
oil fields, proceeding east through the Indonesian archipe-
lago, southeast to Australia, or southwest around the Cape of
Good Hope. Although these routes provide only 4% of United
States oil imports, they provide 95% of Japan's oil, 50% of
West Europe's, 60% of Australia's and 83% of East Africa's,




Strategic points along these trade routes are: The
Malacca Strait, bordered by Indonesia and Malaysia, and con-
trollable from the port of Singapore; the Indonesian Straits
(S5unda and Lombok), completely under Indonesian control; the
Gulfs of Aden and Oman, respective entrances to the Red Sea
{(and Suez Canal) and the Persian Gulf, all of which are
capable of being controlled by the bordering states; and the
Cape of Good Hope, which, while not restricted, is subject
to some control from the Republic of South Africa,

2. Strategic Imports. Imports from the Indian
Ocean area, although of strategic importance to the United
States, can be obtained in sufficient quantities from other
parts of the world. However, most of the oil supply for our
NATO Allies and Japan transits the Indian Ocean.

3. Access to Markets. The sub-continent of South
Asia and other countries of the Indian Ocean littoral comprise
one-third of the world's population. While the area is not
now a major United States market (about 10% of United States'
trade), the potential is vast.

4. Interests and Alliances. In order to fulfill
immultilateral allTlances (SEATO and CENTO), the United States
requires access to and freedom of movement in the Indian
Ocean. From a security standpoint, the area provides an
intelligence collection vantage point against Soviet naval,
merchant, space and missile activity,

b. Mediterranean Sea.

1. Trade Routes and Strategic Points. The Suez
Canal closure has reoriented the major trade routes through
this area. All trade entering through Gibraltar now termi-
nates in the Mediterranean, except for a small portion which
enters the Black Sea,

Four primary strategic points control access to and
transit of the Mediterranean; the Bosporus/Dardanelles,
Strait of Gibraltar, Strait of Sicily, and the Suez Canal.
All of these passages are bounded, at least on one side, by
countries friendly to the United States. Since Gibraltar
provides the only entrance for Atlantic powers, it is of
special ‘significance. So is the Bosporus/Dardanelles, which
provides the Soviets with their only entrance to warm water
ports. The Strait of Sicily is central to all east-west
passages within the sea, thereby giving Malta, which lies
athwart the passage, a strategic importance. The closure of
the Suez Canal since 1967 has not been critical with regard



to the movement of Mid-East oil, primarily because of the
development of the super-tanker and pipelines with Mediter-
ranean terminals. llowever, it has had a detrimental economic
effect on trade which we and our NATO partners have conducted
with Indian Ocean -and Pacific Ocean nations. This effect has
been offset by the denial of easy access to ‘these areas by
Soviet maritime forces. 1If the canal were reopened, the
economic/military advantages which would accrue to the United
States and her allies would have to be weighed against those
which the USSR would receive.

2. Strategic Imports. Although only 3% of United
States strategic imports come from countries in the Mediter-
ranean area, our allies receive important amounts of strate-
gic materials, such as 0il, from this area.

3. Access to Markets, United States markets in the
southern Mediterranean area have shrunk, primarily because of
United States' relations with Israel. At the same time, the
economic influence of the USSR has grown in North Africa and
the Mid-East. Only by reasserting our political influence in
the area could we expect to see a reversal. Such a change is
not anticipated in the near future.

4. Interests and Alliances. The United States oil
industry provides the most important economic tie to the area.
Of special interest are the Libyan o0il fields, which are con-
trolled by United States' companies.

Since World War II, the United States has required con-
tinuing access to the Medlterranean in order to support its
NATO commitments. The Sixth Fleet and the Polaris submarine
force are a stabilizing force retarding Soviet expansion,
Without a United States naval presence, the USSR would find-
it increasingly easy to exert pressures on the free countries
of the area. 1In addition to NATO, United States' commitments
to CENTO and special relationships with Israel reaffirm the
need for a long-term United States maritime presence in the
Hedlterranean.

c. Pacific Ocean. The Pacific Ocean has increased
significantly 1n maritime importance to the United States in
recent decades. -

l. Trade Routes and Strategic Points. Two of the
eight major United States ocean trade routes traverse the
Pacific: the northern route links the United States to Japan
and Southeast Asia; the southern route to Australia and New
Zealand., The principal external access routes to the Pacific




are the strategic waterways of the Panama Canal and the
Strait of Malacca.

2, Strategic Imports. The nations bordering the
Pacific provide, iIn varying amounts, 21 of the 24 defense
materials deemed essential to the United States. Four of
these countries, Australia, Malaysia, Peru, and Chile, supply
the United States with essential materials in such gquantity
as to be strategically important to the United States.

3. Access to Markets. Developing countries in the
Western Pacific area provide an important consumer outlet for
United States' exports, While Japan alrecady is a prime im-
porter of United States' goods, the growing affluence of
other Asian countries will increase further the importance of
Western Pacific markets to the United States.

4. Interests and Alliances. The realization of
statehood for Alaska and Hawall, as well as the potential
statehood of Guam and the Trust Territories, have entrenched
the United States even further as a Pacific power, In
addition, military and economic alliances which were formed
with several Western Pacific nations in order to contain
communism have required an ever increasing presence of
United States' military forces in the area. The reguirement
for Western Pacific bases to sustain this presence relies on
substantial maritime support which is expected to remain in
spite of lessening United States' involvement in Vietnam.

. 5. Ocean Resources, Turning to the Pacific Ocean
itself, fisheries production therein represented 53% of the
1965 world production, Extraction of mineral resources from
the Pacific has been less important than in several other
Ocean areas. However, recent oil discoveries in the Arctic
and. East China Sea are indicative of the potential of the
Pacific area,

d. Atlantic Ocean. For the United States, this is the
most important ocean, It is the direct ocean link to our
major allies in Europe and carries the major part of our
commerce,

- l. Trade Routes and Strategic Points. The impor-
tance of the Atlantic trade routes 1s reflected in the fact
that virtually every strategic material imported enters

this country through East or Gulf coast ports. Twenty-eight
of 34 United States' foreign trade routes originate, termi-
nate, or pass through the Atlantic. Eighty-seven percent of
all United States' imports/exports pass through Atlantic
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ports (includes Great Lakes and Gulf}., Less than six percent
of this trade is carried in United States' flag ships. The
most strategic point of the Atlantic trade routes is the
Panama Canal, through which approximately 70 million gross
tons of United States' trade flow annually.

2. Strategic Materials., The United States is
dependent on Latln America and Africa for many strateqgic
materials which arrive by sea.

3. Access to bxpanding Markets. The United States
is primarily an 1sland nation separated from foreiyn markets
by two great oceans, National policy is to encourage the
economies of the newly emerged nations. As these economies
reach self-sustaining levels, newer and larger markets will
exist for American products,

4. Interests and Alliances. The Atlantic is a
hurdle that rust be bridged betftore a foreign power can in-
vade this country. Among the several treaties which estab-
lish mutual security pacts between the U.5. and other
Atlantic nations are the Atlantic Alliance and the Organiza-
tion of American States. In particular, the NATO Atlantic
Command provides the organization for multinational naval
coordination in wartime against a common enemy.

5. Qcean Resources. Both the ocean and the conti-
nental shelf hold great promise as sources of living and non-
living resources, The shelf, as well as.sea water, may supply
some of the strategic materials in which we are deficient.

The ocean is a promising source of protein for the expanding
populations of this nation and the world. )

PRIORITY OF EFFORT

While the maritime interests of the United States
transcend geographical ocecan boundaries, the importance of
the Atlantic with respect to national economic development
and security dictates that this body of water receive priority
consideration in terms of maritime effort. Hext in importance
is the Pacific, then the !llediterranean, and last, the Indian
Ocean.
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eoneern digmity, this leahmpeeh.lmdh’:
for buman y nation occuples & s P
n the ':rrld. Peacs anzlymm are impoasible without a

"rhhﬁntmmlr?oﬂon U.8. foreign policy is more than
t 1s this Administration’s statement of
nat relations.

*The postwar poriod in international relations has ended”

In the 118-page report to Co Feb. 18 the President
“A Now Strategy for Pence,” based on thres key
: Partnership, Strength and The Willingneas To Nego-

;

-ﬂ—_uﬂ‘mn: STATES. FOREIGN POLICY FOR THE 1970'S —
S A New Strategy for Peace

“A nation needs many qualities, but it needs faith and confidence above all, Skep-
3 tics do not build societies; the idealists are the builders. Only societios that believe
| . in themselves can rise to their challenges. Let us not, then, pose a false choice be-
tween meeting our responsibilities abroad and meeting the needs of our people at
home. We shall meot both or we shall meet neither.” -

The President’s Remarks
at the Air Force Academy
Commencernent, June 4, 1989,

President Nixzen sald:

“Pence roquires partnerchip. Its obl.lgatlon.l‘ like its bene-
fits, mm'ﬁammfm eo:reept of partnership guides our
relations with all friendly nations. ‘ .

“Peace requires strengih, So long as there are those who
wouid threaten our vital interests and those of our allies
with military force, we must be strong. American weakness

could tempt would-be aggressors to make dangerous mis-
ealculationa.

. “At the same time, our own strength is important only in
relation to the strength of others. We—like others—must
place high priority on enhanciag our security through co-
operatlve arms control. - .

“Peace requires a willy #2 to megotiate. All nations—
and we are no exception—have important naotional interests
to protect, But the most fundamental interest of all nations
lies in building the strueture of peace. In partnership with
our allies, secure in our own strength, we will seek those
areas in which we can a among ourselves and with
others to accommodate econflicts and overcome rivalries, We
are working toward the day when all nations will: have a
stake in peace, and wlll therefore be partners in ita mainte-
nance. :

“Within such a structure, international disputes can be set-
tled and clashes contained. The insecurity of nations, out of
which 50 much conflict arises, will be eased, and the habits of
moderation and compromise will be nurtured. Most important,
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a durable peace will: give full opportunity to the powerful
forcen driving toward economic change and social justice.
“This vision of & peace built on partnership, strength and
willingness to negotiate is the unifying theme of this report.
In the sections that follow, the first steps we have taken dur-
ing tbis past year—the policies we have devised and the pro-

grams we have initiated to realize this vision—are placed in

the context of these three principles.”

In the introduction to his report, the President referred to
the firat of the three key points, terming it: “Peace Through
Partnership—The Nixon Doctrine.” He described how much
the world—and international relationships—had changed since
1947, especially through efforts of the Truman Doetrine and
the Marshall Plan. '

The central thesis of the Nixon Doctrine, the President said,
is that “the United States will erticipats in the defense and
development of allies and friends, but that America cannot—
and will not—conceive all the plans, design sli the programs,
execute all the decisions and undertake all the defense of the
free nations of the world. We will help where it makes a real
difference and is considered in our interest.

"America cannot live in isolation if
it expects to live in peace. We have
no intention of withdrawing from
the world. The only issue before us
is how we can be most effective in
meeting our responsibilities, pro-
tecting our inferests, and thereby
building peace.”

“A more responsible participation by our foreign friends in
their own defense and progress means s more effective com-
mon effort toward the goals we all seek. Peace in the world
will eontinue to require us to maintain our commitments—and
we will. As [ said at the United Nations, ‘It is not my belief
that the way to peace is by giving up our friends or letting
down our allies.’ But a more balanced and realistic American
role in the world is essential if American commitments are to
be sustained over the long pull. In my State of the Union Ad-

dress, I affirmed that ‘to insist that other nations play a role is,

not a retreat from reaponaibility; it is a sharing of responsi-
hility.” This is not & way for America to withdraw from its
indispensable role in the world. It is 8 way—the only way—
we can c¢arry out our responsibilities.

“It is misleading, moreover, to pose the fundamental ques-
tion so largely in terms of commitments. Our objective, in the
first instance, is to support our tuterests over the long run
with a sound foreign policy. The more that policy is based on
a realistic asseasment of our and others' interests the more
effective our role in the world can be. We are not involved in
the world because we have commitments; we have commit-
ments because we are involved. Qur interests must shape our
commitments, rather than the other way around.”

Part II1 of the report is “America’s Strength,” divided into
four sections: Shaping Our Military Posture, The Process of
Defense Planning, Strategic Policy, and General Purpose
Forces. Following is Part I11:

SHAPING OUR MILITARY POSTURE

America’s strength is the recond pillar of the structure of a
durable peace.

We aim for a world in which the img:rtance of power is
reduced: where peace is secure because the principal countries
wizsh to maintain it. But this era is not yet here. We cannot

Secretary of Defense Melvin Laird

entrust our future entirely to the self-restraint of countries
that have not hesitated to use their power even against their
allies. With reapect to national defense, any President has two
principal obligations: to be certain that our military prepara-
tions do not provide an incentive for aggression, but in such
a way that they do not provoke an arms race which might
threaten the very security we seek to protect.

A basic review of our defense policy was essential.

In January 1969 the need for such a review was compelling.
Profound changes in the world called for a fresh approach to
defense policy just as they required a new approach to forei
policy. In the past, technology was relatively stable; in the
contemporary world a constantly changing technology pro-
duces a new element of insecurity. Formerly, any additional
strength was atrategically significant; today, available power
threatens to outstrip rational objectives,

We had to examine the basic premises underlying our mili-
tary planning and begin shaping a military posture appropri-
ate to the environment of the 1970's.

We launched a thorough re-examination of past concepts
and programs and the alternatives we should consider for the
future. The review, which ia continuing, produced a reform of
both national security policies and decision-making processes
which was the most far-reaching in almost two decades. )

For the first time, the National Security Couneil has had
the opportunity to review a broad and complete range of ne-
tional sirategies for both conventional and strategic forces.
This review was undertaken in terms of security and budge-
tary implieations five years into the future. Also for the first
time, the relationship of various levels of defense spending to
dom:;tic priorities was spelled out in detail for & five-year
period.

As & result of this review, our interests, our foreign policy
objectives, our atrategies and our defense budgets are bein
brought into balance—with each other and with our overal
national priorities.

Four factors have a special relevance to our continuing
reappraisal. -

Military and Arma Control Issues: First, we need to ask some
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fmdm&d?caﬁomwmmmmises for eur mili-

tary postere. For exsmple:

® In shaping our strategic nuclear posture, to what axtent
should we seek to mamtain our security through the de-
velopment of our sirength? To what extent should we adopt
unilataral measures of restraint? The judgment ie delicate:
the former course runs the risk of an arms race, the latter
involves the danger of an unfavorable shift in the balance
of power.

® How would either course affect the prospects for a meaning-
ful & ic arms lmitation agreement with the Soviet
Union iw years ahead?

¢ What spectrum of threats can the United States responsibly
denl with? Is it reasonable to seek to protect against every
contingency from nuclear conflict to guerrilla wars?

Forward planning: Second, we have to plan shead. Today's

national security decisions must flow from an ansalysis of their

implications well into the future. Many decisions on defense

"Virtually every major defense
issue has complex diplomatic, po-
litical, strategic and economic im-
plications. To insure balanced de-
cisions, we see to it that every
agency has a full oppertunity to
contribute.’

’

policies and programs will not have operational consequences
for several years, in some cases for as much as a decade.
Because planning mistakes may not show up for several years,
deferral of hard choices is often tempting. But the ultimate
Fen.alty may be disastrous. The only responsible course is to
'ace up to our problems and to make decisions in & long-term
framework.

Nationa] Priorities: Third, we have to weigh our national pri-
orities. We will almost certainly not have the funds to finance
the full range of necessary domestic programe in the years
ahead if we are to maintain our commitment to non-infla-

tionary ecemomic h. Defense spending is of course in &’
special category. must mever fall short of the minimum
needed for security. If it does, the Eroblem of domestic pro-
grams may become moot. But neither must we let defense
spending grow beyond that justified by the defense of ou
vital intereats wbile domestie needs unnret. '
Integrated Planuing: Finally, planning our national security
policies and programs in given countries and regions has often
been fragmented among agencies. For example, our intelli-
gence analysts, defense planners, economists, and political
analysts dealing with a given country may have been using
different assumptions about cur policy objectives, our expecta-
tions about the future, and even the basic facts about our
policy choices. There was a need for analyses which would
provide a commonly understood set of facts, evaluations and
policy and program choices. These would serve as a basis for
consideration by the National Security Council of what we
gshould be doing in given countries and regions.

In summary, we asked the central doctrinal questions; we
looked as much as & decade nhead; we weighed our national
priorities; and we sought ways of integrating the diverse
aspects of our planning. In this fashion, we have reviewed the
premises of our military policies, discarded those that no
longer serve our interests, and adopted new ones suited to the
1970°s. The 1871 defense budget reflects the results of our
re-examination, the tranaition from the old strategies and
policies to the new.

THE PROCESS OF DEFENSE PLANNING

This Administration found a defense planning process which
left vague the impact of foreign policy on our military pos-
ture and provided an inadequate role for other agencies with
s major stake in military issues. And it did little to relate
defense and domestic priorities.

We set out to correct these deficiencies.

Insuring Balanced Decisions

Virtually every major defense issue has complex diplomatie,
political, strategic and economic implications. To insure bal-
anced decisions, we see to it that every agency has a full
opportunity to centribute. The Director of the Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency participates in deliberations on de-

JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF—Left to right are General
John D. Ryan, Chief of Staff, U.S. Air Force; Admiral
Thomas H. Moorer, Chief of Naval Operations; General
Earte G. Wheeler, USA, Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Stafl;

General Will-iam C. Westmoreland, Chief of Staff, U.S. Army;

and Genersl Leonard F. Chapman IJr, Co;nmlnd_unl. Us.
Marine Corps. Members of the JCS participate direetly In
evaluation of arms control proposals.
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fonse deelsions that affect arms control prospects. In
&ugcnlary of Defense and the Joint Chilefs of Staff
pata directly in the evaluation of arms control pro-
goah. The Departments of State and Defense review with the
ureau of the Budget and the Council of Economic Advisers
economic conditions that influence the magmitude of defense
sending. The Department of Statea examines with Defense
:Eeinln iasues that affect our relationships with allies.

Theae interagency exchanges insure that I receive all views
on key national security issues. Disagreements are identified
and explored, not swmud or papered over. The full range
of choices is presonted.

Setting Rational Priorities

Our grest wealth and productive capacity still do not enable
us to pursue every worthwhile natlonal objective with un-
limited means. Cholces among defense strategies and hudgets
have a great impact on the extent to which we can pursue
other national goals,

We have no precise way of measuring whether extra dollars
spent for defense are more important than. extra dollars
spent for other needs. But we can and have described the
domestic programs that are consistent with various levels of
defense expenditures. The National Security Council tbus bas
& basis for making intelligent choices concerning the alloca-
tion of available revenue among priority federal programs. 1
do not belleve any previous President has had the benefit of
such a comguhensive picture of the interrelationships amon
the goals he can pursue within tha limits of the fed

As 8 result, I have decided on defense strategy and budget
guidelines for the next five years that are consistent not only
with our pational security and the maintenance of our commit-
ments but with our national prioritles as well. This Adminis-
tration is now in & ition to weigh the impact of future
changes in defense policies and programs on the whole fabric
of government objectives,

Controlling the Defense Posture—
The Defense Program Review Committee

To meet the objectives of balanced deeisions and rational
mrr.iuu, we made a basic addition to the National Security
system. 1 directed the formation of the Defense Pro-
Reviesw Committee, consisting of the Assistant to the
m;nldent- for National Security Affairs (Chairman), the
Under Secretary of State, the Deputy Secretary of Defense,
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Director of the
Burean of the Bu the Director of Central Intelligence and
the, Chairman of the Council of Economic Advisers. The Di-
. roctor of the Arms Control and Disarmament ncl' the
Preaident’s Science Advisor, and the Chairman of tomic
Em'rﬂy Comminsion participate as appropriste.

This permanent Committee reviews major defense, fiscal,
policy .and gram lnsues in terms of their strategic, diplo-
matic polltm and economic implications and advises me and
the" National Security Couneil on its findings. For example,
the Committoe analyzed our options for proceeding with -
listie misaile defonses on four separate occasions. This year,
it .will analyzes our or strategic and fiscal choices over the
pext five years, to with the doctrinal, diplomatic and
strategic implications of key weapons programs. It will do so
while the defense budget for Fiscal Year 1972 ia atill in the
earliest stages of formulation. The participation in this review
by the Department of State, the Arms Control and Disarma-
ment Agency, the Councll of Economic Advisers, and other
agencies insures that carsful analysis and balanced evalua-
tiona .will be available when the National Security Council
pext fall reviews our cholcen for 1972 and beyond.

Country and Regional Analysis and Program
Budgeting

A major obstacle to the implementation of a consistent and
coherent !mlq'n liey is the multitude of U.S. agencies and
programs involvod in activities in any one country or /region.

In the t it has been diffieult for the President or the Na-
tional Security Council to obtain 8 picture of the totality of
our effort In any one country. Yet a rational foreign policy
must start with euch a comprebensive view.

To overcome this dificulty we have begun a serles of eoun-

. try program analyses which will examine all U.S. programs
In key countries and regions and their interrelationships.

The studies for the first time put every U.S. program into
one budget framework. The basic tool for this analysis is the
program hudget, which allocates all of our expenditures in a
country on the basis of the purposes served. It permits us to
make decisious or set guidelines for all of our programs.
simultaneously; in the past, they were mminotr largely
agency by agency in isolation from one another.

The reaults of the country anr:?ain studies are presented to
the NSC in the form of integra poliey and program options
based on alternative statements of interests, threats, and U.S.
forelgn policy objectives. After the NSC has considered these
options, a decision can be made about the eourse of action to
follow over the next several years.

Of course, our efforts start from the clearly understood,
fundamental premise that U.S. Poh'ciea and programs must
relate in a logical and meaningful fashion to what our friends
and allies wish to do for themselves. We are dealing with
sovereign nations each of which has ita own interests, its owm
priorities and its own capabilities. All our country program-
ming is designed to do is to make our actions as effective as
they ¢an be consistent with our mutual jnterests,

[ am convinced that such a comprehensive approach to
country vyrogrnmn will lead to a decldedly improved foreign
policy. We are conacious of the need not only to make sound
policy decisions but slso to execute them, The country analy-
ais studies will result in both & decision document for all gov-
ernment a&eneies and firm five-year program guidelines, pre-

santed in the form of a program budget. The members of the
NSC, aa well as the coun director in every agency and our
ambassadors in the fleld, then have a means o ing sure
that our decinions are followed up.
STRATEGIC POLICY
The Changing Strategic Balance
Following World War II, the U.S. had a monopoly of stra-

tegic nuclear weapons. Throughout most of the 1950%, our

virtual monopoly of intercontinental nuclear delivery capabll-
" ity, in the form of a large force of Strategic Air Command

bombere, gave us an overwhelming deterrent. -

This apsessment wes unchallenged untll it became apperent
in the late 1850’s that the Soviet Union possessed the poten-
tial for developing and deploying a force of intercontinental
ballistic misasilea that could destroy a large of our. atra-

tegic bomber fores on the ground. The fear t our deterrent

to nuclear war was in grave jeopardy, though it later proved -
exaggerated, focused our attention on maintaining our nuclear

superiority. ‘ .

In 1961, the new Administration accelerated our Polaria
submarine and Minuteman ICBM _Fhrogrnm and put more of
our strategic -bombers on alert. ess measures provided a
clear margin of U.S. nuclear superiority - for seversl years.
They restored our confidence in our deterrent; we now had two
forces, our Polaris subhmarines and our Minuteman ICBM's,
deployed in hardened unde und eilos, that were
invulnerahle to attack hy the Soviet Union with the then-
existing technology. :

However, after 1065, the Soviets stepped up their ICBM -
deployments and began to construct their own force of Polaris-
type submarines. And they began to test multiple warheads
for their SS-9 ICBM, a weapon which ean earry roughly ten
times as much as our Minuteman mizaile,

Onee again, U.S. strategic superiority was being challenged.

_However, this time, the Johnson Administration declded not
to step up deployments. This restraint was based on two judg-
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ments. First, it was belleved that there was relatively little
we could do t> keep the Soviets from developing over a period
of time a strategic posture comparable in eapability to our
own. Seeond, it was thought that nuclear superiority of the
kind we had previously enjoyed would have little military or
political aignificance use our retaliatory capability was
not seriously jeopardized by larger Soviet forces and because
their goal was in all likelihood a retaliatory capability similar
to ours. ' ' .

Asn a result of these developments, an inescapable reality of

i

lip eoartesy of Department of Biats. Beprinted from lssues In United Btates Forelgn Poliey series—No. I—Commitments of U.8. Power Abroad.

the 1970’s is the Soviet Union's possession of Enverful and
sophisticated strategie forces approaching, and some cate-
gories, exceeding ours in num and capability. .-
Recent Soviet programs have emphasized both quantitative
increages in offensive and defensive forces and qualitative
improvements in the ecapabilities of these forces—auch as a
new, more accurate warhead and rerhaps penetration aids for
their Minuteman-type SS-11 missile, continued testing of the
* multiple warhead for the SS-8, and research and development
on improved components for their ABM system, together with

< SOVIET DEFENSE AGREEMENTS
AND RECENT FLEET OPERATIONS

Collccuve Defense Treaty (Warsaw Pact)
e

Bl Bilateral Treaties of Friendship and Mutual
! Assismncg' (Qurer Mm.\'goli;l. North Korea, North
., Yiet-Nam. Peopleis Republic of China, Cubal
Massive Soviet military assistance 1o other
countries, including. the presence there ol large A
‘numbers'of Soviet personnel (U.A.R., Syria. Irnq)‘
: % Areas of recent Soviet surface fleet pberu!iorlfj :
indistant waters” T ) !
* The Soviet Union provides military assistance 0n a
smatler scale to a mumber of additional states. These
are not shown because they are nat believed 1o can.
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improved coverage by their ABM radars. The following table
shows the growth in Soviet land- and submarine-baged misaile
forces in the last five years. ' :

OPERATIONAL U.S. AND SOVIET MISBILES

- . ~1970
Intercontinental 1965 {Projected)
Ballistic Missiles {Mid-Year) {For Year End)

Us. 934 1,054
Soviet 224 1,290 -
Submarine Launched .
Balligtie Misailes
Us, ) 464 656
Soviet 107 300

The Soviet missile deployments are continuing, whereas
ours have leveled off. In the 1970'a we must also expect to
see Communist China deploy intercontinental ballistic mis-
siles, seriously complicating strategic planning and diplo-

macy.

The evolution of U.S. and Soviet strategic capabilities
during tbe past two decades was accompanied by intense
doctrinal debates over the political and military roles of
:htrategic forces and the appropriate criteria for choosing

The strategic doctrine that had gained the greatest ac-
ceptance by the time my Administration took office was
this: According to the theory of “assured destruction,” de-
terrence was guaranteed if we were sure we could destroy
a signifiecant percentage of Soviet population and industry
after the worst conceivable Soviet attack on our strategic
forces, The previous Administration reasoned that since we
had more than enough forces for this purpose, restraint in
the build-up of strategic weapons was indicated regardless
of Soviet actions. Further, it hoped that U.S. restraint in
strategic weapons developments and deployments would. pro-
vide a strong incentive for similar reatraint by the Soviet
Union, thus enhanci the likelihood of a stable strategic
relationship between the two nuclear superpowers.

A Policy for the 1970's

Once in office, I concluded that this strategic doctrine should
be carefully reviewed in the light of the continued growth of
Soviet strategic capabilities. Since the Soviets were continu-
ing their ambitious strategic weapons program, we had to ask
some basic questions, Why might a nuclear war start or be
threatened? In this light, what U.S, strategic capahilities are
needed for deterrence?

We sought, in short, a strategic gosl that can best be
termed “sufficiency.” .

Our review took full account of two factors that have not
existed in the past.

First, the Soviets’ present build-up of strategie forces, to-
gether with what we know about their development and test

rograms, raises gerious questions about where they are
eaded ‘and the potential threats we and our allies face. These
questions must faced soberly and realistically.

Second, the growing strategic forces on both sides pose new
and disturbing problems. Should a President, in the event of
a nuclear attack, be left with the single option of ordering the
mass destruction of enemy civilians, in the face of the cer-
tainty that it would be followed by the mass slaughter of
Americans? Should the concept of assured destruction be nar-
rowly defined and should it be the only measure of our ability
to deter the variety of threats we may face?

Qur review produced general agreement that the overriding
purpose of our strategic posture is political and defensive: to
deny other countries the ability to impose their will on the
United States and its allies under the weight of strategic
military superiority. We must insure that all potential ag-

re see unacceptable risks in contemplating a nuclear
attack, or nuclear blackmail, or acts which could escalate to
strategic nuclear war, such a3 a Soviet conventional attack on
Europe,
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Beyond this general statement, our primary task was to
decide on the yardaticka that should be used in evaluating the
adequacey of our strategic forces against the projected threats.
This issue took on added importance because such yardsticks
would be needed for assessing the desirability of possible
strategic arms limitation agreements with the Soviet Union.

We reached general agreement within the government on
four specific criteria for strategic sufficiency. These represent
a significant intellectual advance. They provide for both ade-
quacy and flexibility. They will be constantly reviewed in the
light of a changing technology. . o

Designing Strategic Forces

. Having settled on a statement of strategic purposes and
criteria, we analyzed possible U.S. strategic force postures
for the 1970’s and beyond. We reviewed alternatives ranging
from “minimum deterrence”—a posture built around ballistic
misstle submarines and the assured destruction doctrine nar-
rowly interpreted-—to attempts at recapturing numerieal supe-
riority through accelerated U.S. strategic deployments acroas
the board.

There was general agreement that postures which signifi-
cantly .reduced or incremsed our strategic programs and de-
ployments involved undesirable riska:

—Sharp cutbacks would not permit ug to satisfy our suffi-
cieney criteria, and might provoke the opponitc-goviet reac-
tion. 1f the U.S. unilaterally dropped out of the strategic
arms competition, the Soviets migﬂt well seize the oppor-
tunity to step up their programs and achieve a significant
margin of .strategic superiority. The vigor and breadth of
their current strategic weapons programs and deployments,
which clearly exceed the requirements of minimum deter-

rence, make such a possibility seem far from remote. They.

might also—paradoxically—eliminate any Soviet incentives
for an agreement to limit strategic arms, and would raise
serious concerns among our allies, This is particularly true
for our NATO allies who view the U.S. commitment to deter
Soviet aggression as being based mainly on our maintenance
of a powerful strategic posture.

—-Sharp increasea, on the other hand, might not have any
mignificant political or military benefits. Many believe that
the Soviets would seek to offset our actions, at least in part,
and that Soviet political positions would harden, tensions
would increase, and the prospect for reaching agreements to
limit strategic arms might be irreparably damaged.
What ultimately we must do in between these extremes will
depend, of course, on many factors. Will the Soviets continue
to expand their strategic forces? What will be their configura-

" tion? What understanding might we reach on strategic arms

limitations? What weapons systems might be covered by
agreements ?

[ recognize that decisions on shaping our strategic posture
are perhaps the most complex and fateful we face. The an-
swers to these questipns will largely determine whether we
will be forced into increased deployments to offset the Soviet
threat to the sufficiency of our deterrent, or whether we and
the Soviet Union can together move from an era of econfronta-
tion to one of negotiation, whether jointly we can puraue,re-
sponsible, non-provocative strategic arms policies based on
sufficiency as a mutually shared goal or whether there will be
another round of the earms race.

COMMANDERS DIGEST
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The Role of Ballistic Missile Defense

My decision to continue with the construction of the Safe-
guard anti-ballistic missile system is fully consistent with our
criteria and with our goal of effective arms limitation.

I would like to recall what I said last March about the prob-
lem that led us to seek approval of the first phase of the
Safeguard program: ;

“The gravest responsibility which 1 benr as President of
the United States is for the security of the Nation. Our
nuclear forces defend not only ourselves but our allies as
well. The imperative that our nuclear deterrent remain se-
cure beyond any possible doubt requires that the U.S. must
take steps now to insure that our strategic retaliatory
forcea will not become vulnerable to a Soviet attack.”

I believed then, and I am even more convinced today, that
there is a serious threat to our retaliatory capability in the
form of the growing Soviet forces of ICBM's and ballistic
missile submarines, their multiple warhead program for the
85-9 missile, their apparent interest in improving the ac-
euracy of their' ICBM warheads, and their development of a
semi-orbital nuclear weapon system. That this threat con-
tinues to be serious was confirmed by my Foreign Intelligence
Advisory Board—an independent, bipartisan group of senior
outside advisors—which recently completed its own review of
the strategic threats we face,

1 pointed out in the same statement that we cannot ignore
the potential Chinese threat against the U.S. population, as
well as the danger of an accidentsl or unauthorized attack
from any source. Nor can we dismiss the possibility that other
countries may in the future acquire the capability to attack

'The United States has interests
in defending certain land areas
abroad as well as essential air and
sea lines of communication.’

the U.S. with nuclear weapons, Today, any nuclear attack—
no matter how small; whether accidental, unauthorized or by
design; by a superpower or by a country with only a primitive
nuclear delivery capability—would be a catastrophe for the
U.S., no matter how devastating our ability to retaliate.

No Administration with the responsibility for the lives and
security of the American people could fail to provide every
posaible protection against such eventualities.

Thus on March 14, 1969, I stated the objectives of the Safe-
guard program:

“This measured deployment is designed to fulfill three
objectives: . .

“1. Protection of our land-based retaliatory forces against
a direct attack by the Soviet Union. ) .

“2. Defense of the American people egainst the kind of
nuclear attack which Communist China is likely to be able
to mount within the decade.

“3. Protection against the possibility of accidental at-
tacks.”

I further described the system as follows:

“We will provide for local defense of selected Minuteman
missile sites and an area defense designed to protect our
bomber bases and our command and control authorities. In
addition, this system will provide a defense of the Conti-
nental United States against an accidental atteck and will
provide substantial protection against the kind of attack
which the Chinese Communists may be capable of launch-
ing throughout the 1970's, This deployment will not require
us to place missile and radar sites close to cur major cities.”
Last year, ] promised that "“each phase of the deployment

will be reviewed to insure that we are doing as much as neces-
sary but not more than that required by the threat existing
at that time.”" | further indicated that in strategic arms limi-
tation talks with the Soviet Union, the United States will be
fully prepared to discuss limitations on defensive as well as
offensive weapons systems.

The further steps I shall propose will be consistent with
these pledges., The Secretary of Defense will put forward a
minimum _Trogram essential for our security. It fully protects
our flexibility in discussing limitations on defensive weapons
with the Soviet Union. It i3 my duty as President to make
certain that we do no less.

GENERAL PURPOSE FORCES

Premises

When I examined the objectives established for our general
¥urpose forces, 1 concluded that we must emphasize three
undamenta! premises of a sound defense policy: ;

First, while strategic forces must deter all threats of gen-
eral war no matter what the cost, our general purpose forces
must be more sensitively related to local situations and par-
ticular interesta.

Second, while the possession of 95 per cent of.the nuclear
power of the non-Communist world gives us-the primary re-
sponsibility for nuclear defense, the planning of general pur-
pose forces muat take into account the fact that the manpower
of our friends greatly exceeds our own, as well as our heavy
expenditures for strategic forces.

Third, we cannot expect U.S. military forces to cope with
the entire spectrum of threats facing allies or potential allies
throughout the world. This is particularly true of subversion
and guerrilla warfare, or “wars of national liberation.” Ex-
perience has shown that the best means of dealing with in-
surgencies is to preempt them through economic development
and sociel reform and to control them with police, para-
military and military action by the threatened government.

We may be able to supplement local efforts with economic
and military assistonce. However, a direct combat role for
U.S. general purpose forces arises primarily when insurgency
has shaded into external aggression or when there is an overt
conventional attack. In such cases, we shall weigh our interests
and our commitments, and we shall consider the efforts of our
allies, in determining our response.

The United States has interests in defending certain tand
areas abroad as well as essential air and sea lines of com-
munication. These derive from:

—the political and economic importance of our alliances;

—our desire to prevent or contain hostilities which could

leudd to major conflicts and thereby endanger world peace;

an

—the strategic value of the threatened area as well a3 its

line of communications,

The military posture review I initiated the day I took office
included a thorough examination of our general purpose

- forces, This study explored in turn our interests, the potential

threats to those interests, the capabilities of our aliies both
with and without our assistance, and the relationship of vari-
ous strategies to domestic priorities.

The National Security Council examined five different strate-
gies for general purpose forces and related each one to the
domestic programs which could be supported simultaneously.
Thus, for the first time, national security and domestic priori-
ties were considered together. in faet, two strategies were
rejected because they were not considered essentinl to our
security and because they would have thwarted vital domestic
programs.

We finally decided on a strategy which represented a signifi-
cant modification of the doctrine that characterized the 1960's.

The stated basis of our conventional posture in the 1960's
was the so-called “2-12 war" principle. According to it, U.S.
forces would be maintained for a three-month conventional
forward defense of NATO, n defense of Korea or Southeast
Asia against a full-scale Chinese attack, and a minor con-
tingency—all simultaneously. These force levels were never
reached.

In the effort to harmonize doctrine and capability, we chose
what is best described as the "1-% war"” strategy. Under it
we will maintain in peacetime general purpose forces adequate
for simultaneously meeting 8 major Communist attack in
either Europe or Asia, assisting allies against non-Chinese

i
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threats in Asia, and contending with a contingency elsewhere. meet conventional threats in one theater—such as NATO
The choice of this strategy was based on the following Europe;
considerations: —wesnknesa on our part would be more provocative than
—the nuclear capahility of our strategic and theater nuclear continued U.S. strength, for it might encourage others to
forces serves as a deterrent to full-scale Soviet attack on take dangerous riske, to resort to the illusion that military
NATO Europe or Chinese attack on our Asian allies; adventurism could succeed.
—the proapects for a coordinated two-front attack on our To meet the requirementas for the strategy we adopted, we
allies by Ruasia and China are low both becanse of the risks will maintain the required ground and supporting tactical air
of nuelear war and the improbahility of Sino-Soviet coop- forces in Europe and Asia, together with naval and air forces.
eration. In any event, we do not believe that such a coordi- At the same time, we will retain adeqguate active forces in
nnted atta.ck should be met primarily by U.S. conventional addition to a full complement of reserve forces based in the
United States. These force levels will be spelled out in greater
—the desu-aln.hty of insuring against greater than expected detail in the program and budget statement of the Secretary
threats by maintaining more than the forces required to of Defense.
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THE NIXOW DOCTRINl: U,5, FOREIGN POLICY FOR TiE 1970's5--~
A NEW STRATEGY FOR PEACL

A. Suyggested Issues for Discussion.

1. In his major foreign policy address of February 18,
1970, the President criticized the carryover into foreiyn
policy of the otherwise admirable American trait of "do-it-
yourself." The emphasis in foreign policy now presunably
will shift to a basis of helping others to help themselves,
wWhat will this new approach likely mean in terms of specific
national and military strategiecs with respect to Asia,
Africa, and Latin America?

2, Will implementation of the dixon Doctrine place
primary emphasis on "commitments” as they presently exist,
or on a narrower reinterpretation of American national in-
terests? Will the answer be the same for Asia and the
racific as for Lurope?

3. In his address President Nixon expanded on the part-
nership aspects of the Nixon Doctrine, placing heavy emphasis
on Europe. What are the strategic military implications of
this emphasis? Does it imply major realignments of the force
structure in LBurope? If so, what are these likely to be?

4. While the address gave detailed comment on the prob-
lems of Asia and the Middle East, it did not stress the SEATO
or CENTO treaties. Is this significant?

5. The Nixon Doctrine rests on three "pillars": peace
through partnership, America's continued military strength,
and willingness to negotiate international issues. \With
respect to the third pillar, what are the prospects for a
successful cutcome to the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks
(SALT)? lilow can "successful" be measured? What strategic
advantages can the United States expect to attain from these
talks?

6. In his address the President gave a summary review of
United States' military strength, discussing the changing
stratecgic balance, e stated that the United States secks
"sufficiencv," as a strategic goal. What does this term
imply?



I. USSR AND EASTERN EUROPE:
A., UNITED STATES' NATIONAL OBJECTIVLS
National Objective Number One. Deter the Soviet threat

against the;physical‘security_ofw;hé-U}Su'and5hef allies in
accordance with international commitments,

Strategy.

a. Maintain a'strong Western Europe to thwart any
possible Soviet move in this area.

b, Continue present contribution of forces with back=-up
of U.S. strategic and tactical weapons.

c. Contlnue to work for strateglc arms limitations.

National Objectlve Number Two. Maintain capability for
flexible response to aggression against the U.S. or her allies.

Strategx

a, Retain credlble mllltary strength capable of
fighting one major and one minor war concurrently.

b. Ensure that any net reductions in NATO forces are
balanced by equivalent Warsaw reductions.

National Objective Number Three. Frustrate Communist attempts
to subvert the political institutions of frlendly, free Euro-
pean natlons. }

Strategy_ .

a, Honor international commitments with support
appropriate to the situation.

b. Maintain the territorial status guo in Western Europe.

c. Remain disengaged in the China~USSR confrontation, to
permit intervention if ocutbreak of general war is threatened,
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National Objective Number Four. ILncourage international
efforts 1n peacemaking and peacekeeping.

Strategx

a. Contlnue efforts to work through United Natlons and.h'
regional organizations. : o

b, If possible, work closely with the USSR to achieve
peace when war breaks out in the "third world."

c. Work muliilaterally and openly with concerned
nations to solve conflict problems,

National Objective Number Five. Promote and support the:
efforts of lndependent nations toward self-determination;
improve international exchanges 'in cultural and economic
areas; and participate in worldwide efforts to maintain
the ecologlcal balance of the world.

Strateg Y-

a. Continue attempts to improve economic, sociological
and cultural relationships with the USSR and Lastern Europe
unilaterally and multilaterally. o

b., Encourage Western Europe to improve. relations with
llastern Europe and reach a European solution to Europe's
problems.

C. 'Encourage self-determination without 1nply1ng a351s-
tance which is not intended to be forthcoming.

National Objective Number Six, Preserve freedom of the seas.

Strategz.

a. HMaintain credible and effectlve seapower, both naval
and non-naval, and project it worldwide.
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1. USSR AND EASTERN EUROPL:
B. ALTERNATIVE FUTURE MILITARY STRATLGIES

Introduction

President Nixon included America's strength in the "three-
pillar" approach of the Hlixon Doctrine. A major share of our
military strength, relative to the Soviet Union, is represented
by our strategic forces. These forces are charged primarily
with the task of providing for successful nuclear deterrence.
S5hould this fail, these forces are prepared to destroy the
cnemy's capability to continue the conflict,

The vital importance of the strategic balance between the
U.s5. and the USSR is, therefore, readily apparent and of grave
concern for our strategic planners. The choice of an effec-
tive nuclecar strategy becomes one on which national survival
may well rest, This discussion area will focus on alternative
U.S. nuclear strategies relative to the Soviet Union., Mili-
tary stratecgies involving general purpose forces, NATO, the
“lediterranean, etc.--all of which are linked to the Soviet
Union--are addressed in other discussion areas as appropriate.

Strategic Alternative Humber One: Absolute nuclear superiority.

This strategy envisions:

1, Attaining an overwhelming deterrent by achieving
absolute nuclear superiority, to include a clearly credible
rirst strike capability. -

2. HMajor expansion in development and production
of offensive and defensive strategic weapon systens to include
MIRV and Poseidon missile warhead deployments, ULMS, the B-1
strategic bomber, advanced ICBM, and extended ALBM,

3. Hdardening of weapon systems.

4, Dispersal of missile/bomber'bases.

5. Continuous airborne bomber alert.

6. An effective civil defense program.



Advantages

l. Demonstrates U.S. willingness to bear the costs
for these programs and impresses upon the USSR the U.S., re-
solve to use its weapons if required.

2. Helps guarantee successful nuclear deterrence.

: 3. Improves probability of a successful outcome
to SALT. ' '

4. Reduces Soviet incentive to engage in operatlons
which could conceivably escalate into nuclear war.

Disadvantages

1, Contributes to domestic unrest, since it is
financially and politically infeasible and unacceptable to
large segments of the U.S5. public,

2. Contributes to international instability,
especially with respect to the Soviet Union.

3, Contributes uncertainty in SALT, and may start
major arms race, -

4. Presupposes return to the' strategy of "massive
retaliation,” a concept which is not considered militarily
and technologically feasible today.

Strategic Alternative Number Two: Assured Destruction and
Damage=Limiting.

This strategy envisions:

l, The ability to deter a deliberate nuclear
attack upon the United States and its allies by maintaining
a clearly credible capability to inflict unacceptable damage
on an attacker, even were that attacker to strike first,

2, Maintenance of a balanced force of sea-based
and land-based strategic missiles.

3., Continuance of selected hardening and dispersal
of missile sites and bombers.

4. Continued development and deployment of Poseidon/
MIRV warheads and penetration aids, -
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5. wlthholdlnq a decision to produce A{but .continuing
R&D on) an advanced bomber, ICBM's and ULM s pendlng outcome
of SALT and Soviet actions. :

6. Limited -ABM and Civil Defense Programs.

¢ ) . .
H . -

Advantages

1. Offers some assurance that deterrence will work
without straining; our economic resources, '

2. Offers a polltlcally feasible course.

3, Presents, in a military sense, a rational strategy
which is credible to the Soviets,

4. Retains the option of SALT.
5. Offers a technologically feasible strategy.

Disadvantages

l. Risks the possibility that our assured destruction
and damage-limiting capabilities could become=--in the estimate
of Soviet planners--ineffective, and, hence, invite a Soviet
confrontation, or even first strike.

2. Risks increased vulnerability to technological
surprise,

3. HNarrows our basis for negotiation in SALT.
4., Bases our strategic force structure (tc a certain
extent) on Soviet actions which may not always be discernible

until too late,

Strategic Alternative MNumber Three: Unilateral Arms Limitation.

This strategy envisions:

l. - Acceptance of the present level of U.5. nuclear
deterrence as adequate, regardless of future force changes by
- a potential attacker,

2. Maintenance of U.S. strategic systems as they

exist today, neither modernlzlng nor increasing them in
numbers.,
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Advantages
o - I -
1. Presents financially attractive solution.
2,. -Provides a slim possibility that Soviets would
be encouraged in similar actions.

Disadvantages

1. Amounts to ﬁnilateral nuclear disarmament; hence
is politically infeasible and militarily impractical.
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I. USSR AND EASTERN LEUROPL:
C. SUGGLSTED ISSUES FOR DISCUSSION

l. A favorite thesis of some Western observers is that
the Soviet economy is inefficient. How does this fit in with
the Soviet ability to produce and maintain advanced weaponry,
as well as their space, maritime, and other achievements?

2. Should the United States actively pursue a policy of
"detente” and "bridge-building" with the USSR and the Warsaw
Pact nations? If so, what should be the scope -and limits of
such a policy? 1If not, what alternative policies should the
United States pursue in East-West relations?

3. Almost two years have passed since the 1968 Czecho-
slovakian occupation, Can this Soviet action be considered
to have been a success or failure for the Soviet Union?

4. Does the Soviet Union still maintain its objective
of world revolution? Discuss in terms of specific policies
and examples.

5. The Brezhnev Doctrine of limited sovereignty holds
that the Soviet Union has the right to use military force to
subdue any Communist nation whose current policies are con-
trary to Soviet interests. Has this policy brought about any
fundamental changes in the relations between Moscow and its
Warsaw Pact allies?

6. Does the rapid expansion of the Soviet Navy imply
an intention to enforce the Brezhnev Doctrine in overseas
socialist nations (e.g., Cuba)?

7. What roles do the rapidly expanding Soviet maritime
forces play in advancing Soviet ideological and nationalistic
goals worldwide? What threat do they pose to U,S. national
security? To the security of U.S. allies?

8. Within. the framework of the Nixon Doctrine, what U.S.
maritime strategy is most appropriate in response to the
Soviet maritime challenge?

9. What new strategic system should receive our number

one priority for development and production in light of the
changing strategic balance between the U.S. and the USSR?
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I1. WESTERN EUROPLE, ATLANTIC AND MLEDITERRAINEAN:
A. UNITED STATES NATIONAL OBJECTIVES

National Objective Number One. Develop and implement
policies and programs to encourage a politically stable
llestern Europe, friendly to the interests of the United
States,

Strategy.

a, Germany: Support a strong West Germany.

b. Portugal: Support UN resolutions for reforms in
Portuguese Africa directed toward ultimate self-determination.

c. Spain: Maintain U.S. neutrality regarding Gibraltar,
while continuing Spanish base rights negotiations.

d., Mid-East: Maintain neutrality and atteupt by
measures siort of war to prevent resumption of hostilities,
while seeking permanent political settlement,

e. Malta, Cyprus, Greece: Maintain U.S. Sixth Fleet
presence in the Mediterranean and encourage economnic and
political development and stability in each country.

f. Western Europe: Support these countries in the
establishment of independent, peaceful relations with the
USSR and the Eastern European countries.

National Objective Humber Two, Develop policies and programs
to encourage and support a strong West European econony, with
an environment favorable to trade and investment interests of
the United States.

Strateqgy.

a. Luropean Integration: Continue to enccurage progress
toward economic integration by the European Economic Community
(EEC), and, particularly, the broadening of EEC's membership.
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b. U.S. Trade: Seek to lower trade barriers betwecen the
United States and the EEC and European Free Trade Area (EFTA)
countries, and to ameliorate the EEC's restrictive barricrs to
U.S. agricultural products.

¢. U.5. Investment: ©Shift policy to one of consistent -
encouragement of long-term U.S. investment, and discourage
short-~term speculation in Western Europe.

d. Monetary Policy: Continue efforts in the. Interna-
tional Monetary Fund to encourage more flexlble monetary
exchange rates, ‘

e. Economic Aid: Continue to urge' West Luropean coun-
tries to- increase- aid to less developed countries, channeling
their a551stance through 1nternatlonal agencres.

Jatlonal Objectlve Number Three. Encourage and support an
individual and collective capacity on the part of West Euro-
pean countrles to resist armed attack )

Strategx.

a. NATO: Continue support of NATO as a principal
vehicle for containment of Communist mllltary pressures .
in the North Atlantic, Western Europe and the Mediterranean.’

b. 'Nuclear Weapons: Continue to guarantee the defense
of Western Europe (within treaty obligations) by deployment
of tactical weapons as well as strategic forces,

c., Military Bases: Malntaln'dlspersed bases .in depth' -
as an important part of the U.S. presence in Western Europe,
weighing costs agdinst tactical and strategic plannlng for
employment of forces,

d. Soviet Naval Threat: Continue to maintain .a strong
naval presence, base rights and capability for rapid response
with modern, effective forces. Encourage integrated naval
forces of the member NATO countries as a desirable avenue for'
achieving additional effectiveness and shared costs. '
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II.  WESTERN EUROPL, ATLANTIC AND MEDITERRANEAN:
-B, ALTERNATIVE FUTURE MILITARY STRATEGILS

Introduction. In his address to Congress on United States
foreign policy for the 1970's, President Nixon affirmed that,
"The peace of Europe is crucial to the peace of the world.
This truth . . . is a central principle of United States
foreign policy. For the foreseeable future, Europe must be
the cornerstone of the structure of a durable peace," He
went on to say, "As we move from dominance to partnership,
there is the possibility that some will see this as a step
toward disengagement., But in the third decade of our commit-
ment to Europe, the depth of our relationship is a fact of
life. We can no more disengage from Lurope than from Alaska."

U.S. strategy in the area of Western Europe will be
shaped within the three-cornered framework of the stated comn-
mitment, the concept of partnership advanced in the Nixon
Doctrine, and the growing domestic opposition to forward basing
of U,S, forces in Europe., This latter position is typified by
Senate Majority Leader Mansfield's statement that, "substantial
reduction of United States forces permanently stationed in
Lurope can be made without adversely affecting either our re-
solve or ability to meet our commitment under the North Atlantic
Treaty."

The implications for maritime strategy inherent in all
three of these positions are so significant that alternative
naval strategies for the Atlantic and the Mediterranean are
addressed separately in this paper.
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II. B. (1). STRATEGIC ALTLRNATIVES FOR WESTERN EUROPL

Strategic Alternative Number Une: Increasc the Overall United
States' Commiltment to NATO '

Thls strategy 15

1. Essentlally a-continuation of the current
strategy of flex1ble response, but- prov1des for

2. Greatér continuing commitment of U.S, forces
to Europe in order to ensure ability to meet Warsaw Pact ag-
gression and defer resort to nuclear weapons. )

Advantages

1', Increases deterrent effect.

2, Increases capablllty of counterlng conventlonal
attack with conventlonal forces.

. 3. Decreases-pIObability of--escalation to nuclear
weapons. - - C - - .

4. Increases tlme available after attack to augment'

NATO with conventional forces from the U.S.

Dlsadvantages

1 Increases overall U.5, defense costs.
2. Aggravates balance of payments difficulties.
3. Antagonizes large portion of U.S. population.

4. Becomes feasible only if direct threat to
Western Europe increases sharply.

5. May induce allies to believe European force
contributions can be safely reduced.

Strategic Alternative Number Two: Continue Present Strategy:
Flexible Response,

This strategy contemplates:

l. Maintenance of current force levels in Lurope.
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2. Emphasis‘on mobile, conventional forces drawn
from all NATO nations.

3.. Conventional response with augmentation of
forces as required when threat increases or fighting hegins.

4. Lscalation to tactical/strategic nuclear
weapons 1f required.

Advantages

l. Offers a politically and economically feasible
solution, ' '

2. Mailntains deterrent effect.

3. Provides marginally adequate time for reinforce-
ment of conventional forces.

4. Does not aggravate domestic strife, as would an
increased commitment,

5. HMaintains European credence in U.S. commitment,

Disadvantages

l. Risks early escalation to nuclear warfare, due
to inadequate conventional defense,

2. Continues inequitable U.S. share of burden of
Luropean defense.

3. Fails to improve U.S. budgetary and balance of
payments problems,

4. Fails to satisfy large segment of U.,S. population
wnich favors reduced defense effort.

Strategic Alternative Number Three: Reduced Commitment,

This strategy envisions:
l., Wwithdrawal of U.S. forces partially and gradually
from Europe, as other NATO forces demonstrate capability of
meeting Soviet threat.

2. Continuation of the U.,S., commitment to Europe.

3. Reliance increasingly upon European conventional
forces for initial defense.
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. 4. Retention in the U.S. of forces in-being com-
mitted to NATO. :

' 5. Development of adequate airlift, naval attack
and sealift forces to insure initial defense and subsequent
reinforcement of Europe. - .

Advantages

l. Partially placates segment of U.S. population
opposed to defense spending., )

2. Gradually improves U,S, balance of payments
position.

3. Maintains some European credence in U.S. commit-
ment to Europe,

4, liopefully, provides incentive to greater European
cffort.

Disadvantages

l, Foregoes the option of trade-off reduction of
forces with Warsaw Pact nations (Alternative Five).

2. Risks that reduced U.S. presence will reduce
deterrent effect,

3. Causes some loss of European credence in U,S.
commitment,

4. Encourages European nations to develop national
nuclear forces,

5. . Increases probability of escalation to nuclear
warfare,

6. Reduces time available for reinforcement from

CONUS.,

Strategic Alternative Number Four: Withdrawal.
This strategy envisions:

1. Continued U.5. membership in NATO, but unilateral
withdrawal of U.S. forces from Europe.
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2. Continued U.$. commitment to lurope, but with
greatly reduced capability.

3. Reliance upon greater Luropean contribution to
conventional forces. ’ n

Advantages

l, Placates segment of U.,S, pbpulatioﬁ'opposed to
defense spending.

2. Reduces U.S. balance of' payments difficulties,
3. Reduces overall U.S, defense expenditures.

Disadvantages

1. Reduces deterrent effect, Increased probability
of success invites Soviet aggression,

2. Reduces European confidence in U.S5. commitment.

3. Encourages Luropean nations to develop national
nuclear forces.

4, Ultimately, forces a return to strategy of massive
retaliation,

5. Invites collapse of NATO.

6. Requires massive expansion of U,S. sealift and
airlift capability in order to reinforce NATO when required,

Strategic Alternative Number Five: Force Level Negotiation,

This strategy contemplates that the U.5. and NATO allies
would enter into direct NATO/Warsaw Pact negotiations for
mutual reductions in Luropean force levels,

Advantages

l, Reduces defense burden for U.S. and NATO allies.

2. Increases opportunity for improved East/West
relations.,.

3. Complements and enhances probability of success
of SALT,
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4. Reduces threats of accidental confrontation.

Disadvantages

1. Ignores Soviet covert moblllzatlon and deploy—.
ment capablllty inherent in closed society, '

2., Establisnes situation in which Soviets, by
virtue of geographic advantage, could reinforce European
garrisons more rapidly than could the'U,5.

3. Increases risk of surprise Soviet attack in

burope, to which West could respond adequately only with
nuclear weapons.
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. : <J . :
_II, B, (2). STRATEGIC ALTERNATIVES FOR THE

ATLANTIC AND MEDITERRANEAN -

Strategic Alternatlve Number One.‘ Absolute U.S, Naval
Sugerlorlty. o Ll

This strategy entails:

l. U.S. naval forces adequate to insure open sea-
lanes of communication to Western Europe and the Mediterranean.

2, Naval surface and air forces capable of neu-
tralizing and/or decisively defeating Soviet surface naval
forces.

3. Naval antlsubmarlne forces capable of neutral-
izing and/or dec151vely defeatlng Soviet attack and ballistic
missile submarines.

Advantages -

1. Insures U.S. ability to protect its interests
worldwide, particularly in Europe and the Mediterranean
littoral, without undue reliance upon allies whose support
may be questlonable in particular circumstances.

Disadvantages

1. "Would be extremely cbstly.in terms of'both money.
and manpower. : ‘

2, Would be politically and economically infeasible.

: 3. Places inequitable share of burden of European
defense ‘on- Unlted 'States.

Strategic Alternatlve Number Two- Absolute NATO Naval
Superiority. )

This strategy envisions:

1. Integrated NATO naval forces in which the collec-
tive contribution of ‘other nations equals or exceeds that of
the United States.

: 2. A combined naval force adequate to insure open
sealanes of communication to Western Europe and the Mediter-
ranean,
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3. Combined naval surface and air forcecs capable
of neutralizing and/or decisively defeating Soviet surface
naval forces.

4, Combined naval antisubmarince forces capable. of
neutralizing and/or decisively defeating Soviet attack and
ballistic missile submarines,

Advantages

l, The samc¢ as for Strategic Alternative Number
Jne, except that the leyitimate interests of allies are
recognized and reliance is placed upon them,

Lisadvantages

1, QRisks inadequate U.S, naval force in situations
where [uropean intecrests are minimal or noncexistent.

strategic Alternative Number Three: Fortress fAerica.

fhis strateqy contemplates:

l, Substantial or total withdrawal of U.J. forces
‘rom Lurope, and a general strategy stressiny defense of the
United states proper,

2, Naval forces adequate to protect tine United
States against attack from the sea, but not adequate to pro-
ject U.5. seapower worldwide or to defeat decisively eneny
naval forces wherever they may be,

Advantages

1l. Permits reductions in naval force levels and
budgets,

2.. Reduces the risk of accidental U.§./US5R naval
confrontation. '

Disadvantages

1. 'Precludes possibility of reinforcing Lurope.

2. Permits and encourages Soviet naval visits and
shows-of=-force in other nations without countering actions by

u.5.

~1
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3.-‘Permits‘unhinderéd"Soviet intetQéntféﬁ_in.other
nations. ' ' - ‘ T '

4, Permits Sov1et lnstlgatlon and unhlndered support
of’“Wars of ' National leeratlon.“ . et

5. Ultlmately rlsks total lsolatlon of the Unlted
States from allies and sources of essential materials.
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II. WESTERN EUROPL, ATLANTIC AND MEDITERRANEAN:
C. SUGGESTED ISSUES FOR DISCUSGSION

1. What should or can NATO's planning. and strateqgy be if .
the Brezhnev Doctrine is invoked by the Soviets in some future
crisis similar to the 1968 Czechoslovakian affair?

2. The move toward Western European political integra-
tion seems to have stalled. Lcononic integration appears to
have advanced about as far as can reasonably bec expected,
even assuming entry of Britain into the Common Market. Are
there any other routes through which Western Lurope can
assume an independent and effective third force role in world
politics? '

3. The "German question" seems to be at the head of the
list of European political problems. How far should the
United States go in active support of Chancellor Brandt's
policies of rapprochement with East Germany? What kinds of
support can the United States give to the process of normal-
1zed East-iWest German relations? Will closer relations be-
tween the German states weaken NATO?

4. One of the major issues hetween the United States
and its NATO allies has been the size of the individual
nations' conventional force contribution for the implementa-
tion of NATO's flexible response strategy. Given the U.S.
domestic pressure for reducing our conventional forces in
Lurope, what security alternatives are available to Western
Europe if the United States does in fact drastically reduce
the size of its ground forces in Europe? Can we realistic-
ally expect our NATO partners (outside of West Germany) to
assume more of the conventional defense of Europe? What are
the naval implications of reduced forward basing of U,S,
ground or air forces?

5. In his February 1970 report to the Congress on U,S.
foreign policy, President Nixon spoke of a "more balanced
association and a more genuine partnership" with Western
Europe as being in America's interest. What policies can
this country pursue to further this interest? In turn, what
can the Europeans -themselves do to enhance this partnership?
What more might be achieved in partnership terms in the area
of naval strategy, particularly in view of the increased
Soviet naval presence in both the Atlantic and Mediterranean?
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. III. AFRICA S0OUTH OF THE SAHARA-
A, . UNIThD STATES NATIONAL OBJLCTIVLS 1'~u*
Natlonal objectlve Number One, Support the deVelopment of

lndependent African nations capable of resisting Communist
subversion and oriented toward the Free World.

Strategx.

a. Encourage full use of regional arrangements for
pursuing national development objectives and settling intra-
regional disputes.

b. Recognize rapid change as an African characteristic
and seek to accelerate constructive change at a rate suffi-
cient to overcome disintegrative tendencies,

c. Seek the development of responsible political
leadership.

d. Encourage other Free World developed nations and
appropriate international organizations to maintain or increase
their support of African development.

National Objective Number Two. Maintain U.S. and West Euro-
pean access to African raw materials of critical importance.

Strategx.

a. Encourage other Free World developed nations and
appropriate international organizations to support develop-
ment of African resources,

‘ b, Focus available U,S5. resources on specific countries
in which the U.S. has a significant interest and on problems
most critical to the development of African nations.

National Objective Number Three. Maintain U,S, access to
African territory strategically important for transit and
communications purposes,

Strategx.

a. Recognize that U.,S, strategic interests are limited
in most African nations south of the Sahara, and, because of
the potential for extensive conflict within the region, fol-
low a strategy of maximum flexibility and minimum direct com-
mitment--a strategy of "selective involvement.,"
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b. Recognize military and radical governments that
come to power through nonstatutory means on a case-by-case
basis and then only after consideration of a broad range of
factors, from U.S. national interests and prestige to in-
ternal conditions of the subject country,

41



III. AFRICA SOUTH OF THE SAHARA:
B. ALTERNATIVE FUTURE MILITARY STRATEGIES:

Introduction, The United States has no vital security objec-
tives 1n Africa South of Sahara but it is in our long range
national interest to cooperate with the African countries in
their endeavors to improve conditions of life and to help in
their efforts to build an equitable political and economic
order in which all can share. 1In furtherance of these inter-
ests, the United States should:

l. persist in its support of the principal of self-
determination for all peoples.

2. continue its stand for racial equality and self-
determination, looking for peaceful and evolutionary solutions
to advance these goals.

3. respect the political institutions that Africans
thenselves create, even though they may not meet our own
democratic standards,

4. continue to support wider cooperation on a regional
and continental basis among African countries.

5. avoid the spread of the Cold War into the continent
of Africa, recognizing the individual sovereignty of the
nations.

6. not seek military alliances or spheres of influence
on the continent,

7. cooperate with African governments on a baSLS of
mutual respect.

Based on these national interests, and recognizing the
possibility of Soviet and Chinese political, economic and
military expansionism in the area, the following military
strategyies are possibilities:

Strategic Alternative Number One. Forceful Presence:
This strategy implies that:

1. The United States will permanently establish
operating bases on the continent.
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2. Forces tailored to meet any contingency would
be strategically located at or near African bases,

3. The United States would oppose any external force
in Africa which is against U.S. national interests.

Advantages

1. Provides visible proof to the Soviet and
Chinese bloc powers that Africa is of significant concern to
the United States. '

2. Provides for prompt military reaction.

3. Gains strategic footholds on the continent in -
furtherance of a global military strategy.

Disadvantages

l. 1Is economically and politically infeasible,

2. Confirms charge of "neo-colonialism" in the
minds of Africans.

3. Alienates either Black or White Africans., (&
policy of commitment cannot satisfy both groups.)

4. Exposes the African continent to the Cold War
in a scramble similar to that of the late nineteenth century.

5. Does not support stated United States interests.

Strategic Alternative Number Two. Limited and Selective
Involvement: '

This strategy recognizes that:

l. The United States will maintain some sort of
military presence in and assistance to selected African
countries.

2. The United States would provide military aid
if asked, and if it considered assistance to be necessary and
in the U.S. interest.

3. The United States would support militarily multi-
lateral organizations in their efforts to assist nations which
request help when it is in the United States' interests to do
SO. '
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. 4. The United States will plan for and maintain a
mllltary contingency force based in the CONUS . whlch could be
tailored to meet specific circumstances, and which would be
prepared to act unilaterally in this area if so directed.

Advéntages

1., Offers maximum flexibility for the United States.

2. Provides Africans with a United States minimal
presence, giving the psychologlcal 1mpressxon that the United
States is deeply interested in Africa,

3, Offers no visible change to existing strategy
and 1s in agreement. with stated interests., :

Disadvantages

l., HMeets with resistance in both Blabk and White
Africa because the United States remains interested in
African problems but uncommitted to either side.

2. Does not guarantee a reliable United States
commitment.

3. Involves a measure of financial drain on
limited resources,

Strategic Alternative Number Three. Basic Non-Involvement:

Implicit in this strategy are:
1. That the United States would not commit any
forces to combat internal or external aggression on the conti-
nent of Africa,

2, That all U.S. military missions and/or military
assistance advisory groups would be withdrawn.

3. That existing military assistance programs would
be cancelled.

4. That the only United States military presence in
Africa would be attachés on embassy staffs.

Advantages

1. Relieves pressure on finite military resources
by large savings of MAP funds.
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2, 1Is consistent with ygrowing internal pressures
for non-involvement in foreign areas.

3. Is'consistent with African desires for non-
intervention of outside powers in internal situations, and
removes the United States from the role of "neo-colonialist"
power,

Disadvantages

1, Severely limits any future options in the
continent.

2. Creates a vacuum which could possibly be filled
by powers opposed to United States' interests,

3. Handicaps capability of African nations to
resist internal subversion by outside powers.
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III. AFRICA SOUTH OF THE SAHARA:
C. SUGGESTED ISSUES FOR DISCUSSION

N Durlng the next decade, the 51tuat10n in Africa w111'
be undergoing rapid change. What effect will these develap-
ments have on our national interests?

2, The tension prevalent in Southern Africa because of
the race issue is likely. to deepen. What can and should the
United States do to help lessen this tension, keeping our
strategic interest (e.g., fueling and repair facilities in
South Africa, Angola and Mozambique) in the area in mind?

3. How extensive is the influence which French culture,
trade and. aid exerts in the former French ceclonial areas of _
Africa? How can this influence assist in solving the moderni-
zation problems faced by the nations which were formed from
these areas?

4. Portugal's African overseas provinces are a heavy
drain on her resources, largely because of defense expendi-
tures for the areas. How much is United States' policy
toward Africa and toward Portugal, a NATO partner, affected
by Portugal's African problems and policies? Can an effective
solution for this problem be found?

5.. What. aspects of Communist China's 1deology or poclicies
are responsxble for the apparent reverses of China's policies
in Africa? How could renewed Chinese efforts in Africa best be
countered?

6. Have the African regional organizations and the
Organlzatlon of African Unity provided any cause for optlmlsm
with respect. to their effectiveness for African econcmic and-
political cooperation?

7. How will developments in Africa South of the Sahara
affect the security of the Indian Ocean area? what U,S. '
naval strategy is appropriate for that area? 1In view of the
minimal U.S. interests in Africa, is the Nixon Doctrine con-
cept of partnership applicable? If so, in what ways could it
be expressed? Are African states likely to cooperate with
one another for security purposes?
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IV. LATIN AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN:
A, UNITED STATES NATIONAL OBJECTIVES

National Objective Number One., Maintain the United States
as the major political influence in the Western Hemisphere.

Strategx.

a. Work to exclude non-hemispheric, totalitarian in-
fluence from Latin America, most particularly the influence
of international communism.

b. Continue to isolate Cuba.

¢. Improve the United States image by making credible
the U.S. policy of strict non-intervention and partnership.

National Objective Number Two. Support establishment of
stable, representative governments in all Latin American
states.

Strategy.

a. Encourage participation by greater percentages of
the populations in the political life of their countries,

b. Be prepared to deal realistically with interim
authoritative governments which actively and effectively
pursue the economic, social, and political development of
their countries,

National Objective Number Three. Encourage and aid in the ’
development of political, social, and economic stability
through measures providing for overall national development,
more equitable sharing of the benefits of the modern world,

and an increased standard of living for the masses.

A Strategz .

a. Encourage and aid in the reduction of illiteracy as
a principal requisite for all other development,

b, Encourage a general concern in Latin American govern-
ments for the need of population growth controls; be prepared
to aid in establishing realistic and effective programs,

c. Encourage a political climate that will both re-
tain domestic investment capital and attract foreign investors,
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d. Administer aid through multinational organizations,
rather than through bilateral arrangements,

e. Promote mutually beneficial trade and investment
between the United States and Latin America.

. f. EILncourage investment of private U.S$. capital in
Latin America,

National'objective Number Four. Promote the United States'
concept for hemispheric delense. -

Strategx.

a. Discourage excessive or unrealistic military expen-
ditures.

b. Promote the retention of U.S, rights in the Panama
Canal. :

c¢. Promote the concern that military requirements should
focus primarily on internal security and limited defense
needs, including antisubmarine warfare and coastal patrol,
since the U.8, will play the primary role in the defense of
Latin America from Communist external aggression.

d. Establish a military aid program which will encourage
dependence on U.S, support and guidance,

National Objective Number Five. Promote mutual trust and
meaningful area development by encouraging the formation of
regional political and economic alliances.

Strategz

a., Maintain U,S. influence in regional organizations at
the lowest possible visible level in order to minimize the
feeling of U.S., dominance.

b, Encourage and, where possible, aid in the further
development of such regional organizations as LAFTA and CACM,
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IV, LATIN AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN:

B, ALTERNATIVE FUTURE MILITARY STRATEGILS

Introduction. In addressing Latin America in the Nixon
Doctrine, the President stated that "we share a concept of
hemispheric community as well as a web of trecaties, commit~-
ments, and organizations that deserves the name of an inter-
American system." Integral parts of this system are the
concepts of partnership with shared responsibilities and
actions.

A major share of the problems that face the nations of
Latin America and the Caribbean belong in the areas of
economic, social, and political development, United States
imilitary strategy toward this part of the Western liemisphere
will be concerned with these problems, which are directly
related to internal security, as well as with problems of
external security. The alternative strategies considered
here are listed therefore under two broad categories:

l.- the internal threat, and

2. the external threat,
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IV. B. (1) -INTERNAL THREAT

Strategic Alternative Number One: Deep Involvement.

This strategy involves:

l, U.S. striking force designed for rapidiinter-
vention in any Latin American country requesting such assis-
tance 1in response to a Communist insurgency threat,

2., Redefinition of the USCINCSOUTII mission for
this objective, with forces being provided to CINCSOQOUTIi,
including air mobile strike forces,

3. 1Increase in numbers of U.5, military advisors
in Latin American countries, with mission of supportlng U,S.
strike forces as required.

4. Base support facilities in Latin America as
appropriate for mission support of U.S5. strike force,

Advantages

1, Provides threatened host country with readily
avallable military means for countering 1nternal threat.

2. Provides U.S. greater degree of control over
events. : S . _

Disadvantages

l. Runs completely counter to Nixon Doctrine, and
is unacceptable politically, economically and morally,

2. Intensifies anti-U.S. feelings in Latin America;
a return to "big stick" diplomacy.

3. Provides strong possibility of U.S. becoming
involved militarily where we do not want to, or where we
should not be.

Strategic Alternative Number Two: Moderate Involvement and
Partnership.

This strategv provides:

: l. 'Assistance to countries threatened with Communist
insurgencies in development of forces for handling the threat.

50



2. U.S5. actions ranging from providing military
hardware to training Latin American military in U.S, military
schools,

3. U.S. military advisor/training personnel on a
selective basis.

Advantages

l. Is acceptable to most Latin American countries
and is in line with Nixon Doctrine.

. 2. Retains U.S. flexibility with minimum risk of
direct involvement.

-Disadvantages

l., Fails to provide complete timeliness and
responsiveness to all potential internal threats.

- 2. Reduces U.S. military presence, which may
encourage opportunities for military influences from un-
friendly nations.

Strategic Alternative Number Three: Minimum Involvement.

This strategy provides:

1. Complete withdrawal of U.5. from involvement
'in all phases of internal security activities.

2, Elimination of U.S. MAP and all U.S. counter-
insurgency assistance,

3. Reduction of U.S. military presence to lowest
possible level,

4, Drastic reduction of military sales program,

5. Reduction of all military cooperation to.lowest
level practicable,

Advantages

l, Removes basis for a major Latin American
grievance against U.S.

2. Contributes to favorable U,S.-Latin American
relations,
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3. Placates elements in Congress and U.S, public.

Disadvantages : . T

1, Risks offending those Latin American countries
desiring U,S, military assistance,

2. Drastically retards ability of many Latin
American nations to handle internal security problems.

3. Results in loss of certain amount of U.S.
control, as well as flexibility, in Latin American affairs.
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IV, DB. (2) EXTERNAL -THREAT

Strategic Alternative Number One: Dominance.

This strategy involves:

l. Assumption by U.S. of complete responsibility
for providing external security for Latin America.’

2. Provision of U,S, nuclear shield for all
countries. : -

3. Provision of U.S.'security guarantee against
all types of external aggression.,

4, No active effort to obtain assistance and
cooperation from OAS,

5. Provision of arms and military assistance for
internal threat suppression only,.

Advantages

1. Provides security against existing external
threat economically and efficiently.

2, Eliminates all dependence on Latin American
support.

3. Removes major incentive for Latin American
countries to develop nuclear weapons.

Disadvantages

l. Runs counter to Nixon Doctrine; weakens support
for Latin American unity.

2., Increases Latin~-American fears of U.S, dominanqe.

Strategic Alternative Humber Two: Responsible Partnership.

This strategy involves:

1. Assumption by U.S. of unilateral responsibility
for nuclear defense of Latin America. )

2, Assumption of responsibility by U.S. for defense
of Latin America against Communist non-nuclear external aggres-
sion on a regional partnership basis, as much within the frame-
work of the OAS as possible.
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3. Provision of selective military sales and
assistance programs with emphasis on antisubmarine warfare
because of limited capacity of U.S. Navy 'to ‘méet’ thlS vital
requirement.

4, Continuation of active military staff coopera-
tion with OAS.

oy . . B s

5. Malntenance of current levels of U S. forces
in Panama and‘the Caribbean. o

6. Expansion of multinational naval training
‘exercises;- - : o . A .

7., -Provision of military training fééilitiesjin.U.S.

Advantages

1. Provides for security of Western Hemisphere
without U.S, dominance,

2, Is consistent with Nixon Doctrine,

Disadvantages

l, Tends to inhibit or delay U.S. actions vital
for hemispheric security.

2, Possibly antagonizes certain nations looking for
"prestige" weapons, as opposed to limited range of weapons
contemplated,

Strategic Alternative Number Three: Minimal Involvement,

This strategy involves:

l. Assumption by Latin nations of responsibility
for providing for external security of Latin America (except
for Panama Canal and Caribbean area). '

2, No absolute U,S, guarantee of nuclear shield
for all circumstances.

3. Minimum amount of military cooperation in all
spheres.

4. Passive U.,S. cooperation in OAS.
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Advantages

l, 1Is attractive from low-risk, low-cost strategy
viewpoint.

bisadvantages

l, Fosters arms race in Latin America.

2. Restricts U,S, flexibility and influence in
hemispheric defense.

3. Reduces U,S. leadership position in Latin America.

4. Neglects security of U.S. commercial interests
in Latin America.

3. Runs counter to Nixon Doctrine policy of
responsible partnership.

55



IV. LATIN AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN;:
C. SUGGESTED ISSUES FOR DISCUSSION

1. What are the cultural, social, and political
obstacles which inhibit the modernization process in Latin
America?

2. A new type of militarism has arisen in Latin America.
Sometimes called "Nasserism," it is advocated primarily by
younger officers who believe that democracy has failed in
Latin America, yet who realize that social change is urgently
needed. These "change agents," motivated by increasing im-
patience with corruption, inefficiency and a stagnant politi-
cal order, seek to establish paternalistic dictatorships of
extreme nationalistic character, Should the U.S. assume that
their roles in economic, political, and social development
will be negative? That they will be contrary to U.S. interests?

3. What are the strategic interests of the United States.
in Latin America? What U.S. naval strategy is appropriate for
the area? How does the Nixon Doctrine concept of partnership
apply? Can regional arrangements, with or without U.S.
participation, be encouraged? Should they be?

4. Mexico presents a rather unigque situation in Latin
America in terms of its successful revolution and its one-
party democratic form of government. What analogies, if any,
can be drawn from this Mexican case to other Latin American
countries?

5. To what extent does Communist subversion and
"Castroism” pose a threat to the political stability of
Latin American countries?

6. Should U.S. aid to Latin American countries be

given or denied purely on the basis of the type of government
currently in power in each country?
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V. THE MIDDLE EAST:
A. UNITED STATES NATIONAL OBJECTIVES

National Objective Wumber One; Lstablish a just and lasting
peace 1in the Middle Last. :

Strategx.

a. Reemphasize support of the UN Resolution of 22 Hov 67.

! b. Maintain continuing contact with the USSR in an effort
to further substantive negotiations between the conflicting
states.

C. Attempt to curb the continuing arms race, while main-
taining the military balance between Israel and the Arab States,

d. Employ the leverage derived from the U.S, position-as
Israel's principal supporter to induce Israel to negotiate
realistically on the basis of the 22 Nov 67 UN Resolution.

e, Support a UN peacekeeping role,

f. Expand "Big Four" talks to include other nations, as
appropriate, leading to multilateral solutions reflecting the
interests of the community of nations.

National Objective Humber Two: Maintain the territorial
integrity and political independence Of the several states
of the area. '

Strategy.

a. Support the principle of non-interference in the
affairs of states, in accordance with the UN Charter.

: b, Maintain cordial relations where existing, and seek
to establish a basis for relations where they are now non-
existent.

¢. Concentrate any diplomatic, financial, and other
assistance to Arab nations on the more moderate Arab states.
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National Objective Number Three: Maintain Free World access
to the oi1l of the .area. ‘ - C '

Strategx

a. Continue to provide necessary economic, technlcal,
and other assistance to the oil-producing states to enhance
their internal development.

b. Maintain a balanced policy between the commercial oil
interests and the interests of the producing states. '

National Objective Number Four: Limit USSR ekpansion into the
area, '

Strategy.

a. Maintain existing alliance and alliance relationships’
{NATO, CENTO).

b. Maintain a credible military presence in the area,
encouraging maximum participation by other Free World
countries.

c. Concentrate economic, technical, and other assistance
to friendly or neutral countries in the area.

d. Encourage Free World economic, technical, and
cultural activities in the area.

e. Seek a lasting resolution of the Arab-Israeli
hostility, thereby minimizing Arab reliance upon the USSR
military assistance (which serves as a primary source of
Russian influence).

National Objective Number Five: Secure the right of innocent
passage through the critical waterways of the area.

Strategx.

a. Support the UN Resolution of 22 Nov 67 which guaran-
tees the right of Israel, as of all other states, to transit
these waterways.
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National Objective Number Six: Avoid a military confrontation

wlth the Soviet Un:ion.

Strategz.

a. Continue cooperation with the USSR in seeking a peace
formula,

b. Avoid giving Israel unconditional support which might
encourage a precipitous Israeli military adventure.

c. Maintain a credible military presence to deter Russia

and her Arab clients from a similar military action.
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V. THE MIDDLE EAST:
B. ALTERNATIVE FUTURE MILITARY STRATEGIES

Introduction, United States security objectives in the
Ailddle East are:

l. To support Turkey and Iran against Soviet military
and political intervention,

2, 'To maintain somne influence in the Arab World as a
counter to Soviet-supported Arab radicals.

3. To prevent a unified Arab attempt to destroy Israel.

4. To encourage France and the United Kingdom to maintain
an active role, particularly in North Africa and the Persian
Gulf,

During the 1970's, the U,S, Sixth Fleet will remain a
major politico-military asset for the United States in pro-
moting its Middle LFast military strategqgy. The precarious
nature of American base agreements and overflight, transit
and access arrangements suggests that, in a crisis, the Sixth
Fleet will be the main initial resource for an American mili-
tary intervention in the Mediterranean littoral. Since the
fleet is mobile, it could also be deployed to support opera-
tions from the Indian Ocean.

Based on these security objectives, and in light of the
continuing threat of Soviet political, economic and military
expansionism in the area, the following alternative military
strategies are considered:

Strategic Alternative Number One: Expanded Involvement.

This strateqgy contemplates:

l. Formal commitment to support the territorial
integrity of Israel,

2. Strengthened obligation to assist Iran and the
moderate Arab States.,

3. Supplemental pledge (beyond NATO obligations)
to Turkey.

4. Increased military assistance to Ethiopia in
exchange for base rights,
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5. Military and economic assistance for other
potentially Western-oriented African states 1n order to en-
hance United States access options.

6. Augmentation of the Sixth Fleet and the Middle
tast Force. '

7. Possible development of bascs on Malta and
Bahrein,

8. - Strong initiatives in seeking solutions to
regional disputes.

9. NAdditional base entry rights in the Red Sea and,
perhaps, in North Africa.

Advantages

l. Encourages pro-Western elenents in the region to
assert themselves.

2., Discourages aggression against friendly states
in the foreknowledge of likely Unltea States military reaction.

3. Puts the USSR on. notlce that the United States
will not permit Soviet power td move into the area uncnallenged.

4. Facilitates entry rights should the United States
wish to respond to a contingency.

Disadvantages

1. Reduces United States options to avoid involve-
ment by extending the range of blndlng conmltnents.

2. P0551bly ]eopardlzes American relatlons in one or
more of the other countries in the region, due to Arab, non-
Arab and Israeli interplay.

3. Raises doubts that Turkish, Spanish, or North
African bases would be available for unllateral Unlted states
action in an Arab-Israeli war.

4. Increases possibility that the USSI would

strengthen its military presence in the Mediterranean and
Indian Oceans as a counter to a more active American strategy.
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5. Increases risk of stimulating the arms race in
the “area, ' ' '

6. Increascs the risk of a direct U S. -USuR con=-
rrontation 1n the region.

7. Increases domestic conflict over national
priorities.

Strategic Alternative NWumber Two: Linited and Selected
Involvement, '

‘This strategy contemplates :

l. Support of allies, politically and militarily,
while pursulng a policy of non-involvement in regard to regional
issues and working through the UN in seeking solutions.

2. HMaintenance of some degree of equilibrium in the
arms balance between- Israel and the Arab states by supporting
Israel with military assistance on a selective basis.

3. Continued military assistance to Turkey and
continued arms sales to Iran. oo :

4,  Continued denial of military assistance to most
African states,

5, Modernlzatlon of the Slxth Fleet and the Middle
East Force, but with no lncrease in size.

6. Reliance on reinforcements from Europe, CONUS
and the Pacific for any major U.S. operations.

7. Limited naval base rights at Malta and Bahrein.

. Advantages

“l.” Preserves opportunities for leverage with
friendly countries, without formally committing .the. United
States to military action in all cases.

2. Provides greater opportunities for 'support from
the United Nations. :

3. Offers greater opportunities for reaching an

understanding with the USSR, and reduces the likelihood of a
direct confrontation,
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4. Avoids the association of the United Statces w1th
partlcular regimes in a region where sudden changes in govern-
ment are endemic.

5. Offers a fiscally feasible approach within
current constraints of national priorities.

[

6, Is in accord with the Nixon Doctrine.

Disadvantages

l. Continues to arouse Arab feelings against the
United States as a result of supporting Israel,

2. Risks trade and investment reprisals and loss
cof mllltary base rlghts and access in areas not selected for
support.

Strategic Alternative Number Three: Involvement only with
Luropean Allles. '

This strateqy contemplates:

l. United States promotion of much greater interest
on the part of Western Europe in the HMiddle East and Horth
r\frlcao )

2, Multilateral relationships, with certain Luro-
pean -countries sharing respon51b111t1es with the United States,
especially in the field of economic development.

3. Continued U.S. military  assistance to certain
key countries, such as Turkey and Lthiopia,

: 4. -Maintenance of the Sixth Fleet and the Middle
Bast Force at approximately present strengths.

5. No United States military intervention in the
area except as a part of an undertaklng 1nVOIV1ng a 51gn1f1cant
number of European allies.

Advantages

l. Encompasses all the advantages'ef Strategy Two.

2. Reduces U,S. visibility through muitilateral
involvement, Co ' '
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"Disadvantages. -

l. Raises doubts that Western LurOpéan'countries
would be prepared to join the United States 1n a confrontatlon
with the. USSR over Israel or Iran. ' ‘

2. Reduces the credlblllty of Unlted Gtates commit-
ments. if possible involvement was jeopardized by veto action
by one or more Western buropean parthners. :

3. Limits the spectrum of options open to the
United States and its wWestern European allies,

4. Risks similar alignment on the part of the USSR
and Eastern European countries with radical Arab states.

Strategic Alternative Number Four: Withdrawal of combat forces,
except tnose in NATO,

This strategy contemplates that:

l. The Sixth Fleet would be maintained at the
strength required to fulfill its essential NATO commitments,
but the Middle East Force would be withdrawn.

2. The United States would maintain necessary
intelligence and communications installations,

3. Military assistance would continue at a minimum
level in Turkey to help meet NATO force goals, but greater
reliance would be placed on friendly countries to meet their
defense requirements unassisted,

4. United States policy would be based on non-
involvement in regional conflicts.

Advantages

A l. Improves United States' relations with the
fadical Arab states by reducing support for Israel.

Disadvantages

l. Frees radical Arab states to pursue their goals
relative to Israel and moderate Arab states,

2. Opens the area to Soviet exploitation.
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3. Increases risk that Soviet political pressure
and military presence in the Mediterranean may cause Turkey
and Iran to opt for a neutralist policy.

4, Reduces U.5. influence in -the Persian Gulf and
Arabian Sea, and risks Soviet predominance.

5. Removes access privileges now enjoyed by the
4Aiddle East Force.
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V. THE MIDDLE EAST:
C. SUGGESTED 1ISS5UES FOR DISCUSSION

l. What are the United States' interests and objectives
in the Middle East and the Arab world? In what priority would
you rank them? How consistent are they with one another?

2. The Soviet Union's activity in the Middle East and
the Mediterranean has increased in recent years., What are the
congsequences of this activity with respect to the Arab-Israeli
conflict and the United States' role in the dispute?

3. The Suez Canal has been closed since the Six Day War
in.1967, Has this closing worked to the advantage or dis-
advantage of the Soviets relative to the West?

4. What steps can or should the United States take to
attempt to regain better relations and influence with the
Arab countries?

"5, What are the major points of difference between the
so-called "hard-line" and the "moderate" Arab states? Are
there indications of fundamental shifts in this make-up? If
so, what are the implications for the United States? :

6. What U.S. naval strategy is most viable in the Red
Sea-Persian Gulf area? What arrangements might be viable and
feasible in this respect to encourage partnership, either with
or without direct U.S. participation? Could the U.S. Mid-East
Force be combined with indigenous forces, plus possibly U.K.
representation, to form a regional, multinational force?
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VI, THE PACIFIC AND ASIA:
A. UNITED STATES NATIONAL OBJECTIVES
National Objective Number One., Achieve and maintain stable,

populariy=-supported, lndependent governments which are not
hostile to the U.S5.

Strategz.

a, Provide military aid to those countries which indi-
cate a determination to use it effectively.

b. Promote economic development through capital invest-
nents, aid, and technical assistance.

€. Lncourage Japan to take a lecading role in economic
development of the regyion,

National Objective Jdumber Two. Develop and maintain a balance
of power which will prevent one-power domination in the area.

Strategy.

a, Honorably fulfill present treatyv obligations,

b. Promote regional responsibility for security.
National Objective Number Three, Maintain a sufficient

military presence to protect U.S5. national interests while
cncouraging Asian efforts at self-defense,

Strategz.

a. Gradually reduce U.5. commitments to the defense of
countries other than Japan and Australia, while emphasiziny
regional responsibility, as outlined in the Nixon Doctrine
for Asia.

b. Encourage Japan and Australia to assume a military
responsibility for defense of the region in conjunctlon with
other countries and the U.,S.

c. dAccept a minimal modification to base ayreements in
Japan, Okinawa, Thailand, Vietnam and the Philippines.
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National Objective Number Four., Prevent the proliferation of
nuclear weapons,

Strategy.

a. Guarantee a counter to possible CPR and USSR nuclear
blackmail,

National Objective Number Five. Prevent the spread.of"
Communzi sm,

Strategx.

a. Work toward.an accommodation of China's legitimate
interests in the area, while continuing to resist Chinese
Communist expansion.
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VI, THE PACIFIC AND ASIA: -
B. ALTERNATIVE .FUTURE MILITARY STRATEGIES

Introduction, Pre51dent Nixon has declared that we arc a
Pacific power and that "peace for us is much" ‘Tess likely if
there is no peace in Asia." To realize our .national objec-
tives in this vast area of the world--which stretches from
the Indian Ocean and South Asia north and east through the
Pacific area--réquires the most effective, comprehensive, and-.
flexible military strateqy that can be devised. Such a
strategy cannot help but place major emphasis on all elements
of naval power.

The,strategies listed herein are broad ones and are not
to be considered exclusive in any sense. Also, because the -
interests of the United States continue to be concentrated
more on Last Asia ‘and the Western Pacific rather than in
South Asia and the Indian Ocean, the alternative strategies
are listed separately for these two areas.
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VvI. B. (1) STRATEGIC ALTERNATIVES FOR SOUTH ASIA
- AND THE INDIAN OCEAN '’

Alternatlve Strategfoumber One:_ Increased ‘Involvement. o - -

Thls strategy env1510ns.

-1, -Ma]or increases in U.S. military presence in
area. e ‘ ' ' T '

: 2, -Modest but visible buildup-and modernlzatlon of .
U.S. naval forces in the area.

3. Expanded base facilities, w1th a permanent air
and naval base in ‘the central Indian Ocean area, and a perma-
nent naval fac111ty in the eastern Indlan Ocean area, -

: -4, Periodic joint and comblned mllltary exerc13es
with friendly states in area.

5. Increased frequency of port visits,

- 6. Periodic U.S. naval task force transits of the
Indian Qcean,

7. Increased military assistance/training/and staff
cooperation with countries amenable to same.

Advantages

l. Provides high assurance that U.S. interests in
the area will be protected.

2, Provides some counter to Soviet maritime/
political/economic expansion in the area.

3. Provides for ready "show-the-flag" or "show-~of-
force" operations.

Disadvantages

l, 1Is not feasible economically at this time.

2. Is politically infeasible from U.S. domestic
standpoint.

3. Does not ensure that Soviet/CPR incursions in
area (political, economic or subversive) will be deterred.
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4. Runs directly counter to Nixon Doctrine.

5.. Contains high risk of U.S. involvement® inarea
disputes. ' ' .

Alternative Strategerumber Two: Moderate Involvement,
ihis strategy 1nvolve5°

l. A moderately increased permanent U,S. military
presence in the area.

. 2, A maximum reliance on facilities and navies of
friendly area countries.

3. A.permanent, austere naval base/fairfield facility
in Indian Ocean.

4. A ninimum reliance on standing U.S. naval forces
in. the area. '

5. An increased bilaterallcooperation.

6. U,S, military assistance/training teams for
selected littoral countries for internal security assistance.

Advantages

1. Continues-low U.S. profile in the area, while
providing increased flexibility and capability for meetlng
future possible USSR/CPR threats in area.

2. Provides necessary minimum capability for re-
action to minor contingencies.

3. Provides permanent U.S. presence in area.
4, -Supports partnership aspects of -Nixcon Doctrine.

Disadvantages

1. Runs risk that cooperating countries may prove
unreliable or unable to provide support.

2. Runs modest risk that moderately increased U.S,
presence may be interpreted by littoral nations as "colonialism."
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3. Involves some cost increases, which may be
politically infeasible, ‘

Alternative Strategy Number Three: Minimum Involvement.
This strategy contemplates:
l. Reduced permanent military presence in the area.

2. Primary reliance on non-permanent U.S. naval
forces from outside the area.

3. Maximum use of regional naval capabilities, with
joint training exercises encouraged where practicable.

4. Maximum use of afloat replenishment and support
facilities for U.S. naval elements in the area.

5. No U.S. military bases in area.

6. Where required, reliance on shore facilities of
friendly nations.

7. Frequent transit of Indian Ocean by U.S. naval
units, .and selective port calls.

Advahtaggs

l., Maintains low cost, low profile.

2. Reduces U.S. commitments and potential for
involvement,

3. Maintains some U.S. presence,

Disadvantages

1. Reduces the assurance of effective U.S. response
to minor contingencies, ' :

2, Prevents future rapid buildup if required,

3. Reduces U.,S, options in area.
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VI, B, (2) STRATEGIC ALTERNATIVES -
FOR EAST ASIA AND THE PACIFIC

Alternative- Strateyy Wumber One: Forward Defense.

This strateqy envisions:

l, Large, mobile Army and Air Force units in high
state of readiness for deployment to the Asian mainland.

- 2. Strong naval task forces in South China Sea/
Gulf of Siam area,

3. Selective retention of U.S. bases in Southeast
Asia,

4. Division-size ground forces in Thailand.

: 5. Two divisions in S. Korea, with backup forces
in Okinawa/llawaii, ‘

6. Bases in Japan/Korea/Okinawa/Philippines/Taiwan
actively maintained. ' :

Advantages

l. Provides maximum deterrence to Communist
aggression in area.

2. Provides maximum military flexibility and
capability for meeting U.S. commitments.

Disadvantages

l. Places unacceptable burden on U.5. resources,

2, Continues to foster dependent status of South
Last Asian countries.

3. Reduces possibilities for new China policy
(rapprochement) , .

4., Contributes to continued instability in Asia.
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Alternative Strateqy Number fwo: "Rimlands Strategy"

This strategy envisions:
1. Use of strong, modern naval and air forces for
defense of Japan, Taiwan, the Philippines, Australia, and
New Zealand.

2, Maintenance of the Seventh Fleet in forward
area, : '

3., Committed but reduced ground forces in Korea.

4, Gradual phase-down of U.S. presence as Vietnami-
zation completes.

5. Reduction of military advisory efforts through-
out the area as the area stabilizes after Vietnam settlement.

6. Retention of bases in Japan, S. Korea, Okinawa,
Taiwan, and Philippines.

7. Commitment of U.S. ground forces only in the
event of large scale CPR aggression against U.S. allies,

Advantages

l. Reduces U.,S, presence in Asian mainland but
retains option of selective involvement.

2. Reduces costs and is politically feasible,

3. Makes more feasible any rapprochement efforts
with CPR.

4., Supports Nixon Doctrine.

Disadvantages

1, Makes less credible assurances that U.S, will
honor treaty commitments in Asia.

2. Reduces U.S. flexibility and capablllty to meet
aggression in Asia and Western Pacific.

3. Provides Communists with encouragement to test
U.S. resolve by fostering crises and instability in Southeast
"Asia.
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Alternative Strategy Number Three: Minimum Commitment.,

This strateqgy involves:

1. Withdrawal of U.S, forces to Central Pacific
bases.

2, Limitation of U.S. commitments to South Korea,
Japan and Philippines only, Taiwan and Thailand not included
in defense line.

3. Basing of U.S. forces in U.S, territory only,
except token force in South Korea.

4, Maintenance of U.5. naval and air forces at
high levels,

5. Continuation of major military assistance
program for Southeast Asian countries (SVN and Thailand).

Advantages

1. Permits greatly reduced defense costs.

2. 1Is politically very attractive to U.S5., domestic
opinion.

3. Allows increased forces for NATO reinforcement.

Disadvantages

l, Allows Cormmunist forces relatively free hand in
Southeast Asia.

2. May force non-Communist countries in area to look
elsewhere for security options.

3. Reduces credibility in U.S. commitments.
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VI. THE PACIFIC AND ASIA:
C. SUGGESTED ISSUES FOR DISCUSSION

1, The containment of Communist China and the control of
Communist encroachment has been considered central to American
interests in East Asia. Do other considerations suggest the
need for a new look at this problem? Should there be any funda-~
mental changes in U.S. policy toward Communist China?

2. One of the suggested strategies for the United States
to adopt in the Western Pacific after the settlement of Viet-
nam is the so-called "off-shore" strategy, which provides for
withdrawal to U.S.-owned or controlled islands. What are the
pros and cons of such a strateqy? Does this fit in with
President Nixon's Asian policy for the 70's?

3. The emergence of Japan as a post-war economic power
has great significance for the United States. Should the
United States encourage Japan to develop greater military
power and play a leading role in regional security arrange-
ments in the Far East? What are the implications of such a
Japanese role? Would Japan's growing power be reminiscent of
her World War II Greater East Asia "Co-prosperity Sphere?"”
Can and should the U,S, urge Japan to assume greater respon-
sibility for the defense Of our interests in Korea?

4. Can the Sino-Soviet split be considered as being in
the interest of the United States? If so, how? Can we and
should we do anything to intensify this split?

5. What are the dilemmas surrounding U.S, policy toward
Pakistan and India?

6. As a predominantly white nation, how realistic is it
to expect Australia to assume a future major role in Southeast
Asia and to have the nations of the area accept it? Discuss
Australia's potential for bringing about more effective coordi-
nation and increased cooperation among the countries of South-
east Asia and with the United States.

7. What U.S. naval strategy is appropriate for the area,
including the Indian Ocean? iHow is the Nixon Doctrine concept
of partnership applicable? Are regional arrangements there
best fostered with or without direct U,S. participation? Would
a multinational Indian Ocean peacekeeping naval force with in-
digenous (Iranian, Pakistani, Indonesian, Australian) partici=-
pation, combined with non-indigenous (U.S., U.K., Dutch,
French) membershhp, be feasible as a counter to the now perma-
nent Russian naval force in that area? What of a U.S., U.K.
and Australian force?
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APPENDIX I

President Nixon's July 25, 1969 Guam Press Conference

Introduction and Explanatory Note

During the course of President Nixon's round-the-world
trip last summer, he made an overnight stop at Guam, While
there he held an informal news conference on July 25, 1969.
The particular importance of several statements made by the
President at the conference has been attested to by Mr., Nixon
himself by referring to them several times since then. At
Guam the President spoke for publication, but stipulated that
he not be quoted directly. Hence, there are no official
public transcripts of this conference. However, in a major
address, on November 3, 1969, concerning Vietnam the President--
in explaining the policy which has come to be known as the
Nixon Doctrine-~specifically made reference to the three
guiding principles for future American policy toward Asia as
he had laid them down at Guam,

The following extract from the November 3, 1969 address
contains these principles. For those desiring a fuller
account of the Guam conference, excerpts from an unofficial
‘account of the news meeting can be found in The New York
Times, July 26, 1969,

(Extract from President Nixon's Address to the Nation,
November 3, 1969, as published in the Weekly Compilation of
PRESIDENTIAL DOCUMENTS, November 8, 1969, p. 1546-1554,)

What is proposed is in line with a major shift in U.S.
foreign policy which I described in my press conference at
Guam on July 25. Let me briefly explain what has been described
as the Nixon Doctrine--a policy which not only will help end the
war in Vietnam, but which is an essential element of our program
to prevent future Vietnams,. '

We Americans are a do-it=-yourself people. We are an
impatient people. Instead of teaching gomeone else to do a
job, we like to do it ourselves, And this trait has been
carried over into our foreign policy.

In Korea and again in Vietnam, the United States fur-
nished most of the money, most of the arms, and most of the
men to help the people of those countries defend their free-
dom against Communist aggression.
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Before any American troops were committed to Vietnam, a
leader of another Asian country expressed this opinion to me
when I was traveling in Asia as a private citizen. He said,
"When you are trying to assist another -nation defend its
freedom, U.S. policy should be to help them fight the war but
not to fight.the war. for them."

Well, in accordance with this wise counsel, I laid down
in Guam three principles as guidelines for future American
policy toward Asia:

First, the United States will keep all of its treaty
commitments.

Second, we shall provide a shield if a nuclear power
threatens the freedom of a nation allied with us or of a
nation whose survival we consider vital to our security.

Third, in cases involving other types of aggression, we
shall furnish military and economic assistance when requested
in accordance with our treaty commitments. But we shall
look to the nation directly threatened to assume the primary
responsibility of providing the manpower for its defense.

After I announced this policy, I found that the leaders
of the Philippines, Thailand, Vietnam, South Korea, and
other nations which might be threatened by Communist aggres-
sion, welcomed this new direction in American foreign policy.

.The defense of freedom is everybody's business--not just
America's business. And it is partlcularly the responsibil-
ity of the people whose freedom is threatened. 1In the
previous administration, we Americanized . the war in Vietnam.
In this administration, we are Vietnamizing the search for
peace.
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Statement by Secretary Rogers

U.S. POLICY ON THE MIDDLE EAST

The most comprehensive statement. oj US. policy on the Middle Eas! issued by
this Adminisiration waos recently delwmd by Socretaru of State William P. Rogers.

No area of the world today is more important bbcauu it “could easily again becoms
the -source of another serious conflagration,” Mr. Rogers said. Since it was obvious
that Israel and the Arab countries plone “could not overcome their legacy of suspicior
to achieve a political settlement,” ho pointed out, the U.S, dscided it had o responsi-
bility to play a direct role in inlernational oﬁorts to help in sesking o solution.
Participating in Four Power talks at the UN. and in bilateral talke with the USSR,
the US. has recently submitied detailed propbaala on apenﬁc aspeets of the Middle
East problem.

"4 durable peace must meet the legitimale concerna of both sides,” Seeretary Rogers
emphasized in hia policy speech of Dec. 9, pointing out that “necessary compromises”
advocated by the US. “may- and probably will be uwpa-latabk to both gidea.”” Following

January 17, 1970

are exwrpts from his statement.

7

When this Administration took office, one of our first actions
in foreign affairs was to examine carefully the entire situation
in the Middle East.

We accepted a suggestion put forward both by the French
Government and the secretary general of the United Nations.
We agreed that the major powers—the U.S,, the USSR, the
United Kingdom, and France—should cooperate to assist the
secretary general’s representative, Ambassador Jarring, in
working out a settlement in accordance with the resolution of
the U.N. Security Council of November 1967. We also decided
to consult directly with the Soviet Unien, hoping to achieve as
wide an area of agreement as possible between us.

We knew that nations not directly involved could not make
e durable peace for the people and governments involved.
Peace rests with the parties to the conflict. [But] the efforts
of major powers can help.

OQur policy is and will continue to be a balanced one. We
have friendly ties with both Arabs and Israelis. To call for
Israeli withdrawa! as envisaged in the U.N. resclution without
achieving agreement on peace would be partisan toward the
Araba. To call on the Arnhs to accept peace without Israeli
withdrawal would be partisan toward Israel. Therefore, our
policy is to encourage the Arabs to accept a permanent peace
based on a binding agreement and to urge the Israelis to with-
draw from occupied territory when their territorinl integrity
is assured as envisaged by the Security Council Resclution.

The Security Council Resolution

Let me outline our policy on various elements of the Seeurity
Council Resolution. The basic and related issues might be
described as peace, security, withdrawal and territory.

» Peace between the Parties: The Resolution of the Security
Council makes clear that the goal is the establishment of a
state of peace between the parties instead of the state of bel-
ligerency which has charncterized relations for over 20 years.
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We believe the conditions and cbligations of peace must be
defined in specific terms. For example, navigation rights in
the Suez Canal and the Straights of Tiran should be spelled"
out. Respect for sovereignty and obligations of the parties td¢
each other must be made specific.

¢ Security. A lasting peace must be sustained by a sense
of security on both sides. To this end, as envisaged in the

‘A durable peace must meet the
legitimate concerns of both sides.’

Security Council Resolution, there should be demilitarized zones
and relaled security arrangements more reliable than those
which existed in the area in the past. The parties themselves,
with Ambassador Jarring’s help, are in the best position to
work out the nature and .the details of such security arrange-
ments.

s Withdrawal and Territory. The Security Council Resoclu-
tion endorses the principle of the nen-acquisition of territory
by war and calls for withdrawal of Israeli armed forces from
territories occupied in the 1367 war. We support this part of
the Resolution, including withdrawal, .just as we do its other
elements.

The boundaries from which the 1967 war began were estab-
lished in the 1949 Armistice Agreements and have defined the
areas of national jurisdiction in the Middle East for 20 years.
Those boundaries were armistice lines, not final political
borders. The rights, claims and positions of the parties in an
ultimate penceful settlement were reserved by the Armistice
Agreements.

The Security Council Resolution neither endorses nor pre-
cludes these armistice lines as the definitive political boun-
daries. However, it calls for withdrawal from ‘gecupied terri-
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tor'i:es, the non-acquisition of territory by war, and for the

establishment of secure and recognized boundaries.

We believe that while recognized political boundaries must
be éstablished, and agreed upon by the parties, any changes
in the pre-existing lines should not reflect the weight of con-
quest and should be confined to imsubstantial alterations re-
quired for mutual security. We do not support expansionism.
We believe troops must be withdrawn as the Resolution pro-
vides. We support lsrael’s security and the security of the
Arab states as well. We are for a lasting peace that requires
security for both.

Refugees and Jerusalem
By emphasizing the key issues of peace, security, withdrawal
_and territory, I do not want to leave the impression that other
issues are not equally important. Two in particular deserve
special mention—the questions of refugees and of Jerusalem.
There can be no lasting peace without a just settlement of
the problem of those Palestinians whom the wars of 1848 and
1967 have made homeless. This human dimension of the Arab-
Israeli conflict has been of special concern to the U.S. for over
20 years. During this period the U.S. has eontributed about
$500 million for the support and education of the Palestine
refugees. We are prepared to contribute generously along
with others to solve this problem. We believe its just se
must take into a.ccount the desires and agpi

the area.
The question of the future status of Jeigi¥s
touches deep emotional, historical angarNM

particularly complicated. We have
nd) we an . D

the past two and one-half yea ;‘
lateral . actions by any party to Tehide the fi &‘ atus

eity. We believe its status can @ :

agreement of the parties con e, whlc %\:
means primarily the Governments of Israel Wu --'..,. B
"into aecount the interests of other countries
the international community. do, howevely 2
principles which we believe would provide s
work for a Jerusnlem settlement.

Specifically, we believe Je. em 5
within, which there would noﬁr
ment of persons and goods sho
unified city for persons of all
ments for the administration
into account the interests of

be rules for both Isrnel and Jo
religious life of the city.

1 have already referred to our tal
In connechon with those talks there ha
we have been seeking to divide the Arab sta
UAR to make a scparate peace. These nllegat
is a fa.ct t-ha;,we and the Soviets have been conce
the queshons of a settlement between Israel and the UA
have been doing this in the full understanding en both our parts
t.ha.t. befone there can be a settiement of the Arab-Israeli
oonﬂlct there must be ngreement between the parties on other
aspects of the settlement—not only those related to the UAR
but also those related to Jordan and other states which accept
the Security Council Resolution of November 1967.

ga.twns tha!
ng the

We with the Israeli-UAR aapect because of "its
inherent importance for future stability in the area and be-
cause one must start somewhere.

We ‘are also ready to pursue the Jordanian aspects of a
settlement—in fact the Four Powers in New York have begun
such discussions. Let me make it perfectly clear that the U.S.
position is that implementation of the overall settlement would

'We will not shrink from ad-
vocating necessary compromises,
even though they may and prob-
a'l:’ly will be unpalatable to both
sides.’

begin only after complete agreement had been reached on
related aspects of the problem.

In our recent meetings with the ‘Soviets, we have discussed
some new fermulas in an attempt to find common positions.
They consiast of three principal elements:

Firgt, there should be a binding commitment by Israel and

provisions of . peace relating to security
&o d¢ should be worked out between the
sador Jarring's auspices, utilizing the
es followed lwyﬁotiating't.he Armistice Agreements
in ¥94%tat Rhodes. This formula has been

Ralph ¥hnche
g ces id n
principal objective of the Four

ith
blenﬁm
_ﬁ ieve, shdald be to help Ambassador Jarring

fipd in a negotiating process under the Rhodea

egotiations between the parties

gihtlement betﬁn Israel and the United Arab
4&= ese safeguards relate primarily to the area

faykh controllin ess to the Gulf of Agaba,
tmilitarized z an foreseen in the Seecurity

..&:,

; -’- ﬁ%‘“« ution, " ﬂnn arrgngements in the Gaza Strip.
the k e and agreement on specific
dr of Israeli forces from Egyptla.n

qul

f safe /?
‘:’

addresses the principal national

erns of Both Isr. the UAR. It would require the

; ;; to“adfFPe to o bi and specific commitment to peace.
puld require; wj al of Israeli nrmed forces from UAR

: nbory to the in ional border between Israel and Egypt
whld‘l ha.s in existence for over a half century, It would

e parties themselves to negotiate the practical

gements to safeguard the pesace.
e belmve that this approach is balanced and fair. We
remain interested in good relations with all states in the
area. . . . We will not shrink from advocating necessary com-
promises, even though they may and probably will be un-
palatable to both sides. We remain prepared to work with
others—in the area and throughout the worid—so long as they
sincerely seek the end we seek: a just and lasting peace.
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November 22, 1969

U. S. Policy in Latin America - Il

ACTION FOR PROGRESS

In o major policy statement on Oct. 81, President
Nizon announced the new adminisiration’s Latin Ameri-
can policy and deacribed ita goal as a decads of “Aclion
for Progress.”

The President pointed out that his suggestions for
new directions in U.S. policy were shaped by his own
tripe to Latin countries, by Governor Nelson Rockefeller's
report on hig recent tour, and by some of the views ex-
preased in the Comsensus of Vifia del Mar. This docu-
ment, listing requests for cooperation agreed to by 19
Latin governments at a meeting in May in Vifia del Mar,
Chile, wag delivered to Mr. Nizon last Juna.

The views expressed in the Conaensus were reflocted
in a recent speech by Seior Galo Plaza of Ecuador, See-
relary General of the Organization of American States,
Excerpts from his oddress were published in COM-
MANDERS DIGEST on Nov. 15 as Part I of “US.
Policy in Latin America” Below is Part II: excerpls
Jfrom the President's statement of Oct. 81.

For years, we in the United States have pursued the illusion
that we alone could re-make continents. Conscious of our wealth
and technology, seized by the force of good . intentions, driven
by habitual impatience, remembering the dramatic success of
the Marshall Plan in postwar Europe, we have sometimes
imagined that we knew what was best for everyone else and
that we could and should make 1t happen. Well, experience has
taught us better.

What 1 hope we c¢an achieve, therefore, is a more mature
partnership in which all voices are heard and none is predoml-
nant.

A New Approach

Tonight, I offer no grandiose promises and no¢ panaceas. I do
offer action. The actions I propose represent a new approach.
They are based on five principles:

* First, & firm commitment to the Inter-American system, to
the compacts which bind us in that system—as exemplified by
the Organization of American States and hy the principles so
nobly set forth in its charter.

* Second, respect for national identity and national dignity,
in & partnership in which rights and responsibilities are shared
by a community of independent states.

¢ Third, a firm commitment to continued U.S. assistance
for Hemispheric development.

.= Fourth, a belief that the principal future pattern of this
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assistanece must be U.S. support for Latin American initiatives,
and that this can best be achieved on a multilateral basis
within the inter-American system.

* Finally, a dedication to improving the quality of life
in this new world of curs——to making people the center of
our econcerns, and to helping meet their economie, social and
human needs.

Many voices from the Americas in these first months of our

'Our goal for the 70's should be a
decade of Action for Progress for
the Americas.’

new Administration . . . have told us they wanted fewer prom-
ises and more action. They have told us that the U.S. aid pro-
grams seemed to have helped the United States more than
Latin America. They have told us that our trade policies were
ingensitive to the needs of other American nations.

Intended As Examples.

In proposing apecific changes tonight, I mean these as ex-
amples of the actions I believe are possible in a néﬁf’ kind of
partnership in the Americas, S

1 propose that a multilateral inter-American ngency be given
an increasing share of responsibility for development assnstnnce
decisions. CIAP—the Inter-American Committee for the Al-
liance for Progress—could be given this new functh;. Qr an
entirely new agency could be created within the sy!:i’tiﬁ]?l.

One of the areas most urgently in need of new policies is
the area of trade . . . In order to finance their import needs
and to achieve self- suatammg growth, the other Arnencan na-

tions must expand their exports, it

Most Latin American exports now are raw material and
foodstuffs. We are attempting to help the other countnes of
the Hemisphere to stabilize their earnings from t.hese_ exports,
to inerease them as time goes on. ‘ a-

Increasingly, however, those countries will have jto turn
more toward manufactured and semi-manufactured :products
for balanced development and major export growth. Thus they
need to be assured of access to the expanding marketa of the
industrialized world . .. nii

For several years now, virtually all loans made under U.S8.
aid programs have been “tied”—that is, as you know, they
have been encumbered with restrictions designed to maintain
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VU.B. exports, including a requirement that the money be spent
on purchases in the U.S.

In June, I ordered the most cumbersome restrictions removed.
In addition, [ announce tonight that I am now ordering that
effective Nov. 1, loan dollars sent to Latin America under AID
be freed to allow purchases not only here, hut anywhere in
Latin America

a U. 8. Private Investment

For a developing country, eonstructive foreign private In-
vestment has the special advantage of being a prime vehicle
for the transfer of techriology. And certainly, from no other
soures is s0 much investment capital available. e

As we have seen, however, . . . a capital-importing country
Imust] expect a serious impairment of its ability to attract
investment funds when it acts against existing investments in
a way which runs counter to commonly accepted norms of
international law and behavior. Unfortunately, and perhaps
anfairly, such acts in one of the Americas affect investors in
the entire region. .

We will not encourage U.S. private investment wbere it is
not wanted' or where local conditions face it with unwarranted
risks. But I must state my own strong belief, and it is this:
I think that properly motivated private enterprise has a vitally
important role to play in social as well as economic develop-
ment in al] of the nations. We have seen it work in our owm
country. We have seen it work in other countries, whether they

‘For years we In the United States
have pursued the illuslon that we
alone could re-make continents.’

are developing or developed, other countries that lately have
been recording the world’s moat spectacular rates of economig
growth,

In the Consensus of Viiia del Mar, we were asked for an
onprecedented effort to share our scientific and technical capa-
bilities. .

This, I pledge to you tonight: The nation that went to the
moon in peace for all mankind is ready, ready to share its
technology in peace with its nearest neighbors.

Explosive Forces

And now, my friends in the American family, I tum to a
sensitive subject. Debates have long raged, raged in the U.S.
and elsewhere, as to what our attitude should be toward the
various forms of government within the Inter-American
system. :

My own country lives by a democratic system which has pre-
served its form for nearly two centuries. It has ita problems.
But we arv proud of our system. We are jealous of our liberties.
We bope that eventually mest, perhaps all, of the world's
people will share what we believe to be the blessings of a
genuine democracy. :

We are aware that most people today in most countries of
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‘A firm eommitment to continued U. 8. assistance
for Hemispheric development.’

the world do not share those blessings. 1 would be less than
honest if I did not express my concern over examples of liberty
compromised, of justice denied or of rights infringed.

Nevertheless, we recognize that enormous, sometimes ex-
plosive, forces for change are operating in Latin Ameriea.
These create instabilities, and bring changes in governments.
On the diplomatic level, we must deal realistically with govern-
ments in the Inter-American system as they are.

However, I would stress one other point. We cannot bave a
peaceful community of nations if one nation sponsors armed
subversion in another’s territory. The Ninth Meeting of Ameri-
can Foreign Ministers eclearly enunciated this principal. The
“export” of revolution is an intervention which our system
cannot condone, and a nation like Cuba which seeks to prac-
tice _it can hardly expect to share in the beneflts of this com-
munity, .

For three-quarters of a century, many of us bave been
linked together ... in a joint quest for a better future .., We
have joined in a noble Alliance for Progress, whose principles
still guide us. Now I suggest our goal for the 70’s should be a
decade of Action for Progress for the Americas.

As we geek to forge a new partnership, we must recognize
that we are a community of widely diverse peoples. Qur cul-
tures are different. Qur perceptions are often different. Our
emotional reactions are often different. May it always be that
way. What a dull world it would be if we were all alike. Part-
nership-—mutuality—these do not flow naturally. We have to
work at them.

As we look together down the cloaing decades of the century,
we gee tasks that summon the very best that ia in us. But those
tagks are difficult, precisely because they do mean the difference
between 'despair and fulfillment for most of the 600 million
people who will live in Latin America in the year 2000, Those
lives are our challonge.



APPENDIX IV
U.S. POLICY STATEMENT ON AFRICA

'The following extracts are taken from an exchange of
letters between Secretary Rogers and President Nixon on
March 26, 1970, together with a policy statement on Africa
which was submitted to the President with Secretary Rogers's
" letter.

(Published in The Department of State Bulletin,
April 20, 1970}

PRESIDENT NIXON'S LETTER

The White tHouse
Washington, March 26, 1970

Dear Mr. Secretary:

Your thoughtfully prepared policy statement on Africa
is wholeheartedly approved.

You know of my keen personal interest in relations with
the African countries. We have both felt the spirit and
dynamism of this continent and its people. I believe we now
have a special opportunity to maintain and to expand our
present relationships and am pleased that you and your staff
have made so complete and positive an examination of the
paths that are available to us.

You may count on my full support in the fulfillment of
this program. It establishes a good foundation upon which-
we can respond to African needs and build that relationship
of cooperation and understanding which we desire.

[N

m

Sincerely,
RICHARD NIXON
The Honorable William P. Rogers

The Secretary of State
Washington, D.C, 20520

Lv

oL
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U.S. AND AFRICA IN THE 70's
A. AFRICA AND THE U.S.

Africa, for many reasons, deserves the active attention
and support of the United States. It is in our national
interest to cooperate with African countries in their.endeavors
to 1mprove conditions of life and to help.in thelr efforts
to build. an equltable political and economic order in which
all can effectlvely share.

* hk k k *

Africa is growing closer to the United States. Communi-
cations with Africa are rapidly developing, and communicaticn
links with other contlnents through. Intelsat are now in
operatlon and more ‘African earth stations are being constructed.
Two major American airlines serve the continent. Overflight
rights are important to our commerce and to our scientific
efforts. We have important communications facilities in
both West and East Africa. Our space and scientific programs
rely on the cooperation of the peoples and governments of
Afrlca.ﬁ_ . .

The resources of Afrlca are products which we purchase
substantlally in international trade: rubber, petroleum, A
bauxite, timber, coffee, cocoa, minerals and precious stones,
tc name a few. They are important to the Africans as a
primary.source of their wealth.

Amerlca S llnks w1th the peoples. of. Afrlca have been
extensive. Missionaries have established schools and hospitals
throughout. the continent and have lived and worked in Africa
many years before official relations were establlshed . We
have demonstrated humanitarian concern for the people of
the continent in. our provision of help and relief in count-
less ways.

And, flnally, we are linked by the cultural fact that
one out of every ten. Americans has his origins in.Africa.

B.. WHAT WE SEEK

We seek a relationship of constructive cooperation with
the nations of Africa--a c00perat1ve and equal relationship
with all who wish it. We are prepared to have diplomatic
relations under conditions of mutual respect with all the
nations of the continent. We want no military allies, no
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spheres of influence, no big power'cdmpetition in Africa.
Our policy is a policy related to African countries and not
a policy based upon our relations with non-African countries.

* kX * % *

But in this participation we do not seek any kind of
domination. We seek with all nations the closest relation-
ship which is mutually acceptable and beneficial, but seek
it with full respect for diversity among nations.

x kx k Xk X
C. WHAT AFRICAHNS SELK

An effective relationship with Africa depends on an under—
standing of Africa and its needs. We have sougnt in our
discussions and visits with African leaders and African
peoples to determine how they define these nceds.

hey have spoken to us first of their strong desire to
satisfy the aspirations of their people for a better life.
They want to do this through economic cooperation. They
want economic assistance now to make themselves less
dependent later on foreign resources. They look to trade as
a more equitable relationship than aid, They want invest-
ment in which they are partners. '

After decades of being governed from afar, they want
respect for human dignity. They want to abolish dlscrlmlna-
tion. They want equality throughout the contlnent

'They want self-determination throughout the continent.
They want respect for the independence of the new nations
and for their sovereignty. They welcome c00peratlon w1th
other nations but they do not want intervention.

They want to build political and social institutions
based on their own cultural patterns. They want to adapt
ideas from abroad to their own psychology and spirit.

They want respect for the boundaries of Africa and security
for each nation within these boundaries. They want recog-
‘nition that, within its infinite diversity, Africa has a
cohesion and a unity of its own, such as represented by the
Organization of African Unity.
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D. THE U.S. RESPONSE

The United States desires to be _responsive. to Afrlca, even
though, there are limitations on our capac1t1es and our .
resources. -

We de51re economic relations on a basis of mutual benefit
and respect Recognlzlng the need for capltal and technical
a551stance, the United States directly and in cooperation
with others will continue to help. The U.S. will pursue
more active programs of trade and private investment, with
full recognition of African sovereignty.

We will continue to sﬁpport wider cooperation on a regional
and continental basis among African countries.

The United’ States will continue to stand for racial
equality and self-determination looking for peaceful and
evolutionary solutions to advance these goals. We will help
to prov1de economic alternatives for the small independent
states in southern Africa.

We will avoid supplying arms in southern Africa,rand we
will persist in our support for self-determination.

We will respect the institutions which the Africans them-
selves create., While we in this country have a preference
for democratic procedures, we recognize that the forces for
change and nation-building which operate in Africa may create
governmental patterns not necessarily consistent with such
pr0cedures.

E. ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE POLICY

An American economic assistance program in Africa is in
United States national interests. We wish to see African
countries develop and take their rightful place in cooperative
international efforts to resolve worldwide problems. The
drive and determination to develop must come from the African
countries thenselves., DBut at this point in their develop-
ment, when per capita annual incomes average about $135,
most of these countries need substantial external assistance
to achieve rates of progress responsive to the minimum
aspirations of their more. than 300 million people for a better
life, Our pr1nc19al concern, therefore, is how most effec=-
tively to make capital assistance and technical knowledge
from the developed nations available to these developing
nations.
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Ever since the wave of independence swept through Africa
in the late '50's and early '60's, Western European nations
and multidonor organlzatlons have provided 60 to 70 percent
of economic assistance to Africa. Because of their strong
traditional and historic links to Africa, we hope the
European nations will continue to provide the bulk of foreign
assistance to Africa. But the United States also has deep
and special ties to Africa. We should do our fair share in
support of the independence and growth of African nations.

F. U.S. ASSISTANCE

x * % *x %

We intend to provide more assistance to Africa through
international institutions and multidonor arrangements.

* * * Kk %

G. JOINT PUBLIC-PRIVATE TECHNICAL COOPERATION

We shall encourage the greater utilization of American
citizens from the private sector to meet development needs
in Africa.

* * % % %

il. PRIVATE INVESTMENT

There has been a steady growth in U.S. private investment
in Africa since most of the African nations achieved their
independence .

* % * Xx %

_ We believe that private investment can and should play a
growing role, above and beyond public assistance, in African
development. ' ) '

J. THE PROBLEM OF SOUTHERN AFRICA

One of the most critical polltlcal problems .of continen-
tal concern relates to southern Africa. The problems of
southern Africa are extremely stubborn. Passions are strong
on both sides. We see no easy solutions. o

Yet the modern world demands a community of nations based
on respect for fundamental human rights. These are not only
moral and legal principles; they are powerful and ultimately
irresistible political and historical forces. We take our
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stand on the side of those forces of fundamental human rights
in southern Africa as we do at home and elsewhere.

k % * * &

Our relations with the Republic of South Africa have been
a matter of particular attention. We do not believe cutting
our ties with this rich, troubled land would advance the cause
we pursue or help the majority of the people of that country.

* % & & %

As for the Portuguese Territories, we shall continue to
believe that their peoples should have the right of self-
determination. We will encourage peaceful progress toward
that goal.

* kK k&
CONCLUSION

As the President said in his Report to the Congress on
Foreign Policy: "We want the Africans to build a better life
for themselves and their children. We want to see an Africa
free of poverty and disease, and free too of economic or
political dependence on any outside power. And we want Afri-
cans to build this future as they think best, because in that
way both our help and their efforts will be most relevant to
their needs.,"
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'FOREWORD

To all of you who participated so enthusiastically in
the. Naval War College's Twenty-second Annual Global Strategy
Discussions, may I express my appreciation as well .as the
appreciation of Secretary Chafee and Under Secretary Warner.

As I lndlcated to you in my opening remarks, the
Discussions were not designed to find finite solutions to the
polltlcal and strategic problems fac1ng the United States
today. Rather, the objective was, as in previous annual
Discussions, to expand our individual awareness of these
problems and to analyze the means by which our nation can
best achieve its goals in the years ahead. I believe that
I can state with confidence that this objective was fully
achieved.

This year's Discussions were characterized, as they have
been every year since they began in 1949, by the complete
and free exchange of ideas and views whlch is the principal
characteristic of.the environment of academic freedom of the
Naval War College. This complete freedom of expression, of
course, resulted in a wide range of views, with the extremes
being directly opposed in most instances. That the Discussions
were so stimulating and enlightening is due as much to our
differences as to any other aspect of the week's activities.

It is precisely because our major goal was so well
achieved that it would be difficult if not impossible to
determine or summarize any consensus of participant's views.
For this reason the views expressed in this brochure are not
represented as consensus views; nor are they necessarily .
intended to represent the views of the Naval War College or of
the Department of the Navy. 1In fact; while some opinions were
very widely held, other views expressed herein are in many
cases controversial. The only criterion for their selection
from the daily committee summaries is that they were typical
of the thoughtful and thought-provoking ideas which emerged
in committee sessions.

Our hope is that these summaries;, used in conjunction with
the War College student's views on national objectives and
strategies--our "Blue Book," Guide to Committee Discussions--
will prove to be:stimulating and valuable as you. 1ndiv1dually
pursue your interest in problems of global strategy in the
months ahead.

COL T
al, U.5. Navy
, Naval War College



I. THE NIXON DOCTRINE IN PERSPECTIVE

15 JUNE 1970

The discussion of the Nixon-Doctrine, which was the
unifying theme of this year's Global Strategy Discussions,
covered a wide range of -viewpoints and perspectives,

The debate on the "partnership" concept of the Doctrine
was particularly interesting. Participants readily per-
ceived not only the advantages-but also the dilemmas and
anomalies posed by the partnership theory. For example, some
wondered--in relationship .to the:less developed nations in
particular--if true partnership is a viable concept when one
nation (the United States) is so-much stronger, richer, etc.,
than its "partners." 1In any event, the realities which force
the United States to shoulder major burdens in support of its
partners were recognized,

Of special interest were the views expressed concerning
the relatively slight impact the Doctrine seems to have had.
on the civilian community .compared with the importance attached
to it by the military. This would appear to support the view
that, if the public were better educated regarding the nature
of the external threat .to U.S. national security, they would
be more alert to the requirement for an adequate U.S. and
allied defense posture,

As in most of the week's discussions, the principal
benefits were derived from identification and clarification
of problems rather than from.arriving at general consensus
on strategies and courses .of .action with respect to
the Nixon Doctrine. But, .as this was the primary aim of the
Discussions, we can feel some satisfaction with our endeavors.

If one had to agree on a single general concept shared
by many of the participants, it-would be that the Nixon Doc-
trine represents a broad policy approach for American foreign
and defense policy and not an explicit guide for action. But
even here there was disagreement on the extent to which the
Doctrine was perceived as being a fundamentally new policy.

In the final analysis, the Nixon Doctrine provided an
effective framework for the stimulating discussions which
carried on through the rest of the week.

Just a few of the many other intéresting ideas and views
expressed during the discussion period devoted to this topic
are listed below:

(1) The threat is not perceived equally by our major
allies. '



(2) Some of our allies doubt .the will of the United
States to come to their aid in a crisis.

(3) United States' wvital interests are tied to con-
tinuing alliances with Western Europe and Japan, both of
which can afford, and should be .encouraged, to contribute
to regional defense organizations-

(4) The President is:bound by long-term decisions of
past administrations; therefore, he has little room for
maneuver.

(5) The Soviet Union may .view the United States' will-
ingness to negotiate as a weakness.

(6) The Nixon Doctrine .contemplates negotiations from
a position of strength, but fiscal constraints limit force
levels, undermining this negotiating position.

(7) The ambiguous nature.of the Doctrine is perhaps its
most significant strength. It leaves United States' responses
to world crisis situations deliberately unpredictable.



~ITI. USSR AND EASTERN EUROPE

l6 JUNE 1970

One of the more freguently.discussed issues during this
discussion period revolved :around the .strategic balance
between the U.S. and .the USSR, -with- particular. attention being .
given to the Strategic: Arms Limitations Talks (SALT). In
" this context, the term- suffLC1ency," as used by President
Nixon, was lnterpreted by :some .participants in the Discussions.
as 1mply1ng nuclear "parity" with the Soviets.. The view was
expressed by them that this "parity" was a prereguisite to
SALT. .

There was. con51derable support for the idea that the USSR
may have agreed to SALT only in order to relieve the tension
on their domestic programs caused by a costly, continuing arms
race. ' An oplnlon was also .expressed that, should SALT prove
successful in llmltlng the .strategic arms race, "wars of
national liberation" would .then become the principal outlet for
Soviet expan51onlst energies.

Durlng ‘this and other.dlscussion periods, the subject of
the Soviet- -naval threat was:.pursued at:length., Particular
importance was attached .to:.the-momentum of the Soviet naval
building program and the ‘quality .of the ships, weapons and
equipment they are producing.-. The .scope’ of future Soviet naval
power this momentum will ‘produce-was viewed as a much greater
threat than anything we face.today. Regarding the Soviet
Merchant Marine, opinions :varied, ranging from those of the
overwhelming majority who ‘felt .that the Soviet Merchant Marine
should be considered an .integral part of the USSR's military
capability, to those few who .regarded .the Soviet merchant fleet
as simply a competitive .economic threat.  This latter view
appeared to downgrade the ‘significance so many saw in the
direct, central, -computerized control exercised by the Soviet
government over its merchant fleet.

In analyzing the Soviet .Union's Eastern European allies,
the view was advanced that .these .allies may not perceive the
need for defense against .the West in the same light as does the
USSR. Some felt that the United States' own problem with its
allies in this respect is .one .shared by the Soviet Union,
except that the Soviet problem .is much greater. Regarding the
Soviet invasion of one .of its own .allies-=-Czechoslovakia--in
1968, one judgment. considered .this as a short-term success but
a long-term failure for the. .Soviets. Another estimate held
that the action was not a .failure for the Soviets, because the
United States and NATO failed to take any counteraction.



This topic was understandably of intense interest to all
who participated. It might .also.be:added that the discussions
could have continued all week .on-this subject alone. Several
other viewpoints expressed .during this period, which are listed
below, represent only a small:pbrtion'of'the issues debated:

(1) Every U.S./USSR confrontatlon has resulted from Soviet
miscalculation of U.S. response. '

(2) Even if the American and Western European public Knew
about the military capabilities .of the Soviets, it is debatable
whether they would believe ‘that a need exists to strengthen our
defense structure to counter them,

(3). The Sino-Soviet .dispute works to the advantage of the
United States, but the United States should refrain from
involvement in the dispute. : ‘ ,

(4) U.S. business 1nlt1at1ves hold potentlal for 1mprov1ng
relations with the USSR.

(5) In crisis situations, the Russians have behaved as
Russians first, bureaucrats second, and communists third.

(6) The USSR.remains.dedicated to a long—term'goal of a
Soviet-dominated world.



ITI. WESTERN EUROPE, ATLANTIC AND MEDITERRANEAN

17 JUNE 1970.

As the President explicitly stated in his major foreign
policy address in February .1970, ". . . in the, third decade of
our commitment to Europe, the . depth of our relatlonshlp is a
fact of lifée. 'We can .no moke .disengage from Europe than from
Alaska." The discussions ‘in .all .committees generally echoed and
approved this view. It was also the general consensus that the
collective “industrial, political and mllltary strength of
Western Europe enables it to be the only area of the world which
could in fact become a full and equal "partner" of the United
States, as contemplated by the Nixon Doctrine. In other areas
of the world, the reality of power will tend to unbalance

"partnership" in one or more aspects.

The major points which emerged in committee summaries
reflected a general awareness of both the advantages and the
difficulties inherent in employing the "three—plllared" policy
of the Nixon Doctrine in Europe. First, Western Europeans are
anxious that the United States continue to maintain its military
strength (partlcularly in Europe) and its commitment to the
security of Europe. Conversely, the Eurcopean view of the U.S.
commitment to Asia is ambivalent: while a precipitous Uu.s.
withdrawal from Asia would lessen European credence in the U.S.
commitment to Europe; continued U.S. involvement in Asia antag-
onizes many Europeans. Similarly, U.S. willingness to negotiate
is both applauded and feared. Perception of the Soviet threat
in certain European nations differs from the American view.
Further, the European looks at improved relations with the USSR
as being not only de51rable, but inevitable. At the same time
however, Europeans have serious reservations concerning
bilateral U.S./USSR negotiations. Finally, partnership is
viewed as a natural and inevitable European right; but at the
same time,'U S. efforts toc encourage a greater European con-
trlbutlon to mutual defense are viewed as an attempt to reduce
the U.S. commitment to Europe. Thus, effective implementation
of the three major features of the Nixon Doctrine will prove a
difficult and complex undertaking, even in this one area of the
world where it should be a totally viable and reallstlc policy.

As might have been anticipated, committee discussions
tended to focus on NATO. A few of. the significant points which
emerged were: )

(1) U.S. economic and domestic issues are driving our
national military strategy, rather than the assessment of Soviet
military capabilities.



(2) The strategy of maintaining "guick reaction" forces in
the United States is politically attractive; however, military
experience shows that prepositioned equipment is difficult to
maintain, and that-any sustained effort must rely on a secure
sealift to the area of operations.

(3) Withdrawal of the U.S. SIXTH FLEET from the Mediterranean
would be a devastating psychological blow to Europe..

(4) The United States must retain a military presence in
_Europe sufficient to indicate U.S. determination and commitment.

(5) The credibility of the U.S. commitment to the defense
of Europe may have been -enhanced by the move into Cambodia.

(6) A continued Allied presence in West Berlin is v1tal to
NATO cohe51on and effectiveness.

(7) Increased European contributions to NATO will be a
function of European willingness to bear the costs, based on the
European perception of the threat.

(8) NATO naval strength could be increased by the develop-
ment of specialized forces by certain navies which could be com--
bined as multinational forces in being or as "call-up" forces.

(9) Unilateral reduction of forces by the NATO countries
will not influence similar Warsaw Pact reductions.

(10} Although the Soviet Union seeks to project a liberal
image, Soviet objectives have not changed as evidenced by
events in Czechoslovakla

{11) NATO would not react if the Brezhnev Doctrine were
.exercised only in Eastern Bloc countries.

(12) Western Europe's efforts to break the solidarity of the
Eastern Bloc satellites should be in the nature of economic and
cultural overtures, rather than military.

(13) The future of Western Europe depends, for the most
part, on the future role of Germany. :

(14) U.S. policy should allow and support West German
rapprochement with East Germany so long as U.S. interests are
protected.



IvV. AFRICA, SQUTH OF THE SAHARA

18 JUNE 1970

One of the more commonly held views expressed in the
discussion period on Africa, South of the Sahara, was .that this
area did not represent, in economic, political, or strategic
terms, an area of "vital" interests for the United States.

This does not mean, however, that the United States has no
interest in Africa. Committee discussions of many aspects of
U.S. policy toward this area indicate that we do in fact have
strong secondary interests in Africa, some of which could
adversely affect the domestic situation in our country.

Some participants expressed the general judgment that our
policy for Africa is founded on almost total ignorance of the
continent and its people, customs and views. Another view
~held that African development is better left to private enter-
prise, which can achieve objectives which the United States
Government is not able to realize. Another opinion on this
subject pointed to the unwillingness of private U.S. enterprise
to invest in Africa because of the political instability of
many of the countries there as well as the generally poor state
of economic development.

Some participants felt that increased interest of Black
Americans in Africa may force our national leaders to allot
greater United States resources to that area. This seemed to
coincide with another expressed judgment that our country has
a moral responsibility to become involved in the region. A
more limited view held that the United States should concentrate
its efforts on educating selected potential African leaders,
relying on them to combat the chronic sociological ills of the
area. This could possibly lend truth to charges by Africans of
American neocolonialism. Allied with this feeling was. the
opinion that the United States should not attempt to interfere
in:the internal affairs of African nations, but should make a
strong effort to get its own house in order.

Widely divergent views were expressed on our policy toward
apartheid in Southern Africa, with some holding that the United
States should be strongly against apartheid, and others believ-
ing we should abandon our altruistic policy in this regard and
take a more practical stance.

Some other noteworthy points which emerged during this
discussion period were:

(1) U.S. strategic interests in South Africa, Mozambique,
and Angola as well as in the Azores, may be compromised by a
U.S. policy which is overly concerned with Portugal's colonial
policies and South Africa's apartheid policies.
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(2) The U.S. Navy should play a more active role in
Africa and the Indian Ocean, with more frequent port calls and
exercises.



V. LATIN AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN

18 JUNE 1970

The committee discussions on U.S. policy toward this
region tended to revolve around Latin American domestic
political, economic, and sociological problems. There was
no difficulty in agreeing that these problems are numerous
and long standing. Those of more recent vintage have to do
with the rising intensity of nationalism, the growing youth
unrest, and the desire for military strength and prestige.
Allied with the increasingly nationalistic spirit, in the
estimate of some participants, is the perennial Latin
American antagonism toward what they consider U.S. domination.

One of the criticisms which emerged in discussions was
the charge that U.S. Latin American policy is inadequate
because it is reactionary in nature and does not anticipate
problems in this part of the world. There were those who
tended to believe that a contributory factor in the inade-
guacy of U.S. policy was our tendency to regard Latin
America as a homogeneous entity. The idea was expressed
that U.S. programs should recognize the vast individual
differences between Latin American states, and should be
tailored to reflect these differences.

There was a significant amount of discussion concerning
hemispheric security and the U.S. commitment to that security.
Some committees thought the U.S. concern for security would
cause this country to act unilaterally, if required, to pre-
vent a Communist takeover of another Latin American nation.
One expressed judgment was that the 'member states of the
Organization of American States (OAS) are not in agreement
as to the extent of the threat posed to Latin America by
international communism, but that the Latin Americans do
agree that the United States exaggerates this threat.

Included in some of the estimates and judgments which
emerged in committee discussions--and which are related to
the foregoing--are the following ideas:

(1) The OAS is a viable, though somewhat limited organ-
ization. Though the United States has shown an increasing
tendency to consult the OAS rather than to act unilaterally,
the effects have been minimized by the belief of some Latin
American states that the OAS serves as an instrument for
the implementation of U.S, foreign policy.



{2) The Latin American military is the major stabilizing

factor in the area. U.S. policy has neglected and often

deliberately affronted this group, with predictable results.

This is especially true with respect to the rising young
officer corps who have sought to force social and economic
reform.

(3) U.S. interests in Latin America are primarily
economic, However, the marked growth in nationalism and
political instability are becoming direct concerns to U.S.
foreign policy.

(4) U.S. efforts in Latin America are diluted by the
image of the United States conveyed by its own domestic
news media. '

(5) Congressional actions to inhibit expropriations,
such as the Hickenlooper Amendment, are in fact, counter-
productive.
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VI. MIDDLE EAST

18 JUNE 1970

S

The complex and. frustrating issues in- the Middle.East,.
principally the Arab-Israeli. dispute, were particularly-
1nterest1ng tOplCS for discussion. Naturally; ‘the. prevalent
view held by participants was that the Middle-East-is a highly
explosive area which poses the highest potential risk for
U.S./USSR confrontation. A thoughtful judgment was made that
time is not-on. .the side of the Israelis because of the tre-:
mendous. demands: the conflict places on their economy and.
population. However, no clear and feasible recommendations
for solutions to the problem evolved from the discussion.

One of the more controversial aspects of- this issue
concerned the probability of direct U.S. involvement in the
conflict if it became a matter of survival for Israel. Some
committees conjectured that the United States would probably:-
commit forces to insure Israel's survival within her pre--
1967 borders. Needless to say, there was no consensus on
this issue.

The importance of Middle East oil was frequently:
discussed, with some holding to the view that United States'
interest in the Middle East is primarily economic, and that
our strategic interest stems only from our allies' dependence
on the area for most of their oil. On the same issue, an
interesting observation was made that it is the economic
power- which control of Middle East oil carries with it that
is the true objective of both the Western and Communist

states.

With respect to the Soviet buildup in the Mediterranean
area, the opinion of most participants was that this limits
U.S. options in the area, including the option to employ
freely the U.S. SIXTH FLEET in the Eastern Mediterranean.

One view on the Soviet fleet buildup, which might appear
rather startling to some, holds that the Soviet move seaward
is a major step toward their ultimate goal. of gaining control
of the strategic Iranian/Afganistani land bridge to the
Indian Ocean.

The broad scope as well as the varied and thoughtful
quality of these committee discussions and analyses reflect
the concern and interest with which this region of the
world is regarded by Americans. Indicative of this are the
following additional comments made in discussion sessions:
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(1) Israel has the potential for nuclear weapons and
may well be driven to developing and using them.

(2) U.S. domestic opinion, which now generally favors
Israel, may be diminishing due to Israeli retaliatory acts
against the Arabs. :

7 -(3) The ambivalent attitude of some U.S. legislators-
who abhor U.S. involvement in Vietnam, but urge U.S. involve-
ment in- the Middle East, may be derived from a general empathy
for Israeli efficiency and motivation.

(4) Continued U.S. support of Israel jeopardizes the
existence of the moderate Arab regimes.

(5) Soviet interests would be served by reopening the
Suez Canal.

(6) Western Europe regards "Arab oil" as a vital national

interest and would compromise Israel's existence to preserve
access to that oil.
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.VII. THE PACIFIC AND ASIA

19 JUNE 1970

The discussions on. the Pacific:énd Asia tended -quite
naturally to concentrate on.the two'most powerful nations
of the. area, Communist China and. Japan. ) '

The generally held American view of China as a great
mystery seemed to be. supported in.the.committee discussions.
First:.and, foremost, it. was génerally concluded that the
United Statés. must work toward understanding Chinese culture,
character and national aspirations in order to build a base
for improved relations. . However, even.while conceding a
general inadequacy of knowledge of China, many committees
arrived at several reasonably specific views of China.
Included among these were:

(l).ﬁvénthélly; the two Chinas may be reunited politically,
as the result of a peaceful settlement.’ '

.{2) Chinese communism, while apparently very aggressive
and expansionist, is actually conservative, inward-looking,
and: pragmatic.

However, even among those who held to these views of
China, concern was expressed that China's domestic problems
of food production and rapidly expanding population may .
force her leaders to adopt a more irrational- foreign policy
which could lead to-a major war in Asia.

Japan was the second major focus of the discussion
period on Asia and the Pacific. There was widespread
agreement that Japan is the key to the future of this area
and the logical major partner of the-United States in Asia
as contemplated by the Nixon Doctrine. Some participants,
however, expressed reservations concerning the future of
U.S./Japanese relations and the directions of Japanese
influence  and ambitions in the area. Among these was:
serious concern for the reliability of a militarily and
economically strong Japan as an ally in the future, ‘Related
to this concern, but on a different tack, was a general
question of Japan's ability effectively to relieve the
United States of its Asian responsibilities in view of the
general fear of Japan prevalent in the area, and of the
widespread Asian anxiety toward increased Japanese influence
in the area. A final limitation on American credence- in
Japan as an ally concerns Japanese relations with China.
Japan tends to view China as both a commercial market
and a potential commercial rival, but not as a military
threat.
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Some other specific viewpoints which emerged from the
discussions were:

(1) Conflict in Korea is unlikely, because it might
precipitate war between China and Russia.

(2) The United States has a vital interest in ensuring
that a balance of power is maintained in the Pacific and’
Asia generally.

(3) The United States has decided in principle to leave
Vietnam even though detailed plans for final withdrawal are
still uncertain.

(4) Okinawa, though a key military base for the United
States, should not dominate our strategy if it hurts our
relations with Japan.

(5) Singapore remains a vital issue for U.S5. forward
strategy. Australian influence could be a means of main-
taining Western use of the port.

(6) If the United States is to continue to maintain

a forward defense posture in Asia under the Nixon Doctrine,
the most logical and feasible means will be through seapower.
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_FOREWORD

To all of you who participated so enthusiastically in
the Naval War College's Twenty-second Annual Global Strategy
Discussions, may I express my appreciation as well as the
appreciation of Secretary Chafee and Under Secretary Warner.

As I indicated to you in my opening remarks, the
Discussions were not designed to find finite solutions to the
political and strategic problems fac1ng the United States
today. Rather, the objective was, as in previous annual
Discussions, to expand our individual awareness of these
problems and to analyze the means by which our nation can
best achieve its goals in the years ahead. I believe that
I can state with confidence that this objective was fully
achieved. :

This year's Discussions were characterized, as they have
been every year since they began in 1949, by the complete
and free exchange of ideas and views whlch is the principal
characteristic of . the environment of academic freedom of the
Naval War College. This complete freedom of expression, of
course, resulted in a wide range of views, with the extremes-
being directly opposed in most instances.. That the Discussions
were so stimulating and enlightening is. due as much to our
differences as to any other aspect of the week's activities.

It is precisely because our major goal was s0 well
achieved that it would be difficult if not impossible to
determine or summarize any consensus of. participant's views.
For this reason the views expressed in this brochure are not
represented as consensus views; nor are they necessarily .
intended to represent the views of the Naval War College or of
the Department of the Navy. In fact; while some opinions were
very widely held, other views expressed herein are in many
cases controversial. The only criterion for their selection
from the daily committee summaries is that they were typical
of the thoughtful and thought-provoking ideas which emerged
in committee sessions.

Our hope is that these summaries, used in conjunction with
the War College student's views on national objectives and
strategies--our "Blue Book," Guide to Committee Discussions--
will prove to be’ stimulating and valuable as you individually
pursue your interest in problems of global strategy in the
months ahead.

Presideng/, Naval War College



I. THE NIXON DOCTRINE IN PERSPECTIVE

15 JUNE 1970

The discussion of the Nixon .Doctrine, which was the’
unifying theme of this year's Global.Strategy Discussions,
covered a wide range of -viewpoints-and perspectives.

The debate on the "partnership"” concept of the Doctrine
was particularly interesting. Participants readily per-.
ceived not only the advantages-but also the dilemmas and
anomalies posed by the partnership theory. For example, some
wondered--in relationship to the-.less developed nations in
particular--if true partnership is a viable concept when one
nation (the United States) is so much stronger, richer, etc.,.
than its "partners." 1In any event, the realities which force
the United States to shoulder major burdens in support of its
partners were recognized.

Of special interest were the views expressed concerning
the relatively slight impact the Doctrine seems to have had
on the civilian community compared with the importance attached
to it by the military. This would appear to support the view
that, if the public were better educated regarding the nature
of the external threat to U.S. national security, they would
be more alert to the requirement for an adequate U.S. and
allied defense posture.

As in most of the week's discussions, the principal
benefits were derived from .identification and clarification
of problems rather than from. arr1v1ng at general consensus
on strategies and courses .of action with respect to
the Nixon Doctrine. But, .as this was the primary aim of the
Discussions, we can feel some satisfaction with our endeavors.'

If one had to agree on a single general concept shared
by many of the participants, it-would be that the Nixon Doc-
trine represents a broad policy approach for American foreign
.and defense policy and not an.explicit guide for action. But
even here there was disagreement on the extent to which the
Doctrine was perceived as being a fundamentally new policy.

In the final analysis, the Nixon Doctrine provided an
effective framework for the stimulating discussions which
carried on through the rest of the week.

Just a few of the many other interesting ideas and views
expressed during the discussion period devoted to this topic
are listed below:

(1) The threat is not perceived equally by our major
allies,



(2) Some of our allies .doubt .the will of the United
States to come to their aid in a c¢risis.

(3) United States' vital interests are tied to con-
tinuing alliances with Western Europe and Japan, both of
which can afford, and should be .encouraged, to contribute
to regional defense organizations,

(4) The President is bound by long-term decisions of
past administrations; therefore, he has little room for
maneuver.

(5) The Soviet Union may .view the United States' will-
ingness to negotiate as a weakness. '

(6) The Nixon Doctrine contemplates negotiations from
a position of strength, but fiscal constraints limit force
levels, undermining this negotiating position.

(7) The ambiguous nature.of the Doctrine is perhaps its
most significant strength. .It leaves United States' responses
to world crisis situations deliberately unpredictable.



II. USSR AND EASTERN EUROPE

16 JUNE 1970

- One of the more frequently discussed issues during this
discussion period revolved .around .the .strategic balance _
between the U.S. and the :USSR; -with-particular attention being
given to the Strategic Arms Limltatlons ‘Talks (SALT). 1In
"this context, the term"sufficiency," as used by President
Nixon, was lnterpreted by .some part1c1pants in the Discussions
as implying nuclear "parity" with the Soviets., The view was
expressed by. them that this "parity" was a prerequisite to
SALT.

There was considerable support for the idea that the USSR
may have agreed to SALT only in order to relieve the tension
on their domestic programs caused by a costly, continuing arms
race. An opinion was also expressed that, should SALT prove
successful in limiting  the strategic arms race, "wars of
national liberation" would then become the principal outlet for
Soviet expansionist energies.

During this and other discussion periods, the subject of
the Soviet naval threat was .pursued at:length. Particular
importance was attached .to:.the momentum of the Soviet naval
building program and the ‘quality'.of the ships, weapons and
equipment they are producing.. The .scope of future Soviet naval
power this momentum will ‘produce-was viewed as a much greater
threat than anything we .face.today. Regarding the Soviet
Merchant Marine, opinions .varied, ranging from those of the
overwhelming majority who .felt that the Soviet Merchant Marine
should be considered an .integral part of the USSR's military
capability, to those few who .regarded .the Soviet merchant fleet
as simply a competitive .economic threat. This latter view
appeared to downgrade the 'significance so many saw in the
direct, central, computerized control exercised by the Soviet
government over its merchant fleet.

In analyzing the Sov1et .Union's Eastern European allies,
the view was advanced that .these allies may not perceive the
need for defense against .the West in the same light as does the
USSR. Some felt that the United States' own problem with its
allies in this respect is .one shared by the Soviet Union,
except that the Soviet problem is much greater. Regarding the
Soviet invasion of one .of its own allies--Czechoslovakia--in
1968, one judgment considered .this as a short-term success but
a long-term failure for .the .Soviets. Another estimate held
that the action was not a .failure for the Soviets, because the
United States and NATO failed to take any counteraction.



This topic was understandably .of intense interest to all
who participated. It might .also be added that the discussions
could have continued all week .on-this subject alone. Several
other viewpoints expressed .during .this period, which are listed
below, represent only a small:portion of the issues debated:

(1) Every U.S./USSR .confrontation has resulted from Soviet
miscalculation of U.S. response. -

(2) Even if the American and Western European public knew
about the military capabilities .of the Soviets, it is debatable
whether they would believe ‘that a need exists to strengthen our
defense structure to counter them,

(3) The Sino-Soviet .dispute works to the advantage of the
United States, but the United States should refrain from
involvement in the dispute.

" (4) U.S. business initiatives hold potential for improving
relations with the USSR.

(5) In crisis situations, the Russians have behaved as
Russians first, bureaucrats second, and communists third.

(6} The USSR remains dedicated to a long-term goal of a:
Soviet-dominated world.



III. WESTERN EUROPE, ATLANTIC AND MEDITERRANEAN-

17 JUNE 1970

As the President explicitly stated.in his major foreign
policy address in February .1970, ". , . in the third decade of
our commitment to Europe, the . depth of our relatlonshlp is a
fact of life. We can .no more disengage'from Europe than from
Alaska." The discussions in'all .committees generally echoed and
approved this view, It was also the géneral consensus that the
collective industrial, political and military strength of
Western Europe enables it to be the only area of the world which
could in fact become a full and equal "partner" of the United
States, as contemplated by the Nixon Doctrine. 1In other areas
of the world, the reality of power will tend to unbalance
"partnership" in one or more aspects.

The major points which emerged in commlttee summaries
reflected a general awareness of both the advantages and the
difficulties inherent in employing the "three-pillared" policy
of the Nixon Doctrine in Europe. First, Western Europeans are
anxious that the United States continue to maintain its military
strength (particularly in Europe) and its commitment to the
security of Europe. Conversely, the European view of the U.S.
commitment to Asia is ambivalent: while a precipitous U.S.
withdrawal from Asia would lessen European credence in the U.S.
commitment to Europe; continued U.S. involvement in Asia antag-:
onizes many Europeans. Similarly, U.S. willingness to negotiate
is both applauded and feared. Perception of the Soviet threat
in certain European nations differs from the American view.
Further, the European looks at improved relations with the USSR
as being not only desirable, but inevitable. At the same time
however, Europeans have serious reservations concerning
bilateral U.S./USSR negotiations. Finally, partnership is
viewed as a natural and inevitable European right; but at the
same time, U.S. efforts to encourage .a greater European con-
tribution to mutual defense are viewed as an attempt to reduce
the U.S. commitment to Europe. Thus, effective implementation
of the three major features of the Nixon Doctrine will prove a
difficult .and complex undertaking, even in this one area of the
world where it should be a totally viable and realistic policy.

As might have been anticipated, committee discussions
tended to focus on NATO. A few of the significant points which
emerged were:

{(l) U.S. economic and domestic issues are driving our
national military strategy, rather than the assessment of Soviet
military capabilities.



(2) The strategy of maintaining "quick reaction" forces in
the United States is politically attractive; however, military
experience shows that prepositioned equipment is difficult to
maintain, and that any sustained effort must rely on a secure
sealift to the area of operations,

(3) Withdrawal of the U.S. SIXTH FLEET from the Medlterranean
would be a "devastating psychological blow to Europe.

(4) The United States must retain a military presence in
Europe sufficient to indicate U.S. determination and commitment.

(5) The credibility of the U.S. commitment to the defense
of Europe may have been enhanced by the move into Cambodia.

(6) A continued Allied presence in West Berlin is vital to
NATO cohesion and effectiveness.

(7) Increased European contributions to NATO will be a
function of European willingness to bear the costs, based on the
European perception of the threat.

(8) NATO naval strength could be increased by the develop-
ment of specialized forces by certain navies whlch could be com-
bined as multinational forces in being or as "call-up" forces.

(9) Unilateral reduction of forces by the NATO countries
will not influence similar Warsaw Pact reductions.

(10} Although the Soviet Union seeks to project a liberal
image, Soviet objectives have’ not changed, as evidenced by
events in Czechoslovakia. ‘

{(ll) NATO would not react if the Brezhnev Doctrlne were
exercised only in Eastern Bloc countries.

(12) Western Europe's efforts to break the solidarity of the
Eastern Bloc satellites should be in the nature of economlc and
cultural overtures, rather than military’,

(13) The future of Western Europe depends, for the most
part, on the future role of Germany.

(14) U.S. policy should allow and support West German
rapprochement with East Germany so long as U.S. interests are
protected.



IV. AFRICA, SOUTH OF THE .SAHARA

18 JUNE 1970

One of the more commonly held views expressed in the ,
discussion period on Africa, South of the Sahara, was:that this
area did not represent, in economic, political, or strategic
terms, an area of "vital" interests for the United States.

This does not mean, however, that the United States has no
interest in Africa. Committee discussions of many aspects of
U.S. policy ‘toward this area indicate that we do in fact have
strong secondary interests in Africa, some of which could
adversely affect the domestic situation in our country.

Some participants expressed the general judgment that our
policy for Africa is founded on almost total ignorance of the
continent and its people, customs and views. Another view
held that African development is better left to private enter-
prise, which can achieve objectives which the United States
Government is not able to realize. Another opinion on this
subject pointed to the unwillingness of private U.S. enterprise
to invest in Africa because of the political instability of
many of the countries there as well as the generally poor state
of economic development. '

Some participants felt that increased interest of Black
Americans in Africa may force our national leaders to allot
greater United States resources to that area. This seemed to
coincide with another expressed judgment that our country has
a moral responsibility to become involved in the region. A
more limited view held that the United States should concentrate
its efforts on.educating selected potential African leaders,
relying on them to combat the chronic sociological ills of the
area. This could possibly lend truth to charges by Africans of
American neocolonialism. Allied with this feeling was the
opinion that the United States should not attempt to interfere
in.the internal affairs of African nations, but should make a
strong effort to get its own house in order.

Widely divergent views were expressed on our policy toward
apartheid in Southern Africa, with some holding that the United
States should be strongly against apartheid, and others believ-
ing we should abandon our altruistic policy in this regard and
take a more practical stance. :

Some other noteworthy points which emerged during this
discussion period were:

(1) U.S. strategic interests in South Africa, Mozambique,
and Angola as well as in the Azores, may be compromised by a
U.S5. policy which is overly concerned with Portugal's colonial
policies and South Africa's apartheid policies.
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(2) The U.S. Navy should play a m@fe active role in
Africa and the Indian Ocean, with more frequent port calls and
exercises.



V. LATIN AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN

18 JUNE 1970

The committee discussions on U.S. policy toward this
region tended to revolve around Latin American domestic
political, economic, and sociological problems. There was
no difficulty in agreeing that these problems are numerous
and long standing. Those of more recent vintage have to do
with the rising intensity of nationalism, the growing youth
unrest, and the desire for military strength and prestige.
Allied with the increasingly nationalistic spirit, in the
estimate of some participants, is the perennial Latin
American antagonism toward what they consider U.S. domination.

One of the criticisms which emerged in discussions was
the charge that U.S. Latin American policy is inadequate
because it is reactionary in nature and does not anticipate
problems in this part of the world. There were those who
tended to believe that a contributory factor in the inade-
qguacy of U.S. policy was our tendency to regard Latin
America as a homogeneous entity. The idea was expressed
that U.S. programs should recognize the wvast individual
differences between Latin American states, and should be
tailored to reflect these differences.

There was a significant amount of discussion concerning
hemispheric security and the U.S. commitment to that security.
Some committees thought the U.S. concern for security would
cause this country to act unilaterally, if required, to pre-
vent a Communist takeover of another Latin American nation.
One expressed judgment was that the 'member states of the
Organization of American States (OAS) are not in agreement
as to the extent of the threat posed to Latin America by
international communism, but that the Latin Americans do
agree that the United States exaggerates this threat.

Included in some of the estimates and judgments which
emerged in committee discussions--and which are related to
the foregoing--are the following ideas:

(1) The OAS is a viable, though somewhat limited organ-
ization. Though the United States has shown an increasing
tendency to consult the OAS rather than to act unilaterally,
the effects have been minimized by the belief of some Latin
American states that the OAS serves as an instrument for
the implementation of U.S. foreign policy.



(2) The Latin American military is the major stabilizing
factor in the area. U.S. policy has neglected and often
deliberately affronted this group, with predictable results,
This is especially true with respect to the rising young
officer corps who have sought to force social and economic
reform.

(3) U.5. interests in Latin America are primarily
economic. However, the marked growth in nationalism and
political instability are becoming direct concerns to U.S.

foreign policy.

(4) U.S. efforts in Latin America are diluted by the
image of the United States conveyed by its own domestic
news media.

(5) Congressional actions to inhibit expropriations,
such as the Hickenlooper Amendment, are in fact, counter- .
productive,
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VI. - MIDDLE EAST.

18 JUNE 1970

The complex and. frustrating issues in- the Middle East,
principally the Arab-Israeli dispute, were particularly-
interesting -topics for discussion. .Naturally, the. prevalent
view held:by participants was that- the Middle East is a highly
explosive area which poses the highest potential-risk for
U.S./USSR confrontation. A thoughtful judgment was made that-
time is not on the side of the Israelis because. of the tre-
mendous. demands: the conflict places on their economy and.
population. However, no clear and feasible-recommendations
for solutions to the problem evolved from the discussion.

One of the more controversial aspects of this issue
concerned the probability of direct U.S. involvement in the
conflict if it became a matter of survival for Israel. Some
committees conjectured that the United States would probably
commit forces to insure Israel's survival within her pre--
1967 borders. Needless to say, there was no consensus on
this issue. :

The importance of Middle East oil was frequently .
discussed, with some holding to the view that United States'
interest in the Middle East is primarily economic, and that
our strategic interest stems only from our allies' dependence
on the area for most of their oil. On the same issue, an
interesting observation was made that it is the economic
power which control of Middle East oil carries with it that
is the true objective of both the Western and Communist
states. '

With respect to the Soviet buildup in the Mediterranean
area, the opinion of most participants was that this limits
U.S. options in the area, including the option to employ
freely the U.S. SIXTH FLEET in the Eastern Mediterranean.

One view on the Soviet fleet buildup, which might appear
rather startling to some, holds that the Soviet move seaward
is a major step toward their ultimate goal. of gaining control
of the strategic Iranian/Afganistani land bridge to the
Indian Ocean.

The broad scope as well as the varied and thoughtful
quality of these committee discussions and analyses reflect
the concern and interest with which this region of the
world is regarded by Americans. Indicative of this are the
following additional comments made in discussion sessions:
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(1) Israel has the potential for nuclear weapons and
may well be driven to developing and. using them.

(2) U.S. domestic opinion, which now generally favors
Israel, may be diminishing due to Israeli retaliatory acts
against the Arabs.

_ (3) The ambivalent attitude of some U.S. legislators:
who abhor U.S. involvement in Vietnam, but urge U.S. involve-
ment in- the Middle East, may be derived from a general empathy
for Israeli efficiency and motivation.

(4} Continued U.S. support of Israel jeopardizes the
existence of the moderate Arab regimes.

(5) Soviet interests would be served by reopening the
Suez Canal.

(6) Western Eurcpe regards "Arab oil" as a vital national
interest and would compromise Israel's existence to preserve
access to that oil. :
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VII. THE PACIFIC AND ASIA

15 JUNE 1970

The discussions on the Pacific and Asia tended quite
naturally to concentrate on the two most powerful nations
of the area, Communist China and Japan.

The generally held American view of China as a great
mystery seemed to be supported in the committee discussions.
First and foremost, it was generally concluded that the
United States must work toward understanding Chinese culture,
character and national aspirations in order to build a base
for improved relations. However, even while conceding a
general inadequacy of knowledge of China, many committees
arrived at several reasonably specific views of China.
Included among these were:

(1) Eventually, the two Chinas may be reunited politically,
as the result of a peaceful settlement.

(2) Chinese communism, while apparently very aggressive
and expansionist, is actually conservative, inward-looking,
and pragmatic.

However, even among those who held to these views of
China, concern was expressed that China's domestic problems
of food production and rapidly expanding population may
force her leaders to adopt a more irrational foreign policy
which could lead to a major war in Asia.

Japan was the second major focus of the discussion
period on Asia and the Pacific. There was widespread
agreement that Japan is the key to the future of this area
and the logical major partner of the United States in Asia
as contemplated by the Nixon Doctrine. Some participants,
however, expressed reservations concerning the future of
U.S./Japanese relations and the directions of Japanese
influence and ambitions in the area. Among these was
serious concern for the reliability of a militarily and
economically strong Japan as an ally in the future. Related
to this concern, but on a different tack, was a general
question of Japan's ability effectively to relieve the
United States of its Asian responsibilities in view of the
general fear of Japan prevalent in the area, and of the
widespread Asian anxiety toward increased Japanese influence
in the area. A final limitation on American credence in
Japan as an ally concerns Japanese relations with China.
Japan tends to view China as both a commercial market
and a potential commercial rival, but not as a military
threat.
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Some other specific viewpoints which emerged from the
discussions were:

(1) Conflict in Korea is unlikely, because it might
precipitate war between China and Russia.

(2) The United States has a vital interest in ensuring
that a balance of power is maintained in the Pacific and’
Asia generally.

(3) The United States has decided in principle to leave
Vietnam even though detailed plans for final withdrawal are
still uncertain.

.(4) Okinawa, though a key military base for the United
States, should not dominate our strategy if it huxrts our
relations with Japan. )

(5) Singapore remains a vital issue for U.S. forward
strategy. Australian influence could be a means of main-
taining Western use of the port.

(6) If the United States is to continue to maintain

a forward defense posture in Asia under the Nixon Doctrine,
the most logical and feasible means will be through seapower.

14
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SECTION I
COMMITTEE PLANNING AND ADMINISTRATION

Ref. (a): Syllabus for Twenty-second Annual Global Strategy
Discussions, 15-19 June 1970.

The guidelines set forth in this section are prov1ded as
suggestlons to Moderators and Assistant Moderators in prepar-
ing for GSD week activities. They are based on procedures
found acceptable in previous years and on recommendations by
past GSD participants.

A. PRELIMINARY TO GSD WEEK,

1. Committee Organlzatlon One of the first tasks for
the Moderator is to organize the committee as indicated below.
The importance of completing these arrangements and making
assignments early cannot be overemphasized. Naval Warfare
and Command and Staff students will be available for the
initial briefing and the planning and organization meeting on
8 May. Time is also being made available for a second com-
mittee organizational meeting on 12 June, the Friday prior to
GSD week. During this meeting, which will include the Senior
Reserve Officers, all committee members should be briefed on
committee plans and any remaining final details worked out.
The necessary planning should be completed and tentative
a551gnments firmed at any time between these two dates. It
is emphasized that these designated times should be utilized
to the fullest extent since there will be little time for
planning once GSD week has begun. The following assignments
are recommended:

a. Assistant Moderator. Designated in Annex F to
reference (a). The Assistant Moderator is to assist the
Moderator in his numerous tasks in the administration of the
committee. He will also serve as the recorder for the
committee. (See Section III.)

b. Entertainment Chairman. See paragraph 2 below and
Section IV. '

c. Transportation Chairman. See Section IV.

d. Finance Chairman. See Section IV.

e. Escorts. The Committee Moderator shall designate
an escort for each visiting Flag or General Officer and each
civilian guest assigned to the committee. The list of a551gn—
ments of guests to committees will be available by 6 June in



the GSD Command Post (Room 241, Pringle Hall), together with
information about each guest. The Moderator shall provide to
the Command Post the name and telephone number of each of his
designated escorts. Because of last minute cancellations and
late acceptances, the assignment of guests to committees may
change. For that reason, the Moderator must check daily with
the GSD Command Post and make such changes in escort assign-
ments as may be required. Each escort must be thoroughly
familiar with the provisions of Appendix I to Annex B to
reference (a), which set forth special requirements for
escorts during GSD week.

NOTE: As of noon, Friday, 12 June, the responsibilities of -
the GSD Command Post and its facilities will be transferred
to. the Global Strategy Discussions Duty Office in Pringle
Coffee Mess.

f. ©Student Speakers. The Moderator shall designate
students to prepare a short oral presentation for each of the
six Group Discussions for which topics have been assigned.
See paragraph 5 below.

g. Room preparation. See paragraph 4 below.

~h. Naval Institute Briefing. See paragraph 10 below.

i. ©Naval War College Review Briefing. See parégraph
10 below. .

2. -Entertainment Planning. The entertainment of guests,
which includes luncheon arrangements, is a committee function.
Early. designation of a Committee Entertainment Chairman by the
Moderator and early preparation of a proposed entertainment .4
program for the committee are strongly recommended. In thisic
regard, attention is invited to the Schedule of Official ol
Entertainment contained in Annex D to reference (a) which must
be considered in outlining the Committee Entertainment Program.
Additional information on entertainment planning is includeds
in Section IV of this handbook. The Entertainment Office
{(Room 208, Luce Hall, telephone 841-4470) should be kept
informed of all entertainment plans.

3. Senior Reserve Qfficers.. The Senior Reserve Officers
(SRO} will be on board the entire week preceding GSD. They .=
will receive a GSD Briefing on 10 June and will meet on 12
June with their GSD Committees. They can be contacted prior.
to daily classes, at lunch time, after classes, or by leaving
a note in their mail boxes which will be located in Sims Hall.
They are to be considered as a part of the War College family
,and*will share with the resident students the role of hosts to
the GSD week guests; however, they are not eligible to perform
escort duties or to make the keynote committee presentations.




4, Preparation of Committee Rooms. It is the responsi-
bility of each. Moderator to ensure that the assigned committee
room (see Annex F, to reference (a)) is prepared properly for
use during GSD. week. A member of each committee should be
assigned this responsibility. It is suggested:that the follow-
ing tasks be accomplished Saturday afternoon, 13 June, prior
to committee meeting. Most of the rooms will not be available:
prior to that date. Some rooms will be utilized until late .
Friday in the Applications Study and on Saturday for comprehen-
sive examinations. For this reason, a final room check should
be made Saturday afternoon. :

a. . Check walls and bulletin boards to see that extra-
neous materials left over from previous studies have been
removed. ' ‘

b. Verify cleanliness and check furniture arrange-
ment. - Notify the maintenance man if corrective action is
required. Committee rooms should present a pleasing appearance
upon arrival of guest participants. ' :

c. Verify the presence of a world map.

, d. -Draw the following publications from Mahan
Library (Committees 1-15) or Sims Library (Committees 16-39)
and place them in the Committee Room:

'English Dictionary
Joint Dictionary (JCS Pub. 1)

e. Draw the Committee Packet from the Publications
Branch, Room 005, Luce Hall. The contents of the Committee
packet are listed on page 9 of the handbook. Post or display
the items in accordance with instructions contained in the
list.

f. Post schedules and other material deemed
appropriate.

5. Reading Materials and Presentation Topics.

a. The pamphlet, Global Strategy Discussions Topics
and Selected Readings, has been distributed to all partici-
pants. The basic readihgs are edited versions of the U.S.
national objectives in specified areas of the world which
were developed. by student committees in the School of Naval
Warfare. The pamphlet is required reading- for resident
students and is.strongly recommended for others. Familiarity
with the contents of this pamphlet should afford a common
ground for discussions between guests and resident students
during GSD week.




b. A well qualified student will be designated by
the Moderator to give a 10 minute oral presentation as an
introduction to each discussion session. The pamphlet,
Global Strategy Discussions Topics and Selected Readings,
will serve as a discussilion guide.

B. DURING GSD WEEK.

1. Administrative Details. It is advisable to allocate
a few minutes at the beginning and end of each day for admin-
istrative announcements and verification of social plans.

2. GSD Guest Briefcase. Since the faculty, student and
SRO members of the committee have a collective responsibility
to act as hosts for the Flag and General Officers and civilian
guests, they all should be aware (particularly the escorts)
that each guest is provided a briefcase containing the follow-
ing: (Copies of most of these are included in the Moderator's
Packet.)

a. Name tags for the guest (and wife, if accompanying).

b. (Civilian guests only.) A courtesy card authoriz-
ing specific privileges on the Naval Base, as listed in Annex B
to reference (a).
/

¢. Invitations to the President's Luncheonﬁ’éhe
President's Reception, and.the-GSD-Dinner—-Dance. (As the
President's Reception will be held Sunday evening, the 1nv1ta-
tion will be meaningful only to those guests who arrive and
register prior to Sunday evening.)

d. Invitations to use the facilities of the Newport
Clambake Club and the Newport Reading Room.

e. GSD Key Telephone Numbers. (The Escort Officer
should £ill in his and the Moderator's office and home tele-:
phone numbers.) 2l

f. GSD Bus Schedule.

g. GSD Schedule. s

h. Roster of Participants and Biographical Data.

i. Biographical Data on Distinguished Speakers. e

j. GSD Evaluation Form.

k. Nomination Form for Prospective GSD Participants.

Pl.ﬁHNewpprtaInformation:Brothur€§?
Se— '
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3. Informality. Early emphasis should be placed on
creatlng an apprOprlate, informal atmosphere for the discus-
sion periods; i.e., smoking, removal of . .coats, etc. The
sooner the "ice" is.broken, the quicker. the guests -and SROs
can be drawn into the discussions. Experience-indicates that
Naval War College ‘students will have to "carry the ball” during
the lnltlal discussion periods.

4. Schedule., Adherence to scheduled starting tlmes for
discussion periods is emphasized. Extended lunch periods
detract from the overall purpose of the week.

5.. Coffee Breaks. Coffee is available in both Pringle
and Sims messes. -Because of the number of persons involved
and the limited facilities in the messes, it may be found
desirable to take coffee cups back to Committee Rooms during
breaks.

6. - Library Visit. An early visit to the Sims or Mahan
libraries to familiarize guests with materials available is
recommended. This may be accomplished by the escort. officers
prior to the commencement of the discussions, or at other’
convenient times.

7. Security. The Moderator should explain and enforce
the level of security classification of the discussion
periods. (SECRET or below.) All participants will have
SECRET clearance. They should, however, be reminded not to
discuss classified material during social functions. No
classified -documents shall be released to the custody of guest
participants. A more detailed statement, regarding security is
contained in Annex'C to reference (a).

8.' Mailc

a. Routine notices that affect guest participants,
schedules, and other committee affairs will be placed in the
Moderators' mail boxes in Luce Hall. Moderators should
check these mail boxes at least twice daily (AM and PM).

b. Incoming mail for guests will be delivered to
committee rooms by mailroom messengers.

9. Photographs. All GSD Committees will be photographed
on Tuesday, 16 June.or Wednesday, 17 June, under a tight
schedule. Appendix II to Annex B to reference (a) schedules
the time and place for these photographs. The need for punctu-
ality is stressed. If distribution of prints to all partici-
pants by the final day of the Discussions is not possible,
they will be forwarded by mail.




10, Special Handout Materials.

a. U.S. Naval Institute Proceedings. In order to
acquaint the cilvilian GSD participants with the Institute and
to interest them in possible future associate memberships,
COpleS of the Proceedings will be provided for issue in
Committee on 15 June. A naval officer, preferably a member
of the Institute, should be designated to give a short brief-
ing on the purposes of the Institute and the character of the
Proceedings at that time. The following information should
be 1ncluded: '

The U.S, Naval Institute was established for the advance-
ment of professional, literary, and scientific knowledge in
the Navy. It is a private, professional society for those who
are interested in naval and maritime affairs, and is a non-
profit, self-supporting organization. Regular membership is
available to officers of the U.S. Navy, U.S. Marine Corps, .and
U.S. Coast Guard. Other U.S. citizens are eligible for
associate memberships. The journal of the Institute, the
Proceedings, is distributed to all members.

Soon after GSD is over, the Institute plans to send a
personal invitation to each civilian guest to join as an
associate member. Information as to dues need not be provided
unless requested, since the individual invitation will
contain this information. Associate membership dues currently
are $8.00 per year.

: b. Naval War College Review. In order to.provide .
some further 1insight into the continuing naval officer educa—
tion program, the June edition of the Naval War College :
Review will be distributed to all guests and SROs at the same
time the Proceedings are distributed. A very short briefing.
on the content and distribution of the Review is appropriate.
The following points concerning the Review should be tact-
fully stressed:

{1) The Review is a monthly publication contains
ing generally noteworthy lectures heard at the Naval War
College during each academic year; in addition, selected
outstanding student research papers are included.

(2) The purpose of the Review is to contribute
to the professional education of the officers of the Navy by
providing them with some of the educational material available
to resident students. :

(3} In view of the privilege of privacy accorded
to lecturers at the War College, material in the Review may
not be republished or publicly quoted without specific clear-
ance from both the author and the President, Naval War College.

P



Distribution is normally limited to the staff and students of
the War College, officers enrolled in War College extension
education courses, and other officers of the rank of
Lieutenant Commander 'and above upon .specific application.

(4) The thoughts and opinions expressed in the
Review are those:.of. the individual authors:and lecturers and
are"not necessarily  those of the Navy Department or the Naval
War College. '

(5) Civilian participants in GSD, 1970 will be
placed automatlcally on the Review distribution list for one
year.

c. . Othér articles may be selected for distribution
to part1c1pants. The criteria for selection will include news
coverage of the GSD and/or inclusion of topical material
particularly appropriate to the GSD discussions. Moderators
will be informed by separate memo of .any addltlonal items
selected for distribution.

11. Demonstration at the NEWS. A demonstration on the
Navy Electronic Warfare Simulator (NEWS) ‘is scheduled for 1600,
Monday and 1630, Tuesday at the NEWS in Sims Hall. Atten-
dance 1is optional The-NEWS is a multimillion dollar war
gaming device used by all of the Naval War College students
and (for six months each year) by various Fleet Commanders.

War plans, contingency plans and experimental concepts can

"be realistically simulated and war gamed on this highly auto-
" mated,: one~of-a-kind installation. Each demonstration will
include a short lecture and a dynamic presentation-of the
Battle of Midway-which highlights the capabilities of the
Simulator. Following this, there will be a tour of the NEWS
computer spaces, command centers and control rooms. The total
time involved is a maximum of one hour. The ladies of all

GSD guests are also invited to attend.

12, Evaluation Sheets. Moderators are requested to
ensure that the 1970 GSD Evaluation Sheets are completed and
turned in as soon as possible at the end of the week. An
Evaluation Sheet is included in each copy of the Syllabus.
Evaluation Sheets for GSD guests are included in their kits
and may be submitted by mail.

. 13. GSD Nomination Forms. Moderators are requested to
remind all participants of the nomination forms for prospec-
tive GSD part1c1pants (NAVWARCOLNOTE 5723) which have been
included in the briefcases of all GSD guests and distributed
to students and Senior Reserve Officers through their distri-
bution boxes. The Naval War College places considerable
reliance on these nominations when preparing invitations for
GSD participation.




SECTION II

CONTENTS OF GSD COMMITTEE PACKET

A. The following is a list of the items included in the
committee packet which should be picked up from the Publications
Branch, Luce Hall, by 12 June 1970.

1.

2.

Committee Number Sign (to be posted on door).
Desk name plates for all committee members and guests.

Pictures of the Naval War College Staff and Students
(to be posted).

The following items which should be displayed for the
use of all committee members and guests:

a. Map of Newport.
b. Local road map.

L. —A-Grtobal—Strategy-Biscussiens—Brocihure.

d. A Naval War College Brochure.

5. The following items which should be issued at the initial
committee meeting and briefing, 1130, Monday, 15 June:,
a. U.S5. Naval Institute Proceedings for each guest.
b. Naval War College Review for each guest (flag or -
general officer and civilian). o

C. Other articles which might be selected subsequent to

the cut-off date for inclusion of information in this handbook.



SECTION IIX

SUMMARIES OF GROUP DISCUSSIONS

A. -The-Assistant Moderator of each committee will serve as
recorder ‘for ‘group .discussions. In this capacity, he will:

L.

‘Determine-and briefly '(200-250 words) summarize

the major significant points of the group's.
discussions for each. subject area. Consensus
views- are not being sought. Ideas that surface
during the discussion are. -

At the conclusion of each seminar, discuss with
and obtain the concurrence of the Committee’
Moderator and Faculty Advisor on the elements
to be 1ncluded in the summary.

Deliver by hand to Room 241 Pringle, one ‘type-

-written or legibly handwritten copy of the

summary. Summaries should be delivered not later
than 1715 of the same day.

B. Following receipt of all committee summaries, an Editorial
Board (membership to.be promulgated by separate notice) will
review them and develop a GSD Paper, incorporating the most
significant elements of the committees' summaries. These papers
will be placed in the Moderator's mail boxes by 0800 on the
following day. With respect to these papers, each Moderator

will:

1.

Daily, pick up copies of the GSD Paper for his
committee prior to the first discussion period
scheduled for the day.

Open the morning discussion period by reading the
GSD Paper to'the committee, after which the com-
mittee will discuss the paper briefly. Not more
than 15 minutes of the discussion period should

be devoted to the presentation and discussion of

the paper summarizing the previous day's activities.



SECTION IV
ENTERTAINMENT

A. GENERAL. Annex D to reference (a) contains guidelines

for official and semi-official entertainment during Global
Strategy Discussions, 1970. Committee Moderators and
Entertainment Chairmen should be familiar with these guidelines
and with the schedule of events.

B. COMMITTEE ASSISTANTS. As indicated in Section I of this
handbook, each Committee Moderator should appoint certain
assistants to help with entertainment. Past experience has
shown that three assistants are desirable: one in overall
charge, one to -handle finances, and one to coordinate
transportation:

l. The Entertainment Chairman conducts the planning for
all semi-official entertainment, coordinates with the GSD
Entertainment Office and makes all necessary reservations.

. 2. The Finance Chairman establishes an Entertainment
Fund to which all members of the committee contribute. He
then handles the payment of all bills for entertainment.
This procedure is especially applicable for luncheons since
the limited time available for lunch precludes the time-
consuming process of individual payment.

3. The Committee Transportation Chairman assists by
making car pool arrangements from among the participants'
vehicles, or by arranging for the use of official trans-
portation. (See Annex B to reference (a), paragraph 5.)

C. ENTERTAINMENT SCHEDULING. ‘Entertainment to be scheduled
by committees 1s, as 1ndilcated in Annex D to reference (a),
of a semi-official nature and is intended primarily to afford
GSD guests the opportunity to mix socially with the Naval War
College students and staff. Committees should plan for the
following as a minimum:

Sunday 14" June:

President's Reception - After the President's Reception,
and Buffet After- 1730-1930, a Dutch-Treat Buffet
wards at the COM(Open) is recommended.

(Refer to paragraph F for making
reservations.)
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Monday 15 June: Luncheon -

Evening -

! Tuesday 16 June: Luncheon -
=)

Evening -

Wednesday 17 June: Luncheon -

Evening -

Thursday 18 June: Luncheon

Evening -

D. GSD ENTERTAINMENT- OFFICE. -

All committees should schedule
as desired. COM(Closed) is open
until 1345. General Mess is
closed. Ship luncheons are
available.

Committees should schedule some
function, preferably informal.
The Shrimp-a-Peel at the COM
(Open) "is recommended.

Committees 21-39 should schedule
(Guests of committees 1-20 will
attend President's Luncheon.)
COM(Closed) 1is open until 1345.
General Mess is-closed. Ship
luncheons  are available.

Committees 1-20 may attend a clam-
bake in Bristol, and Committees
21-39 a Beefeaters at the COM(Open).
Other arrangements for an evening
function may be made if desired.

Committees 1-20 should schedule
(Guests of committees 21-39 will
attend President's Luncheon.)
COM(Closed) is open until 1345,
General Mess is closed. Ship
luncheons are available.

Committees 21-39 may attend a clam-
bake in, Bristol, and Committees
1-20 a Beefeaters at the COM(Open).
Other arrangements for an evening
function-may- be made if desired.

All committees should schedule as
desired. COM(Closed) is open
until 1345.° General Mess is:
closed. Ship- luncheons are avail-
able,

GSD Formal Dinner Dance. (Refer
to paragraph G.)

The GSD Entertainment Office which

will be established i1n Room 208, Luce Hall, (telephone 841-4470)
on 20 May, coordinates all entertainment, makes reservations at
Naval Base facilities and aboard ships as requested by Committee

11



Entertainment Chairmen, and provides information regarding
public facilities. It is essential that Entertainment Chairmen
keep this office advised of all committee plans and changes as
they develop. Specifically, this office:

1. Makes. reservations for Ship Luncheons and luncheons in
the Closed Mess.

2, Makes reservations for and issues tickets to the
Clambake.

3. Makes reservations and collects payments for the GSD
Formal Dinner Dance.

4. Entertainment Chairmen make reservations directly with
the COM({Open) for the Shrimp-a-Peel and Beefeaters, but chairmen
must inform the GSD Entertainment QOffice of such dinners.

5. Maintains a chart showing the entertainment plans of all
committees to assist in locating guests in case of emergency.

E. ENTERTAINMENT FUND. During the organizational committee
meeting on 15 June, the Moderator should cover the planned
entertainment, to include. the entertainment fund and transpor- .
tation arrangements. He should point.out that,. in the past,
members of GSD committees have found it pleasant to lunch and
dine together during the week and that, in general, expenses
are shared. He should explain that a Finance Chairman has been
appointed for convenience of purchasing tickets to functions
and paying bills. The nominal costs for the planned enter-
tainment should be covered and arrangements made for collecting
by the Finance Chairman.

F. BUFFET AFTER PRESIDENT'S. RECEPTION. There will be a Dutch-
Treat Buffet at the COM({Open) between 1800-2100 for committee
guests and escorts attending the President's Reception on
Sunday, 14 June. Price is $3.40 per person. Committee Enter-
tainment Chairmen will have escorts determine if guests wish to
attend the buffet; then either the Entertainment Chairmen or
escorts will make reservations at the Open Mess. Realizing
that reservations may not be possible in some cases, the Mess
will make every effort to accept walk-ins.

G. GSD FORMAL DINNER DANCE.. .

1. The schedule for the GSD Formal Dinner Dance at the
COM(Open) on 18 June will be as follows:

1900 Cocktails, open bar
2000 Dinner

12



2. Some questions may come up concerning dress for the
Dinner Dance. To assist in answering these questions,. the..
following is provided:

Civilian - Dinner Dress (Black Tie) may be worn, but it
is not mandatory.

Military - Uniform for Naval Officers will be Dinner
Dress  White Jacket. Other services will wear an appropriate-
corresponding uniform. Senior Reserve Officers.who did not
bring their Dinner Dress White Jacket may. wear appropriate
civilian attire.

3. To provide the COM(Open) with reservations at the-
earliest possible time, the following procedures will be used.

a. During the organizational committee meeting on 15
June, the Moderator will determine the number of members who
expect to attend, and turn in a tentative count of attendees to
the GSD Entertainment. Office by.1630.

b. On Tuesday, 16 June, firm reservation requirements
for the committee are made. The final attendance. count and.
payment are submitted to the GSD Entertalnment Office by .1630.
No refunds are given after that time.

c. The GSD Dinner Dance will cost about $8.00 per.
person.

H. GUESTS' WIVES. A number of Flag and General Officers and
civilian guests are accompanied By their wives during GSD Week.
K'receptlon and coffee for guest wives is scheduled for Monday
morning 15 June, to be hosted by the wife of the Pre51dent.
Since. there will be shlp visits arranged for the wives, they
should not be included. in the ship luncheons. They are, of
course, included. in all evening entertainment. Other day
activities, such as barge cruises and historic tours, are planned.
Due to the social program being arranged, student and faculty
wives. in each committee should not feel obligated to arrange
additional entertainment for guest wives. This does not pre-
clude informal get-togethers for luncheons, shopping, etc. if
desired. The GSD Command Post's information about each guest
includes whether or not he will bée accompanied by his wife.

More information will be promulgated separately on- planned- tours
and other activities for wives. '

13.



SECTION V

HELPFUL HINTS FOR MODERATORS

A. PURPOSE OF GSD. An exchange of views between the
civilian community and the military concerning the problems
confronting the U.S. in formulating global strategy to
attain national objectives.

B. PARTICIPANTS.

1. Consist of:
a. Approximately 160 prominent civilians.

b. Approximately 39 Flag and General Officers of
all the services.

c. Approximately 125 Senior Reserve Officers.

d. Entire Naval Warfare and Command and Staff
student bodies and most of the staff.

e. Approximately ten members of the Naval War
College Board of Advisers.

2. Organized for group discussion purposes into 39
committees, each with a cross section of all participants.

a. The Moderator, a Naval Warfare student, runs
the committee.

b. The Committee Adviser is assigned to represent
the staff. (Other staff members are assigned as members on
a full-time or as-available basis.)

3. Civilian guests.

a. Attend at own expense, often entailing personal
sacrifice.

b. Expect serious study. Entertainment should not
overshadow purpose of Discussions.

c. Cross section of the nation geographically and
professionally.

d. Some last minute adjustments of assignments will
be unavoidable. STAY LOOSE. Up-to-date information on
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these assignments'will.be available in the GSD Command Post,
Room 241, Pringle Hall.

4. Flag and General Officers. They may be too few in
number to permit assignment of one active duty officer to
each committee. Some committees may have retired orfreserve
officers. '

5. Senior Reserve Officers.

a. On board previous week.
b. Almost all are eminent in their own right.
c. To be considered part of the War College family.

6. Observers. [Certain War College personnel (such as
the Chairs),/Newport Naval Base personnel, Ship's officers
(normally COs), and representatives of other War Colleges -
may participate in GSD as observers. -~ These are not guests.
They normally will not participate in committee meetings or ép‘
in committee entertainment. wfuﬂvx

C. PREPARATION FOR GSD WEEK.

1. Moderator's Packet. In addition to the GSD material
issued to all students (syllabus, selected readings, etc.)
the Moderator will receive a packet on 1l June containing
copies of most of the items that have been included in the
GSD briefcases of guests.

2. Committee Room Preparation.

a. A Committee Packet can be drawn 12 June with all
the materials for preparation of committee rooms.

D. GUEST PROCEDURES.

1. Reception of Guests.

U?osf'

a. Tuesr—in list of escort assignments for guests and
Flag/General Officers to GSD Command Post not later than

—3¥2=June.

% b. Guests will be registered with GSD Duty Officer
on arrival, or not later than registration period 0815-19153,
Monday 15 June.

c. Moderators or committee representatives will
meet guests at numbered tables in Pringle Coffee Mess
0830-0915, 15 June. Escorts conduct guests to assigned
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tables, thence promptly to committee rooms. Don't linger
over coffee at Pringle. Guests who have registered prior
to Monday morning may be escorted directly to committee
rooms by 0845,

d. At initial Group Discussion on Monday, brief on
procedures, etc., see Section I.

2. Guest Material.

a. Guests do not receive the Syllabus. They receive
the needed information in other printed schedules, etc.
Individual committee schedules for entertainment should be
provided to guests at the initial committee meeting.

b. Guest briefcase with administrative material
such as passes, schedules, ‘invitations, etc., see list in
Section I. s s

c. Civilian guests receive a courtesy card provid-
ing privilege of using the Navy Exchange, Coasters Harbor
Island. Avoid embarrassment--do not take them to main
exchange.

3. Selected reading for GSD--most guests will be
prepared to talk about these statements of national
objectives.

4, Coffee Mess.

a. Do not congest Pringle Coffee Mess 15 June while

receiving guests.
b. Recommend taking coffee to committee rooms.
c. No coffee charge for guests.

E. ACADEMIC PROCEDURES.

1. General.
a. Time available is short--make the most of it.
b. No "School Solutions."
c. Avoid excessive parochial Service approach.

d. Attempt to keep discussion focused on interna-
tional issues.

e. Committee Moderator assign briefers to kick off
each meeting.

16

L2



®

2. Lecture Procedures.

a. Bell Signals ({Advise Guests) - Preceding lec-
tures and panels in the Family Theatre, recall and warning
bells will be séunded, as follows:

Luce/Pringle/Mahan Halls - Twenty minute warning bell--
two long rings.

Sims Hall - Ten minute.assembly bell--
one long ring.

b. Microphone Procedure - Advise guests that during
guestion and answer periods in the Family Theatre, after
being recognized by the Moderator, the questioner should wait
until he has been handed a portable microphone before asking
his gquestion.

F. ENTERTAINMENT.

l. General.

a. Scheduled to permit guests to become familiar
with military way of life in an informal manner.

b. Experience shows guests more interested in doing
things normally not available to them such as lunch on board
ships and informal gatherings with military. groups. The
Clambake, which is new to most non-New Englanders, is also
very popular and successful.

c. All hands effort.

d. Entertainment Office--208 Luce. Keep this office
advised of all plans. Go through this office for reservations
on ships, and the COM(Closed).

2. 0fficial Entertainment.

a. Attention invited to schedule for official
entertainment in Annex D of reference (a).

b. Invitations to guests for President's luncheon
will probably call for regrets only answer--escort notify
President's aide of such regrets.

c. Global Strategy Formal Dinner Dance Reservations.
Initial number (students) due 8 June. After commencement of
GSD, Moderators determine number of SROs, Flag Officers, and
civilian guests who will attend -and submit a final total for
the committee to the Entertainment Office by 1630, 15 June.

17



3. Committee (Semi-official} Entertainment.

a. Monday night get-together of the full committee
important for getting acquainted. Some type of entertain-
ment for the guests should be planned for Tuesday and
Wednesday, as desired by committee members.

b. Stay flexible on individual guest desires for
golf, etc. Wednesday afternoon is free, and may be used as
desired by guests.

c. Pitfalls--{l1) do not drink lunch, (2) ensure
luncheon groups return on time, and (3) maintain transporta-
tion schedule,

'G. ADMINISTRATION.

1. Organization.

a. GSD Duty Office in Pringle Lecture Room as of
"noon, Friday 12 June.

b. GSD Duty Desk in Sims.
c. Terminal Duty Office.

(1) Green Airport, Hillsgrove.
{2) Unicn Staticn, Providence (if needed).

d. Escorts to be assigned by Moderator and to be
briefed separately. They must be available 13-14 June.
All hands help with problems when observed.

e. GSD Command Post, Room 241, Pringle/GSD Duty
Qffice, Pringle Coffee Mess will have details on all guests.

2. Securitz.
a. Guests cleared for SECRET on a need-to-know basis.

b. Do not give classified documents to guests. Do
not table classified documents.

c. Participants must wear name tags within the Naval
wWar College complex and Family Theatre. Moderator or escort
report lost badges promptly to the Security Officer.

d. Global Strategy Discussions identification cards

(guests) and Naval War College identification cards (students
and faculty)} required for Family Theatre classified lectures.

18
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e. Moderators caution guests against using unguarded,
sealed or locked exits except in an emergency.

3. Transportation.

a. Government.

(1) Meet schedules.
(2) Keep dispatcher advised.

b. Personal.

(1) Parking critical--use only designated spaces.
See forthcoming notice.

(2} Forward GSD guest minor traffic violation ci-
tations received within the Naval Base to the Naval War
College Security Officer. If injury or property damage
occurs, the Naval Station Security Investigators will handle.

4. Uniforms will be worn by students during working
hours. Uniform will be tropical white long for naval officers,
summer service-dress for Army and Air Force and summer service
"C" with short sleeves for Marine officers.

5. Committee Photo schedule--be prompt.

6. Evaluation Sheets.

a. Moderator collect from Senior Reserve Officers,
students, and staff at the last committee meeting.

b. Collect from civilian guests, if ready; other-
wise, recommend they return them by mail to Naval War College.

c. Evaluation forms for guests in briefcases; SROs
in the SRQ Directive; staff and students in GSD Syllabus.

7. Nominations for next Global Strategy Discussions.

a. All hands eligible to nominate.

b. Do not indicate to persons nominated that they
will be invited--the list of potential guests is quite exten-
sive in comparison to the few that are invited.

c. Fill out as much detail as possible. Birth date
and place quite important.

d. SRO nominations for other SROs to attend 2-week

period next year should be made to their District Commandant,
not NWC. :
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SECTION VI

CHRONOLOGICAL CHECK LIST FOR MODERATORS

Date Time Item
8 May See Weekly Schedule Initial briefing on GSD Week
(NW & C&S)
See Weekly Schedule Committee Organiiation

Meeting. Organize and
assign duties. Assign
presentation topics.
Survey attendees, GSD
Formal Dinner Dance.
Plan entertainment.

1l May - - = = = = = GSD Entertainment Office
cpens, Room 208, Luce,
Turn in tentative list
of NW and NC&S attendees,
GSD Dinner Dance.

6 June e Committee Guest Assignments
posted, 241, Pringle.

B8 June - - - - - - - - GSD Command Post opens,

' Room 241, Pringle.
Committee assignments
and information on all
guests available. Turn
in escort assignments
here. Moderator should
check here daily for
additions or changes.

10 June 1545-1615 GSD briefing for Senior
Reserve Officers only.

12 June - - - - - - - - Draw Moderator's Packet.

12 June 1200 Names and telephone numbers

of Moderators and escorts
to Command Post by this
time. Last minute changes
on civilian guest itiner-
aries are still possibie,
escorts should check GSD
Duty Office at 1630, and on
Saturday and Sunday.
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Date

12 June

13 June

15 June

Time

1200

Prior to scheduled
meeting

Prior to scheduled
meeting

1615-1645

0830-0915

1130-1200

1200-1330

1630

1715

21

ITtem

GSD Duty Office opens,
Pringle Coffee Mess--
responsibilities of GSD
Command Post with respect
to guests and escorts
transferred thereto.

Draw dictionaries from
Library. (See Section I.)

Draw Committee Packet from
Publications.

Final Committee Meeting
prior to GSD Week.
(NW, NC&S, SROs)
Complete Organization;
.brief on plans. Obtain
SRO attendees, GSD Dinner
Dance.

Inspect and .complete prepa-
ration of Committee Room.

Moderator or representative
meet guests; guests
escorted to Committee
Roonm.

First Committee Meeting.
Brief all on:
Entertainment Plans and
Schedule. Entertainment
Fund. Transportation
Schedule. . Photograph
Schedule. Distribute
Special Handout Material
and.brief guests on same.
Determine total attendees,
GSD Dinner Dance.

Luncheon.
Final list attendees, GSD
Dinner Dance to GSD

Entertainment Office.

Committee Summary due in
Command Post.



Date

15 June

16 June

17 June

18 Jﬁne

128 June

Time
Evening
Schedule

1245-1430

1700

Evening
Schedule
1245-1430

1400

Evening
1230-1415

1700

Evening

Item

Committee Dinners.
Committee Photographs {1-27).
Luncheon {(Committees 21-39),

Committee Summary due in
Command Post.

Committee Entertainment.
Committee Photographs (28-39).
Luncheon (Committees 1-20).

Committee Summary due in
Command Post.

Committee Entertainment.
Luncheon.

Committee Summary due in
Command Post.

GSD Formal Dinner Dance.

Collect and turn in GSD
Evaluation (except for
guests) .

Remind all participants

of Nominations, next
GSD.
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U.S. NATIONAL INTERESTS AND NATIONAL CAPABILITIES

A. National Inlerests. The vital national interest—determined to be essential to the
maintenance of the U.S. as a nation—is:

to safeguard the physical security of the U.S. against all enemies, foreign and
domestic.

Within this vital interest there are commitments (including all treaty commitments for the
mutual defense and support of other nations) which may vary from time to time in order of
priority, but the vital interest itself is basic and unchanging.

Secondary interests are more transitory and are of lesser import to the extent that if they
should conflict with the “vital’” interest, the “‘vital’ interest shall override. The secondary
national interests are:

to achieve economic and social progress and to safequard and promote those
political institutions and ideals on which the U.5. was founded.

to participate freely and cooperate fully with other nations in international
accords, treaties, and organizations which create a peaceful international
environment.

to oppose by appropriate means including moral suasion, diplomatic maneuver,
economic sanctions, and military force, other nations that act in opposition to
our vital and secondary national interests.

B. National Capabilities. Basic U.S. capabilities affecting foreign policy implementation are
impressive: a large, highly skilled population; immense natural resources within a favorable
climatic and geographic setting; the most highly developed economy in the world; armed
forces second to none, with both nuclear and conventional military capability. To this
inventory must be added a highly successful space program which significantly enhances the
U.S. power image and a superior ability to develop and utilize modern industrial and defense
technology. However, there are important limitations which the policy-maker must take
into consideration: a decreased willingness on the part of the American people to pay the
price of supporting the present global strategy of containing communism, the currently
depressed conventional forces’ capability 1o respond to new challenges due to recent
reductions and heavy involvement in Vietnam, and the economic constraints imposed by
inflation and the balance of payments deficit. Of these, public opinion is perhaps the most
important. Current manifestations of public opinion which are of particular relevance to
foreign policy include student and black unrest, anti-Vietnam sentiment, a reaction against
the “‘military-industrial complex,” and pressures to shift expenditures from defense to the

solution of domestic problems.
L}

DEFINITION OF TERMS

National Inlerests: Those interests that the National decision making group determines are
important to the maintenance of the state. These offer broad guidance to national
leaders who are charged with the formulation of objectives, policies, and commitments,
Some interests may be called vital interests, that is, those interests for which we may
go to war. All other naticnal interests may be termed secondary interests.

National Objectives: Those specific goals which are designed to support or secure the
national interests. These may be further categorized as “‘long-term objectives’ (fifteen
years or more) which may also be called national goals, or “‘short-term objectives”
usually referred to merely as objectives.

National Policies: These are specific courses of action which are designed to achieve
objectives. They are the means (policy) to the end (objective}). Several alternative
policies may be available to achieve an objective.

National Strategy: This is “the art and science of developing and using the political,
economic, and psychological powers of a nation, together with its armed forces, during
peace and war to secure national objectives.”

Power: The strength or capacity that a sovereign state can use to achieve its national
interests. The elements of power {demography, geography, economics, history,
psychology, sociclogy, military, and government) may be used as a basis to assess
power. An assessment of power may be expressed in potential or actual terms.



INTRODUCTION
CONSTITUTIONALISM AND FOREIGN POLICY

Much of the current debate surrounding United States’ foreign policy and global
involvement is expressed in terms of material limitations, the priority of domestic versus
international requirements, moral obligations to intervene (or not) in the affairs of other
nations, and even in the true nature and extent of the threat to the nation’s security. While
all of these are valid and important considerations in formulating a global strategy for the
United States in the decade of the 1970's, it is perhaps more important to consider and
understand both the capabilities and the limitations imposed by our constitutional system
of government. Underlying much of the substance of the debate on related issues is the
fundamental question of the maintenance of constitutional government in the United
States, and the basis of this question is perhaps the least understood of all aspects of our
foreign policy.

The original Constitution of 1787 and its twenty-five amendments are central to the U.S.
constitutional system. In its entirety however, the constitutional system extends beyond the
formal document. It encompasses also judicial decisions and histerical precedents—in fact,
all of the dynamic factors which both govern and limit public decision-making. The
constitutional system is vitally relevant to the politics and the public policy of the United
States. Policy questions are ultimately Constituticnal questions, and, in a sense, Constitu-
tional questions are ultimately policy questions.

Thus, though the Constitution and its interpretation are the essential components, the
actual working policies of the governing institutions are also vitally important to the
constitutional system. Generally, the Constitution as interpreted by the Supreme Court and
the behavior of the governing institutions coincide closely. For example, the Court's rulings
that the commerce clause gives Congress virtually limitless power to regulate the nation’s
economy is reflected in the actual exercise of this power by the Congress. In other areas,
particularly in the conduct of foreign affairs and in the exercise of emergency powers, the
harmony between the governing institutions and the Constitution is less obvious.
Historically, these have been among the most frequently challenged on constitutional
grounds, and they remain so today.

A principal concern today of many informed Americans lies not in the threat to
Constitutionalism which might arise from a sudden, severe crisis, but from the prolonged,
semi-crisis environment which has endured since World War II and which shows no sign of
abatemnent. In the conduct of foreign affairs, the most notable of the effects of the
permanent semi-crisis has been the undeniable growth of Presidential power. Of particular
concern are Presidential commitments to other nations and, most importantly, the
commitment of armed forces to combat in situations that are not characterized as direct_
military attack on the United States.

Many of those who are concerned with the conduct of foreign affairs believe that the
dangers to the American constitutional system inherent in prolonged international tension
are even more Severe in their domestic manifestations. The excesses of the 1950’s, when
political non-conformists were sometimes recklessly branded as Communists, and the deep
and emotional divisions caused in the 1960's by the Vietnamese War are illustrative of

domestic reactions to international tensions and of their ultimate impact on the
constitutional system.

In their broadest sense, the issues today are not essentially new. Though the
circumstances and context were different, the dilemma posed by President Lincoln in his
first address to Congress after the opening of hostilities seems equally applicable today:

And this issue (dissolution of the Union} embraces more than the fate of these
United OStates. It presents to the whole family of man the question whether
discontented individuals, too few in numbers to control administration according to
organic .law in any case, can always, upon the pretense made in this case or on any
other pretenses, or arbitrarily without any pretense, break up their government, and
thus practically put an end to free government upon the earth. It forces us to ask, is
there in all republics this inherent and fatal weakness? Must a government of necessity
be too strong for the liberties of its own people, or too weak to maintain its own
existence?

An indirect answer to Lincoln's question was posited in his first inaugural address by
Franklin D. Roosevelt, a president who subsequently would be vigorously accused of
usurping powers denied him by the constitution:

QOur constitution is so simple and practical that it is possible to meet extraordinary
needs by changes in emphasis and arrangement without loss of essential form. That is
why our constitutional system has proved itself the most superbly enduring political
mechanism the modern world has produced. It has met every stress of vast expansion
of territory, of foreign wars, of bitter internal strife, of world relations.

Thus, though constitutionally based questions have been frequent, the fact remains that
the government of the United States has functioned responsively and effectively in peace
and war for more than 180 years within the framework of a written and somewhat rigid
document. This seems to support President Roosevelt’s views of its ultimate adequacy as the
basic determinent of domestic and foreign policy and as the principal limitation on both the
absolute and relative powers of the Legislative and Executive branches.
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In view of the number of guests expected al the
GLOBAL STRATEGY DISCUSSIONS

the President of the Naval War College
will host two receptions at his Quarters

on

Sunday, 14 June, 5:30 to 7:30 p.m.
to honor
Under Secretary of the Navy
The Honorable John W. Warner

and

Monday, 15 June, 5:30 to 7:30 p.m.
to honor
Under Secretary of State
The Honorable U. Alexis Johnson

Upon arrival in Newport, guests will be
informed by their individual escort officers
at which reception they are expected.



MEMORANDUM for Guests of the Global Strategy Discussions, 1970

From: Director, Glokbal Strategy Discussions

1. Enclosed for your information and study is a copy of the
Selected Readings. These Readings provide a background for
the topics which will be discussed in committee seminars.

2. It is requested that civilian participants, at their
earliest convenience, forward a passport-size personal
photograph (2 x 2 inches) to the Naval War College, Code 315,
Newport, Rhode Island 02840.

R.E. WILLIAMS



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY . ) ‘ POSTAGE AND FELS PAID,
DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

NAVAL WAR COLLEGE
NEWPORT, R. I. 02840

. OFFICIAL BUSINESS

President (Code 315)
Naval War College B _
Newport, R.I. 02840 o
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threats in Asia, and contending with a contingency elsewhere.
The choice of this strategy was based on the following
considerations:
—the nuclear capability of our strategic and theater nuclear
forces serves as a deterrent to full-scale Soviet attack on
NATO Europe or Chinese attack on our Asian allies;
—the prospects for a coordinated two-front attack on our
allies by Russia and China are low both because of the risks
of nuclear war and the improhability of Sino-Soviet coop-
eration. In any event, we do not believe that such a coordi-
}mted attack should be met primarily by U.S. conventional
orces;
—the desirability of insuring against greater than expected
threats by maintaining more than the forces required to

meet conventional threats in one theater—such as NATO

Europe;

—weakness on our part would be more provocative than

continued U.S. strength, for it might encourage others to

take dangerous risks, to resort to the illusion that military
adventurism could succeed.

To meet the requirements for the strategy we adopted, we
will maintain the required ground and supporting tactical air
forces in Europe and Asia, together with naval and air forces.
At the same time, we will retain adequate active forces in
addition to a full complement of reserve forces based in the
United States. These force levels will be spelled out in greater
dfetgilfin the program and budget statement of the Secretary
of Defense.

k3

U.S. DEFENSE TREATIES AND AGREEMEN_-,TS‘ " )

[ Collective Defense Treaties (RIO, ANZUS:. SEATO, Né&l}ﬂ)

- Protacol states to SEATO (Laos, Cambodia. South Viel-l’flaml '

- Bilateral Defense Treaties [Korea, Japan, Philippines, -~
Republic of China} *

E= Executive Agreements of Cooperation Relating to Defense
(Turkey. Iran, Pakistan, Liberia} ™

- Executive Agreements for Establishment of 1).5, Bases and
Instaltations in other countries {Spain_ Libya. Ethiopia}

w In addition (o a bilateral defense treaty with the U.S., the
Philippines has membership in SEATO. I addition to
bilateral executive agreements of cooperation, coffective
defense treaties cover Turkey (NATO) and Pakistan (SEATO!

NOTE: In addition to thase countries indicated on this
map, 15 countries in FY 1969 received some form of
military aid—12 received training only, three received
materiel. Also, the United States has minar installations
in ahour 40 countries. e.g. communications and
space-tracking :ra!:’ons.

B

[

- Republic of China Treaty
~= Philippine Treaty

o,

Map courtesy of Department of Stale. Reprinted from lIseues in Unlted States Foreign FPolley serles—No, S—Commitments of U.B. I'ower Abrond.
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WASHINGTON, D.C.

February 28, 1970

— UNITED STATES FOREIGN POLICY FOR THE 197¢'S —

A New Strategy for Peace

President Nixon has defined and outlined “United States
Foreign Policy For The 1970’s.”

The President termed his policy “A New Strategy for
Peace.” And be said, “The postwar period in international
relations has ended.”

‘“When | took office,” the President said, “the most immedi-
ate problem facing our nation was the war in Vietnam. No
question has more occupied our thoughts and energies during
this past yesar.

*“Yet the fundamental task confronting us was more pro-
found. We could see that the whole pattern of international
politics was changing. Our challenge was to understand that
change, to define America's goals for the next period, and to
set in motion policies to achieve them. For all Americans must
understand that because of its strength, its history and its
concern for human dignity, this nation occupies a special place
in the world. Peace and progress are impoasible without a
major American role.

“This first annual report on .S, foreign policy is more than
a record of one year. It is this Administration’s statement of
a new approach to foreign policy, to match a new era of inter-
national relations.

“The postwar period in international relations has ended.”

In the 119-page report to Congress Feb. 18 the President
explained “A New Strategy for Peace,” based on three key
potnets: Partnership, Strength and The Willingness To Nego-
tiate,

“A nation needs many qualities, but it needs faith and confidence above all. Skep-
tics do not build societies; the idealists are the builders. Only societieg that believe
in themsaelves can rige to their challenges. Let us not, then, pose a false choice be-
tween meeting our responstbilities abroad and meeting the needs of our people at
home. We shall meet both or we shall meet neither.”

The President’s Remarks
at the Air Force Academy
Commencement, June 4, 1969.

President Nixon said:

“Peace requires parinership. Its obligations, like its bene-
fits, must be shared. This concept of partnersilip guides our
relations with all friendly nations.

“Peace requires strength. So long as there are those who
would threaten our vital interests and those of our allies
with military force, we must be strong, American weakness
could tempt would-be aggressors to make dangerous mis-
calculations.

“At the same time, our own strength Is important only in
relation to the strength of others. We—like others—must
place high priority on enhancing our security through co-
operative arms control.

“Peace requires a willingness to negotiate. All nations—
and we are no exception—have important national interests
to protect. But the most fundamental interest of all nations
lies in building the structure of peace. In partnership with
our allies, secure in our own strength, we will seek those
areas in which we can agree among ourselves and with
othera to accommodate conflicts and overcome rivalries, We
are working toward the day when all nations will have a
stake in peace, and will therefore be partners in its mainte-
nance.

“Within such a structure, international disputes can be set-
tled and clashes contained, The insecurity of nations, out of
which so much conflict arises, will be eased, and the habits of
moderation and compromise will be nurtured. Most important,
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a durable peace will give full opportunity to the powerful
forces driving toward economic change and social justice.

“This vision of a peace built on partnership, strength and
willingness to negotiate is the unifying theme of this report.
In the sections that follow, the first steps we have taken dur-
ing this past year—the policies we have devised and the pro-
grams we have initiated to realize this vision—are placed in
the context of these three principles.”

In the introduction to his report, the President referred to
the first of the three key points, terming it: ‘“Peace Through
Partnership—The Nixon Doctrine.” He deseribed how much
the world—and international relationships—had changed since
1947, especially through efforts of the Truman Doctrine and
the Marshall Plan.

The central thesis of the Nixon Doctrine, the President said,
is that “the United States will participate in the defense and
development of allies and friends, but that America cannot—
and will not—conceive all the plans, design all the programs,
execute all the decisions and undertake all the defense of the
free nations of the world. We will help where it makes a real
difference and is considered in our interest.

“America cannot live in isolation if
it expects to live in peace. We have
no intention of withdrawing from
the world. The only issue before us
is how we can be most effective in
meeting our responsibilities, pro-
tecting our interests, and thereby
building peace.”

“A more responsible participation by our foreign friends in
their own defense and progress means a more effective com-
mon effort toward the goals we all seek. Peace in the world
will continue to require us to maintain our commitments—and
we will. As | said at the United Nations, ‘It is not my belief
that the way to peace is by giving up our friends or letting
down our allies.” But a more balanced and realistic American
role in the world is essential if American commitments are to
be sustained over the long pull. In my State of the Union Ad-

dress, | affirmed that ‘to insist that other nations play a role is.

not a retreat from responsibility; it is a sharing of responsi-
bility." This is not a way for America to withdraw from its
indispensable role in the world. It is a way—the only way—
we can carry out our responsibilities.

“It is misleading, moreover, to pose the fundamental ques-
tion so largely in terms of commitments. Our objective, in the
first instance, is to support our interests over the long run
with a sound foreign policy. The more that policy is based on
a realistic assessment of our and others' interests the more
effective our role in the world can be. We are not involved in
the world because we have commitments; we have commit-
ments because we are invelved. Our interests must shape our
commitments, rather than the cther way around.”

Part III of the report is “America’s Strength,” divided into
four sections: Shaping Our Military Posture, The Process of
Defense Planning, Strategic Policy, and General Purpose
Forces. Following is Part (1[:

SHAPING OUR MILITARY POSTURE

America’s strength is the second pillar of the structure of a
durable peace.

We aim for a world in which the importance of power is
reduced; where peace i3 secure because the principal countries
wish to maintain it. But this era is not yet here. We cannot

Seeretary of Defense Melvin Laird

entrust our future entirely to the self-restraint of countries
that have not hesitated to use their power even against their
allies. With respect to national defense, any President has two
principal obligations: to be certain that our military prepara-
tions do not provide an incentive for aggression, but in such
a way that they do not provoke an arms race which might
threaten the very security we seek to protect.

A basic review of our defense policy was essential.

In January 1969 the need for such a review was compelling.
Profound changes in the world called for a fresh approach to
defense policy just as they required a new approach to foreign
policy. In the past, technology was relatively stable; in the
contemporary world a constantly changing technology pro-
duces a new element of insecurity. Formerly, any additional
strength was strategically significant; today, available power
threatens to outstrip rational objectives.

We had to examine the basic premises underlying our mili-
tary planning and begin shaping a military posture appropri-
ate to the environment of the 1970’s.

We launched a thorough re-.examination of past concepts
and programs and the alternatives we should consider for the
future. The review, which is continuing, produced a reform of
both national security policies and decision-making processes
which was the most far-reaching in almost two decades.

For the first time, the National Security Council has had
the opportunity to review a broad and complete range of na-
tional strategies for both conventional and strategic forces.
This review was undertaken in terms of security and budge-
tary implications five years into the future. Also for the first
time, the relationship of various levels of defense spending to
domestic priorities was spelled out in detail for a five-year
period.

As a result of this review, our interests, our foreign policy
objectives, our strategies and our defense budgets are being
brought inte balance—with each other and with our overall
national priorities.

Four factors have a special relevance to our continuing
reappraisal.

Military and Arms Control Issues: First, we need to ask some
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The Role of Ballistic Missile Defense

My decision to continue with the construction of the Safe-
guard anti-ballistic missile system is fully consistent with our
criteria and with our goal of effective arms limitation.

I would like to recall what I said last March about the prob-
lem that led us to seek approval of the first phase of the
Safeguard program:

“The gravest responsibility which I bear as President of
the United States is for the security of the Nation. Our
nuclear forees defend not only ourselves but our allies as
well. The imperative that our nuclear deterrent remain se-
cure beyond any possible doubt requires that the U.S. must
take steps now to insure that our strategic retaliatory
forces will not become vulnerable to a Soviet attack.”

I believed then, and I am even more convinced today, that
there is a serious threat to our retaliatory capability in the
form of the growing Soviet forces of ICBM’s and ballistic
missile submarines, their multiple warhead program for the
£8.9 missile, their apparent interest in improving the ac-
curacy of their ICBM warheads, and their development of a
semi-orbital nuclear weapon system. That this threat con-
tinues to be sericus was confirmed by my Foreign Intelligence
Advisory Board—an independent, bipartisan group of senior
outside advisors—which recently completed its own review of
the strategic threats we face.

1 pointed out in the same statement that we cannot ignore
the potential Chinese threat against the U.S. population, as
well as the danger of an accidental or unauthorized attack
from any source. Nor can we dismiss the possibility that other
countries may in the future acquire the capability to attack

'The United States has interests
in defending certain land areas
abroad as well as essential air and
sea lines of communication.’

the U.S. with nuclear weapons. Today, any nuclear attack—
noe matter how small; whether accidental, unauthorized. or _by
design; by a superpower or by a country with only a primitive
nuclear delivery capability—would be a catastrophe for the
U.S., no matter how devastating our ability to retaliate.

No Administration with the responsibility for the lives and
security of the American people could fail to provide every
possible protection against such eventualities.

Thus on March 14, 1969, I stated the objectives of the Safe-
guard program:

“This measured deployment is designed to fulfill three
objectives: )

“1. Protection of our land-based retaliatory forces against
a direct attack by the Scviet Union. .

“2 Tefense of the American people against the kind of
nuclear attack which Communist China is likely to be able
to mount within the decade,

“3. Protection against the possibility of accidental at-
tacks.”

1 further described the system as follows: )

“We will provide for local defense of selected Minuteman
missile sites and an area defense designed to protect our
bomber bases and cur command and control authorities. In
addition, this system wiil provide a defense of the Conti-
nental United States against an accidental attack and will
provide substantial protection against the kind of attack
which the Chinese Communists may be capable of launch-
ing throughout the 1970’s. This deployment will not require
us to place missile and radar sites close to our major cities.”
Last year, | promised that “each phase of the deployment

will be reviewed to insure that we are doing as much as neces-
sary but not more than that required by the threat existing
at ihat time.” I further indicated that in strategic arms limi-
tation talks with the Soviet Union, the United States will be
fully prepared to discuss limitations on delensive as well as
offensive weapons systems.

The further steps [ shall propose will be consistent with
these pledges. The Secretary of Defense will put forward a
minimum program essential for our security. It fully protects
our flexibility in discussing limitations on defensive weapons
with the Soviet Union. It is my duty as President to make
certain that we do no less.

GENERAL PURPOSE FORCES

Premises

When I examined the objectives established for our general
purpose forces, 1 concluded that we must emphasize three
fundamental premises of a sound defense policy:

First, while strategic forces must deter all threats of gen-
eral war no matter what the cost, our general purpose forces
must be more sensitively related to loeal situations and par-
ticular interests.

Second, while the possession of 95 per cent of the nuclear
power ol the non-Communist world gives us the primary re-
sponsibility for nuclear defense, the planning of general pur-
pose forces must take into account the fact that the manpower
of our friends greatly exceeds our own, as well as our heavy
expenditures for strategic forces.

Third, we cannot expect U.S. military forces to cope with
the entire spectrum of threats facing allies or potential allies
throughout the world. This is particularly true of subversion
and guerrilla warfare, or “wars of national liberation,” Ex-
perience has shown that the best means of dealing with in-
surgencies is to preempt them through economic development
and social reform and to control them with police, para-
military and military action by the threatened government.

We may be able to supplement local efforts with economic
and military assistance. However, a direct combat role for
U.S. general purpose forces arises primarily when insurgency
has shaded into external aggression or when there is an overt
conventional attack, In such cases, we shall weigh our interests
and our commitments, and we shall consider the efforts of our
allies, in determining our response.

The United States has interests in defending certain land
areas abroad as well as essential air and sea lines of com-
munication. These derive from:

—the political and economic importance of our alliances;

—our desire to prevent or contain hostilities which could

leaéi to major conflicts and thereby endanger world peace;

an

—the strategic value of the threatened area as well as its

line of communications.

The military posture review [ initiated the day I took office
included a thorough examination of our general purpose
forces. This study explored in turn our interests, the potential
threats to those interests, the capabilities of our allies both
with and without our assistance, and the relationship of vari-
ous strategies to domestic priorities.

The National Security Council examined five different strate-
gies for general purpose forces and related each one to the
domestic programs which could be supported simultaneously.
Thus, for the first time, national security and domestic priori-
ties were considered together. In fact, two strategies were
rejeeted because thevy were not considered essential to our
security and because they would have thwarted vital domestic
programs.

We finally decided on a strategy which represented a signifi-
cant modification of the doctrine that characterized the 1960's.

The stated basis of our conventional posture in the 1960's
was the so-called “2-1% war” principle. According to it, U.S,
forces would be maintained for a three-month conventional
forward defense of NATO, a defense of Korea or Southeast
Asia against a full-scale Chinese attack, and a minor con-
tingency—all simultaneously. These force levels were never
reached.

In the effort to harmonize doctrine and capability, we chose
what is best described as the “1-1% war” strategy. Under it
we will maintain in peacetime general purpose forces adequate
for simultaneously meeting a major Communist attack in
either Europe or Asia, assisting allies against non-Chinese
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improved coverage by their ABM radars. The following table
shows the growth in Soviet land- and submarine-based missile
forces in the last five years.

OPERATIONAL U.S. AND SOVIET MISSILES

1970
Intercontinental 1965 (Projected)
Bellistic Missiles (Mid-Year) (For Year End)
U.S. 934 1,054
Soviet 224 1,290

Submarine Launched

Ballistic Missiles
U.S. 464 656
Soviet 107 300

The Soviet missile deployments are continuing, whereas
ours have leveled off. In the 1970's we must also expect to
see Communist China deploy intercontinental ballistic mis-
siles, seriously complicating strategic planning and diplo-
macy.

The evolution of U.S. and Soviet strategic capabilities
during the past two decades was accompanied by intense
doctrinal debates over the politieal and military roles of
sltlrateg'ic forces and the appropriate criteria for choosing
them.

The strategic doctrine that had gained the greatest ac-
ceptance by the time my Administration took office was
this: According to the theory of “assured destruction,”™ de-
terrence was guaranteed if we were sure we could destroy
a gignificant percentage of Soviet population and industry
after the worst conceivable Soviet attack on our strategic
forces. The previous Administration reasoned that since we
had more than enough forces for this purpose, restraint in
the build-up of strategic weapons was indicated regardless
aof Soviet actions. Further, it hoped that U.S. restraint in
strategic weapons developments and deployments would pro-
vide a strong incentive for similar restraint by the Soviet
Union, thus enhancing the likelihcod of a stable strategic
relationship between the two nuclear superpowers.

A Policy for the 1970's

Once in office, I concluded that this strategic doctrine should
be carefully reviewed in the light of the continued growth of
Soviet strategic capabilities. Since the Soviets were continu-
ing their ambitious strategic weapons program, we had to ask
some basic questions. Why might a nuclear war start or be
threatened? In this light, what U.8. strategic capabilities are
needed for deterrence?

We sought, in short, a strategic goal that can best be
termed “sufficiency.”

Our review took full account of two factors that have not
existed in the past.

First, the Soviets' present build-up of strategic forces, to-
gether with what we know about their development and test
programs, raises serious questions about where they are
headed and the potential threats we and our allies face. These
questions must be faced soberly and realistically.

Second, the growing strategic forces on both sides pose new
and disturbing problems. Should a President, in the event of
a nuclear attack, be left with the single option of ordering the
mass destruction of enemy civilians, in the face of the cer-
tainty that it would be followed by the mass slaughter of
Americans? Should the concept of assured destruction be nar-
rowly defined and should it be the only measure of our ability
to deter the variety of threats we may face?

Our review produced general agreement that the overriding
purpose of our strategic posture is political and defensive: to
deny other countries the ability to impose their will on the
United States and its allies under the weight of strategic
military superiority, We must insure that all potential ag-
gressors see unacceptable risks in contemplating a nuclear
attack, or nuclear blackmail, or acts which could escalate to
strategic nuclear war, such as a Soviet conventionsl attack on
Europe.

Beyond this general statement, our primary task was to
decide on the yardsticks that should be used in evaluating the
adequacy of our strategic forces against the projected threats.
This issue took on added importance because such yardsticks
would be needed for assessing the desirability of possible
strategic arms limitation agreements with the Soviet Union.

We reached general agreement within the government on
four specific criteria for strategic sufficiency. These represent
& significant intellectual advance. They provide for both ade-
quacy and flexibility. They will be constantly reviewed in the
light of a changing technology.

Designing Strategic Forces

Having settled on a statement of strategic purposes and
criteria, we analyzed possible U.S. strategic force postures
for the 1970s and beyond. We reviewed alternatives ranging
from “minimum deterrence”—a posture built around ballistic
missile submarines and the assured destruction doctrine nar-
rowly interpreted—to attempts at recapturing numerical supe-
lt-;]om;y tgrough accelerated U.S. strategic deployments across

e board.

There was general agreement that postures which signifi-
cantly reduced or increased our strategic programs and de-
ployments involved undesirable risks:

—Sharp cutbacks would not permit us to satiafy our sufi-
ciency criterie, and might provoke the opposite Soviet reac-
tion. If the U.S, unilaterally dropped out of the strategic
arms competition, the Soviets might well seize the oppor-
tunity to step up their programs and achieve a significant
margin of strategic superiority. The vigor and breadth of
their current strategic weapons programs and deployments,
which clearly exceed the requirements of minimum deter-
rence, make such a possibility seem far from remote. They
might also—paradoxically—eliminate any Soviet incentives
for an agreement to limit strategic arms, and would raise
serious concerns among our allies. This is particularly true
for our NATO allies who view the U.S. commitment to deter
Soviet aggression as being based mainly on our maintenance
of a powerful strategie posture.

—Sharp increases, on the other hand, might not have any
significant political or military benefits. Many believe that
the Soviets would seek to offset our actions, at least in part,
and that Soviet political positions would harden, tensions
would increase, and the prospect for reaching agreements to
limit strategic arms might be irreparably damaged.

What ultimately we must do in between these extremes will
depend, of course, on many factors. Will the Soviets continue
to expand their strategic forces? What will be their configura-
tion? What understanding might we reach on strategic arms
limitations? What weapons systems might be covered by
agreements ?

I recognize that decisions on shaping our strategic posture
are perhaps the most complex and fateful we face. The an-
swers to these questions will largely determine whether we
will be forced into increased deployments to offset the Soviet
threat to the sufficiency of our deterrent, or whether we and
the Soviet Union can together move from an era of confronta-
tion to one of negotiation, whether jointly we can pursue re-
sponsible, non-provocative strategic arms policies based on
sufficiency as a mutually shared goal or whether there will be
another round of the arms race.
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fundamental questions to establish the premises for our mili-

tary posture. For example:

® In shaping our strategic nuclear posture, to what extent
should we seek to maintain our security through the de-
velopment of our strength? To what extent should we adopt
unilateral measures of restraint? The judgment is delicate:
the former course runs the risk of an arms race, the latter
involves the danger of an unfavorable shift in the balance
of power.

¢ How would either course affect the prospects for a meaning-
ful strategic arms limitation agreement with the Soviet
Union in the years ahead?

® What spectrum of threats can the United States responsibly
deal with? Is it reasonable to seek to protect against every
contingency from nuclear conflict to guerrilla wars?

Forward planning: Second, we have to plan ahead. Today's

national security decisions must flow from an analysis of their

implications well into the future, Many decisions on defense

'Yirtually every major defense
issue has complex diplomatic, po-
litical, strategic and economic im-
plications. To insure balanced de-
cisions, we see to it that every
agency has a full opportunity to
contribute.’

policies and programs will not have operational consequences
for several years, in some cases for as much as a decade.
Because planning mistakes may not show up for several years,
deferral of hard choices is often tempting. But the ultimate
penalty may be disastrous. The only responsible course is to
face up to our problems and to make decisions in a long-term
framework,

National Priorities: Third, we have to weigh our national pri-
orities. We will almost certainly not have the funds to finance
the full range of necessary domestic programs in the years
ahead if we ar2 to maintain our commitment to non-infla-

d

JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF—Left to right are General
John D. Ryan, Chief of Staff, U.S. Air Force; Admiral
Thomas H. Moorer, Chief of Naval Operations; General
Earle G. Wheeler, USA, Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Stafl;

tionary economic growth. Defense spending is of course in a
special category. It must never fall short of the minimum
needed for security. If it does, the problem of domestic pro-
grams may become moot. But neither must we let defense
spending grow beyond that justified by the defense of our
vital interests while domestie needs go unmet.

Integrated Planning: Finally, planning our national security
policies and programs in given countries and regions has often
been fragmented among agencies. For example, our intelli-
gence analysts, defense planners, economists, and political
analysts dealing with a given country may have been using
different assumptions about our policy objectives, our expecta-
tions about the future, and even the basic facts about our
policy choices. There was a need for analyses which would
provide a commonly understood set of facts, evaluations and
policy and program choices. These would serve as a basis for
consideration by the National Security Council of what we
should be deing in given countries and regions.

In summary, we asked the central doetrinal questions; we
looked as much as a decade ahead; we weighed our national
priorities; and we sought ways of integrating the diverse
aspects of our planning. In this fashion, we have reviewed the
premises of our military policies, discarded those that no
longer serve our interests, and adopted new ones suited to the
1970's. The 1971 defense budget reflects the results of our
re-examination, the transition from the old strategies and
policies to the new.

THE PROCESS OF DEFENSE PLANNING

This Administration found a defense planning process which
left vague the impact of foreign policy on our military pos-
ture and provided an inadequate role for other agencies with
a major stake in military issues. And it did little to relate
defense and domestic priorities.

We set out to correct these deficiencies,

Insuring Balanced Decisions

Virtually every major defense issue has complex diplomatie,
political, strategic and economic implications. To insure bal-
anced decisions, we see to it that every agency has a full
opportunity to centribute. The Director of the Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency participates in deliberations on de-

General William C. Westmoreland, Chief of Staff, U.S. Army;
and General Leonard F. Chapman Jr., Commandant, U.S.
Marine Corps. Members of the JCS participate directly in
evaluation of arms control proposals,
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fense policy decisions that affect arms control prospects. In
turn, &‘: Secretary of Defense and the Joint Chiefs of Staff
participate directly in the evaluation of arms control pro-
posals. The Departments of State and Defense review with the
Bureau of the Budget and the Council of Economic Advisers
economic conditions that influence the magnitude of defense
sgcnding. The Department of State examines with Defense
officials issues that affect our relationships with allies.

These interagency exchanges insure that I receive all views
on key national security issues. Disagreements are identified
and explored, not suppressed or papered over. The full range
of choices is presented.

Setting Rational Priorities

Our great wealth and productive capacity still do not enable
us to pursue every worthwhile national objective with un-
limited means. Choices among defense strategies and budgets
have a great impact on the extent to which we can pursue
other national goals.

We have no precise way of measuring whether extra dollars
spent for defense are more important than extra dollars
apent for other needs. But we can and have described the
domestic programs that are consistent with various levels of
defense expenditures. The National Security Council thus has
a basis for making intelligent choices concerning the alloca-
tion of available revenue among priority federal programs. I
do not believe any previous President has had the benefit of
such a comprehensive picture of the interrelationships among
the goals he can pursue within the limits of the federal
hudget.

As a result, I have decided on defense strategy and hudget
guidelines for the next five years that are consistent not only
with our national security and the maintenance of our commit-
ments but with our national priorities as well. This Adminis-
tration is now in & position to weigh the impact of future
changes in defense policies and programs on the whole fabric
of government objectives.

Controlling the Defense Posture—
The Defense Program Review Committee

To meet the ohjectives of balanced decisions and rational
priorities, we made a basic addition to the National Security
Council system. I directed the formation of the Defense Pro-

m Review Committee, consisting of the Assistant to the
g:.sident for National Seeurity Affairs (Chairman), the
Under Secretary of State, the Deputy Secretary of Defense,
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Director of the

Bureau of the Budget, the Director of Central Intelligence and

the Chairman of the Council of Economic Advisers. The Di-
rector of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, the
President’s Science Advisor, and the Chairman of the Atomie
Energy Commission participate as appropriate.

This permanent Committee reviews major defense, fiscal,
policy and program issues in terms of their strategic, diplo-
matic, polit&al and economic implications and adviees me and
the National Security Council on its findings. For example,
the Committee analyzed our options for proceeding with hal-
listic minsile defenses on four separate occasions. This year,
it will analyze our major strategic and fiscal choices over the
next five years, together with the doctrinal, diplomatic and
strategic implications of key weapons programe. It will do so
while the defense hudget for Fiscal Year 1872 is still in the
earliest stages of formulation. The participation in this review
hy the Department of State, the Arms Control and Disarma-
ment Agency, the Council of Economic Advisers, and other
agencies insures that careful analysis and halanced evalua-
tions will be available when the National Security Couneil
next fall reviews our choices for 1972 and beyond.

Country and Regional Analysis and Program
Budgeting

A major ohatacle to the implementation of a consistent and
coherent foreign poliey is the multitude of U.S. agencies and
programs involved in activities in any one country or region.

In the past it has been difficult for the President or the Na-
tional Security Council to obtain a picture of the totality of
our effort in any one country. Yet a rational foreign policy
must start with such a comprehensive view.

To overcome this difficulty we have begun a series of coun-
try program analyses which will examine all U.S. programs
in key countries and regions and their interrelationships.

The studies for the first time put every U.S. program into
one budget framework. The basic tool for this analysis is the
program budget, which allocates all of our expenditures in a
country on the basis of the purposes served. It permits us to
make decisions or set guidelines for all of our programs
simultaneously; in the past, they were examined largely
agency hy agency in isolation from one another.

The resulta of the country analysis studies are presented to
the NSC in the form of integrated policy and program options
based on alternative statements of interests, threats, and U.S.
foreign policy objectives. After the NSC has considered these
options, a decision can be made about the course of action to
follow over the next severa! years.

Of course, our efforts start from the clearly understood,
fundamental premise that U.S. policies and programs must
relate in a logical and meaningfufxf)ashion to what our friends
and allies wish to do for themselves. We are dealing with
sovereign nations each of which has its own interests, its own
priorities and its own capabilities. All our country program-
ming is designed to do is to make our actions as effective as
they can he consistent with our mutual interests.

I am convinced that such a comprehensive approach to
country programs will lead to a decidedly improved foreign
policy. We are conscious of the need not only to make sound
policy decisions but also to execute them, The country analy-
gis studies will result in both a decision document for all gov-
ernment agencies and firm five-year program guidelines, pre-
sented in the form of & program budget. The members of the
NSC, as well as the country director in every agency and our
ambassadors in the field, then have a means of making sure
that our decisions are followed up.

STRATEGIC POLICY

The Changing Strategic Balance

Following World War II, the U.S. had a monopoly of stra-
tegic nuclear weapons. Throughout most of the 1950’s, our
virtual monopely of intercontinental nuclear delivery capahil-
ity, in the form of a large force of Strategic Air Command
bombers, gave us an overwhelming deterrent.

This assessment was unchallenged until it hecame apparent
in the late 195(¢'s that the Soviet Union possessed the poten-
tial for developing and deploying a force of intercontinental
hallistic missiles tkat could destroy a large part of our stra-
tegic bomber force on the ground. The fear that our deterrent
to nuclear war was in grave jeopardy, though it later proved
exaggerated, focused our attention on maintaining our nuclear
superiority.

In 1961, the new Administration accelerated our Polaris
submarine and Minuteman ICBM programs and put more of
our strategic bombers on alert. These measures provided a
clear margin of U.S. nuclear superiority for several Years.
They restored our confidence in our deterrent; we now had two
forces, our Polaris submarines and our Minuteman ICBM’s,
deployed in hardened underground silos, that were virtually
invulnerable to attack by the Soviet Union with the then-
existing technology.

However, after 1965, the Soviets stepped up their ICBM
deployments and began to construct their own force of Polaris-
type suhmarines. And they began to test multiple warheads
for their SS-9 ICBM, a weapon which can carry roughly ten
times as much as our Minuteman missile.

Once again, U.S. strategic superiority was heing challenged.
However, this time, the Johnson Administration decided not
to step up deployments. This restraint was based on two Judg-
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ments. First, it was believed that there was relatively little
we could do to keep the Soviets from developing over a period
of time a strategic posture comparsble in capability to our
own. Second, it was thought that nuclear superiority of the
kind we had previously enjoyed would have little military or
political significance because our retaliatory capability was
not r:eriousfyTrl jeopardized hy larger Soviet forces and because
their goal was in all likelihood a retaliatory capability similar
to ours.

As a result of these developments, an inescapable reality of

the 1970's is the Soviet Union’s possession of powerful and
sophisticated strategic forces approaching, and in some cate-
gories, exceeding ours in numbers and capahility.

Recent Soviet programs have emphasized both quantitative
increases in offensive and defensive forces and qualitative
improvements in the capahilities of these forces—such as a
new, more accurate warhead and perhaps penetration aids for
their Minuteman-type S5-11 missile, continued testing of the
multiple warhead for the S8-9, and research and development
on improved components for their ABM system, together with

SOVIET DEFENSE AGREEMENTS
AND RECENT FLEET OPERATIONS

Collective Defense Treaty (Warsaw Pact)

- Bilateral Treaties of Friendship and Mutual
Assistance (Quter Mongolia. North Korea. North
Viet-Nam, People’s Republic of China, Cuba)

Massive Soviel military assistance to other
countries, including the presence there of large
numbers of Soviet personne! {UA.R.. Syria, Iraql"r

F=58 Areas of recent Soviet surface fleet operations®

\inTdistant waters''

* The Soviet Union provides military assistance on a
smaller scale te a number of additional states. These
are nat shown because they are not believed to con.
stitute & significant military invoivernent at this time,

Map tourtesy of Depariment of State. Beprinted from Issoes In United Stales Foreign Poley series—No. 3—Commitments of U.8. Power Abroad.
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C. U.S. Military Capabilities. Military capabilities must be considered in the light of three
different types of military confrontation between the U.S. with her allies, and the U.S.S.R.
and the nations favoring her. The first is a general thermonuclear war. The second is limited
war, where conflict is confined to a specific region, and political goals are limited. The third
is in opposition to insurgent actions of the type which the Soviets call “Wars of National
Liberation.” There is no clear line of demarcation between these two latter types. The
situation in South Vietnam, originally an insurgent war aided and abetted by the
Communist powers, is now clearly a limited war. By contrast, the Korean War was obviously
a limited war from the beginning.

In preparing for these three types of war, the U.S. maintains the military capability for
general nuclear war under the title of “‘Strategic Offensive and Defensive Forces,”" while the
capability for the remaining two categories is contained in “‘General Purpose Forces.”

Within this framework, it has been U.S. policy to provide capability for fighting two
“major” wars and one “minor’’ contingency. A recent change in U.S. military policy has
reduced the capability required to that necessary to deal with one “major’ war and one
“minor”’ contingency.

Any analysis of United States military capability to support national objectives where
they are in actual or potential conflict with those of the Communist world must consider
that the U.S. cannot simultanecusly provide adequate military assistance to all of the
potential allies to whom commitments and assurances have been given. Most importantly,
however, the Communist nations are also limited in their ability to project military and
economic force on a broad base, and consequently cannot coerce the U.S. into a position
where a large number of these commitments would have to be discharged concurrently.
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LATIN AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN

2. A new type of militarism has arisen in Latin America. Sometimes called “Nasserism”,
it is advocated primarily by younger officers who believe that democracy has failed in Latin
America, yet who realize that social change is urgently needed. These “change agents”,
motivated by increasing impatience ‘with corruption, inefficiency and a stagnant political
order, seek to establish paternalistic dictatorships of extreme nationalistic character. What
roles can they play in economic, political, and social development?

3. What are the strategic interests of the United States in Latin'America?
4, Mexico presents a rather unique situation in Latin America in terms of its successful
revolution and its one-party democratic form of government. What analogies can be drawn

from this Mexican case to other Latin American countries?

5. To what extent does communist subversion and “Castroism'’ pose a threat to the
political stability of Latin American countries?

6. Should U.S. aid to Latin American countries be given or denied purely on the basis of
the type of government currently in power in each country?
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UNITED STATES NATIONAL OBJECTIVES J 4. What steps can or should the United States take to attempt to regain better relations
IN THE AREA OF THE USSR AND EASTERN EUROPE | ~ and influence with the Arab countries?
!
U.S. objectives with regard to the USSR and Eastern Europe and proposed U.S. strategy 5. What are the major points of differences between the so-called ‘‘hard-line” and the
to accomplish these are as follows: | “moderate” Arab States? Are there indications of fundamental shifts in this make-up? If so,

what are the implications for the United States?
A. Deter the Threat againsti the Physical Security of the U.S. and Her Allies in -
Accordance with Our International Commitments il A

Maintain a strong Western Europe to thwart any possible Soviet move in this B
area.

Continue present contribution of forces with back-up of U.S. strategic and
tactical weapons.

Restructure NATO so that European countries willingly undertake their defense
obligations.

Continue to work for strategic arms limitations.

Examine and restate treaty commitments so that intentions are clearly known
to USSR and other nations.

B. Maintain Flexible Response 1o Aggression againsl the U.S. or Her Allies

Retain credible military strength, capable of fighting one major and one minor
war concurrently.

C. Prevent Communist Altempls Lo Subverl the Political Institutions of Other Nations in
Accordance with Our International Commilments

Honor international commitments with support appropriate to the situation.
Maintain “status quo’’ in Europe.

Remain disengaged in the China-USSR confrontation to permit intervention if .
outbreak of general war is threatened.

D. Encourage International Eiforts in Peacemaking and Peaceheeping
Continue efforts to work through United Nations and regional organizations. \
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MIDDLE EAST

D. Limit USSR Expansion into the Area
Maintain existing alliance or alliance relationships (NATQ, CENTO).

Maintain a credible military presence in the area, encouraging maximum
participation by other free world countries.

Concentrate economic, technical, and other assistance to friendly or neutral
countries in the area.

Encourage free world economic, technical, and cultural activities in the area.
Seek a lasting resolution of the Arab-Israeli hostility, thereby minimizing Arab
reliance upon the USSR military assistance which serves as a primary source of
Russian influence.

E. Secure the Right of Innocent Passage th}ough the Critical Waterways of tﬁe Area.

Support the UN Resolution of 22 Nov 67 which guarantees the right of Israel,
as of all other states, to transit these waterways.

F. Avoid a Military Confronlation with the Soviel Union.
Continue cooperation with the USSR in seeking a peace formula.

Avoid giving Israel unconditional support which might encourage precipitous
Israeli military adventure.

Maintain a credible military presence to deter Russia and her Arab clients from
a simnilar military action.

SUGGESTED ISSUES FOR DISCUSSION

1. What are the United States interests and objectives in the Middle East and the Arab
world?

2. The Soviet Union’s activity in the Middle East and the Mediterranean has increased in
recent years. What are the consequences of this activity with respect to the Arab-Israeli
conflict and the United States role in the dispute?

3. The Suez Canal has been closed since the Six Day War in 1967. Has this closing

worked to the advantage of the Soviets relative to the West?
30
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Work closely with the USSR to achieve peace when war breaks out in the “third
world.”

Work multi-laterally with concerned nations to solve conflict problems, with
particular emphasis on not maneuvering “‘behind the back."”

E. Promotion and Support of the Efforts of Independent Nations loward Self-Deternina-
lion; Improvement of International Exchange in Cultural and Economic Areas: and
Participation in World-Wide Efforts Lo Maintain the Ecological Balance of the World

Continue attempts to improve economic, sociological and cultural relationships
with the USSR and Eastern Europe unilaterally and multilaterally.

Encourage Western Europe to improve relations with Eastern Europe and reach
a European solution to Europe's problems.

Encourage self-determination without implying assistance which is not intended
to be forthcoming.

F. Preserve Freedom of the Seas

Maintain credible and effective seapower, both naval and non-naval, and project
it world-wide.

SUGGESTEDR ISSUES FOR DISCUSSION

1. To what extent can communist ideology be used as a means of explaining or
predicting Soviet behavior? Discuss in terms of the roles of ideology versus pragmatic
nationalism,

2. Are there any concrete indications that the Soviet system is becoming more like our
own?

3. A favorite thesis of some Western observers is that the Soviel economy is inefficient.
How does this fit in with the Soviet ability to produce and maintain the amount and kinds
of advanced weaponry, as well as their space, maritime, and other achievements?

4. Does the Soviet Union still maintain its objective of world revolution? Discuss in terms
of specific policies and examples.

5. Almost two years have passed since the 1968 Czechoslovakian occupation. Can this
Soviet action be considered to have been a success or failure for the Soviet Union?

-



USSR AND EASTERN EUROPE

6. The Brezhnev Doctrine of limited sovereignty holds that the Soviet Union has the UNITED STATES NATIONAL OBJECTIVES
right to use military force to subdue any Communist nation whose current policies are IN THE AREA OF THE MIDDLE EAST
contrary to Soviet interests. Has this policy brought about any fundamental changes in the
relations between Moscow and its Warsaw Pact allies? A. Establish a Just and Lasting Peace in the Middle East
7. Should the United States actively pursue a policy of ‘“‘detente’ and “bridge-building’’ o Reemphasize support of the UN Resolution of 22 Nov 67.
with the USSR and the Warsaw Pact nations? If so, what should be the scope and limits of 3
such a policy? If not, what alternative policies should the United States pursue in East-West Maintain continuing contact with the USSR in an effort to further substantive
relations? . . negotiations between the conflicting states.

While maintaining the military balance between Israel and the Arab States,
attempt to curb the continuing arms race.

As the principal supporter of Israel, employ the leverage derived from this
position to induce Israel to negotiate realistically on the basis of the 22 Nov 67
UN Resolution.

Support a UN peace-keeping role.

As appropriate, expand “Big-Four” talks to include other nations, leading to
multi-lateral solutions reflecting the interests of the community of nations.

B. Maintain the Territorial Inlegrity and Political Independence of the Several States of
the Area

Support the principle of non-interference in the affairs of states in accordance
with the UN Charter.

Maintain cordial relations where existing and seek to establish a basis for
relations where they are now nonexistent. '

Concentrate diplomatic, financial, and other assistance to the moderate Arab
States,

C. Maintain Free World Access to the Qil of the Area

Continue to provide necessary economic, technical, and other assistance to the
oil producing states to enhance their internal development.

Maintain a balanced policy between the commercial cil interests and the
interests of the producing states.
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LATIN AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN

c. Encouragement of a political climate that will at once retain domestic investment
capital and attract foreign investors,

d. Administer aid through multinational organizations, rather than through bilateral
arrangements.

e. Promotion of mutually beneficial trade and investment between the United States
and Latin America.

f. Encourage investment of private U.S. capital in Latin America.
Objective 4: Promotion of the United States concept for hemispheric defense.
Strategies:
a. Discouragement of excessive or unrealistic military expenditures.
b. Promotion of the retention of U.S. rights in the Panama Canal.
¢. Promotion of the idea that military requirements need only meet internal security
and limited defense needs since the U.S. will play the primary role in the defense of Latin

America from external aggression.

d. Establishment of a military aid program which will create a dependence on U.S.
support and guidance.

Objective 5: Promotion of mutual trust and meaningful area development by encouraging
the formation of regional political and economic alliances.

Strategies:
a. Maintenance of U.S. influence in regional organizations at the lowest possible
visible level in order to minimize the feeling of U.S. dominance.

b. Encouragement and, where possible, aid in the further development of such
regional organizations as LAFTA and CACM.

SUGGESTED ISSUES FOR DISCUSSION

1. What are the cultural, social, and political obstacles which inhibit the modernization
process in Latin America? : :

24

UNITED STATES NATIONAL OBJECTIVES IN THE AREA OF WESTERN EUROPE

National Objective Number One. To develop and implement policies and programs to
encourage a politically stable Western Europe, friendly to the interests of the United States.

Strategy. (Germany): Support a strong West Germany. (Portugal): Support UN resolution
for reform in Portuguese Africa directed toward ultimate self-determination. (Spain):
Maintain U.S. neutrality reqgarding Gibraltar while continuing Spanish base rights negotia-
tions. (Mid-East): Maintain neutrality and prevent resumption of hostilities while seeking
permanent political settlement. (Malta/Cyprus/Greece): Maintain U.S. Sixth Fleet presence
in the Mediterranean and encourage economic and political development and stability in

_each country. (Western Europe): Support these countries in the establishment of

independent, peaceful relations with the USSR and the Bloc countries.

National Objective Number Two. To develop policies and programs to encourage and
support a strong West European economy, with an environment favorable to trade and
investment interests of the United States.

Strategv. (European Integration): Continue to encourage progress toward economic
integration by the European Economic Community (EEC), and, particularly, the broadening
of EEC’s membership. (U.S. Trade): Seek to lower trade barriers between the United States
and the EEC and European Free Trade Area {EFTA) countries, and to ameliorate the EEC's
restrictive barriers to U.S. agricultural products. (U.S. Investment): Shift policy to one of
consistent encouragement of long-term U.S. investment, and discourage short-term
speculation in Western Europe. (Monetary Policy): Continue efforts in the International
Monetary Fund to encourage more flexible monetary exchange rates. (Economic Aid):
Continue to urge West European countries to increase aid to less developed countries,
channeling their assistance through international agencies.

National Objective Number Three. To encourage and support an individual and collective
capacity on the part of West European countries to resist armed attack by powers whose
interests are hostile to those of the United States.

Strategy. (NATQ): The U.S. should continue support of NATO as a principal vehicle for
containment of Communist military pressures in the North Atlantic, Western Europe and
the Mediterranean. (Nuclear Weapons): The U.S. should continue to quarantee the defense
of Western Europe (within treaty obligations) by deployment of tactical weapons as well as
strategic forces. (Military (Bases): Dispersed bases in depth are important to the U.S.
presence in Western Europe. Costs must be weighed against tactical and strategic planning
for employment of forces. (Soviet Naval Threat): The U.S. must continue to maintain a
strong naval presence, base rights and capability for rapid response with modern, effective
forces. Integrated naval forces of the member NATO countries offer a desireable avenue for

additional effectiveness and shared costs. 17



WESTERN EUROPE
SUGGESTED ISSUES FOR DISCUSSION

1. Taken at face value, the “‘Brezhnev Doctrine’’ proclaims the right of the Soviet Union
to use military force to subdue any Communist nation whose current policies are deemed to
be contrary to the interests of the Soviets. What should or can NATQ's planning and
strategy be if the Doctrine is invoked by the Soviets in some future crisis similar to the 1968
Czechoslovakian affair?

2. The move toward Western European political integration seems to have stalled; even
economic integration appears to have advanced about as far as can reasonably be expected,
even assuming entry of Britain into the Common Market. Are there any other routes
through which Western Europe can assume an independent and effective third force role in
world politics?

3. The “German'’ question seems to be at the head of the list of European political
problems. How far should the United States go in active support of Brandt’s policies in
pursuit of rapproachment with East Germany?® What kinds of support can the United States
give to the process of normalized East-West German relations?

4. One of the major issues between the United States and its NATOQ allies has been the
size of the individual nations’ conventional force contribution for the implementation of
NATO'’s flexible response strategy. Given the U.S. domestic pressure for reducing our
conventional forces in Europe, what security alternatives are available to Western Europe if
the United States does in fact drastically reduce the size of its ground forces in Europe? Can
we realistically expect our NATQ partners (outside of West Germany} to assume more of
the conventional defense of Europe?

5. In his February 1970 report to the Congress on U.S. foreign policy, President Nixon
spoke of a “more balanced association and a more genuine partnership’”’ with Western
Europe as being in America’s interest. What policies can this country pursue to further this
interest? In turn, what can the Europeans themselves do to enhance this partnership?

6. Do Creat Britain's true interests rest within Europe or in its “special relationship”
with the United States and the Commonwealth countries? What are the issues involved and

what is the likely course of British foreign policy in this respect?

7. What opportunities (if any) exist in Europe for the United States with respect to
France and its new leadership?

8

UNITED STATES NATIONAL OBJECTIVES IN THE AREA OF
LATIN AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN

Objective 1: Maintain the United States as the major political influence in the Western
Hemisphere.

Stralegies:

a. Exclusion of non-hemispheric, totalitarian influence from Latin America, most
particularly the influence of international communism.

b. Continued isolation of Cuba.

¢. Improvement of the United States image by making credible the U.S. policy of
strict non-intervention and stressing our determination to be a partner, rather than a
paramount.

Objective 2: Establishment of stable, representative governments in all Latin American
states.

Slralegics:

a. Encouragement of participation by a far greater percentage of the population in
the political life of their country.

b. Being prepared to deal realistically with interim authoritative governments which
actively and effectively pursue the economic, social, and political development of their
country.

Objective 3: Encouragement and aid in the development of political, social, and economic
stability through measures providing for overall national development, more equitable
sharing of the benefits of the modern world, and an increased standard of living for the
rmasses.

hlr;llnglcs:

a. Encouragement and aid in the reduction of illiteracy as a principal requisite for all
other developments.

b. Encouragement of a general concern in Latin American governments for the need
of population growth controls, and being prepared to aid in establishing realistic and
effective programs.
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THE PACIFIC AND ASIA

there something else? Should there be any fundamental changes in U.S. policy toward
Communist China? Discuss in terms of current and future U.S. interests.

2. One of the suggested strategies for the United States to adopt in the Western Pacific
after the settlement of Vietnam is the so-called “off-shore’ strategy, which provides for the
withdrawal to U.S. owned or controlled islands. Discuss the pros and cons of such a
strategy. Does this fit in with President Nixon's Asian policy for the 70’s?

3. The emergence of Japan as a post-war economic power has great significance for the
United States. Can and should the United States accept a Japan that is also a military power
in the Far East? What are the implications of such a Japanese role? Would Japan’s growing
power be reminiscent of her World War II Greater East Asia ‘“Co-prosperity Sphere’’? Can
and should the U.S. urge Japan to assume greater responsibility for the defense of our
interests in Korea?

4. Can the Sino-Soviet split be considered as being in the interest of the United States?
If so, how? Should we do anything to intensify this split?

5. What are the dilemmas surrounding U.S. policy toward Pakistan and India?

6. As a predominantly white nation, how realistic is it to expect Australia to assume a
future major role in Southeast Asia and to have the nations of the area accept it? Discuss
Australia’s potential for bringing about more effective coordination and increased
cooperation among the countries of Southeast Asia and with the United States.

UNITED STATES NATIONAL OBJECTIVES IN THE AREA OF
AFRICA SOUTH OF THE SAHARA

National Objectives. Basic U.S. national objectives in regard to Africa south of the Sahara
can be stated as follows:

a. Development of independent African nations capable of resisting Communist
subversion and oriented toward the Free World.

b. Maintenance of U.S. access to African raw materials of critical importance to the
United States.

c. Maintenance of U.S. access to African territory strategically important for transit and
communications purposes.

Strategic Concepl. U.S. strategy for Africa south of the Sahara should focus available U.S.
resources on specific countries in which the U.S. has a significant interest and on problems
most critical to the development of African nations. Because the U.S. has strategic interests
which are limited or minor in most African nations south of the Sahara, and because of the
potential for extensive conflict within the region, U.S. strategy should be governed by
maximum flexibility and minimum direct commitments—a strategy of “selective involve-
ment.”’

U.S. Strategy. For the attainment of national objectives, elements are as follows:

a. Encourage other Free World developed nations and appropriate international
organizations to maintain or increase their support to African development.

b. Encourage full use of regional arrangements for pursuing national development
objectives and in settling intraregional disputes.

c. Recognize rapid change as an African characteristic and seek to accelerate constructive
change at a rate sufficient to overcome disintegrative tendencies.

d. Seek the development of responsible political leadership.

e. Recognize military and radically oriented governments that come to power through
nonstatutory means on a case-by-case basis and then only after consideration of a broad
range of factors ranging from U.S. national interests and prestige involved to internal
conditions of the subject country.

SUGGESTED ISSUES FOR DISCUSSION

1. During the next decade the situation in Africa will be undergoing rapid change. What
effect will these developments have on our vital interests?

2. The tension prevalent in Southern Africa because of the race issue is likely to deepen.
What can the United States do to help lessen this tension, keeping our strategic interest in

the area in mind?
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AFRICA SOUTH OF THE SAHARA

3. How extensive is the influence which French culture, trade and aid exerts in the
former French colonial areas of Africa? How can this influence assist in solving the
modernization problems faced by the nations which were formed from these areas?

4. Portugal's African overseas provinces are a heavy drain on her resources largely
because of defense expenditures for the areas. How much is United States’ policy toward

Africa and toward Portugal, a NATO partner, affected by Portugal’s African problems and
policies?

5. What aspects of Communist China’s ideology are responsibie for the apparent reverses
of China’s policies in Africa?

6. Have the African regional organizations and the Organization of African Unity
provided any cause for optimism with respect to their effectiveness for African economic
and political cooperation?

20

U.S. NATIONAL OBJECTIVES IN THE AREA OF
THE PACIFIC AND ASIA

A. The Specific Objectives of Current U.S. Foreign Policy toward the Region are:

1. The achievement and maintenance of stable, popularly supported independent
governments which are not hostile to the U.S.

2. The development and maintenance of a balance of power which will prevent one
power domination in the area.

3. The maintenance of a sufficient military presence to protect U.S. national interests.

4. The prevention of the proliferation of nuclear weapons.

5. The prevention of the spread of Communism.

B. Current Policies of the U.S. toward the Region are:

1. To fulfill honorably present treaty obligations.

2. To promote regional responsibility for security.

3. To provide the counter to possible CPR and U.5.5.R. nuclear blackmail.

4, To provide military aid to those countries which indicate a determination to use it
effectively.

5. To promote economic development through capital investment, aid, and technical
assistance.

Recommmended New Policies. In recognition of the forces at work within the region, and
the neo-isolationist sentiments within the U.S., some redirection of policy seems to be
desirable. To some extent the recommended “re-direction” could be considered merely a
change in emphasis of existing policies. Specific recormmendations are:

1. Gradually reduce U.S. commitments to the defense of countries other than Japan and
Australia while emphasizing regional responsibility, as outlined in the Nixon Doctrine for
Asia,

2. Encourage Japan and Australia to assume a military responsibility for defense of the
region in conjunction with other countries and the U.S.

3. Encourage Japan to take a leading role in economic development of the region.

4. Accept a minimal modification to base agreements in Japan, QOkinawa, Thailand,
Vietnam and the Philippines.

5. While continuing to resist Communist China's expansion, the U.S. should work
toward an accommodation of China’s legitimate interests in the area.

SUGGESTED ISSUES FOR DISCUSSION

1. The containment of Communist China and the control of Communist encroachment

has been part of the American interest in East Asia. [s this still a prime U.S. interest or is
21
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Introduction

The purpose of this volume is to provide a common
point of departure for discussion of strategic and policy is-
sues confronting the United States in the 1970's. As in all
Global Strategy Discussions, the value of the deliberations is
primarily educational. No effort is made to establish any par-
ticular concensus, and the fulleét range of views is encour-
aged. The success of our discussions is to be judged on how
well we are able to delineate the major issues clearly.

To assist our discussions a set of definitions of ma-
jor terms is included immediately following this Introduction.
The definitions given are those used at the Naval War College.
They are included so that we may begin with a common frame of
reference. As with everything else on our agenda, they too
are open to discussion.

Following the definitions is a short statement, again
derived from student efforts, using the definitions to deline-
ate in broad terms the national interests of the United States,
the national capabilities and resources available to us as.a
nation for the implementatién of those interests, and the mili-
tary capabilities available as backing in the event of conflict.

Since the United States is now embarked upon a compre-
hensive review and reevaluation of its_jinterests, objectives,

ol OLSall § 2
and military capabilitiei, major excerpts from the "Nixon

Doctrine" are next included.
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The Nixon Doctrine is followed by the.statements

drawn from the student efforts mentioned in the Foreword. ?:
Each of these six statements, covering the major geographi-
cal areas of the world, ig arranged in similar format, pro-
ceeding from each United States objective in that area to the
strategies by which each can be attained, and then to the sug-
gested issues for discussion which emerge. As we discuss each
area we shall be asking what maritime and naval strategy is ap-
propriate for the United ‘States in the light of the Nixon Doc-
trine, how we are to ensure that we remain sufficiently strong
as a nation to carry out our commitments, and what possibili-

¢
exisL .
tiespfor partnership with other nations on a new basis, =e=m=

pEssEniyr,

Our discussions are taking place in a time of great
stress and domestic uneasiness involving substantial Consti-
tutional issues. In the conduct of foreign affairs the power
of the President as Commander-in-Chief confronts the power of
the Congress to declare war and appropriate funds for its
waging. Of particular concern to critics of present policies
are Presidential commitments to other nations, especially the
commitment of armed forces to combat in situations not char-
acterized by direct military attack on the ﬁnited States or
accompanied by a formal declaration of war. The voice of youth
is especially heard today, although all segments of the nation

.are vocal in the discussion of these issues.

-Jaq-
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The confrontation with crisis over our public affairs
is not a new experience for the United States, even if the com-
pPlexity of achieving adequate defensive capability is today
made more difficult by technological change and rising costs.
The American method of government rests traditionally on the
solid basis of systematic and free debate. As we as a people
attempt to chart new approaches to both old and new problems,
we can draw comfort from the words of President Franklin D.
Roosevelt:

Our constitution is so simple and practical

that it is possible to meet extraordinary needs by

changes in emphasis and arrangement without loss

of essential form. That is why our constitutional

system has proved itself the most superbly endur-

ing political mechanism the modern world has pro-

duced. It has met every stress of vast expansion

of territory, of foreign wars, of bitter internal
strife, of world relations.

3} -



DEFINITION OF TERMS

National Interests: Those interests that the National decision making group determines are
important to the maintenance of the state. These offer broad guidance to national
leaders who are charged with the formulation of objectives, policies, and commitments.
Some interests may be called vital interests, that is, those interests for which we may
go to war. All other national interests may be termed secondary interests.

National Objectives: Those specific goals which are designed to support or secure the
national interests. These may be further categorized as “long-term objectives” (fifteen
years or more) which may also be called national goals, or “short-term objectives”
usually referred to merely as objectives.

National Policies: These are specific courses of action which are designed to achieve
objectives. They are the means (policy) to the end (objective). Several alternative
policies may be available to achieve an objective.

National Strategy: This is “the art and science of developing and using the political,
economic, and psychological powers of a nation, together with its armed forces, durmg
peace and war to secure national objectives.”

Power: The strength or capacity that a sovereign state can use to achieve its national
interests. The elements of power (demography, geography, economics, history,
psychology, sociology, military, and government) may be used as a basis to assess
power. An assessment of power may be expressed in potential or actual terms.
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U.S. NATIONAL INTERESTS AND deieitdt: CAPABILITILS

A. National Interests. The vital national interest—determined to be essential to the
maintenance of the U.S. as a nation—is:

to safeguard the physical security of the U.S. against all enemies, foreign and
domestic.

Within this vital interest there are commitments (including all treaty commitments for the
mutual defense and support of other nations) which may vary from time to time in order of
priority, but the vital interest itself is basic and unchanging.

Secondary interests are more transitory and are of lesser import to the extent that if they
should conflict with the “vital” interest, the “vital’ interest shall override. The secondary
national interests are:

to achieve economic and social progress and to safequard and promote those
political institutions and ideals on which the U.S. was founded.

to participate freely and cooperate fully with other nations in international
accords, treaties, and organizations which create a peaceful international
environment. ' '

to oppose by appropriate means including moral suasion, diplomatic maneuver,
economic sanctions, and military force, other nations that act in opposition to
our vital and secondary national interests.

B. National Capabililies. Basic U.S. capabilities affecting foreign policy implementation are
impressive: a large, highly skilled population; immense natural resources within a favorable
y /ghmatlc and geographic setting; the most highly developed economy in the world; far-_a"‘ w3 Cf:“f‘
—'J fom‘coﬁ to nong, with both nuclear and conventional military capability. To this ra'ﬂ‘?c{
inventory must be added a highly successful space program which significantly enhances the
U.S. power image and a superior ability to develop and utilize modern industrial and defense
technology. However, there are important limitations which the policy-maker must take -
into consideration: a decreased willingness on the part of the American people to pay the
: price of supporting the present global strategy of containing communism, the currently
depressed conventional forces’ capability to respond to new challenges due to recent
reductions and heavy involvement in Vietnam, and the economic constraints imposed by
inflation and the balance of payments deficit. Of these, public opinion is perhaps the most
important. Current manifestations of public opinion which are of particular relevance to
foreign policy include student and black unrest, anti-Vietnam sentiment, a reaction against
the “military-industrial complex,” and pressures to shift expenditures from defense to the

sclution of domestic problems.
.
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C. U.S. Military Capabilities. Military capabilities must be considered in the light of three
different types of military confrontation between the U.S. with her allies, and the U.S.S.R.
and the nations favoring her. The first is a general thermonuclear war. The second is limited
war, where conflict is confined to a specific region, and political goals are limited. The third
is in opposition to insurgent actions of the type which the Soviets call “Wars of National
Liberation.” There is ‘no clear line of demarcation between these two latter types. The
situation in South Vietnam, originally an insurgent war aided and abetted by the
Communist powers, is now clearly a limited war. By contrast, the Korean War was obviously
a limited war from the beginning. - g

In preparing for these three types of war, the U.S. maintains the military capability for
general nuclear war under the title of "‘Strategic Offensive and Defensive Forces,” while the
capability for the remaining two categories is contained in “General Purpose Forces."”

Within this framework, it has been U.S. policy to provide capability for fighting two
“major" wars and one “minor” contingency. /A recent change in U.S. military policy has

{ reduced the capability required to that necessary to deal with one “major” war and-6ne
“minor” contingency.

Any analysis of United States military capability to.support national objectives where
they are in actual or potential conflict with those of the Communist wotld must consider
that the U.S. cannot simultaneously provide adequate military s@sténce to all of the
potential allies to whom commitments and assurances have beefi given. Most importantly,
however, the Communist nations are also limited in their ability to project military and
economic force on a broad base, and consequently can/not coerce the U.S. into a position
\where a large number of these commitments would have to be d_ischarg.g_d concurrently.

/




A recent change under the Nixon Doctrine is designed to ﬁro-
.duce what is called a "1k war" capability. In tﬁe words of
President Nixon, ™ we will maintain in peacetime general pur-
pose forces adequate for simultaneocusly meeting a major Com-
munist attack in either Europe or Asia, assisting allies
against non-Chinese threats in Asia, and contending with ar
contingency elsewhere.'™ |
Given these capability guidelines, the emphasis in
the Nixon Doctrine on three cornerstones of approach (part-
nership, strength, and willingness to negotiate) must be
translated into a military effort which couples U. S. strength
to partnership with all friendly nations, one in which obli-
gations as well as benefits are shared. e

In view of the rising importance of Soviet maritime

.
T

power and the progressive cut-back in U, S. overseas bases,
the honoring of the commitments reaffirmed by the Nixon Doc-
trine will require a thorough rethinking of U, S. maritime
strategy as a part of the new overall U. S. strategy. Of
‘prime concern is the gquestion whether the interaction of alil
of these factors will lead the U. S. to depend more heavily

on a forward naval strategy.
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February 28, 1970

— UNITED STATES FOREIGN POLICY FOR THE 1970°S —

A New Strategy for Peace

President Nixon has defined and outlined “United States
Foreign Policy For The 1970'."

The President termed his policy “A New Strategy for
Peace.” And he said, “The postwar period in international
relations has ended.”

“When [ took office,” the Pregident said, “the most immedi-
ate problem facing our nation was the war in Vietnam. No
question has more occupied our thoughts and energies during
this past year.

“Yet the fundamental task confronting us was more pro-
found. We could see that the whole pattern of international
politics was changing. Our challenge was to understand that
change, to define America's goals for the next period, and to
set in motion policiea to achieve them. For all Americans must
understand that because of its strength, itsa history and ita
concern for human dignity, this nation occupies a special place
in the world. Peace and progress are impossible without a
major American role.

“This first annual report on U.S. foreign policy is more than
a record of one year. It is this Administration’s statement of
8 new approach to foreign policy, to match a new era of inter-
national relations.

“The postwar period in international relations has ended.”
In the 119-page report to Congress Feb. 1B the President
explained “A New Strategy for Peace,” based on three key

points: Partnership, Strength and The Willingness To Nego-
tiate.

“A nation needs many qualities, but it needs faith and confidence above all. Skep-
tics do not build societies; the idealists are the builders. Only societies that believe
in themselves can rise to their challenges. Let us not, then, pose a false choice be-
tween meeting our responsibilities abroad and meeting the needs of our people at
home, We shall meet both or we shall meet neither.”

The President’s Remarks
at the Air Force Academy
Commencement, June 4, 1969.

President Nixon said:

“Peace requires partnership. Its obligations, like its bene-
fits, must be shared. This concept of partnersiaip guides our
relationa with all friendly nations.

“Peace requires atrength. So long as there are those who
would threaten our vital interests and those of our allies
with military force, we must be strong. American weakness
could tempt would-be aggressors to make dangerous mis-
calculations.

“At the same time, our own strength is important only in
relation to the strength of others. We—like others—must
pPlace high priority on enhancing our security through co-
operative arms control,

“Pence requires a willingness to negotiate. All nations—
and we are no exception—have important national interests
to protect. But the most fundamental interest of all nations
lies in building the structure of peace. In partnership with
our allies, secure in our own strength, we will seek those
areas in which we can agree among ourselves and with
others to accommodate conflicts and overcome rivalries. We
are working toward the day when all nations will have a
stake in peace, and will therefore be partners in its mainte-
nance,

“Within such a structure, international disputes can be set-
tied and clashes contained. The insecurity of nations, out of
which so much conflict arises, will be eased, and the habits of
moderation and compromise will be nurtured. Most important,
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meet conventional threats in one theater—such as NATO
Europe;
—weankness on our part would be more provocative than

threats in Asia, and contending with a contingency elsewhere.
The choice of this strategy was based on the following
considerations:

—the nuclear capability of our strategic and theater nuclear
forces serves as a deterrent to full-scale S_oviet attack on
NATO Europe or Chinese attack on our Asian allies;

continued U.S. strength, for it might encourage others to
take dangerous risks, to resort to the illusion that military
adventurism could succeed.

To meet the requirements for the strategy we adopted, we
will maintain the required ground and supporting tactical air
forces in Europe and Asia, together with naval and air forces.
At the same time, we will retain adequate active forces in
addition to a full complement of reserve forces based in the
United States. These force levels will be spelled out in greater
detail in the program and budget statement of the Secretary
of Defense.

—the prospects for a coordinated two-front attack on our
allies by Russia and China are low both because of the risks
of nuclear war and the improbability of Sino-Soviet coop-
eration. In any event, we do not believe that such a coordi-
}lat.ed attack should be met primarily by U.S. conventional
orces;

—the desirability of insuring against greater than expected
threats by maintaining more than the forces required to

' U.S. DEFENSE TREATIES AND AGREEMENTS
Collective Delense Treaties {R10, ANZUS, SEATO. NATO)
Il Protocol states to SEATO (Laos, Cambodia. South Viet-Nam)

Bilateral Defense Treaties {Korea, Japan. Philippines,
Republic of China) *

E== Execulive Agreements of Cooperation Relating to Defense
{Turkey, Iran, Pakistan, Liberia) *

- Execulive Agreements for Establishment of U:S, Bases and
Instaltations in other cmmlrles {Spain, Lnbya Ethiopial}

& In additionto a brlmemr defense treaty with the U.S. ¢
Phitippines has membership in SEATO.  In addition to
bilateral executive agreements of cooperation, collective
defense treaties cover Turkey (NATO) and Pakistan (SEATQ)

NOTE : In addition to those countries indicated on this
map, 15 countries in FY 1963 received Some form of
military aid—12 received training only. three received
materiel, Also. the United States has minor installations
in about 40 countries, e g., communications and
space-rracking'frarions,

a~Japan Treaty

~ Rapublir of Norea f:ebry'

‘f Repubhc of Cl:ma Treaty
,&“ s Phrhppme Trcaﬂ-

|-

Map courtesy of Department of State. Beprinted from lssoes In Unlied Ktates Forelgn Pollcy serles—No. 3—Commitments of U.K. l'nworAhrud
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UNITED STATES NATIONAL OBJECTIVES IN THE AREA OF WESTERN EUROPE

National Objective Number One. To develop and implement policies and programs to

encourage a politically stable Western Europe, friendly to the interests of the United States.
as. Lre
Stratezy. {Germany): Support a strong West Germany. (Portugal): Support UN resolunon

for reform in Portuguese Africa directed toward ultimate self-determination. (Spam)
Malntam U.S. neutrality regarding Gibraltar while continuing Spanish base rights negotia-
tions. (M;d East): Maintain neutrahty and prevent resumption of hostilities while seeking
. permanent political settlement’” (Malta/Cyprus/Greece): Maintain U.S. Sixth Fleet presence
in the Mediterranean and encourage economic and political development and stability in
each country.¥ (Western Europe): Support these countries in the establishment of
independent, peaceful relations with the USSR and the Bloc countries.

National Objective Number Two. To develop policies and programs to encourage and
support a strong West European economy, with an environment favorable to trade and
investment interests of the United States.

Strategy. (European Integration): Continue to encourage progress toward economic
integration by the European Economic Community (EEC), and, particularly, the broadening
of EEC’s membership. (U.S. Trade): Seek to lower trade barriers between the United States
and the EEC and European Free Trade Area {(EFTA) countries, and to ameliorate the EEC’s
restrictive barriers to U.S. agricultural products. (U.S. Investment): Shift policy to one of
consistent encouragement of long-term U.S. investment, and discourage short-term
speculation in Western Europe. (Monetary Policy): Continue efforts in the International
Monetary Fund to encourage more flexible monetary exchange rates. (Economic Aid):
Continue to urge West European countries to increase aid to less developed countries,
channeling their assistance through international agencies. '

National Objective Number Three. To encourage and support an individual and collective
capacity on the part of West European countries to resist armed attack by powers whose
interests are hostile to those of the United States.

Strategy. (NATQ): The U.S. should continue support of NATO as a principal vehicle for
containment of Communist military pressures in the North Atlantic, Western Europe and
the Mediterranean. (Nuclear Weapons): The U.S. should continue to guarantee the defense
of Western Europe (within treaty obligations) by deployment of tactical weapons as well as
strategic forces. (Military (Bases): Dispersed bases in depth are important to the U.S.
presence in Western Europe. Costs must be weighed against tactical and strategic planning
for employment of forces. (Soviet Naval Threat): The U.S. must continue to maintain a
strong naval presence, base rights and capability for rapid response with modern, effective
forces. Integrated naval forces of the member NATO countries offer a desirfable avenue for
additional effectiveness and shared costs.

7
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WESTERN EUROPE
SUGGESTED ISSUES FOR DISCUSSION

1. Taken at face value, the “Brezhnev Doctrine” proclaims the right of the Soviet Union
to use military force to subdue any Communist nation whose current policies are deemed to
be contrary to the interests of the Soviets. What should or can NATQ's planning and
strategy be if the Doctrine is invoked by the Soviets in some future crisis similar to the 1968
Czechoslovakian affair?

2. The move toward Western European political integration seems to have stalled; even-
~ economic integration appears to have advanced about as far as can reasonably be expected,
even assuming entry of Britain into the Common Market. Are there any other routes
through which Western Europe can assume an independent and effective th1rd force role in
world politics?

3. The “German’’ question seems to be at the head of the list of European political
problems. How far should the United States go in active support of Brandt's policies in
pursuit of rapproachment with East Germany? What kinds of support can the United States
give to the process of normalized East-West German relations?

4. One of the major issues between the United States and its NATO allies has been the
size of the individual nations’ conventional force contribution for the implementation of
NATO's flexible response strategy. Given the U.S. domestic pressure for reducing our
conventional forces in Europe, what security alternatives are available to Western Europe if
the United States does in fact drastically reduce the size of its ground forces in Europe? Can
we realistically expect our NATQ partners (outside of West Germany) to assume more of
the conventional defense of Europe?

5. In his February 1970 report to the Congress on U.S. foreign policy, President Nixon
spoke of a “more balanced association and a more genuine partnership” with Western
Europe as being in America’s interest. What policies can this country pursue to further this
interest? In turn, what can the Europeans themselves do to enhance this partnership?/\,—\

nship

6. Do Great Britain's true interests rest within Europe or in its “special relatio
with the United States and the Commonwealth countries? What are the issues involved and
what is the likely course of British foreign policy in this respect?

7. What opportunities (if any} exist in Europe for the United States with respect to
France and its new leadership?

| l(//)c?t More mght

17 : t’. dehieved

Hr ) ‘
f‘ / gffﬂtfshr
Efms m t/rg avea

l"a/\yzlfa(_’-,ejy



AFRICA SOUTil OF THE SAHARA

3. How extensive is the influence which French culture, trade and aid exerts in the
former French colonial areas of Africa? How can this influence assist in solving the
modernization problems faced by the nations which were formed from these areas?

4. Portugal’s African overseas provinces are a heavy drain on her resources largely
because of defense expenditures for the areas. How much is United States’ policy toward
Africa and toward Portugal, a NATO partner, affected by Portugal’s African problems and
policies? .

5. What aspects of Communist China’s ideology are responsible for the apparent reverses
of China's policies in Africa?

6. Have the African regional organizations and the Organization of African Unity

provided any cause for optimism with respect to their effectiveness for African economic
and political cooperation?
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¢. - .
. Encourage full use of regional arrangements for pursuing nat
objectives and in settling intraregional disputes.

onal development '

< Recognize rapid change as an African characteristic and seek to accelerate constructive j
change at a rate sufficient to overcome disintegrative tendencies.

Q.

®. Seek the development of responsibie political leadership. \
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a; Encourage other Free World developed nations and appropriate international
organizations to maintain or increase their support to African development. '

Xr} “focus available U.S.
resources on specific countries in which the U.S. has a significant interest and on problems
most critical to the development of African nations.
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. ~ . . _ Because the U.S. has strategic interests
which are limited or minor in most African nations south of the Sahara, and because of the
potential for extensive. conflict within the region, U.S. strategy should be governed by
maximum flexibility and minimum direct commitments—a strategy of ‘“selective involve-
ment.” .

%. Recognize military” and radically oriented governments that come to power through
nonstatutory means on a case-by-case basis and then only after consideration of a broad |
range of factors ranging from U.S. national interests and prestige involved to internal

conditions of the subject country.

SUGGESTED ISSUES FOR DISCUSSION

1. During the next decade the situation in Africa will be undergoing rapid change. What

effect will these developments have on our vital interests?
ent in Southern Africa because of the race issue is likely to deepen.

2. The tension preval yt !
n, keeping our strategic interestin

" What can the United States do to help Jessen this tensio

the area in mind? Y
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effectively.
economic development through capital investment, &

ovide military aid to those countries which indicate a determination to use it
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4. Gradual]y reduce U.S. commitments to the defense of countries other than Japan and
Australia while emphasizing regional responsibility, as outlined in the Nixon Doctrine for

% Encourage Japan and Australia to assume a military responsibility for defense of the
tegion in conjunction with other countries and the U.S.

C.
?

Y\ Accept a minimal modification to base agreements in Japan, Okinawa, Thailand,
t Vietnam and the Philippines.
4
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5. While continuing to resist Communist China’s expansion, the U.S. should work
toward an accommodation of China’s legitimate interests in the area.
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SUGGFESTED ISSUES FOR DISCUSSION

1. The containment of Communist China and the control of Communist encroachment

has been part of the American interest in East Asia. Is this still a prime U.S. interest or is
2+
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THE PACIFIC AND ASIA

there something else? Should there be any fundamental changes in U.S. policy toward
Communist China? Discuss in terms of current and future U.S, interests,

2. One of the suggested strateqgies for the United States to adopt in the Western Pacific
after the settlement of Vietnam is the so-called “‘off-shore” strateqy, which provides for the
withdrawal to U.S. owned or controlled islands. Discuss the pros and cons of such a
strategy. Does this fit in with President Nixon'’s Asian policy for the 70's?

3. The emergence of Japan as a post-war economic power has great significance for the
United States. Can and should the United States accept a Japan that is also a military power
in the Far East? What.are the implications of such a Japanese role? Would Japan's growing
power be reminiscent of her World War 1I Greater East Asia “Co-prosperity Sphere’’? Can
and should the U.S. urge Japan to assumne greater responsibility for the defense of our
interests in Korea?

4. Can the Sino-Soviet split be considered as being in the interest of the United States?
If so, how? Should we do anything to intensify this split?

5. What are the dilemmas surrounding U.S. policy toward Pakistan and India?

6. As a predominantly white nation, how realistic is it to expect Australia to assume a
future major role in Southeast Asia and to have the nations of the area accept it? Discuss
Australia’s potential for bringing about more effective coordination and increased
cooperation among the countries of Southeast Asia and with the United States.

7. Whatit.s naval sty
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UNITED STATES NATIONAL OBJECTIVES IN THE AREA OF
. LATIN AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN
Nationst Mumben Gy .

 Objeclive + Maintain the United States as the major political influence in the Western
Hemisphere.

Stratcgies:
WorkTosnchade | . .
a. lusion—of non-hemispheric, totalitarian influence from Latin America, most
" particularly the influence of international communism.

dz.‘o 2
b. Continue isolation of Cuba.

c. Improverrent-ef the United States image by making credible the U.S. policy of
strict non-intervention and stressing our determination to be a partner, rather than a
paramount.
Nationd ~ Tunder Twsz.
A Objccliveﬂ&- Establishment of stable, representative governments in all Latin American
states.

Slralcgies:

a. Encouragememt-of participation by a far greater percentage of the population in
the political life of their country.

b. Being prepared to deal realistically with interim authoritative governments which
actively and effectively pursue the economic, social, and political development of their
country.

Natixa  Numben Thage,
Objective 8« Encouragement and aid in the development of political, social, and economic
stability through measures providing for overall national development, more equitable
sharing of the benefits of the modern world, and an increased standard of living for the
masses.

Strategics:

a. Encouragement and aid in the reduction of illiteracy as a principal requisite for all
other developments.

b. Encouragemest-of a general concern in Latin American governments for the need
of population growth controls; and bemq prepared to aid in establishing realistic and
_effective programs.

23



LATIN AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN

c. Encouragement-of a political climate that will at once retain domestic investment
capital and attract foreign investors.

d. Administer aid through multinational organizations, rather than through bilateral
arrangements.

. .
e. Promotion-of mutually beneficial trade and investment between the United States
and Latin America. '

f. Encourage investment of private U.S. capital in Latin America.

Natiomal  Numder Foun -

’\Objcctivc‘h Promotion of the United States concept for hemispheric defense.
Strategies:
a. Discouragement-of excessive or unrealistic military expenditures.
&
b. Promotien-of the retention of U.S. rights in the Panama Canal.

c. Promotion of the idea that military requirements need only meet internal security
arid limited defense needs since the U.S. will play the primary role in the defense of Latin
America from external aggression.

d. Establishment-of a military aid program which will create a dependence on U.S.
support and quidance.
MNatievaf  Numdea. Five - )
Objective, 5: Promotion of mutual trust and meaningful area development by encouraging
the formation of regional political and economic alliances.

Stralegies:
a. Maintenanes—of U.S. influence in regional organizations at the lowest possible
visible level in order to minimize the feeling of U.S. dominance.

b. Encouragement and, where possible, aid in the further development of such
regional organizations as LAFTA and CACM.

SUGGESTED ISSUES FOR DISCUSSION

1. What are the cultural, social, and political obstacles which inhibit the modernization
process in Latin America? :

24
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LATIN AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN

2. A new type of militarism has arisen in Latin America. Sometimes called '“Nasserism”’,
it is advocated primarily by younger officers who believe that democracy has failed in Latin
America, yet who realize that social change is urgently needed. These *‘change agents”,
motivated by increasing impatience with corruption, inefficiency and a stagnant political
order, seek to establish paternalistic dictatorships of extreme nationalistic character. What
roles can they play in economic, political, and social development?

3. What are the strategic interests of the United States in Latin America? WA;Z‘ %S naval %

4. Mexico presents a rather unique situation in Latin America in terms of its successful
revolution and its one-party democratic form of government. What analogies can be drawn
from this Mexican case to other Latin American countries?

5. To what extent does communist subversion and ‘“‘Castroism’ pose a threat to the
political stability of Latin American countries?

6. Should U.S. aid to Latin American countries be given or denied purely on the basis of
the type of government currently in power in each country?

*Sﬁha&ﬂyls . )C
The ana,? ﬁm Na',z,;,m

Do Fomg ¢ Ml o yZv ‘f}wmﬁ}a

.
?ﬁ%{t/;’ Cam :EZ{G‘»LQL a/mamd'cnm&
W Mm_ wih C s Fouticipadin,

Cownagead 7 Sheoidy 'Hia.j Le?

i~
(41}



UNITED STATES NATIONAL OBJECTIVES
IN THE AREA OF THE USSR AND EASTERN EUROPE
,A/G-'f't mal (o Five Nundioa Gne
~U. S objectives with _regard-to-the., USSRAand Eastern Europe.and.proposed.U.8S. strategy
"t6accomplisir:these are.as-follows:~ e A
_../—"’-#—“ "
“A, Deler the Threat against the Physical Sccurity of the U.S. and Her Allies in
Accordance with Our International Commitments
raf _
4. . Maintain a strong Western Europe to thwart any possible Soviet move in this
area.

Ar. Continue present contribution of forces with back-up of US strategic and
tactical weapons.

C. Restructure NATO so that European countries willingly undertake their defense
obligations.

d. Continue to work for strategic arms limitations.

2. Examine and restate treaty commitments so that intentions are clearly known
to USSR and other nations.

Nationat, OLrintive, Nuwndoon Tur.
» B: Maintain Flexible Response o Ageression against the U.S. or Her Allies

SHrateqsys
o.. Retain credible military strength, capable of fighting one major and one minor
war concurrently.

Nﬂ-h"ﬁ-d,ﬁ Ge"lﬁ.f,'r[!l" 1t MT\-L'{/LTLP”

~G. Prevent Communist Allempls lo Hulm t the Political Institulions of Other '« Nations in
I

Au.urd.m(c with Our Internalional Commilments

J"Z F\/J,Ll

Honor 1nternat10na] commitments with support appropriate to the situation.
Ar.  Maintain “status quo” in Europe.

C.. Remain disengaged in the China-USSR confrontation to permit intervention if
outbreak of general war is threatened.
f\/"?'f/» e \_ o ( 1.._,(‘_,il,_f‘ .j.‘\!_i.-- N F/'({'.ﬁ/ .

D\ Em,our.xgv International Efforts in Peacemaking and Peacekeeping

StV @ty

“& . Continue efforts to work through United Nations and regional organizations.

20



USSR AND EASTERN EUROPE

j" Work closely with the USSR to achieve peace when war breaks out in the *third
world.”

L+ Work multi-laterally with concerned nations to solve conflict problems, with
particular emphasis on not maneuvering ‘‘behind the back.”

Yatinval 061 e Flog Mo £ o,

» & Promotion and Support of the Efforts of Independent I\.ulmn\ toward Self-Determina-

tion; Improvement of Inlernational Fxe hange in Coltural and Economie Areas: and
Participation in World-Wide Ffforls to Maintain the Ecological Balance of the World
~trategy
4. Continue attempts to improve economic, sociological and cultural relationships
with the USSR and Eastern Europe unilaterally and multilaterally.

£r. Encourage Western Europe to improve relations with Eastern Europe and reach
a European solution to Europe's problems.

C . Encourage self-determination without implying assistance which is not intended
to be forthcoming.
Nationad hve Nuwdron 5/2‘

A %, Preserve Freedom ol he Seas

4 . Maintain credible and effective seapower, both naval and non-naval, and project
it world-wide.

SUGGESTED ISSUES FOR DISCUSSHON

1. To what extent can communist ideology be used as a means of explaining or
predicting Soviet behavior? Discuss in terms of the roles of ideology versus pragmatic
nationalism.

2. Are there any concrete indications that the Soviet system is becoming more like our
own?

3. A favorite thesis of some Western observers is that the Soviet economy is inefficient.
How does this fit in with the Soviet ability to produce and maintain the amount and kinds
of advanced weaponry, as well as their space, maritime, and other achievements?

4. Does the Soviet Union still maintain its objective of world revolution? Discuss in terms
of specific policies and examples.

5. Almost two years have passed since the 1968 Czechoslovakian occupation. Can this
. Soviet action be considered to have been a success or failure for the Soviet Union?

29



USSR AND EASTERN EUROPE

6. The Brezhnev Doctrine of limited sovereignty holds that the Soviet Union has the
right to use military force to subdue any Communist nation whose current -policies are
contrary to Soviet interests. Has this policy brought about any fundamental changes in the
relations between Moscow and its Warsaw Pact allies?

7. Should the United States actively pursue a policy of “detente’ and “bridge-building”
with the USSR and the Warsaw Pact nations? If so, what should be the scope and limits of
such a policy? If not, what alternative policies should the United States pursue in East-West
relations? : '
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UNITED STATES NATIONAL OBJECTIVES
- INTHE AREA OF THE MIDDLE EAST
.ﬁ-./fd{ﬁ!!.’.'/ﬁ é{!}‘x:ﬂue Mendren g
?\h ‘Establish a Just and Lasting’ Peace in the Middle East

\S'h-a ooty
Q- Reemphasme support of the UN Resclution of 22 Nov 67.

Ar. Maintain continuing contact with the USSR in an effort to further substantive
negotiations between the conflicting states.

¢ . While maintaining the military balance between Israel and the Arab States,
attempt to curb the continuing arms race.

4. As the principal supporter of Israel, employ the leverage derived from this
position to induce Israel to negotiate realistically on the basis of the 22 Nov 67
UN Resolution.

£- Support a UN peace-keeping role.

. f As appropriate, expand “Big-Four’ talks to include other nations, leading to
multi-laterat soluUOns reflecting the interests of the community of nations.
National (octive, Nomdson Th Jt-
. B, Maintain the Territorial Infegrity and Political Independence of the Several States of
lhe Area
"‘fﬂ. {-"
. Support the principle of non-interference in the affairs of states in accordance
with the UN Charter.

Ar. Maintain cordial relations where existing and seek to establish a basis for
relations where they are now nonexistent,

¢. Concentrate d:plomaUc financial, and other assistance to the moderate Arab
States.
MaTiavnal  Blacctive Nwndier / Vrcs,
*C\ Maintain Fre Free World Access to Lie Oil of the Area
&f&‘{,a oy
a. Continue to provide necessary economic, techmcal and other assistance to the
oil producing states to enhance their internal development.

Ar. Maintain a balanced policy between the commercial oil interests and the
interests of the producing states.
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A Limit USSR Expansnon inlo lhe Area
ffa‘

L. Maintain existing alliance or alliance relationships (NATQO, CENTQO).

/(r_ Maintain a credible military presence in the area, encouraging maximum
participation by other free world countries.

¢. Concentrate economic, technical, and other assistance to friendly or neutral
countries in the area.

a{- Encourage free world economic, technical, and cultural activities in the area.

¢.. Seek a lasting resolution of the Arab-Israeli hostility, thereby minimizing Arab
reliance upon the USSR military assistance which serves as a primary source of
Russian influence.

Mool 58 cchie, Moo ton Fluz

B Secure the Right of Innocent Paszage through the Critical Waterways of the Area.
A .
Lhotafen.y
a.. Support the UN Resolution of 22 Nov 67 which guarantees the right of Israel,
as of all other states, to transit these waterways.

_{!ﬂim_ﬂ! G‘F"-JQ.TIUQ Nwhv(mx\ J‘/X
& Avoid a Military ry Confrontation with the Soviet Union.

ST 2ay-
A . Continue cooperation with the USSR in seeking a peace formula.

Ar. Avoid giving Israel unconditional support which might encourage precipitous
Israeli military adventure.

C. Maintain a credible military presence to deter Russia and her Arab clients from
a similar military action.

SUGGESTED ISSUES FOR DISCUSSION

1. What are the United States interests and objectives in the Middle East and the Arab

world?

2. The Soviet Union’s activity in the Middle East and the Mediterranean has increased in
recent years. What are the consequences of this activity with respect to the Arab-Israeli

conflict and the United States role in the dispute?

3. The Suez Canal has been closed since the Six Day War in 1967. Has this closing

.worked to the advantage of the Soviets relative to the West?
30



MIDDLE EAST

4, What steps can or should the United States take to attempt to regain better relations
and influence with the Arab countries?

5. What are the major points of differences between the so-called “hard-line' and the
“moderate” Arab States? Are there indications of fundamental shifts in this make-up? If so,
what are the implications for the United States?
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UNITED STATES NATIONAL OBJECTIVES

IN THE AREA OF THE USSR AND EASTERN EUROCPE

National Objective Number One. Deter the threat against
the physical security of the U.S. and her allies in accor-

..

dance with international commitments.

Strateqy.

a. Maintain a strong Western Europe to thwart any pos-
sible Soviet move in this area.

b. Continue present contribution of forces with back-up
of U.S. strategic and tactical weapons.

c. Restructure NATO so that European countries will;ngly
undertake their defense obligations, T

d. Continue to work for strategic arms limitations.

e. LExamine and restate treaty commitments so that in-

tentions are clearly known to USSR and other nations.

National Objective Number Two. Maintain flexible response to

aggression against the U.S. or her allies.

Strategvy.

a. Retain credible military strength, capable of fighting

one major and one minor war concurrently.

National Objective Number Three. Prevent Communist attempts

to subvert the political institutions of other nations in ac-

cordance with our international commitments.
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UNITED STATES NATTONAL OBJECTIVES

IN THE AREA OF WESTERN EUROPE E¢

National Objective Number One. To develop and implement

policies and programs to encourage a politically stable .y
Western Europe, friendly to the interests of the United ¢,

States.

Strategye.

a. Germany: Support a strong West Germany.

b. Portugal: Support UN resolution for reform in Portu-
guese Africa directed toward ultimate self-determina-
tion.

C. Spain: Maintain U.S. neutrality regarding Gibraltar
while continuing Spanish base rights négotiations.

d. Mid-East: Maintain neutrality and prevent resumption
of hostilities while seeking permanent political set-
tlement.

e, Malta, Cyprus, Greece: Maintain U.S. Sixth Fleet pre-
sence in the Mediterranean and encourage economic and
political development and stability in each country.

f. Western Europe: Support these countries in the estab-
lishment of independent, peaceful relations with the

US5R and the Bloc countries.

National Objective Number Two. To develop policies and pro-

grams to encourage and support a strong West European economy,

with an environment favorable to trade and investment interests





