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FOREWORD 

This volume replaces an earlier, interir.i pamphlet· 
published· prior• to the completion of the st_udent ,study of· 
the. spe.citrul'(I o_f 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.military and naval implications 
in the light· of ,the Nixon 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 l~arfare 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 guests 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. 
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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 limited to those engaged in.~tudy at the 
Naval War College. ·-, 

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 irnmediately 
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. • 

Following 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 capabilities 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 ernbarked upon a compre­
hensive review and reevaluation of its interests, objectives, 
military capabilities, and overall strategy, it is appropri­
ate to begin our first committee discussions with the Nixon 
Doctrine. In 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." Its 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 tfi'efree 
nations of the world-.-we will help where it makes a 
real difference and is considered in our interest. 
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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, 
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DEFINITION OF TERMS 

National Interests: Those interest·s that the national 
decision-making group determines are importa_nt. to the 
maintenance of the state. These offer-broad guidance 
to national leaders charged w{th -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). Sevcra.l .alternative 
policies may be available to achieve;an objective. 

National Strategy: This is "the art and science of developin<J 
and using the.political, economic, and psychological 
powers of a nation, together with its anneu forces, 
during peace and· war to secure national objectives." 

Power: The strength ·or capacity that a ,soverei<Jn state can 
use to .achieve its national interesfs.· 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 potential or actual 
terms . 
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UNITED STATES INTERESTS, OBJECTIVES, 

AND CAPABILITIES 

A. National Interests and Objectives. The vital national 
interest of the United States is, 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 
cor,unitments 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-, 
r,titr,1ent .. The .objective, in creating these alliances, is to 
achieve ·united States national security by .maintaining, in 
concer.t with other free nations, a stable balance of power 
throughout the world. 

Secondary interests involve the achieve1aent of important 
objectives: whose -frustration would not automatically be hi<Ji1ly. 
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 basisi 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 caeabilities. Basic U.S. capabilities affecting 
foreign policy implementation 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 
1,hich 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 
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policy include student and black unrest, ant.i:~Viet.nam. s_entiment, 
a reaction against. the "military-indus'ti:iaf complex," and pres­
sures to ;shift expenditures 'from de'fense to the solution of 
domestic probrems; These pressures come at ·a,: time when the 
need for' replacement of aging· u·, S. \Navy ships, is ·particularly 
acute--'es'pe'cially in ·view of the uriabate·ct Sov:i;et naval arid· 
maritime expansion, 

C. U.S. ~ilitary 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.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 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 categories 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 "l 1/2 war" capability, In 
the words of President Nixon, "we will maintain in peace-
time general purpose forces adequate for simultaneously 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 
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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 mor'e heavily on a forward naval 
strategy. To provide an analytical stimulus to such rethink­
ing, the,nature and setting of United States worldwide mari­
time interests will be indicated next, 
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UNITED STATES WORLDWIDE MARITIME INTERESTS 

INTRODUCTION 

The maritime interests of the United Stat.es derive from 
the overall United States national intetest:i:;""Tndicated 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. 

l1AJOR OCEAN 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
~ively 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 gen~rate 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. 
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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 
(Sunda 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 
multilateral alliances (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. 

l, 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 11alta, whic,1 lies 
athwart the passage, a strategic importance, The closure of 
the Suez Canal since 1967 has not been critical with regard 
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to the movement of Mid-East oil, primarily -because of the 
development of the super-tanker and pipelines with Mediter­
ranean terminals. However, it has had a detrimental economic 
effect on trade which we and our NATO pa:r~ners have conducted 
with Indian Ocean and Pacific Ocean nations. This effect has 
been offset by the denial of easy access to·theseareas by 
Soviet maritime forces. If 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 UniteJ 
States strategic imports come from countries in the Mediter­
ranean area, our allies receive important amounts of strate­
gic materials, such as oil, 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 sane 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 oil fields, which are con­
trolled by United States' companies. 

Since World War II, the United States has required con­
tinuing access to the Mediterranean in order to support its 
NATO commitments. The Sixth Fleet and the Polaris submarine 
force are a stabilizing force retarding Soviet expansion. 
\'lithout a United States naval presence, the USSR would find 
it increasingly easy to exert pressures on the free countries 
of the area. In addition to NATO, United States' cor.unitments 
to CENTO and special relationships with Israel reaffirm the 
need-for a long-term United States maritime presence in the 
Mediterranean. 

c. Pacific Ocean. The Pacific Ocean has increased 
significantly in 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 
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are the strategic waterways of the Panama Canal and the 
Strait of Malacca. 

2. Strategic Imports. The nations bordering the 
Pacific provide, in varying amounts, 21 of the 24 defense 
,aaterials deemed essential to the United States. Four of 
these.countries, Australia, Malaysia, Peru, and Chile, supply 
the United States with essential materials in such quantity 
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. \·/hile Japan already is a prir,1e ira­
porter of United States' goods, the growing affluence of 
other Asian countries wi 11 increase further the i,nportance of 
\'1estern Pacific markets to the Unitecl States. 

4. Interests and Alliances. The realization of 
statehood for Alaska and Hawaii, 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 requirement 
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. 

s. 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. How.ever, 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 m.ajor part of our 
commerce. 

l. Trade Routes and Strategic Points. The impor­
tance of the Atlantic trade routes is 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 s~ips. The 
most strategic poi11t of the Atlantici trade routes is the 
Panama Canal, throu<Jh which approximately 70 million gross 
tons of United States' trade flow annually. 

2. Strategic Materials. The United States is 
dependent on Latin i\merica and Africa for many strate']iC 
rnaterials which arrive by sea. 

3. Access to Expanding Markets. 'l'he United States 
is primarily an island nation separated from foreign 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 must be bn.dged before a foreign power can in­
vade this country. Among the several treaties w:1ich estab­
.lish mutual security pacts between the U.S. and other 
i\tlantic nations are the Atlantic Alliance and the Organiza­
tion of American States. In particular, the t!ATO Atlantic 
Command provides the organization for multinational naval 
coordination in wartime against a common enemy. 

5. Ocean 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 

l-lhile the maritime interests of the United States 
transcend geographical ocean boundaries, the importance of 
the /\tlantic with respect to national economic development 
and security dictates that this body of water receive priority 
consideration in terms of maritime effort. llext in importance 
is the Pacific, then the l~diterranean, and last, the Indian 
Ocean. 
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Val. 7, NO:. 22 Feb1'11111')' 28, 1970 

. --- UNITED STATES FOREIGN POLICY FOR THE 1970'S -

A New Strategy for Peace 

"A nation needs man11 qw,lities, but it needa faith and con~e 1Jb011e tJll. Skep.. 
tics do t10t btrild soeietiu; the idealists ue the builders. Onl11 societies that belie1,e 
in tlaemaelves eaa rise to their ehllllenges. Let 1&B t10t, then, pose a ftllse ekoiee be­
tween meeting ovr ""8J)Ofl8ibilitiee abroad BM meeting the needa of ovr people at 
home. We shall meet both or we shall meet neither." 

Praldent Nlzon bu defined IIDd ouUlnecl "United Stales 
Panlp Polley For The 19'10'L • 

Tbe Praldmt . termed . bla polley "A New Sl.raleff for 
-. • And be aid. "'l'be pootwar period In lnternatloual 
nlatlonabuended." • 

"Wben I took offlce. • the Pnoldent BAid, ''the mon lmmedl­
- problem· fadna: - nation wu the war In Vlemam. No 
qaation bu more oecupied our lbouabto and energleo during 
tllia put :r-. 

"Yet· tbe ..,,...,mental tuk coafrontlns aa wu more pro­
faand. We eoald .... lhat the wllole pattern af International 
poUdc:a wu cbaqiq. Oar challeqe was to u.ndentand that 
dianse, to deftne America'• goala for the nul period, and to 
oet In - polldeo to achieve them; • For all Amerleana mUlt 
- lhat boeaaae af lta at.ranirtb, lta blatorJ and lta 
_,, for bnmaD dlpl&J, U.la nation oecuplea a apeelal plod 
1:11. the world. Peace and paoaaeu are Impossible without a 
major American lNIIL 

"'lllla - Allllual report on U.S. foreign polley la more Uian 
a -.I of - :r-. It la U.la Admlnlat.ratlon'• atotemenl of 
a .., app,oeeh to forelp polic7, to mateb a new en of inter­
u-. nlatlonL 

"Tllo """""8r period In International nlAtlona baa ended." 
In the 11&-- report to Consnu Feb; 18 the Pnoldenl 

aplalmd • A N- Straleff for p....,, • booed on three ke7 
.,.-, Parlnenblp, Btnaslh IIDd The Willlnpeu To NOSo-- • 

Pnoldent Nb:on aeld: 

The PruldeDt'■ Remarks 
al the Air For<e Aeadem7 
Commencement, June ,, 1989. 

"Peaee requina pamar,lip. Ita obllgatlona, lilre lta bene­
llta, mUBI be abered. Thia eonoepl of parlnenhlp IIQidell oar 
relatiou with all frlendlJ' natlo~. • , 

..Peace requlre;a atrfflgtl. So loq u there are thoee who 
would threaten our vital lnteresta and those of our a111a, 
wlU. mlllterJ foree, we mnal be aln>q. American wealmea 
eould tempi would-be ascnuora to melre danproaa mt.­
ealealaUona. 

. "At the ume time, our own atnaslh II Important •1117 In 
relaUon to the at.ranglb of others. We-lilre OU.en--mlllll 
place blah priority on enhanclq our aeeurl.ty throqh co-
openUve arm.a control. • . 

.. Peace requires a vrilliflfTUU to MgoeicaU. All natl.one-­
and we are no u:ceptlon~•~ important na.tional tnteresta 
to protect. But the moat fundamental interest of all nationa 
Ila In building the structure of peace. In partnenbip with 
our allies, aecure in our own atrength, we will aeek tboee 
areaa in which we can agree among ounelva and wttb 
othen to accommodate conflicts and overcome rtvalrtea. We 
are working toward the day when all nation, will; have a 
■take In peace, and will therefore be partnen in lta mainte­
na-. 
_ .. Within auch a atructure, intemational dispute■ can be aet­

Ued and claahes coittalned. The Insecurity of natlona, out of 
which ao much conftiet ariaea, will be eased, • and the habtta of 
moderation and compromlae wlll be nurtured. Moat important, 
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a durable peace will· give full opportunity to the powerful 
forces driving toward economic change and social justice. 

"This viaion of a peace buiJt on partnenhip, 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 hts report, the President referred to 
the fint of the three key points, terming it: .. Peace Through 
Partnership-.The Nixon Doctrine." He described how much 
the world-and international relationships-bad changed since 
1947J. especially through efforts of the Truman Doctrine and 
the manhall Plan. • 

The central .thesis of the Nixon Doctrine, the President said, 
is that .,the United States will participate in the defense and 
develoP.ment 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 ltave 
no intention of withdrawing from 
tlte world. TIie only issue before us 
Is ltow 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 I 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 responsibility; it is a sharing of responsi­
hi1ity.' 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 ia misleading, moreover, to pose the fundamental ques­
tion so largely in terms of commitments. Our objective, in the 
first instance, is to support our int,rut• over the long run 
with a sound foreign policy. The more that policy is based on 
a realistic asseHment 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. Our interests must shape our 
commitments, rather than the other 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 III: 

SHAPING OUR MILITARY POSTURE 
America's strength is the ,econd pillar of the structure of a 

durable peace. 
We aim for a world in which the importance of power is 

reduced; where peace is secure because the principal countries 
wish 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 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 8. review was compelling. 

Profound changes in the world called for a fresh approach to 
def~nse policy just as they required a new apf,roach to foreign 
pohcy. In the past, technology was relative y stable; in the 
contemporary- world a const.ant.ly changing technology pro­
duces a new element of insecurity. Formerly, an7. additional 
strength was strategically significant; today, available power 
threatens to outstrip- rational objectives. 

We had to exam.ine tbe 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, froduced 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 slrategies 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 beinr 
brought into balance-with each other and with our overall 
national priorities. 

Four factors have a special relevance to our continuing 
reappraisal. 
Military and Arma Control luuea: FiT,t, we need to ask some 
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fahd tsl qneatb>na to eat:abNs& tbe premises fer ev mili--
t817 poelme. For IIMlnjl!e: 
• In ahaping eur atrate~ nuclear posture, to what extent 

sl!ould we ... k t» mamtaln oar seeurlty tmoqh tbe <fe.. 
valopment of our strength t To what extent should we adopt 
unilateral. measnrea of restraint! The judgment i& delicate: 
the former cou.ne runs. the risk of an &l'11'l3 race, the latter 
isa•olvea the danpr of an unfavonible shift in the balance 
of pewet. 

• How weatd: eitheP coane affect the prospects tar a meaning­
Jul atmtel[ic arms. limitation agnement with the Soviet 
Union ia tla.e J"e81'8 ahead'!' 

• What spectrum af 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 planniag: 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 

'Virtually every major defense 
issue has comple:r: diplomatic, po• 
litlcal, strategic and economic im­
plications. To insure balanced de­
cisions, we see to it that every 
ageacy llas a full opportunity to 
contribute.' 

policies and programs will not have operational conseqoencea 
for several yean, in some cases for as much as a decade. 
Because planning mistakes may not show up for several yean, 
deferral of hard choices is often tempting. But the ultimate 
penalty may be disastrous. The only responsible coune is to 
face up to our problems and to make decisions in a long-term 
framework. 
National Priorities: Tlt.ird, 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 al"'!! to maintain our commitment to non-infla-

JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF-Left to right are General 
John D. R1an. Chief of Stair, U.S. Air Force; Admiral 
Thom.u H. Moorer, Chief of Naval Operatiom; General 
V..rle C. Wheeler, USA, Chairman, Joint Chief• of Stair; 

tionaey economic gl'OW"th. Def8nee spending ls of coune in a' 
special categwy. h must DeYer fall short of the minimum 
needed fc,r security. H it does, the problem of domestic p~ • 
grams may become moot. But neither must we let defense 
spending Bf'OW beJond that justified by the defense of our 
vital interests while domeatie needs JO Uflmet. 
lntearrated Planning: Finallu, plann1ng our national aecurity 
policies and programa in given countries and regiona has often 
been fragmented amone qencies. For example, our intelli­
gence analysts, defmse planners, economists, and political 
analysts ~aling with 111 gi.Hn country may have been using 
different assumptions about ou-r policy objectives, our expecta­
tions about the future, and even the basic facts about our 
polic,- choices. There was a need for analyses whic'h would 
provide a commonly undentood 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 doing in given countries and regions. 

In summary, we asked the central doctrinal questions; we 
looked as much as a decade ahead; we weiched 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 iflterests, 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 diplomatic, 

political, strategic and economic implications. To insure bal­
anced decisions, we see to it that every agency has a full 
opportunity to cc-ntribute. The Director of the Arms Control 
and Disarmament Agency participates in deliberations on de-
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General William C. Westmoreland, Chief of Stair, U.S. Arm,: 
and General Leonard F. Chapman Jr., Commandant, U.S. 
Marine Corp■. Memben of the JCS participate directly in 
evaluation of arm• control propoeala. 
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fenae policy deetslona that aft'eet arm■ control proapecta. In 
turn, the !l.:ntary of Defense and the Joint Chlefa of Staff 
~pate directly In the evaluation of arms control p~ 
i>naala. The Department■ of State and Def•- n,v!ew with the 
llureau of the Budget and the Council of Economic Adviaen 
economic conditlana that lnftuence the mapitude of defense 
•Ji.ding. The Department of State examines· with Defense 
olllelala iaanea that· affect our relattonablpa with alllea. 

These interagency u.changea inaure that I receive all views 
on lr.ey national security iuueL Diaagreementa are identified 
,and uplored, not suppressed or papered over, The full range 
of choice& la praclDtecl, 

Setting Rational Priorities 
Our arreat wealth and productive capaeit7 atlll do not enable 

ua to punue everJ worthwhile national objective with un­
limited means. Choices among defense strategies and budgeta 
have a gnat impact on the extent: to which we can punue 
other national goals. 

We have no precise way of measuring whether extra dollars 
spent for detenae are more important than· ertra dollars 
spent for other needs. But we can and have deacribed the 
domestic programs that are consistent with· various levels of 
defenae u:penditures. The National Security Council thus bas 
a. buia for making intelligent choices concerning the alloca• 
tlon of available revenue among priority federal programs. I 
do not belleve any previous President. baa had the beneflt of 
■ueb a comprehensive picture of the interrelationships among 
the roala he can punue within the limit.a of the federal 
badpt. 

Aa a result, I have decided on defense strategy and budget 
pidellnea for the nut 8.ve yean that are consistent not only 
with our national aeeurity and the maintenance of our commit­
menta bot with our national priorities as well. Thia Adminis• 
tration la now In a poeition to weigh the impact of future 
changes in defenae pgliciea and propams on the whole fabric 
of rovemment objectives. . 

Controlling the Defense P1111tu.-
Tbe Defense Program Review Committee 

To meet tbe objectlvea of balanced declaions and rational 
irrioritJea, we made • buic addition to tbe National Security 
toane1I aptem. I directed the formation of the Defenae Pro­
lJ'UD Rntew Committee, conalating of the AHlatant to the 
Prealdent for Notional Seeurit7 Alrain (Chairman), the 
Under . 8ecntary of State, the Deputy Secretary of Defenae, 
the Cbatnnon of the Joint Cblefa of Staff, the Director of the 
llmeilu of the 1111daet. the Direetor of Cenml Intelligence and 
the, Cbatnnon of the.- Council of Economic Ad risen. The DI• 
reetor of· the Arms· Control and Diaarmament Agency, the 
Praident'■ Scienee Advisor, and the Chairman of the Atomic 
ED8l'll'J' Commia■Jon participate u appropriate. 

Thia permanent Committee reviews major defense, flecal, 
pollq. and ~sram laeuea in term.a of their strategic, diplo­
matl!', politteal and economic implieationa and advtaea • me and 
the·_ national Security Council on it.a flndlnga. For eu.mple, 
tha Committee anab'sed our optlona for proceedin&' with bal­
Uatlc miaafle defemee on four aeparate oceaalom. Thia :,ear, 
it .wll. 1 analyse:our major 1tntegic and flacal choices over the 
nut ftve :,aan, together with the doctrinal, diplomatic and 
atnteglc impllcationa of key weapona prognuna. It will do ao 
wblle the defenae budcet for Flacal Year 1972 11 attll in the 
earliest ataae■ of formulation. The participation In thla review 
by the Department of State, the Anna Control and Dlaarma­
meat AreDC7, the CouncU of Economic Adviaen, and other 
... net.. insllrea that careflll anal19ia and balanced evalua­
tlona , will be avallabla ,.hen the National Seeurit}' CowacU 
nut fall revtewa 01lr choiee■ for 1972 and beyond. 

Coantry and Regional Analysis and Program 
Budgeting 

._ major obstacle to the Implementation of a conalateat and 
coherent fonln policy la tbe multitude of U.S. •l'enciea and 
prosram■ lnvol~ la activities ln any one country or 

1
reglon. 

In the paat it baa been dillleDlt for tba Preoldent o; the Na­
tional Seeurity Council to obtain a picture of the totality of 
our effort In 8DJ' one countr,. Yet a rational foreign policy • 
must ■tan with BUch a comprehensive view. 

To overcome tbia dUBeulty we have begun ll • aeries of coun­
, try program analyaea which wtll eumlne all U.S. programs 

In key countrie■ and regions and their lnterrelationshipa. 
The studiea for the flnt time put ever,' U.S. program Into 

one budpt framework. The basic tool for this analysis la the 
progn.m budget. which allocates all of our upenditmea in a 
countr, on the basis of the purposes se"ed. It permtta us to 
make deeislous or set guidelines for all of our programs. 
aimultaneously; in the past, they were uamined largely 
agency by agency in isolation from one another. 

The reaulta of the country analysis studies are presented to 
the NSC in the form of integrated J?Olic:, and program optiom 
baaed on altemative statementa of interests, threata, and U.S. 
forelp Policy objectives. Alter the NSC bas considered these 
options, a decision can be made about the course of action to 
follow over the next several yean. 

Of course, our efforts start from • the clearly understood, 
fundamental premise that U.S. policies 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 
aovereign nations each of which baa its own interesta, its own 
priorities and tta own capabilities. All our country _ _program­
ming b designed to do Is to make our actions aa effective aa 
they can be consistent with our mutual interests. 

I am convinced that such a comprehensive approach to 
country programs will lead to a decidedly Improved foreip 
policy. We are conacious of the need not only to make aound 
policy decisions but also to execute them. The country analy• 
sis studies. will reault in both a decision document for all gov­
ernment a1rencies and flrm flve--year program guidelines, pre,­
aented in the form of a program budget. The memben of the 
NSC, aa well as the country director in every agency and our 
ambaasadon in the fleld, then have a means of making BUJ'e 
that our decisions are followed up, 

STRATEGIC POLICY 
The Changing Strategie Balance 

Following World War II, the U.S. had.a monopoly of stra­
tegic nuclear weapons. Throughout moat of the 1950'1, our 
.virtual monoP.,Oly of intercontinental nocle&I' delivery' capabil­
ity, in the form of a large fon:e of Smteaic Air Command 
bombere, gave us an overwhelming deterrent. -

Thia assessment was unchallenged until it became apparent 
in the late 1960's that the Soviet Union poa&esaecl the poten­
tial for developing and deploying a force of intereoatineatal 
balllatic miuiles 0-..i.t could destroy a large part of our. stra­
tegic bomber force on the l'l'OUDd. The fear that our deterrent 
to nuclear war wu in pave jeopardy, thouah It later proved 
uaggerated, foeuaed. our attention on maintainins our, nuclear 
auperiorit7. 

In 1961,. the new AcimlntatNtion aecaleroted our Polaris 
aubmarine and Minuteman ICBM programs &nd put more of 
our strategic . bomber■ on alert. Tbeae meuuru pl'Ovided a 
clear marain of U.S .. nuclear ■uperiority • for aeveral years. 
They restored our confidence In our deterrent; we now had two 
forces, our Polaria submarines and our Minuteman ICBM'a, 
deployed In hardened underground ailoa that were vtrtually 
invulnerable to atsaek by the Soviet Union with the then­
Hiat!ng teebnoloff. 

However, after 19611, the Soviet■ atapped up tlieir ICBM· 
deplo:rmenta • and bepn to construct their own force of Polarta­
type aubmartae11. And they began to test multiple wlll'beada 
for their SS-9 ICBM, a weapon which ean e&ITJ' roughly ten 
time■ u much u our Minuteman misaile, 

Once again, U.S. strategic superiority wu being challenpd. 
However, thla time, the John.son Adminlatration decided Jiot 

- to step up deploymenta. Thia restraint wu baaed on two Juda-
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menta. First, It waa believed that there was relatively little 
we could do t., keep the Sovleta from developing over a peJiod 
of time a strateat1c posture comparable in capability to our 
own. Second, it was thought that nuclear superiority of the 
kind we bad JJ:reviously enjo7ed would have llttle military or 
political sign1ficance because our retaliatory capability was 
not aerioUSly jeopardized by larger Soviet forces and beeauae 
their goal was in all likelihood a retaliatory capability similar 
to ours. • • 

As a result of these developments, an inescapable reality of 

the 1970'1 11 the Soviet Union'• poaaeulon of powerful and 
aophiatlcated atrateglc forces approaching, and In aome cate­
gories, ezceedlng oun tn numbers and capability, .. . -

Recent Soviet programs have emphasized both quantitative 
increases in offensive and defensive forces and qualitative 
improvements in the capabilities of these forcea--auch as a 
new, more accurate warhead· and perhaps penetration aids for 
their Minuteman-type SS-11 missile, continued. testing of the 

• multiple warhead for the SS-9, and research and development 
on improved components for their ABM system, together with 

.. P -rta,- of Deparhnea& of State. B,eprlated fl"om 1 .. u. .. l■ [JnHed Bl■&N Foreilaa PoUC!Y .. ..a-No. 1-----Comm.lt-•t• or [J.8. Power .&bl'OIMt. 
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improved coverai-e by their ABM radars. The following table 
shows the growth in Soviet land- and submarine-based missile 
forces in the last ftve yean. • 

OPERATIONAL U.S. AND SOVIET MISSILES 

lntermntinental 
Ballistic Missiles 

U.S. 
Soviet 

Submarine Lau.ached. 
Ballistic Mlasllcs 

U.S. 
Soviet 

1965 
(Mid-Year) 

934 
22-1 

,64 
107 

- 1970 
(Projected) 

(For Year End) 
1,05' 
1,290 · 

656 
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• 
siJes, seriously eomplicat1ng 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 political and military roles of 
strategic forces and the appropriate criteria for choosing 
them. 

The strategic docbine that had gained the greatest ac• 
ceptani:e by the time my Administration took office was 
thl8: According to the theory of "assured destruction,'~ de­
terrence was guaranteed if we were sure we could destroy 
a -significant percentage of Soviet population and industry 
after the worst conceivable Soviet attack on our strategic 
forces. The previous Admiriistration 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 -pi-o­
vide a strong incentive for similar restraint by the Soviet 
Union, thus enhancing the likelihood. of a stable strategic 
relationship between the two nuclear superpowers. 

A Policy for the 1970's 
Once in of&ce, I concluded that this strategic doctrine should 

be carefully reviewed in the light of the continued growth of 
Soviet stratelP.c capabilities. Since the Soviets were continu­
ing their amb1tious 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 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 facton that have not 
ezisted 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 ond 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
taint~ that it would be follow¢ by the mass slaughter of 
Americans? Should the concept of assured destruction be nar­
rowly defined and shou1d it be the only measure of our ability 
to deter the variety of threats we may face? 

Our review produced g'eneral agreement that the overriding 
purpose of our strntegic J)Osture 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
greuon see unaccer,table risks in contemplating a nuclear 
attack, or nuclear b ackmail, or acts which could escalate to 
atrateglc nuclear war, auch as a Soviet conventional 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 &BBessing 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-
9iuacy and flexibility. They will be constantly reviewed in the 
hgbt of a changing technology. , 

Designing .Strategic Forces 
Having settled on a statement of strategic pul'J)Oses 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 
missile submarines and the assured destruction doctrine nar­
rowly interpreted-to attempts at recapturing numerical supe­
riority through .accelerated U.S. strategic deployments across 
the board. 

There was general agreement that postures which signifta 
cantly .reduced or "increased our strategic programs and de­
ployments involved undesirable risks: 

-Sharp cutbGCks would not permit ua to aatia/JJ our ftl.1/i,­

cimey criteria-, and miglt.t provoke th.e opposite ·Soviet reac­
tion.. lf the U.S. unilaterally dropped out of. the strategic 
arms competition, the Soviets might well seize the oppora 
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 s\lch 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 increase•, ent tlt.e other It.and, miglt.t not have an11 
aigniMant political or militari, 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 rec::ognize that decisions on shaping our strategic posture 
are perhaps the most complex and fateful we face. The ijna 
~wers 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 confronta­
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 erms race. 

COMMANDERS DIGEST 
THIS PUBLICATION COSTAIN"S OFFICl.t.L INPOBIIA­
TIO~. NEWR ASD POLICY, DIRECT FROM W.t.8RINGTON 
AUTHORIZED SOURCES. 
Published •tt•I,- b,- Amerlmn Fortts Pm• 8enlce. 1l1t H. 
lttb st., A.rll11sto11, Va. mot. ■ a11Uled. ■c-U,u,- or I.be OfDce or 
l■ form■Uon for the Armed Po~•. OA.SD (Jl•BA). Bep'rodaea 
Uon or t-oateat Is authorised. Blll'l'Htrd dateline for m■&■rlab 
aNd I• WASHINOTOS (AFPS). • 
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February 28, 1970 COMMANDERS DIGEST Page 7 

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 Jike 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 forces defend not only ourselves but our allies as 
well. The imperative that our nuclear deterrent remain se­
cure beyond any POS:iiible 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 
SS-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 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. 

I 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 accident:d 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 
ln 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 
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: 

"I. Protection of our land-based retaliatory forces against 
a direct attack by the Soviet Union. 

"2. Defense 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." 
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 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, I 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." 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 defensive as well as 
offensive weapons systems. 

The further steps I shall propose will be consistent with 
th~s_e 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, I 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 local situations and par­
ticular interests. 

Second, while the possession of 95 per cent of. the nuclear 
powei: ~~ the non-Communist world gives us· the primary re­
spons1b1hty 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. 

Thi~, we cannot expect U.S. military forces to cope with 
the entire spectrum of threats facing allies or potential allies 
throughou~ the world. This is particularly true of subversion 
and_ guerrilla warfare, or "wars of national liberation." Ex­
per1enc~ ha_s shown that the best means of dealing with in­
surgenc1~s 1s to preempt them through economic development 
and social reform and to control them with police para­
military and military action by the threatened gove;nment. 

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 shaJI 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 
lead to major conflicts and thereby endanger world peace; 
and 
-the strategic value of the threatened area as well as 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 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
tie_s were considered together. In fact, two strategies were 
reJected because they were not considered essential to our 
security and because they would hove 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 hasis of our conventional posture in the 1960's 
was the so-called "2- % war" principle. According to it, U.S. 
forces would be maintained for a three-month conventional 
forward defense of NATO, o. defense of Korea or Southeast 
Asia against a full-scale Chine~e attack, and a minor con­
tingency-all simultaneously. These force levels were never 
reached. 

In the effort to hBTmonize doctrine and capability, we cho!-e 
what is best described as the "1-½ 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-Chines~ 

18 



pllff 8 COMMANDERS DIGEST February 28, 1970 

threats in Asia,.and contending with a contingency elsewhere. 
The choice of. this strategy was based on the following 

conaiderationa: 
-tbe nuclear capability of our strategic and theater nuclear 
forces senea aa a deterrent to full-scale Soviet attack on 
NATO Europe or Chinese attack on our Asian allies; 
-tbe prospects for a coordinated two-front attack on our 
allies by Ruaaia 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
nated attack should be met primarily by U.S. conventional 
forces; 
-the desirability of, insuring against greater than expected 
threats by maintaining more than the forces required to 

meet conventional threats in one tbeater--eucb aa NA TO 
Europe; 
-weakness on our part would be more provocative than 
continued U.S. strength, for it might encourage othen to 
take danJerous risks, to resort to the illusion that military 
adventurism could succeed. 
To meet the requirements for the strategy we adopted1 we 

will maintain the required ground and supporting tacticaJ 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 resene forces based in the 
United States. These force levels will be spelled out in greater 
det.ail in the program and budget statement of the Secretary 
of Defense. • 

Map c,oarte., or ~pan.meat of State. Beprlated from l11ae. la Ualted St.alee Por,rlsa l'ollc)' M-rle-No. 1--Commltm~at, of U.8. l'ower Abroad. 
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'l'IIE NIXO!~ DOC'l'RIN~:: U.S. FOREIGN POLICY FOH TJIJ-; 1970's-­

l\ NE\~ STRATEGY FOR PE/\CE 

A. Su~gested Issues for Discussion. 

1. In his major foreign policy address of February 18, 
1970, tile President criticized the carryover into foreiyu 
policy of tl1e otherwise admirable /\.nerican trait of "do-it­
yourself." The emphasis in foreign policy now preswnably 
will shift to a basis of helping oti1ers to help themselves. 
1·/hat will this new approach likely mean in terms of specific 
national and military strategics with respect to /\sia, 
/\Erica, and Latin i\merica? 

2. Will implementation of the ~ixon Doctrine place 
primary empl1asis on "co~Aitments" as they presently exist, 
or on a narrower reinterpretation of American national in­
terests? I/ill the answer i.Je the same for Asia and the 
Pacific as for Europe? 

J. 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 
tl1is emphasis? Does it imply major realignments of the force 
structure in Europe? If so, what are these likely to be? 

4. \~hi le the address gave detailed comment on the prob­
lems of Asia and the Middle East, it did not stress the SE/\TO 
or CENTO treaties. ls this significant? 

5. The Nixon Doctrine rests on three "pillars": peace 
through partnership, ll.7lerica' s continued nili tary strength, 
and willingness to negotiate international issues. \lith 
respect to the third pillar, what are the prospects for a 
successful outcome to the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks 
(SALT)? How can "successful" be measured?· ',/hat strategic 
advantages can the United States expect to attain fron these 
talks? 

6. In his address the President gave a sumr.iary review of 
United States' military strength, discussing the changing 
strategic i.Jalance. Ile stated that the United States seeks 
"sufficiency," as a strategic goal. What does this term 
imply? 
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I, USSR AND EASTERN EUROPE: 

A. UNITED s·rATES I NATIONAL OBJECTIVES 

National Objective Number One, Deter the Soviet threat 
against the physical security of··:the U;S•. • and,,her allies in 
accordance with international commitments. 

Strategy. 

a, Maintain a strong liestern 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. Continue to.work for strategic arms limitations. 

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

Strategy, 

a, Retain ,credible military 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 subver.t the political institutions of friendly, free Euro­
pean nations, 

Strategy, 

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

b. Maintain the territorial status quo in Western Europe. 

c, Remain disengaged in the China-USSR confrontation, to 
permit intervention if outbreak of general war is threatened, 
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National Objective Number Four. Encourage international 
efforts in peacemaking and peacekeeping. 

Strategy . 

. a .. Continue efforts to work through Unite·J Nations anJ. 
regional organizations. 

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

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

National Ob~ecti ve Number Five. Promote and support the· 
efforts of independent nations toward self-<leter1aination; 
improve international exchanges ·in cultural and econrnaic 
areas; and participate in worldwide efforts to maintain 
the ecological balance of the world.· 

Strategy. 

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

b. Encourage l~estern Europe to improve. relations with 
Eastern Europe and reach a European solution to Europe's 
problems. 

c. Encourage self-determination.without i1aplying assis­
tance which is not intended to be forthcoming. 

National Objective Number Six. Preserve freeuorn of. _tl1e seas. 

Strategy. 

a. ,1aintain credible and effective seapower, both naval 
and .non-naval, and projec_t it worldwide. 

22 



I. USSH AtJD EAS'l'Ell.t,I EUROPE: 

u. ALTERNATIVE FUTURE MILITARY STRATEGIES 

Introduction 

President Nixon included America's strength in the "three­
µillar" approach of the IJixon Doctrine. /\ major share of our 
•~ilitary 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. 
Should this fail, tl1ese forces are prepared to destroy the 
enemy's capability to continue the conflict. 

'l'he vital importance of the strategic balance between the 
U.S. and the USSR is, therefore, readily apparent and of grave 
co11cern for our strategic planners. The choice of an effec-
tive nuclear 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 strategies involving general purpose forces, NATO, the 
~~diterranean, etc.--all of which are linked to the Soviet 
Union--are addressed in other discussion areas as appropriate. 

Strategic Alternative tJumber One: Absolute nuclear superiority. 

This strategy envisions: 

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

2. ~ajor expansion in development and production 
of offensive and defensive strategic weapon systems to include 
MIRV and Poseidon missile warhead deployments, ULMS, the B-1 
strategic bomber, advanced IC13/-I, and extended ABM, 

3. llardening of weapon systems. 

4, Dispersal of missile/bomber bases, 

5. Continuous airbor'ne bomber alert. 

6. An effective civil defense program, 



Advantages 

1. 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 operations 
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.s. public, 

2, Contributes to international instability, 
espec_ially 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. Withholding a decision to produce :(but 3.;ontinuing 
R&D on) an advanced bomber, ICUl-l's and ULM's penu.i'ng outcome 
of SALT and Soviet actions. 

6.· Limited A13M and Civil Defense Progrilllls. 

Advantages 

1. Offers so:ne assurance that deterrence ·will work 
without_ straining, our e_conomic _resources. 

2. Offers a politically feasible course. 

3. Presents, in a military sense, a rational straces'/ 
1,hich is creu.ible to th·e Soviets. 

4. Retains the option of Sl,LT. 

5. Offers a technologically feasible strategy. 

Disadvantages 

1. Risks the possibility that our assured destruction 
dnd damage-limiting capabilities could become--in the es ti:nate 
of Soviet planners--ineffective, and, hence, invite a Soviet 
confrontation, or even first strike. 

2. Risks increased vulnerability to technological 
surprise. 

3. !<arrows our basis for negotiation in SALT. 

4. Bases our strategic force structure (to a certain 
extent) on Soviet actions which may not always be discerni'.,le 
until too late. 

Strategic Alternative tlurnber Three: Unilateral Anas Limitation. 

This strategy envisions: 

1. Acceptance of the present level of u.s. 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 modernizing nor increasing ther,1 in 
nwnbers. 
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Advantages 

1. Presents financially attractive solution. 

2.- -Provides a slim possibility that Soviets would 
be encouraged in sisnilar actions. 

Disadvantages 

1. Amounts to unilateral nuclear disarmament; hence 
is politically infeasible and militarily impractical. 
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I. USSH AIJD EASTERN EUROPE: 

C. SUGGESTED ISSUES FOR DISCUSSION 

l. A favorite thesis of some Western observers is that 
the Soviet economy is inefficient. llow 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? If 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 
\larsaw 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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II. WESTERN EUROPE, ATLANTIC AND MEIJITERRl\llEAN: 

A. UNITEIJ STATES NATIONAL OBJECTIVES 

National Obaective Number One. Develop and implement 
policies an programs to encourage a politically stalJle 
\~stern 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, I-lid-East: Maintain neutrality and atte11pt by 
measures short of war to prevent resumption of hostilities, 
while seeking permanent political settle:nent. 

e. Malta, Cyprus, Greece: Maintain U.S. Sixth Fleet 
presence in the Mediterranean and encourage economic 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 economy, with 
an environment favorable to trade and investment interests of 
the United States. 

Strategy, 

a. European Integration: Continue to encourage 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 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. 

c. u.s. 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 flexible monetary 
exchange rates. 

e. Economic· Aid: Continue to urge· \vest European coun-
t. ries to· increase'. aid to less developed countries, chanrielirig 
their assistance through international agencies. 

:~ational Objective Number Three. Encourage and support an 
individual and collective capacity on the part of West Euro­
pean countries to resist ·armed· attack. 

Strategy. 

a. NATO: Continue support of NATO as a principal 
vehicle 'for containment of Communist military pressures 
in the North Atlantic, Western Europe and the Mediterranean.;· 

b. Nuclear· Weapons: Continue to guarantee the defense 
of Ives tern Europe (within treaty obligations) by deployment 
of tactical weapons as well as strategic forcesi 

c. Military Bases: Maintain dispersed bases in depth 
as an· important part of the u.s. presence in lvestern Europe, 
weighing costs against tactica·1 and strategic ·planning 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 a·venue for 
achieving additional ef fecti'veness and shared costs. • 
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II. . \'lliSTERN EUROPE, ATLANTIC AND MEDITERRAHEi\N: 

· H, l\LTERNATIVE FUTURE MILITARY STRATEGIES 

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. 
Tl1is 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. Out in_the third decade of our commit­
ment to Europe, the depth of our relationship is a fact of 
life. i'/e can no more disengage from Europe than from Alaska." 

U.S. strategy in the area of Western Europe will be 
shaped within the three-cornered framework of the stated com­
mitment, the concept of partnership advanced in the Nixon 
Doctrine, a·nd the <Jrowing domestic opposition to forward basin<J 
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 
Europe 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. D .• (1). STRATEGIC ALTERNATIVES FOR lvESTERH EUROPE 

Strate~ic Alternative·Number·one: Increase the Overall United 
States Commitment to NATO. 

This strategy is: 

1. Essentially a continuation of the current 
strategy of fle~ible resp611se, but provides for 

2. Greater 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 capability of countering conventional 
attack with conventional forces. -

3. Decieases probability of esc~lation to nuclear 
weapons. 

4. Increases time available after at tac]: to augnent 
NATO with conventional forces from the U.S. 

Disadvantages 

· l. - · Increases overall U .-s. defense cos ts·. 

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. 

Strate ic Alternative Number Two: Continue Present Strate 
F exi e Response. 

This strategy contemplates: 

1. Maintenance of current force levels in Europe. 
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2. Emphasis on mobile, conventional forces drawn 
from all NATO nations. 

3.· Cbnvcntional response with augmentation of 
forces as required when threat increases or fighting begins. 

4. Escalation to tactical/strategic nuclear 
weapons if required. 

l\dvantages 

1. Offers a politically and economically feasible 
solution. 

2. ~aintains deterrent effect. 

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

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

5. Maintains European credence in u.s. commitment. 

Disadvantages 

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

2. Continues inequitable u.s. share of burden of 
European defense. 

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

4. Fails to satisfy large segment of u.s. population 
which favors reduced defense effort. 

Strategic· l\lternative Number Three: Reduced Commitment. 

This strategy envisions: 

1. Withdrawa1 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. 



4. l{etention in the U.S. of forces in-being com­
mitted to NATO. 

5. Uevelopment 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. llopefully, provides incentive to greater European 
effort. 

Uisadvantages 

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 reinforceraent from 
CONUS. 

Strategic Alternative Number Four: \hthdrawal. 

This strategy envisions\ 

l. Continued u.s. membership in NATO, but unilateral 
withdrawal of U.S. forces from Europe. 
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2. Continued u.s. commitment to Europe, but with 
greatly reduced capability. 

3. Reliance upon greater Eur,opean contribution to 
conventional forces. 

Advantages 

1. Placates segment of U.S. population 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.S. com."aitment. 

3. Encourages European 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.S. and NATO allies 
would enter into direct NATO~tarsaw Pact negotiations for 
mutual reductions in European force levels. 

Advantages 

1. 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. 

Uisadvantages 

L Ignores Soviet covert mobilization. and deploy-. 
ment capability inherent in closed sociity. 

2. Establishes situation in which Uoviets, by 
virtue of geographic advantage, could reinforce European 
garrisons more rapidly than could thi•u.s. 

3. Increases risk of sur~rise Soviet attack in 
Europe, to which ~est could respond adequately only with 
n11clear weapons. 
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II. B. (2). STRATEGIC ALTERNATIVES FOR. THE 

ATLANTIC. AND MEDITERRANEAN.· 

Strategic Alternative Number One:. Absolute U.,S, Naval 
Superion.ty, 

,_. . •· 

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 antisubmarine forces capable of neutral­
izing and/or d_ecisively defeating Soviet attack and ballistic 
missile submarines. • • 

Advantages 

l. 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 questionable in particular circumstances •. 

Disadvantages 

. l, • Woulcr be extremely costly in .terms of· both money. 
and manpower. 

2. Would be politically and economically infeasible. 

3. Places inequitable share of burden of European 
defense 'on'Uriited ·states. • 

Strategic Alternative Number Two: Absolute NATO Naval 
Superiority.· 

This strategy envisions: 

l. Integrated NATO naval forces in which the collec­
tive contribution·of other nations ecjuals oi: exceeds that of 
the United States. 

·2. A combined naval force adequate to ins~re open 
sealanes of communication to Western Europe and the Mediter­
ranean. 
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J. Combined 
.ii neutralizin<J and/or 
n..ival forces. 

naval surface and air forces capable, 
decisively defeatin•1 Soviet surface 

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

l\dvantages 

1, The same as for Strategic Alternative Numi,er 
,)ne, except that the legitimate interests of allies are 
recognized and reliance is placed upon thern. 

lJisadvanta<JeS 

1. Risks inadequate U.S. naval force in situations 
·.,here European interests are minimal or nonexistent. 

Strate'] ic ,\1 terna ti ve Number 'rhree: Fortress fu~crica. 

~his strategy contemplates: 

1. Substantial or total withdrawal of u.~. forces 
:'ro1.1 J.;urope, and a general strategy stressing defense of the 
United States proper. 

2. Naval forces adequate to protect t~e Llnited 
States against attack from the sea, but not adequate to pro­
ject U.S. seapower worldwide or to defeat decisively enemy 
n:1val forces wherever they may be. 

l\dvantages 

1. Permits reductions in naval force levels and 
budgets. 

2 .. Reduc6s the risk of accidental u.s./USSR naval 
confrontation. 

Disadvantages 

1. ·Precludes ~ossibility of reinforcing J.;urope. 

2. Permits and encourages Soviet naval visits and 
shows-of-force in other nations without countering actions by 
u.s. 
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3. ·Permits unhindered Soviet intervention in other 
nations. 

4. Permits Soviet instigation andunhindered support 
of '"Wars of'National Liberation." • • 

5. Ultimately risks total isolation of the United 
States from allies and sources of essential materials. 
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II. l'iESTERN EUROPE, ATLANTIC AND Mf:l)l TEilRANEl\N: 

C. SUGGESTED ISSUES FOR DISCU<iSIO:J 

1. l'ihat should or can NATO's _planning. and strategy be if 
the llrezhnev Doctrine is invoked by the Soviets in some future 
crisis similar to the 1968 Czechoslovakian affair? 

2. The move toward Western European political in te'}ra­
tion seems to have stalled. Econor.1ic integration appears to 
have advanced about as far as can reasonably be expected, 
even assuming entry of llritain into the Common Market. !\re 
there any other routes through which \'iestern Europe can 
assume an independent and effective third force role in world 
politics? 

3. The "Gennan 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 nonial­
ized East-Hest German relations? Will closer relations be­
tween the German states weaken NATO? 

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 tl1e implenenta­
tion of NATO's flexible response strategy. Given the U.S. 
domestic pressure for reducing our conventional forces in 
i::urope, what security alternatives are available to Western 
Europe if the United States does {n fact drastically reduce 
the size of its ground forces in Europe? Can we realistic­
ally expect our NATO partners (outside of West Gernany) to 
assume more of the conventional defense ·of I::urope? I/hat 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 l'lestern 
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 enh.ance this partnership? 
\'/hat 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. SOUTH OF TIIE SAllARA·L 

A. UNI'rED S'rA'rES NATIONAL OBJECTIVES 

National Objective Number.One. Support·thedevelopment.of 
independent African nations capable of resisting Communist 
subversion and oriented toward the Free 1'1orld. 

Strategy. 

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 i'lest Euro­
pean access to African raw materials of critical importance. 

Strategy. 

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

b, 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. 

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

Strategy. 

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. 
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III. AFRICA SOUTH OF TIIE SAHARA: 

B. ALTJ::RHATIVE FUTURE MILITARY STRATEGIES 

Introduction. The United States has no vitai security objec­
tives in 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. In 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 
themselves 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 1nilitary alliances or spherAs of influence 
on the continent. 

7. cooperate with African governments on a basis 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 
strateyies arri possibilities: 

Strategic Alternative Number One. Forceful Presence: 

Tl1is strategy implies that: 

l. 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 g.lobal military strategy. 

Disadvantages 

1. Is economically and politically infeasible. 

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

3. Alienates either Black or l'1hi te Africans. (A 
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. 

Strate ic Alternative Number Two. Limited and Selective 
Invo vement: 

This strategy recognizes that: 

1. 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 effort·s 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 
military contingency force based in the CONUS which could be 
tailored to meet specific circumstances, and wti.i'ch ·would be 
prepared to act unilaterally in. this area if so directed. 

Advantages 

l. Offers maximum flexibility for the United States. 

2. Provides Africans with a United States minimal 
presence, giving the psychological impression that the United 
States is deeply interested in Africa. 

3. Offers no visible change to existing strategy 
and is in agreement with stated interests. 

Disadvantages 

l. Meets with resistance in both !Hack and 1-lhite 
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: 

l. 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 attach6s on embassy staffs. 

Advantages 

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

3, ls consistent with African desires for non­
intervention of outside powers in internal situations, and 
removes the United· States from the role of "nee-colonialist" 
power, 

Disadvantages 

l, 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 SOUTII OF THE SAHARA: 

C, SUGGESTED ISSUES FOR DISCUSSION 

• l. Uuring the next decade, the situation in -Africa will -­
be undergoing· ·rapid change, What effect will these develop­
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 colonial 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 ideology or policies 
are responsible.- 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 
Organization of African Unity provided any cause for optimism 
with respect. to their effectiveness for African economic and 
political cooperat_ion? 

7. How will developments in Africa south of the Sahara 
affect the security_ of the Indian Ocean area? ivhat u,s. 
naval strategy is.appropriate for that area? In 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. LA'l'IN 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. 

Strategy. 

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

b. Continue to isolate Cuba. 

c. 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. De 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. 

, Strategy. 

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 o~ganizations, 
rather than th.rough bi lateral arrangements. 

e. P·romote mutually beneficial trade and investment 
between the United States and Latin America. 

f. i;:ncourage investment of private. U.S. cap-ital in 
Latin America. 

National Objective Number Four. Promote the United States' 
concept for hemispheric defense. 

Strategy. 

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.s. 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. 

Strategy 

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 N1ERICA AND THE C/\IUl.ll.lE/\N: 

ll. ALTERNATIVE FUTURE MILI'rARY STRATEGIES 

Introduction. In addressing Latin America in the Nixon 
Uoctrine, the President stated that "we share a concept of 
hemispheric community as well as a web of treaties, commit­
ments, and organizations that deserves the name of an inter­
American system." Integral parts of this system are the 
concepts of partnership with shar~d responsibilities an~ 
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 
,nili tary strategy toward this part of the \/es tern Hemisphere 
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: 

1. the internal threat, and 

2. the external threat. 
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IV. 13; ( 1) ·INTERNAL TIIREJ\.T 

Strategic Alternative Number One: Deep Involvement. 

This strategy involves: 

1. U.S. striking force <lesigned for rap;i.<Y inter­
vention in any Latin l\merican country requesting such assis­
tance in response to a Communist insurgency threat. 

2. Redefinition of the USCINCSOU'l'll mission for 
this objective, with forces being provided to CINCSOUTi!, 
including air mobile strike forces. 

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

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

Advantages 

1, Provides threatened host country with rea<lily 
available military means for countering internal threat, 

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

Disadvantages 

1. Runs completely counter to Nixon Doctrine, and 
is unacceptable politically, econom_ically an<l 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 strategy provides: 

1. • Assistance to countries threatened with Communist 
insurgencies in development of forces for handling the threat,_ 
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2. U.S. 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 Nwnber Three: Minimum Involvement. 

This strategy provides: 

l. Complete withdrawal of u.s. 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 ' • 

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. 

52 



IV. D. (2) -EXTERNAL -THREAT 

Strategic Alternative Number One: Dominance, 

This str~tegy involv~s~ 

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 

l, Provides security against existing external 
threat economically and efficiently. 

2. Eliminates all dependence on Latin American 
support. 

3. Removes major incentive for Latin l\merican 
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. dominance, 

Strategic Alternative «umber Two: Responsible Partnership. 

This strategy involves: 

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

2, Assumption of responsibility by U.S. for defense 
of Latin Araerica 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 (r.s: Navy"'t6 meet' this vital 
requirement. 

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

5. Maintenance of current levels of u.s. forces 
in Panama -and"tne Caribbean. ·-

6. 
-exercises;; -

Expansion of multinational nayal training 

,.9. -Pro~i•ion of military·•ttaining fa~ilities in u.~. 

Advantages 

l. 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: 

fo'r 
for 

1, Assumption by Latin nations of 
providing for external secµrity of Latin 
Panama Canal and Caribbean area), 

responsibility 
America (except 

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 

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

Uisadvantages 

1. Fosters arms race in Latin America. 

2. Restricts u.s. flexibility and influence in 
hemispheric defense. 

3. Reduces U.S. leadership position in Latin Nnerica. 

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

5. Runs counter to Nixon Doctrine policy of 
responsible partnership. 
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IV. LATIN AMERICA AND TUE CARIJ3J3EAN: 

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? \-/hat 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 unique 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? 

s. 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. TIIE MIDDLE EAS'r: 

A. UNITED S'rA'rEs NATIONAL OBJECTIVES 

National O • • Number One: Establish a ·ust and lastinc 
peace int e East. 

Strategy. 

a. Reemphasize support of the UN Resolution of 22 r,ov 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. 

Maintain the territorial 

f t e area. 
po itica ence o the severa states 

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. 

c. Concentrate any diplomatic, financialt 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 oil of the.area. 

Strategy. 

a. Continue to provide necessary economic, technical, 
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 expansion 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 Ob'ective Number Five: Secure the ri ht of innocent 
passage through t e critica waterways o the area. 

Strategy. 

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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Ob'ective Number Six: Avoid a militar confrontation 

Strategy. 

a. Continue cooperation with the USSH in seeking a peace 
formula. 

b. Av_oid 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 MIUDLE EAS'r: 

ll. ALTERNA'rIVE FUTURE MILITARY STRA'rEGIES 

Introduction. United States security objectives in the 
;11J<lie East are: 

l. To support Turkey and Iran ayainst Soviet military 
and political intervention. 

2. '1'o maintain sor,ie 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 l970's, the u.s. Sixth Fleet will remain a 
major politico-military asset for the United States in pro­
moting its Middle East military strategy. The precarious 
nature of Ar.lerican 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 strategy 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 in order to en­
hance United States access options. 

6, Augmentation of the Sixth Fleet and the lliddle 
East Force, 

l.lahrein. 
7. Possible development of bases on Malta and 

8, • Strong initiatives in seeking solutions to 
regional disputes. 

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

Advantages 

l. Encourages pro-Western elements in the region to 
JSsert themselves, 

2. Discourages aggression against friendly sta:tes 
in the foreknowledge of likely United States military reaction. 

3, Puts th~ USSR on notice that' the Unite~ States 
will not l?ermit Soviet power· t6 m6ve into the are<;1 unchallenged, 

4, Facilitates entry rights should the United States 
1-1ish to respond to a contingency, 

Disadvantages 

l, Reduces United States options to avoid involve­
ment by extending the range of l:linding comrni traents, 

2, Possibly jeopardizes Americ~n relations 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 unilateral United States 
action in an Arab-Israeli war, 

4. Increases possibility that the uss;: 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 

6, Increases the risk of a direct U,S,-USSR con­
frontation in the region. 

7. Increases domestic confl.ict over national 
priorities, 

Strate ic Al terna ti ve !~umber Two: Lirni tcu ancl Selected 
nvo vement. 

This ··strategy contemplates : 

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

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

3. Continueu military assistance to Turkey and 
continued arms sales to Iran, 

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

• 5, • Modernization of_ the Sixth j,-1eet and the Middle 
Eas~ Force;·b~t •~th no increas~ in siz~. 

6. Reliance on reinforcements from Europe, COtlUS 
and the ~acific for any major U,S. operations. 

7, Limited naval base rights at Malta and Bahrein. 

Advantages 

1. 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 ass6ciation of the United States wi~~ 
particular regimes in a region where sudden changes in govern­
ment are endemic. 

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

6. Is in accord with the Nixon Doctrine. 

Disadvantages 

1. Continues to arouse Arab feelinqs against the 
United States as a result of supporting Israel. 

2. Risks trade and investment reprisals and loss 
of military base _rights and access in.areas not selected for 
support. 

Number Three: Involvement onl with 

This strategy contemplates: 

l. United States promotion ·of much greater interest 
on the part of Western Europe in the l-liddle East and North 
,\fr.ic•a. 

2. Multilateral relationships, with certain Euro­
pean cbuntries sharing responsibilities 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 Ethiopia. 

4-.- - :-1aintenance· of the Sixth Fleet and the Middle 
East Force at approximately present strengths. 

s. No United States military intervention in the 
area except as a part of an undertaking involving.a significan~ 
number of European allies. 

Advantages 

l. 

2. 
involvement_-

Encompasses all the advantages of Strategy Two. 

Reduces u.s. visibilit~ through ~ultila~eral 
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Disadvantages-• 

l. Raises doubts that -lies tern European• countries 
would be prepared to join the United States in a confrontation 
with the: USSR over Israel or Iran; 

2. Reduces the credibility of United States commit­
ments if possible involvement was· jeopardized by· veto action 
by one or more lvestern t::uropean partners . 

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

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

Strategic Alternative Ilumber Four: lvi thdrawal 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 ~ATO 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 

, l, Improves United States' relations with the 
radical 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.S. influence in -the Persian Gulf and 
Arabian Sea, and risks Soviet predominance. 

S. Removes access privileges now enjoyed by the 
~iddle East Force. 
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V. THE MIDDLE EAST: 

C. SUGGESTED ISSUES FOR DISCUSSION 

1. 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 
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 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. Tilt: PACIFIC AND ASIJ\: 

A. UNITED STATBS NATIONAL 013Jl::CTIVES 

National Objective Number One. Achieve and maintain stable, 
popularly-supported, independent governments which are not 
hostile to the u.s. 

Strategy. 

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

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

c. ~ncouragc Japan to take a leading role in economic 
development of tile region. 

National Ob~ectivc ,,umber Two. Develop and maintain a balance 
of power which will prevent one-power domination in the area. 

Strategy. 

a. Honorably fulfill present treaty obligations. 

b. Promote regional responsibility for security, 

National Objective Number Three, Maintain a sufficient 
military presence to protect U.S. national interests while 
encouraging Asian efforts at self-defense. 

strategy, 

a. Gradually reduce U.S. commitments to the defense of 
countries other than Japan and Australia, while emphasizing 
rcqional responsibility, as outlined in the Nixon Doctrine 
for l\sia. 

b, t:ncourage Japan and Australia to assume a military 
responsibility for defense of the region in conjunction with 
other countries and the U,S. 

c, Accept a minimal modification to base agreements 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 antl USSR "nuclear 
blackmail. 

National Objective Number Five. Prevent the spread.of 
Communism. 

Strategy. 

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. P,resid_ent Nixon has declared t;~<1t we arc a 
Pacific power and that "peace for us is much ·less 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--requires the most effective, comprehensive, and 
flexible military strategy 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 o~es and are not 
to.be considered exclusive in any sense. Also, because the 
interests of the United States continue to be concentrated 
more on East·'-Asia ·and the \le.stern Pacific rather than in 
South.Asia and the Indian Ocean, the alternative strategies 

• - J --

a re listed separately for these two areas. 
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VI. D. (l) STRATEGIC ALTERNATIVES FOR SOUTH ASIA 

AND THE INDIAN OCEAN' 

Alternative Strategy· Number Orie: . Increased· Involvement. ' 

·This '.strategy. envisions:· 

l. Major increases in u.s. military presence in 
area. 

2. • Modest but visibie buildup·· and modernization· of 
u.s. naval forces in the area. 

3.· Expanded base facilities; with a permanent air 
and naval base in the central In.di an Ocean area; and a perma­
nent naval ·facility in the eastern Indian Ocean .area. 

4. Periodic joint· and combined military exerc;ises 
with friendly states in area. • 

S. Increased frequency of port visits. 

6. Periodic u.s. naval task force transits of the 
Indian ocean. 

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. Is riot 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. 

70 



4. Runs directly counter to Nixon Doctrine. 

5 ... _Contains hirJh risk of u.s.· ~nvolvement· in·.·area • 
disputes. 

Alternative Strategy Number Two: Moderate Involvement. 

'rhis ~trat~gy ·involves: 

1. 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/airfield facil1ty 
in Indian Ocean. 

4. A r.1inimum reliance on standing u.s. naval forces 
in. the area ... 

5. An increased bilateral cooperation. 

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 meeting 
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 Nixon 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. 
ptesence 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. 1'/here required, reliance on shore facilities of 
friendly nations. 

7, Frequent transit of Indian Ocean by u.s. naval 
units,.and selective port calls. 

Advantages 

l, Maintains low cost, low profile, 

2. Reduces u.s. commitments and potential for 
involvement, 

3, Maintains some U.S. presence, 

Disadvantages 

l, 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. U. (2) STRATEGIC l\LTERNATIYES 

FOR EAST ASIA AND THE PACIFIC 

Alternative- Strate,;1y Number One: Forward Defense, 

This strategy envisions: 

1. 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 ins. Korea, with backup forces 
in Okinawa/Hawaii, 

6, Bases in Japan/Korea/Okinawa/Philippines/Taiwan 
actively maintained, 

Advantages 

1. Provides maximum deterrence to Communist 
aggression in area. 

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

Disadvantages 

1. Places unacceptable burden on U.S. resources. 

2, Continues to foster dependent status of South 
East Asian coµntries. 

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

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

This strategy envisions: 

1. Use of strong, modern naval and air forces for 
defense of Japan, Taiwan, the Philippines, Australia, and 
i,ew Zealand. 

2. Maintenance of the Seventh Fleet in forward 
area. 

3. Committed but reduced ground forces in Korea. 

4. Gradual !Jhase-down of U.S. presence as Vietnami­
zation completes. 

5. Reduction of military advisory efforts through­
out the area as the area stabiliz.es 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 

1. 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 capability to meet 
aggression in Asia and Western Pacific. 

3. 
u.s. resolve 
Asia. 

Provides Communists.with encouragement to test 
by fostering crises and instability in Southeast 
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Alternative strategy Number •rhree: Minimum Commitment. 

This strategy involves: 

1. liithdrawal of u.s. forces to Central Pacific 
bases. 

2. Limitation of 
Japan and Philippines only. 
in defense line. 

U.S. commitments to South Korea, 
Taiwan and Thailand not included 

3. ilasing of u.s. forces in u.s. territory only, 
except token force in South Korea. 

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

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

Advantages 

1. Permits greatly reduced defense costs. 

2; Is politically very attractive to u.s. domestic 
opinion. 

3. Allows increased forces for NATO reinforcement. 

Disadvantages 

1. l\llows Communist 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, SUGGES'l'ED ISSUES FOR DISCUSSION 

l, 'l'he containment of Communist China and the control of 
Communist encroachment' has been considerecJ central to Araerican 
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. \-/hat are 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. 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? \-/hat are the implications of such a 
Japanese role? i-/ould Japan's growing power be reminiscent of 
her World 1-/ar II Greater East Asia "Co-prosperity Sphere?" 
Can and should the U,S, urge Japan to asswne greater respon­
sibility for the defense of our interests in Korea? 

4, Can 
the interest 
should we do 

the Sino-Soviet split 
of the Unitect·states? 
anything to intensify 

be considered as being in 
If so, how? Can we and 

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 asswne 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 effec_tive 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? How 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 2~, 1969. 

(Extract from President Nixon's Address to the Nation, 
November 3, 1969, as published in the Weekly Com~ilation of 
PRESIDENTIAL DOCUMENTS, November a, 1969, p. l54 -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 someone.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 particularly the responsibil­
ity of the people whose freedom is threatened. In the 
previous administration, we Americanized •.the war in. Vietnam. 
In this administration, we are Vietnamizing the search for 
peace. 
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APPENDIX II 

Page 4 COMMANDERS DIGEST January 17, 1970 

Statement by Secretary Rogers 

U.S. POLICY ON THE MIDDLE EAST 
Th• most oompr•heui•• •latement. of U.S. policy on 1M Middle Eaat ia.,..,i "11 

Uwt Adminietration 10GB reeentl11 deliv-eNd bi, Searetaru of Stats William P. Roger& 
NO area of tlw world todai, iB mOT8 important b~cauae it "c~ld eanl11 again beCOfflfJ 

tAe ·1ouru of anothe1- ,erious eonfl,o.qratio-n.,'' Mr. Rogers ,aid. Sime it WU8 obvious 
that l11Tael and the Arab countries alo-ne .. could not overcome their legacy of BUBpiciqn 
to aohiB"Ve a. political settlement," he p,ointsd out, the U.S. decided it had a re1pon.ri-
1tilit11 to pla11 a direct TOie in internationa.l ~fforts to help in Seeking a.' 1olution. 
Partieipating in Fou~ Power talks at' the U.N. and in ·bila.U1'al talks wit,\ ths USSR, 
the U.S. ha, rec"1Jtlu IN!rmitud detailed propbaal., on sp,tifi, a,pec!a of 1M Middle 
Ea.st problem. ' 

11A dumb~ peace must meet tlte legitimate comerns of both Bides," Seoretaru Rogne 
emphal'Ued in ,\ii policJI speech of Dec. 9, pointing out that "neeeBBary compromise,n 
odvocatfd by th& U.S. "mav- and probabl'II will be U'l'lpalatabU to both aides." Follotoing 
are ~CffJ>tA from ~is statement. 

When this Administration took office, one of our first actions 
in foreign affairs wa.s 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, Ambassndor Jo.rring, 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 Union, hoping to achieve as 
wide an area of agreement as possible between us. 

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

Our policy is and will continue to be a balanced one. We 
have friendly ties with both Arabs and Israelis. To call for 
Israeli withdrawal as erivisaged in the U.N. resolution without 
achieving agreement on peace would be partisan toward the 
Arabs. To call on the Arohs ,to accept peace without Israeli 
withdrawal would be partisan toward Israel. Therefore, our 
policy is .to encourage the ·Arabs to a-ccept a permanent peace 
based on a binding agl'eement and to urge the Israelis to with­
draw from occupied territory when their territorial integrity 
is assured as envisaged by the Security Council Resolution. 

The Security Council Resolution 
Let me outline our policy on various elements of the Security 

Co1,1.ncil Resolution. The basic and related iBsues 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. 

80 

We believe the conditions and obligations of peace must be 
defined in specific terms. For example, navigation rights in 
the Suez Canal and the Straights of Tiran should be spellecf .. 
out. Respect for sovereignty and obligations of the parties to· 
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 rel a led security arrangements more reliable than those 
which existed in -the arC!a. 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. 

• Withdrawal and TerritorJI. The Security Council Resolu­
tion endorses the principle of the non-acquisition of territory 
by war and calls for withdrawal ol Israeli armed forces from 
territories occupied in the 1967 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, cl.aims and positions of the parties in an 
ultimate peaceful 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 ·occupied terri-
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tories, the non-acquisition of territory by war,· and for the 
establishment of eecure and recognized boundaries. 

We believe that while recognized political boundaries must 
be e&tahlished, and agreed upon by the parties, any changes 
in the pre-existing lines sho\lld not reflect the weight of con­
quest and should be confined to insubstantial alterations re­
quired for mutual security. We dO not support expansionism. 
We believe troops must be withdrawn as the Resolution pro­
vides. We Bu.pport Israel"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 eettlement of 
the problem of those Palestinians whom the wars of 1948 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 contribu~ed about 
$6:00 million for the support and education of the Palestine 
refugees. We ue prepared to contribute generously along 
with others to solve this problem, We belie,ye its just ee t 
must .take into account the desires and aspi 
refugees and the legitimate concerns of th 
the area. 

The question of the future status o 
touches deep emotional, historical an 
particularly complicated.. We hav 
the past two and one-half yea - we 
lateral. actions by any party to • e the fi 
city. We believe its status can ~ rm • 
agreement of the parties con~, whic 
means primarily the Governments of Israel 

We ~ with the IsraeH-U AR aspect because of • its 
inherent importance for future stability in the &re& and be-
cause One must Start somewhere. • 

We ·aie also ready to pursue the Jordanian aspects of a 
settlement...:....in fact the Four Powen in New York have begun 
BU.ch discuesions. Let me make it perfectly clear that the U.S. 
position is that implementation of .the overall settlem~nt would 

'We wlll not shrink from ad­
vocating necessary compromises, 
even though they may and -prob­
ably will be unpalatable to both 
sides.' 

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

• into account the interests of other countrie 
the international community. 1-f.ie do, howevefi;'iilili!wt)<',~li1;J' ment bet~n Israel and the United A~ 
princil)ies which we believe wmlld provide an.~~ ~~~~ safeguards reiate primarily to the area 
wort for a Jerusalem settlement. control~in ess to the Gulf of Aqaba. 

Specifically, we believe Jesm .s , • d z as foreseen in the Security 

withinrwhich there would no ng be , ;J_r,, --~ ~~:!j,!i~:Jll 4/!~~t na a ngements in the Gaza Strip. 
ment of persons and goods. ire sho e and agreement on specific 
unified city for persons of all s an 
ments for the administration e of Israeli forces from Egyptian 
into account the interests of • 
Jewish, Islamic and Christian com i ' /4;,d\i',;~!1'<.• ""1""" addresses the principal national 
be roles for both Israel and Jo ~-e c, , the UAR. It would require the 
religi~_us life of the city. • /I.- 1 /1 . , .,'iflliJi:r,r.

1 
and spec!fic commitment t:o pence. 

I have already referred. to our tal 1t the Soviet U J, I f uld re re_! al of Israeh armed forces from UAR 
In c~~edion with those talks there ha ~egations tha ~tory to the ~n . . ional border between Israel and Egypt 
we have been seeking to divide the Arab sta ~ng the whidi has ~ _m xtstence for over a half century. It would 
UA~.~ make a separate peace. These o.llegat s ~e·.,d11~~ ~~ Vie parties themselves to negotiate the practical 
is a .fad that we and the Soviets have been conce ~t!:ig on 8 nt~gements to safeguard the peace. 
the (JUestion(of a settlement between Israel and the UAR. e ~ e believe that this _approach is bala-need and fair. We 
have'been doing this in the full understanding on both our parts remain intereSted in good relations with all states in the 
that..1 .before there can be a settlement of the Arab-Israeli area .... We will not shrink from advocating necessary com­
eon.fli'ci; there must be agreement between the parties on other promises, even though they may and probably will be un• 
aspecfs of the settlement-not only those related to the UAR palatable to both sides. We remain prepared to work with 
but also those related t:o Jordan and other states which accept others-in the area and throughout the world-so long as they 
the Security Council Resolution of November 1967. sincerely seek the end we seek: a just and lasting peace. 

Bl 
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U. S. Policy in Latin America - II 

ACTION FOR PROGRESS 

In a major policy statement on Oct. 81, President 
Nixon announced the new administration's Latin A mffl­
ean policy and described its goal ae a decade of "Action 
for Progress." 

The President pointed out that hUI suggestioru, for 
new directions in U.S. policy were shaped by his own 
trips to Latin countries, by Governor Nelson Rockefeller's 
report on his recent tour, and by some of the views ex­
pressed in the Consensua of Vina del Mar. This docu­
ment, listing requests for cooperation agreed to by 19 
Latin governments at a meeting in May in Viiia del Mar, 
Chile, wa.s delivered to Mr. Nixon last Ju1Ul. 

The views e:rpressed in the Consensus were reflected 
in a recent speech by Seiior Galo Plaza of Eciuul-Or, Sec­
reta111 General of the Organization of American States. 
Ezeerpts from his addre,a were published in COM­
MANDERS DIGEST on Nov. 15 as Part I of "U.S. 
Policy in Latin Ameriea." Below iB Part II: ezcBrpts 
from the President's statement of Oct. 31. 

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 
tho.t we could and should make it happen. Well, experience has 
taught us better. 

What I hope we can achieve, therefore, is a more mature 
partnership in which all voices are heard and none is predomi­
nant. 

A New Approach 
Tonight, I offer no grandiose promises and no panaceas. I do 

off'er action. The actions I propose represent a new approach. 
They are based on five principles: 

• First, a firm commitment to the Inter-American system, to 
the compacts which bind us in that system-as exemplified by 
the Organization of American Slates arid by the principles so 
nobly set forth in its charter. 

• Second, respect for national identity and national dignity, 
in a partnership in which rights and responsibilities are sharE!d 
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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assistance must be ,U.S. support for Latin American initiatives, 
and that this can best be achieved on a multilateral basis 
within the inter-American srstem. 

• Finally, a dedication to improving the quality of life 
in this new world of ours-to making people the center of 
our concerns, and to helping meet their economic, social and 
human needs. 

Many voices from the Americas in these first months of our 

'Our goal for the 70's should be o 
decode 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 
insensitive to the needs of other American nations. 

Intended As Examples. 
In proposing specific changes tonight, I mean theS~ • as ex­

amples ol the actions I believe are possible in a ne\V1 kind of 
partnership in the Americas. .1'1 7 

I propose that a lllultilatero.J inter-American agencf be given 
an increasing share of responsibility for development ~~Sisto.nee 
decisions. CIAP-the Inter-American Committee fot'ihe Al­
liance for Progress-----could be given this new functici~: Or an 
entirely new agency could be created within the sySiein. 

.au, 
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-sustaining growth, the other American na-
tions must expand their exports. • ~,i 

Yl1 
·Most Latin American exports now are raw material and 

foodstuff's. We are attempting to help the other cOUll'tries of 
the Hemisphere to stabilize their earnings from \hes~;~xports, 
to increase them as time goes on. 0 • 

Increasingly, however, those countries will have lto turn 
more toward manufactured and eemi-rn&.nulactured ~products 
for balanced development and major export growth. Thus they 
need to be assured of access to the exp8llding markets of the 
industrialized world . . . ,_111: 

For several years now, virtually all loans made· under U.S. 
aid programs have been "tied"-that is, as you know, they 
have been encumbered with restrictions designed to maintain 
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U.S. esports, includlng a requirement that the money be spent 
OD p1ll'cllases in the U ,$, 

In Jane, I ordered the most cumbersome restrictions removed. 
In addition, I announce tonight that I am now ordering that 
e11'ective Nov. 1, loan dollars sent to Latin America under AID 
be freed to allow purchases not only here, but anywhere in 
Latin America. 

U. S. Private Investment 
For a developing countn, constructive foreign private in­

vestment has the special advantage of being a prime vehicle 
for -the transfer of technology. And certainly, from no other 
source is so much investment capital available. / 

As we have seen, however,· ... a capital-importing country 
[must] expect a serious impairment of i~ 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 
unfairly, such acts in one of the Americas affect investors in 
the entire region. 

We will not encourage U.S. private investment where 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 all of the nations. We have seen it work in our own 
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 most spectacular rates of economic; 
growth. 

In the Consensus of Vina del Mar, we were asked for an 
unprecedented 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 man·kind 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 its problems. 
But we are proud of our system. We are jealous of our. liberties. 
We hope that eventually most, 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 commitment to continued. U.S. assistance 
for Hemispheric development.' 

the world do not share those blessings. I would be less than 
honest if I did not expreSB 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 America. 
These create insl;Qbilities, 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 have a 
peaceful community of nations if one nation sponsors armed 
subversion in another's territory. The Ninth Meeting of Ameri­
can Foreign Ministers clearly enunciated thls 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 benefits of this com­
munity, 

For three-quarters of a century, many of us have 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 seek to forge a new partnership, we must recognize 
that we nre a community of widely diverse peoples. Our cul­
tures are different. Our perceptions are often different Our 
emotional reactions are often diff'erent Mo.y it always be that 
way. What a dull world it would be if we were all alike. Part­
nership-mutuality-these do not ftow naturally. We have to 
work at them . 

As we look together down the closing decades of the century, 
we see tasks that summon the very best that is in us. But those 
tasks 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 challenge. 
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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 statcr:ient 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 \vhi te House 
Washington, March 26, 1970 

Dear Hr. Secretary: 

Your thoughtfully prepared policy statement on Africa 
is wholeheartedly approved. 

You know of my keen personal interest in relations with 
the African countries. \·/e 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. 

Sincerely, 

RICHARD NIXON 

The Honorable William P. Rogers 
The Secretary of State 
Washington, D.c. 20520 
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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 improve conditions of life and to help.in their efforts 
to buil~. an eq-uitable political an·d economic order in which 
all can effect.ively share. 

·* * * * * 

Africa is growing closer to the United States. Communi­
cations with Africa are rapidly developing, and communication 
links .with other continents through. Intelsat are now in 
operation.and moreAfrican earth stations are being constructed. 
Two majo·r 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 c·ooperation of the peoples and governments of 
Africa. • 

The resources of Africa are products which we purchase 
substantially· in international trade: rubber, petroleum;· 
bauxite, tfinber ~ coffee, cocoa, minerals and precious stones, 
to name a few. They are important to the Africans· as a·· 
primary. S()µrce of. their wealth. 

Ainer'f6a' s iiriks with the peoples. of. Africa have been 
extensive. kisiionaries have eitablished schools and hospitals 
throughout. the continent and have lived and wo.rked in Africa 
many years .before _official relations were established .. We 
have demc,nstrate·d. humanitarian concern for: the people of 
the con-tinent in:. our .provision of help arid relief in count­
less ways. 

And, finally, we are linked by· the cultural fa.ct that 
one out of ev!=ry t;enAmerfcans has his origins in.Africa. 

B.. WHAT WE SEEK 

We seek a relationship of constructive cooperation with 
the nations of Africa--a cooperative and equal relationship 
with all who wish it. We are prepared to hav·e diplomatic 
relations under conditions of mutual respect with al.l the 
nations of the continent. We want no military allies, no 



spheres of influence, no· big power·competition in Africa. 
Our policy is a policy related to African countries and not 
a policy based upon our relations with non-African countries. 

* * * * * 
But in this participation we do not seek any kind of 

domination. We seek with all nations the closest· relation­
ship whith is mutually acceptable and beneficial, but seek 
it with full respect for diversity among nations. 

C. WHAT AFRICA/JS SEEK 

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

They have spoken to us first of their strong desire to 
satisfy the a~pirations of their people for a better life. 
7hey 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 discri1,1ina­
tion. They want equality throughout the continent. 

They want self-determination throughout the continent. 
They want respect for the independence of the new nations 
and for their sovereignty. They welcome cooperation with 
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 tc:i 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 tha·t, 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 Africa, even 
though, there are limitations on oui-'capacities and our 
resources. 

lie d·esire economic relations on a basis of .mutual b'enefit 
and respec·t; Recognizing the need for ·capital - and technical • 
assistance, 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. 

lie will continue to support 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 provide economic alternatives for the small independent 
states in southern Africa. • 

We will avoid supplying arms in southern Africa,-and 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 
proc:eidu:z:es·. 

E. ECONOMIC ASSISTJ\."l'CE POLICY 

An American economic assistance program in Africa is in 
United States national interests. \'ie wish to see African 
countries deverop_and take their rightful place in cooperative 
interriational efforts to resolve worldwide problems. The • 
drive and determination to develop must come from the African 
countries thenselves. But at this point in their develop­
ment, when per capita annual incomes average about SlJS, 
most of these countries need substantial external assistance 
,to acli.i'eve rate_s· o"f_ progress responsive to the minimum . 
aspirations cif their more.than 300 million people _for a better 
life. Our principal concern, there_fcire, 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 'S0's and early '60's, Western European nations 
and multidonor organizations have provided ~Oto 70 percent 
of economic assistanci to Africa. B~cause 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 nation's. 

F. U.S. ASSISTANCE 

* * * * * 
We intend to provide more assistance to Africa through 

international institutions and multidonor arrangements. 

* * * * * 

G. JOINT PUBLIC..:PRIVATE TECHNICAL COOPERATION 

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

* * * * * 
ll. PRIVATE INVESTMENT 

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

* * * * * 
.we· belfeve ·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 c·ritical poli.tical 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 easi solutions. 

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. 

* * * * * 

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. Ive will encourage peaceful progress toward 
that goal. 

* * * * * 

CONCLUSION 

As the President said in his Report to the Congress on 
Foreign Policy: "l~e 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 indicated to you in my opening remarks, the 
Discussions were not designed to find"finite solutions to the 
political and strategic problems facing 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 which 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. Thac 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. 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 conj unction 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. 

Vice Adm' al, u.s. Navy 
Presiden, 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." In 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 .fr.om.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 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. 
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(2) Some of our allies .doubt .the will of the United 
States to come to their aid in a crisis. 

(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,. .Lt .leaves United States' responses 
to world crisis situations deliberately unpredictable. 
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II. USSR AND EASTERN EUROPE 

16 JUNE 1970 

One of the more frequently .. discussed issues during this 
discussiol'l period _revolved .around- .the .strateg:i,c __ b11lance 
between the U.S. arid -the .iUSSR, "-with ·,particular, attention being_ 
given to the Strategic\Alims 0-Limitations .Talks (SALT). In 

• this context, the term ·.".sufficiency," as used by President 
Nixon·, was interpreted by. -some participants 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 dome·stic programs .caused by a costly, continuing arms 
race. An opi_nion was also .expressed that, should SALT prove 
successful iri 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-.momenturn 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. 
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This topic was under.standably of iritense 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. 
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III. WESTERN EUROPE, ATLANTIC AND MEDITERRANEAN 

17 JUNE 1970. 

As the President explicitly stated in his major foreign 
policy address in February .. 19 70, " . . . in the, third decade of 
our commitment to Europe, the .. depth of our r!Slation,ship is a 
fact of· life. We can .no mo:i;e .disengage·. froin' Europe than from 
Alaska." The discussions ,in .all ,cominittees generally echoed and 
approved this view. It was also the general consensus that the 
collective 'indust.rial, 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. 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-,-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. Converse_ly, the European view of the U.S. 
commitment to Asia is ambivalent: while a precipitous U.S. 
withdrawal from Asia would lessen European creden_ce 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. Firially; partnership is 
viewed as a riatural 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. 'commitnierit 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: 

(1) u.s; economic and domestic issues are driving our 
national military strategy, rather than the assessment of Soviet 
military capabilities. 
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(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 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 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 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 iri Czechoslovakia. 

(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. 
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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.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. 
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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 agreeipg 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
quacy 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 La tin 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. 
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(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. 

10 
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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. Natural·ly·, the. prevalent 
view: he1'd 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 i•f 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 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 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_,,foreinost ,_ 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· se\•eral reasonably specific views of China. 
Included among these were: 

(1) Eventually; the two Chinas may be reunited politically, 
as the result o"f- a peaceful settlement.· 

. (2) _Chinese communism, while apparently very aggressive 
and expansiohist, 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 inay 
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 wa~ 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 effect_ively 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.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 



I, 

TWENTY-SECOND ANNUAL 

GLOBAL 
STRATEGY 

DISCUSSIONS 

UNITED STATES NAVAL WAR COLLEGE 

Newport, Rhode Island 

15-19 JUNE 1970 

DISCUSSION HIGHLIGHTS 



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 facing 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 which 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. Tha~ 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. 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 summari.es:, used in conj unction 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. 

COL T 
Vice Adm' al, U.S. Navy 
Presiden, 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." In 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 fr.om.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 interesting ideas and views 
expressed during the discussion period devoted to this top_ic 
are listed below: 

(1) The threat is not perceived equally by our major 
allies. 
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(2) Some of our allies ·.doubt .the will of the United 
States to come to their aid in a crisis. 

(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. 
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II. USSR AND EASTERN.EUROPE 

16 JUNE 1970 

One of the more frequently.discussed issues during this 
discussion period revolved .a:c:ound-.the .strategicbalance 
between· the U.S. and .the ,ussR-,-.with<particula·r attention being 
given to the Strategic .Arms'Limitations Talks (SALT). In 

• this context, the term ·-"-sufficiency,." as used by President 
Nixon, was interpreted by -some participants 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 shi'ps, weapons and 
equipment they are producing ... The .scope of future Soviet naval 
power this momentum wi 11 ·-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. 
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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. 
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III. WESTERN EUROPE, ATLANTIC AND f1EDITERRANEAN ·. 

17 JUNE 1970 

; . 
As the.President explicitly stated-in his major foreign 

policy address in February .. 19 70, " in -the third decade of 
our commitment· to Europe, the .depth of our relationship is· a 
fact of life. We can .no mcn:e .disengage· from'.Europe than from 
Alaska." The _discussions .in .all .c6minittees generally echoed and 
approved this view; • It was also the general 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. In other areas 
of the world, the reality of power will tend to unbalance 
"partnership" 'in one or more aspects. 

The majo~ points which emerged in committ~e summaries 
reflected a gen~ral 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. 
withdra~al 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 vi_ew. 
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: 

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

5 



(2) The strategy of maintaining "quick reaction" forces in 
the United States is politically attra~tive; 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 Cambodi'a. 

(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 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 Uni9n seeks to project a liberal 
image, Soviet objectives have'not changed, as evidenced by 
events in Czechoslovakia. "' 

(11) NATO would not react if the Brezhnev Doctrine were 
exercised only in Eastern Bloc countries. 

(12) Western Europe's efforts to break the solidar.ity of the 
Eastern Bloc s·atelli tes 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. 
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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 respons~bility 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 q.nd South Africa's apartheid pol_icies. 
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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. 
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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 re~ctionary 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
quacy 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. 
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(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 

The complex and. frustrating issues in-the Middle East, 
principally the Arab-Israeli dispute,. were·. particularly -
interesting--topi'cs for discussion .. Naturally.,. the prevalent 
view held:byparticipants 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 pr.e-· 
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 froin 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 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 hurts 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. 
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Ref. (a) 

SECTION I 

COMMITTEE PLANNING AND ADMINISTRATION 

Syllabus for Twenty-second Annual Global Strategy 
Discussions, 15-19 June 1970. 

The guidelines set forth in this section are provided as 
suggestions 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 Organization. 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 
assignments 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 assign­
ments of guests to committees will be available by 6 June in 
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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 par~graph 
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 .s 
program for the_ committee are strongly recommended. In this:.c 
regard, attention is invited to the Schedule of Official 
Entertainment contained in Annex D to reference (a) which must 
be considered in outlining the Committee Entertainment Program. 
Additional information on entertainment planning is included_5 
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 Officers. The Senior Reserve Officers 
(SRO) wi 11 be on board the entire week preceding GSD. They :·-_: 
will receive a GSD Briefing on 10 June and will meet bn 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 
.a~~•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. 

2 

• 



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 coinmi ttee shoul_d be 
assigned· this :r:esponsibility. It is•suggested:that the follow­
ing tasks be a66omplished 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 mape 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 readings 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 disc.ussions between guests and resident students 
during GSD week. 
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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 discussion 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.) 
ing specific privileges on the Naval 
to reference (a). 

A courtesy card authoriz­
Base, as listed in Annex B 

I 
c. Invitations to the President's Luncheon~he 

President's Reception, an_d-the--GSD-Di-nner-D·anc-e'. (As the 
President's Reception will be held Sunday evening, the invita­
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. 
should fill in his and the Moderator's 
phone numbers.) 

f. GSD Bus Schedule. 

g. GSD Schedule. 

(The Escort Officer 
office and home tele~: 

d. 

h. Roster of Participants and Biographical Data. 

i. Biographical Data on Distinguished Speakers. •2 

j. GSD Evaluation Form. 

k. Nomination Form for Prospective GSD Participants. 

_L_N ewnor,t~Inf orma tion=Bro·chures':" 
~,-C.. -

4 

.. 



• 

3. Informality. Early emphasis sh9uld be placed on 
creating an appropriate, informal atmosphere for the discus­
sion periods; i.e.; smoking, removal of.coats, etc. The 
sooner the "ice" is. broken, the quicker. th

0

e guests ·and SROs 
can be drawn into the.discussions. Experience-indicates that 
Naval War College·students will have to "carry the ball'' during 
the initial discussion periods. • 

4. Schedule. Adherence to scheduled starting times 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 fun~tions. No 
classified.documents shall be released to the custody of g~est 
participants. A more detailed statement·. ·regarding security is 
contained in Annex·c to reference (al. • 

8. Mail. 

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. 
on Tuesday, 16 June.or 
schedule. Appendix II 
the time and place for 
ality is stressed. If 
pants by the final day 
they will be forwarded 

All GSD Committees will be photographed 
Wednesday, 17 June, under a tight 
to Annex B to reference (al schedules 
these photographs. The need for punctu­
distribution of prints to all partici-
of the Discussions is not possible, 
by mail. 
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10. Special Handout Materials. 

a. U.S. Naval Institute Proceedings. In order to 
acquaint the civilian GSD participants with the Institute and 
to interest them in possible future associate memberships, 
copies 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 included: 

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 insight 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 contain7 
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 availab,le 
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. 
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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 a.bove 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 automatically on the Review distribution list for one 
year. 

c. Other articles may be selected for distribution 
to participants. 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 additional 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 is 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 participants (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. 
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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. Committee Number Sign (to be posted on door). 

2. Desk name plates for all committee members and guests. 

3. Pictures of the Naval War College Staff and Students 
(to be posted). 

4. The following items which should be displayed for the 
use of all committee members and guests: 

a. Map of Newport. 

b. Local road map. 

(' ---' 
Cee. A G ioba:3: s I:~ a heg:I' 8:i.scuss±eus Br ocl'!ure. 

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.S. Naval Institute Proceedings for each guest. 

b. Naval War College Review for each guest (flag or 
general officer and civilian). •· 

c. Other articles which might be selected subsequent to 
the cut-off date for inclusion of information in this handbook. 
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SECTION III 

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) SWl111larize 
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. 

2. At the·conclusion of each seminar, discuss with 
and obtain the concurrence of the Committee 
Moderator and Faculty Advisor on the elements 
to be included in the SWl111lary. 

3. Deliver by hand to Room 241 Pringle, one type­
written or legibly handwritten copy of the 
summary. SWl111laries should be delivered not later 
than 1 715 of the same day. ' 

B .. Following receipt of all committee SWl111laries, 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, 

2. Open the morning discussion period by reading the 
GSD Paper to·the committee, after which the com­
mittee wil.l discuss the paper briefly. Not more 
than 15 minutes of the discussion period should 
be devoted to the presentation and discussion of 
the paper s=arizing the previous day's activities. 
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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: 

1. 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 is, as indicated 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 
and Buffet After­
wards 

- After the President's Reception, 
1730-1930, a Dutch-Treat Buffet 
at the COM(Open) is recommended. 
(Refer to paragraph F for making 
reservations.) 
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Monday 15 June: 

Tuesday 16 June: 

Luncheon - All committees ·should schedule 
as desired. COM(Closed) is open 
until 1345. General Mess is 
closed. Ship tuncheons • are 
available. 

Evening - Committees should schedule some 
function, preferably· informal. 
The Shrimp-a-Peel at the COM 
(Open) is recommended. 

Luncheon - Committees 21-39 should schedule 
(Guests of committees 1-20 will 
attend President's Luncheon.) 
COM(Closed) is open until 1345. 
General Mess is· closed. Ship 
luncheons· are· available. 

Evening - 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. 

Wednesday 17 June: Luncheon - Committees 1-20 should schedule 
(Guests of ·committees 21-39 will 
attend President's Luncheon.) 
COM(Closed) is open unti·l 1345. 
General Mess is closed. Ship 
luncheons are available. 

Thursday 18 June: 

Evening - 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. 

Luncheon - All committees should schedule as 
desired. COM(Closed) is open 
until 1345;· General Mess is 
closed, Ship luncheons are avail­
able, 

Evening - GSD Formal Dinner Dance. 
to paragraph G.) 

(Refer 

D. GSD ENTERTAINMENT-OFFICE .. The GSD·Entertainment Office which 
will be established in 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 
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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 Office 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 PRESIDEN'I''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 accep'c 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 
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2. Some questions may come up concerning dress for the 
Dinner Dance. To assist in answering these qy.estions ,- 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 Entertainment 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 G~neral Officers and 
civilian guests are accompanied by their wives during GSD Week. 
A:reception and coffee for guest wives is scheduled for Monday 
morning 15 June, to be hosted by the wife of the President. 
Since.there will be ship visits arranged for the &ives, 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 hf~toric 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 be accompanied by his wife. 
More information.will be promulgated separately on planned· tours 
and other activities for wives. • • 
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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 staff. 
a full-time 

The Committee Adviser is 
(Other staff members are 
or as-available basis.) 

3. Civilian guests. 

assigned to represent 
assigned as members on 

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 

14 

l 

, 



• 

these assignments will. be available in the GSD Command Post, 
Room 241, Pringle Hall. 

4. Flag and 
number to permit 
each committee. 
officers. 

General Officers. They may be too few in 
assignment of one active duty officer to 
Some committees may have retired orireserve 

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. Obser,vers. (certain War College personnel ( such as 
the Chairs) ,/Newport Naval Base personnel, Ship's officers 
(normally cos), and representatives of other War Colleges 

may partici~ate in GSD as observers. -These are not guests. 
They normally will not participate in committee meetings or~. 
in committee entertainment. ~ 

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 11 June containing 
copies of most of the i terns that hav·e 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. Rece~ion of Guests. 
. .osf 
a. Tll 11 .br- list of escort assignments for guests 

Flag/General Officers to GSD Command Post not later than 
~June. 

and 

i b. Guests will be registered with GSD Duty Officer 
on arrival, or not later than registration period 0815-1915, 
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., O""u is .• :: . 

c. Civilian guests receive a courtesy card provid­
ing privilege of using the Navy Exchange, Coasters Harbor 
Island. Avoid ernbarrassment--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. 
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2. Lecture Procedures. 

a. Bell Si~nals {Advise Guests) - Preceding .lec­
tures and panels in the Family Theatre, recall and warning 
bells will be s6unded, 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 
question 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 question. 

F. ENTERTAINMENT. 

1. 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. Official 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 subiit a final total for 
the committee to the Entertainment Office by 1630, 15 June. 
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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. 
golf, etc. 
desired by 

Stay flexible on individual guest desires for 
Wednesday afternoon is free, and may be used as 

guests. 

c. Pitfalls--(!) 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) Union Station, Providence (if needed). 

d. Escorts 
briefed separately. 
All hands help with 

to be assigned by Moderator and to be 
They must be available 13-14 June. 

problems when observed. 

e. GSD Command Post, Room 241, Pringle/GSD Duty 
Office, Pringle Coffee Mess will have details on all guests. 

2. Security. 

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. 
War College 
report lost 

Participants must wear name tags within the Naval 
complex and Family Theatre. Moderator or escort 
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. 
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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. 

Co Evaluation forms for guests in briefcases; SROs 
in the SRO 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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Date 

8 M_ay 

11 May 

6 June 

8 June 

10 June 

12 June 

12 June 

SECTION VI 

CHRONOLOGICAL CHECK LIST FOR MODERATORS 

Time 

See Weekly Schedule 

See Weekly Schedule 

1545-1615 

120_0 

20 

Item 

Initial briefing on GSD Week 
(NW & C&S) 

Committee Organization 
Meeting. Organize and 
assign duties. Assign 
presentation topics. 
Survey attendees, GSD 
Formal Dinner Dance. 
Plan entertainment. 

GSD Entertainment Office 
opens, Room 208, Luce. 
Turn in tentative list 
of NW and NC&S attendees, 
GSD Dinner Dance. 

Committee Guest Assignments 
posted, 241, Pringle. 

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. 

GSD briefing for Senior 
Reserve Officers only. 

Draw Moderator's Packet. 

Names and telephone numbers 
of Moderators and escorts 
to Command Post by this 
time. Last minute changes 
on civilian guest itiner­
aries are still possible, 
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 

Item 

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 
Room. 

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 June 

19 June -

Time 

Evening 

Schedule 

1245-1430 

1700 

Evening 

Schedule 

1245-1430 

1400 

Evening 

1230-1415 

1700 

Evening 

- - - - -

22 

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 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 safeguard and promote those 
political ins ti tu tions 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. 

II. Nalional Capaliililies. 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 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 
solution of domestic problems. 
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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 objeciives" 
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, 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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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 l 970'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 historical 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 Constitutional 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 
abatement. 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. 
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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 l 950's, when 
political non-conformists were sometimes recklessly branded as Communists, and the deep 
and emotional divisions caused in the l 960'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 States. 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: 

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. l t 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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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 improbability of Sino-Soviet coop­
eration. In any event, we do not believe that such a coordi­
nated attack should be met primarily by U.S. conventional 
forces; 
-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 speHed out in greater 
detail in the program and budget statement of the Secretary 
of Defense. 
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- UNITED STATES FOREIGN POLICY FOR THE 1970'S -

A New Strategy for Peace 

"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 U8 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." 

President NiJ:on has defined and outlined ''United States 
Foreign Policy For The 1970's." 

The President termed his policy "A New Strategy for 
Peace." And he said, "The postwar period in international 
relations has ended." 

"When I took office," the President said, "the most immedi• 
ate problem facing our nation waa the war in Vietnam. No 
question has more occupied our thoughts and energies during 
this past year. 

"Yet the fundamental task confronting ue was more pro­
found. We could see that the whole pattern of international 
politics waa changing. Our challenge was to understand that 
change, to define America's goals for the next period, and to 
aet 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 progreBB are impoBSible without a 
major American role. 

"'This ftnrt annual report on U.S. foreign policy is more than 
a record of one year. It is this Administration's etatement 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 repart to Congress Feb. 18 the President 
••r,lained "A New Strategy for Peace," based on three key 
po nta: Partnerahip, Strength and The Willingness To Nego­
tiate. 

President Nixon said: 

The President's Remarks 
at the Air Force Academy 
Commencement, June 4, 1969. 

"Peace requires partner1hip. Its obligationsi,like its hen► 
fits, must be shared. This concept of partners ip 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 weakneBB 
could tempt would-be aggressors to make dangerous mis­
calculations. 

"At the same time, our own strength la important onl:, in 
relation to the strength of others. We--like others-mu.at 
place high priority on enhancing our security through co-­
operative arms control. 

"Peace requires a willingne,a to negotiate. All nations-­
and we are no exception-have important national interests 
to protect. But the moat 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 aU 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 impartant, 
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a durable peace will give full opportunity to the powerlul 
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 described 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----eonceive 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 wiil. As I 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 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 ove~ th~ long run 
with a sound foreign policy. The more that policy 1s based on 
a realistic assessment of our and others' interests the more 
eff'ective 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. Our interests must shape our 
commitments, rather than the other way around.'' 

Part Ill of the report is "America's Strength," divided into 
four sections: Shaping Our Military Posture, The Process of 
Defense Planning, Strategic Policy, nnd General Purpose 
Forces. Following is Part III: 

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 is secure because the principal countries 
wish to maintain it. But this era is not yet here. \Ve cannot 

Secretary of Defense Melvin Laird 

entrust our future entirely lo 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 live 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 into balance-with each other and with our overall 
national priorities. 

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

I pointed out in the same state_ment that we -:annot _ignore 
the potential Chinese threat against the U.S. populat10n, as 
well as the danger of an accidental or unauthorized attack 
from any source. Nor can we dismjss the possibi_li_ty 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 superpo~er 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. 

N~ 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 )larch 14, 1969, I stated the objectives of the Safe­
guard program: 

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

"l. Protection of our land-based retaliatory forces agarnst 
a direct attack by the Soviet Union. 

"2. Defense 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." 
I further described the system a5 follows: 

"We will provide for local defense o~ 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 Con~i­
nental United States agarnst 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 I970's. Thi~ deployment will n_ot r~q_uir~ 
us to place missile and radar sites close to our maJor c1t1es. 
Last year, I promised that "each pha~e of the deployment 

will be reviewed to insure that we are dorng as much as ~ec_es­
sary but not more than that required by the threat ex1stm~ 
at that time." I further indicated that in stratt•1,!ic 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 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, I 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 local situations and par­
ticular interests. 

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 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 nntional 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 
lead to major conflicts and thereby endanger world peace; 
and 
-the strategic value of the threatened area as well as 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 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 E'ach one to the 
domestic programs which could be supported simultaneously. 
Thus, for the first time, national 5ecurity and domestic priori­
ties were considered together. In fact, two strategies were 
rejected because they 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 19G0's 
was the so-called "2- 1,2 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- 1:2 war" strategy. Under it 
we will maintain in peacetime general purpose forces adequate 
for simultaneously mreting 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 

Intercontinental 
Ballistic Missiles 

U.S. 
Soviet 

Submarine Launched 
Ballistic: Missiles 

U.S. 
Soviet 

1965 
(Mid-Year) 

934 
224 

464 
107 

1970 
(Projected) 

(For Year End) 
1,054 
1,290 

656 
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 political and military roles of 
strategic 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 significant 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 restraint by the Soviet 
Union, thus enhancing 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 capabilities are 
needed for deterrence 1 

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 conventional 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 
a 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 1970's and beyond. We reviewed alternatives ranging 
from "minimum deterrence"-a posture built around ballistic 
missile submarines and the assured destruction doctrine nar­
r?w!y interpreted-to attempts at recapturing numerical supe­
r10r1ty through accelerated U.S. strategic deployments across 
the 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 satisfy our tJU/fi· 
ciency criteria, and mi_qht 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 strategic posture. 
--Sharp increases, cm the other hand, migkt 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 inlo 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. 

COMMA1'DERS DIGEST 
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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 1 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 

'Virtually every major defense 
issue has complex diplomatic, po­
litical, strategic and economic im­
plications. To insure balanced de­
cisions, we see to if that every 
agency has a full opportunity to 
contribute.' 

policies and programs will not have operational conseqaences 
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 ar~ to maintain our commitment to non-infla-

JOI:'\T 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 Staff'; 

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 domestic 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 doing in given countries and regions. 

In summary, we asked the central doctrinal 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 AdministTation 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 diplomatic, 

political, strategic and economic implications. To insure bal­
anced decisions, we see to it that every agency has a full 
opportunity to cC'ntribute. The Director of the Arms Control 
and Disarmament Agency participates in deliberations on de-

General William C. Westmoreland, Chief of Staff, U.S. Army i 
and General Leonard F. Chapman Jr., Commandant, U.S. 
Marine Corps. Members of the JCS participate directly in 
e••aluation of arms control proposals. 
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fenae policy decisions that affect arms control prospects. In 
turn, the 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 
s~nding. The Department of State examines with Defense 
ofllcials 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 
spent for other needs. But we can and have described the 
domestic programs that are consistent with various levels of 
defense e.z.penditures. The National Security CounciJ 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 
budget. 

As a result, I have decided on defense strategy and budget 
guidelines for the nut 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 a 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 objectives of balanced decisions and rational 
priorities, we made a basic addition to the National Security 
Council syatem. I directed. the formation of the Defense Pro­
gram Review Committee, consisting of the Assistant to the 
President 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 
B111"eau of the Budget, the Director of Central Intelligence and 
the Chairman of the Council of Economic Advisers. The Di­
rector of the Arma Control and Disarmament Agency, the 
President'• Science Advisor, and the Chairman of the Atomic 
Energy Commission participate as appropriate. 

Thia permanent Committee review■ major defense, fiscal, 
policy and program isaues in terms of their strategic, diplo­
matic, political and economic implications and advises me and 
the National Security Council on ita findings. For example, 
the Committee analyzed our options for proceeding with bal­
liatic miaaile defenses on four separate occasions. This year, 
it will analyze our major strategic and fl.acal choices over the 
next five yean, together with the doctrinal, diplomatic and 
strategic implication■ of key weapons programs. It will do so 
while the defenae budget for Fiscal Year 1972 is still in the 
earliest atagea of formulation. The participation in this review 
by the Department of State, the Arma Control and Disarma­
ment Agency, the Council of Economic Advisers, and other 
agencies ina:urea that careful analysis and balanced evalua­
tion.a will be available when the National Security Council 
nut fall nviewa our choice■ for 1972 and beyond. 

Country and Regional Analysis and Program 
Budgeting 

A major ohatacle to the implementation of a consistent and 
coherent foreign policy is the multitude of U.S. agencies and 
proirrama involv:ed 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
~ry program analyses which will examine all U.S. programs 
1n 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 
~ake decisions or set guidelines for all of our programs 
simultaneously; in the past, they were examined largely 
agency by agency in isolation from one another. 

The results 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 several years. 

Of course, our efforts start from the clearly understood, 
fundamental premise that U.S. policies 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 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
sis 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 a program budget. The members ~f 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 
yirt~al monopoly of intercontinental nuclear delivery caPabil-
1ty, m the form of a large force of Strategic Air Command 
bombers, gave us an overwhelming deterrent. 

This assessment was unchallenged until it became apparent 
in the late 1950's that the Soviet Union possessed the poten4 

tial for developing _and deploying a force of intercontinental 
ballistic missiles that 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 
~eployed in hardened underground silos, that were virtuanY 
mvulnerable to attack by the Soviet Union with the then­
existing technology. 

However, after 1966, 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 
f?r 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 being 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 kee_p the Soviets from developing over a period 
of time a strategic posture comparable in capabiJity 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 seriously jeopardized by 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 passession of powerful and 
sophisticated strategic forces approaching, and in some cate­
gories, exceeding ours in numbers and capability. 

Recent Soviet programs have emphasized both quantitative 
increases in offensive and defensive forces and qualitative 
improvements in the capabilities of these forces-such as a 
new, more accurate warhead and P.9rhaps penetration aids for 
their Minuteman-type SS-11 missile, continued testing of the 
multiple warhead for the SS-9, and research and development 
on improved companents for their ABM system, together with 

-.P eoartn7 or Departmeal or Stale. ~prlate,d from IHD.H la Val&ed Stale■ ForNsa PoU.c7 .erle-No. 1--Commllmenl• or U.S. 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 simultaneously 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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I 
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 
IN THE AREA OF THE USSR AND EASTERN EUROPE 

U.S. objectives with regard to the USSR and Eastern Europe and proposed U.S. strategy 
to accomplish these are as follows: 

A. Oeler the Threat against the Physical Security of the U.S. and Her Allies in 
Accordance with Our International Commitments 

Maintain a strong Western Europe to thwart any possible Soviet move in this 
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 Flexihle Response lo Aggression against the U.S. or Her Allies 

Retain credible military strength, capable of fighting one major and one minor 
war concurrently. 

C. Prevent Communist Allcmpls lo Sulm,rl the Political Institutions ol' Ollwr Nations in 
Accordance with Our International Commitments 

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. 

Continue efforts to work through United Nations and regional organizations. 

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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MIDDLE EAST 

D. Limit USSR Expansion into the Area 

Maintain existing alliance or alliance relationships (NATO, 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 through the Critical Waterways of the 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 Confrontation with the Soviet 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 similar military action. 

SUGGESTED ISSUES FOR [)ISCUSSION 

1. What are the United States interests and objectives in the Middle East and the Arab 
world7 

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 West7 
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USSR AND EASTERN EUROPE 

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 Effort, of Independent Nation, toward SPlf-0..tPrmina­
Lion; lmpnnremenl of International Exchange in Cultural and E1·011omi1· .. \rpa:-: and 

Participation in World-Wide Effort, lo Maintain the E<·ological Balan,·e of the \\'oriel 

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. 

Maintain credible and effective seapower, both naval and non-naval, and project 
it world-wide. 

1. To what extent can communist ideology be used as a means of explaining or 
predicting Soviet behavior7 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 achievements7 

4. Does the Soviet Union still maintain its objective of world revolution 7 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 7 
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USSR ANO 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? 

28 

UNITED STATES NATIONAL OBJECTIVES 
IN THE AREA OF THE MIDDLE EAST 

A. Establish a Just and Lasting Peace in the Middle East 

Reemphasize support of the UN Resolution of 22 Nov 67. 

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. 

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 inclucie other nations, leading to 
multi-lateral solutions reflecting the interests of the community of nations. 

B. Maintain the Territorial Integrity 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 lo the Oil 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 oil 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 bP.neficial trade and investment between the United States 
and La tin 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. 

c. 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. 

Strategics: 

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. 

Strateuv. (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 regarding 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. 

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. (NATO}: 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 desireable avenue for 
additional effectiveness and shared costs. 
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WESTERN EUROPE 

SUGGESTED ISSUES FOR DISCUSSION 

l. 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 NATO'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 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 NATO partners (outside of West Germany) to assume more of 
the conventional defense of Europe? 

5. In his February I 970 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 Great 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? 

Ill 

UNITED STATES NATIONAL OBJECTIVES IN THE AREA OF 
LA TIN AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN 

Objective 1: Maintain the United States as the major political influence in the Western 
Hemisphere. 

Strategies: 

a. Exclusion of non-hemispheric, totalitarian influence from Latin America, most 
particularly the influence of international communism. 

b. Continued isolation of Cuba. 

c. 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 :.!: Establishment of stable, representative governments in all Latin American 
states. 

Strategics: 

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. 

Ohj1ec1i,1e :1: 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. 

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. 



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 lnclia? 

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. 
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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 Concept. 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. 

Sll(;(;ESTEI) ISSUES FOH DISCUSSION 

I. 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? 



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 Commurtlst China's ideology are responsible for the apparent reverses 
of China's policies in Africa? 

6. Have the African regional orgartlzations and the Organization of African Urtlty 
provided any cause for optimism with respect to their effectiveness for African economic 
and political cooperation7 

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 t6 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 .S.S.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 techrtlcal 

assistance. 

Recommended New Policies. In recogrtltion of the forces at work within the region, and 
the nee-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 recommendations 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, Okinawa, 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. Is this still a prime U.S. interest or is 
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Academic year, the students in the School of Naval Warfare examined the major political, 
economic, social and military forces and trends shaping assigned geographic areas of the 
world, exploring the strengths and capabilities of the nations therein. United States national 
objectives and policies were then determined for the different regions. These studies 
provided the bases for later courses in the curriculum. The statements contained in this 
booklet are only brief abstracts of• major conclusions drawn from much larger and more 
detailed papers developed by the students. In some instances, they have been edited and 
adapted to meet the needs of the Global Strategy Discussions, but the essence of the 
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published subsequent to the student material, is included as an excellent resume of the 
NIXON DOCTRINE. 
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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 fullest 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 !ntroduction. 

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 implementation 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~rests, objectives, 
"'-' o~ r ~., 

..c..d military capabilities, major excerpts from the "Nixon 
-f 

Doctrine'' are next included. 

-J-
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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, is 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-.... 
~IH 

tiesAfor partnership with other nations on a new basis,m:e 

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 United 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. 
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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

plexity of achieving ~dequate 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. 

-3b-



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, 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, 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 ANU Pl: 0,'11l0Pi/,t, CAPABILITIES 

A. National lntcrcsls. 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 enenues, 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 safeguard 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. 

II. National Capahililies. Basic U.S. capabilities affecting foreign policy implementation are 
impressive: a large, highly skilled population; immense natural resources within a favorable . 

_..-sllmatic and geographic setting; the most highly developed economy in the world;:_ilrmed--'~fs_t;;11_ti• 
fo~ncl to none; with both nuclear and conventional military capability. To this r J,-,.,~d 
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 
solution 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. 

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. JA recent change 1nU:S:milifary policylfais 
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 obiectives where 
they are in actual or potential conflict with those of the Communist world must consider 
that t~e U.~. cannot simultan~ously provide adequate militaryssistance to all of the 
potenllal allies to whom comnutments and assurances have been given. Most importantly, 
howeve~, the Communist nations are also limited in the~bility to projec_t military and 
econonuc force on a broad base, and consequently cao/1ot coerce the U.S. into a position 
where a Jar e number of these commitments would have to be discharged concurrently. 

______ ,,... _,. -------·--------~---- --------



A recent change under the Nixon Doctrine is designed to pro­

duce what is called a "l½ war" capability. In the words of 

President Nixon, "we will maintain in peacetime general pur­

pose forces adequate for simultaneously meeting a major Com­

munist attack in either Europe or Asia, assisting allies 

against non-Chinese threats in Asia, and contending with a 

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. 

In view of the rising importance of Soviet maritime 

power and the progressive cut-back in u. s. ;'1'{ 
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 question whether the interaction of all 

of these factors will lead the U. s. to depend more heavily 

on a forward naval strategy. 

- 7-



COMMANDERS DIGEST ·(9 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE • WASHINGTON, D.C. 

Vol. 7, No. 22 February 28, 1970 

- UN~TEID STATES FOREIGN POLICY fOR T~E 1970'S -

A New Strategy for Peace 

"A nation needs many qualities, but it needs faith and confidence above all. Skep­
tics do ,wt 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." 

President Nixon has defined and outlined "United Sta.tes 
Foreign Policy For The 1970's." 

The President termed his policy "A New Strategy for 
Peace." And he said, "The postwar period in international 
relations has ended." 

''When I took office," the President said, 14the most immedi­
ate problem facing our _nation was the war in Vit;,tnam. _No 
question has more occupied our thoughts and energies dunng 
this past year. 

''Yet the fundamental task confronting us was more pro­
found. We rould 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 peri~, and to 
set in motion policiee to achieve them. For all Amencans 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 impossible without a 
major American role. 

"Thia finrt annual report on U.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," baaed on three key 
points: Partnenhip, Strength and The Willingness To Nego­
tiate. 

President Nixon said: 

The President's Remarks 
at the Air Force Academy 
Commencement, June 4, 1969. 

0 Peace requires partner,hip. Its obligationsl,like it.a ben~ 
fits, must be shared. This concept of partners ip guides our 
relations with all friendly nations. 

"Peace requirea 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 weakneu 
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. W e-li.ke others-muat 
place high priority on enhancing our security through co­
operative arms control. 

44 Peace requires a willingneBB 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

tled and clashes contained. The insecurity of nations, out of 
which ao much conflict arises, will be eased, and the habits of 
moderation and compromise will be nurtured. Most important, 
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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 improbability of Sino-Soviet coop­
eration. In any event, we do not believe that such a coordi­
nated attack should be met primarily by U.S. conventional 
forces; 
-the desirability of insuring against greater than expected 
threats by maintaining more than the forces required to 

/ -
Map <"ourtt'■y of Df"partmeat of Stat". Bf"prlntf"d from J ■■ Dt'■ In UnUt'd 

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 
detail in the program and budget statement of the Secretary 
of Defense. 

Hiatt"■ Forf'l .. a l'ollry ■f"rl"8--Xo. 3--Commltmt'nt■ of U.S. l'owt'r Abroad. 



UililTED STATES NATIONAL OBJECTIVES IN THE AREA OF WESTERN EUROPE 

National Ohjecti.-c Number One. To develop and implement policies and programs to 
encourage a politically stable Western Europe, friendly to the interests of the United States . 

..,. 1r. 
Stratea,·. (Germany): Support· a strong West Germany. (Portugal): Support UN resolution 
for ref~rm in Portuguese Africa directed toward ultimate self-determination.c:{Spain): 
Maintain U.S. neutrality regarding Gibraltar while continuing Spanish base rights negotia­
tions~(Mid-East): Maintain neutrality and prevent resumption of hostilities while seeking 
permanent political settlemenl}Ma/ta/Cyprus/Greece): Maintain U.S. Sixth Fleet presence 
in the Mediterr/nean and encourage economic and political development and stability i_n 
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. 

Strate~y. (NATO): 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 desirlable avenue for 
additional effectiveness and shared costs. / /' 
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WESTERN EUROPE 

SUGGESTED ISSUES FOR l)JSCUSSION 

I. 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 NATO's planning and 
strategy be if the Doctrine is invoked by the Soviets in some future crisis similar to the 1968 
Czechoslovakian affair7 

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 politics7 

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 Germany1 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 Europe7 Can 
we realistically expect our NATO partners (outside of West Germany) to assume more of 
the conventional defense of Europe 7 

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 
interest7 In turn, what can the Europeans themselves do to enhance this partnership 7 ~~ 

6. Do Great Britain's true interests rest within Europe or in its "special relationship" , 
with the United States and the Commonwealth countries7 What are the issues involved and ) 
what is the likely course of British foreign policy in this respect7 

7. What opportunities (if any) exist in Europe for the United States with respect to/ 
France and its new leadership7 

u.jfi;;t rnofe lhtjht 
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AFRICA SOUTII 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 areas7 

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 cooperation7 
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l:!ecause 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 cons1derat1on of a broad 
range of factors ranging •from U.S. national interests and prestige involved to internal 
conditions of the subject country. 

SllCCESTEl> ISSUES FOH IIISCU~SION 

• • • 'll b d rg ing rapid change. What 
l D • the next decade the situation in Africa w1 e un e o . un~ , 

effect will these developments have on our vital interests. 

2 The tension prevalent in Southern Africa because of the ra_ce issue is likely 1_0 deepe~~ 
• Wha; can the United States do to help lessen this tension, keeping our strategic interest 

the area in mind• 
l'I 
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~ Encourage Japan to take a leading role in economic development of the region. 
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a..­
'-· 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.Ir. · 

"- Encourage Japan and Australia to assume a military responsibility for defense of the 
region in conjunction with other countries and the U.S. 

C-

"4. Accept a minimal modification to base agreements in Japan, Okinawa, Thailand, 
Vietnam and the Philippines. 
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SUGGESTE[) 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 

.:i-1-
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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"7 Can 
and should the U.S. urge Japan to assume greater responsibility for the defense of our 
interests in Korea7 

4. Can the Sino-Soviet split be considered as being in the interest of the United States? 
If so, how7 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. 
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UNITED STATES NATIONAL OBJECTIVES IN THE AREA OF 

ti at,~ Nu,,,J,,,,.., ~-
LATIN A~IERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN 

" Objeclive,. +. Maintain the United States as the major political influence in the Western 
Hemisphere. 

Strategies: 

~~rJc f o R4-CW (2, 
a.,. mion--of non-hemispheric, totalitarian influence from Latin America, most 

particularly the influence of international communism. 

b. Continuelisola~n ef Cuba. 
~ 

c. Improvement~ 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. 

N a.f I.,...;, -~ T W1J" -

• Objccti,·e S:- Establishment of stable, representative governments in all Latin American 
" states. 

Slralcgics: 

a. Encouragtmtilt ef participation by a far greater percentage of the population in 
the political life of their country. 

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

1,1,.1,~ Nwr,J,,.,... ~ 
,_ Ohjcl'li,,~ ;!.. Encouragemest 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. Encouragem&1H and aid in the reduction of illiteracy as a principal requisite for all 
other developments. 

b. Encouragemefl-t-ef a general concern in Latin American governments for the need 
of population growth controlsi anfl beiA<J prepared to aid in establishing realistic and 

. effective programs. 
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LATIN AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN 

c. Encourageinel'K-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-ef mutually beneficial trade and investment between the United States 

and Latin America. 

f. Encourage investment of private U.S. capital in Latin America. 

N~t,~ ,-.J.,,,..t,.,.._ F,n,v... 
Objective 'k Promotion of the United States concept for hemispheric defense. ,. ( 

Strategies: 

a. Discourageme11t ef excessive or unrealistic military expenditures . 

..... 
b. PromotiM>-of the retention of U.S. rights in the Panama Canal. 

c. Promot;;fl &f 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 O 
America from external aggression. 

d. Establishment=of a military aid program which will create a dependence on U.S. 
support and guidance. 

Na.f1t1:.,,J. Nu...n.J,,.,... Five • 
ti Objective, S, Promotion of mutual trust and meaningful area development by encouraging 

the formation of regional political and economic alliances. 

Slratcgics: 

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

b. Encouragem&ftt 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? 
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LATIN A\IERIC\ AND HIE 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? W/i af U-S. n J -.r;;i / )t 

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 
IN TIIE AREA OF THE USSR AND EASTERN EUROPE 

)J_4_i, ~ CX1.u-,-fi w.. Nu_,,,,.,t,M-~. ::-i 
--u:_s:-:-_oojectifr~_wiJ~J._:gaxd-to-tl:ie .JJSSR/1!.'ld3ste'.',,n _s,ur~-~l)d,er,9posed.U . .§,__str~!,egy 

"to--accomplish•th!.se~e.asfollows:-:_ ___ -/ \..... 
-------------

'"A. ~e- Threat against the Physical Security of the U.S. and lier Allies m 
Accordance with Our International Commitments 

.Strg~-
a,: Maintain a strong Western Europe to thwart any possible Soviet move in this 

area. 

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

l • Restructure NATO so that European countries willingly undertake their defense 
obligations. 

d.- Continue to work for strategic arms limitations. 

Examine and restate treaty commitments so that intentions are clearly known 
to USSR and other nations. 

/::!..3 i I IM.Jf, /Y.r, _,,,,.i·, ~ JJ u,n-.,f.&J~ · 
,. "8, Maintain Flexible Response lo Aggression against the U.S. or lier Allies 

S i-r c,f:!:.1-:±. . 
o,. Retain credible military strength, capable of fighting one major and one minor 

war concurrently. 

N (J,,t/ ,.,:a1, 6f1~<.<.11, -?.JJwo.~- ti--.·,"' v · . 
,;6. Prevent Communist Allcmpls lo Suhvcrl !he l'olilical lnslilulions of Ollwr_ Nations in 

Accordance with Our lnlcrnaliorwl Commilnumls 

-.S'tra0.~J: -
a.... Honor.international commitments with support appropriate to the situation. 

/.f. Maintain "status quo" in Europe. 

(.. Remain disengaged in the China-USSR confrontation to permit intervention if 
oµtbreak of general war is threatened. 

fJej, ''!:.:''.0.}1 '-:.0.l.!,'.£.JJ~ •• ,.L~~F,,:_1~, · 
D... Encourage l11kr11atio11al Erforl:,; i11 P(~~lt:cmilh.i11~ arul l'cacd,t~cpi11:,?; ,. 

i.Si·-r ~ t~~--!1~J: • 
a.. Continue efforts to work through United Nations and regional organizations. 



USSR AND EASTERN EUROPE 

)r. Work closely with the USSR to achieve peace when war breaks out in the "third 

world." 

e · Work multi-laterally with concerned nations to solve conflict problems, with 
pa_rticular emphasis on not maneuvering "behind the back." 

f/a:f,(1)-i.a.P, 6fa-'-£:t,_w,/lud"' ... 4:i..'..'.::'..- _ - . _ . _ _ _ 
A 'E. l'romollon and Support of 1hr. l·,lforl, ol lndqwndenl Nallon> low,ml S1'lt-Ddrrn1111a-
lio11; lmpro\'ement or International Exd1a11~1~ in C111lurnl ancl Et·onomic .-\rpa~: and 
l'arlicipalion in World-Wide Efforts lo ~lainlain 1hr. E,·olo~ical Balancl' of the World 

S-tra~· 
Cf.. 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 Easte"rn Europe and reach 
a European solution to Europe's problems. 

C. Encourage self-determination without implying assistance which is not intended 

to be forthcomil)g. 
/t/Q-f1rrr~ ®J,.&:tr<A N(/..<(',J..Jv..,Srx • ?· l'rcser\'l, Freedom of 1r,.,;:;,,.., 

a. Maintain credible and effective seapower, both naval and non-naval, and project 
it world-wide. 

suc;c;ESTEII ISSllES FOB IHSCLISSIO:\ 

I. 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? 

:!7 
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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 OUJECTIVES 
IN THE AREA OF THE MIDDLE EAST 

J:fc.!.tL~ ~-ci1v<c. /!r..w.l.,,_"-'(b!..£~- • 
''A. ·Eslahlish a Just and Lastin.,a'Pcace in the-Middle East 

• A 
.S'trr..-~..:-

(l,. Reemphasize support of the UN Resolution of 22 Nov 67. 

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

C. • While maintaining the military balance between Israel and the Arab States, 
attempt to curb the continuing arms race. 

tl. 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. 

fl,. Support a UN peace-keeping role. 

_ f · As appropriate, expand "Big-Four" talks to include other nations, leading to 
multi-lateral solutions reflecting the interests of the community of nations. 

,Na:i,~1 t¼i,~--f,~;,_ N~..,.,.,J,,-"- 7i.vc-
'R Maintain the Territorial lntegrit y and Political Independence of the Several States of ;. 

the Area 

_Sf:!!..'- '"'---n. 
o.,. 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. 

c.. Concentrate diplomatic, financial, and other assistance to the moderate Arab 
States. 

Na.11 a.-:C,Q ~c..:.11 Vic N ~JC•~- 7J,__,1..u.,. 
-€Maintain Fr~ World Access to lhc Oil of the Area 

A 

,St-r a, i <-~ ::i. • . 
o.... 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 oil interests and the 
interests of the producing states. 
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• N •. t<'~ • MIDDLE EAST 
No±/101-(1.0. ~~ vvi111J ,-c N 1).,-..l!::.J:.o:.wv. 
I\ , Limit USSR Expansion into the Arca -

t-ra t . 
• ,!l. Maintain existing alliance or alliance relationships (NATO, CENTO). 

Jr. 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. 

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. . 

No....t1 in·:0.£ ~u::i1 ,:,,,, JJ.,.,,,,.-b...vt ~-
"E., Secure the Right of Innocent Passage through the Critical Waterways of the Area. 

/.,-J.,, ,f. . 
~1~· 
a... Support the UN Resolution of 22 Nov 67 which guarantees the right of Israel, 

as of all other states, to transit these waterways. 

fJ t\11 ov:..n.f~ 6f.;_1 ~1, ~"2.. f✓ J<Y.:l.!.~~:Df:, . 
A 1' Avoiila Military Confrontation with the Soviet Union. 

S't, Gi&2::.t • 
a. Continue cooperation with the USSR in seeking a peace formula. 

);-. 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° 
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UNITED STATES NATIONAL OBJECTIVES 

IN THE AREA OF THE USSR .AND EASTERN EUROPE 

National Objective Number One. Deter the threat against 

the physical security of the u.s. and her allies in accor­

dance with international commitments. 

Strategy. 

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 willingly 

undertake their defense obligations. 

ct. Continue to work for strategic arms limitations. 
''. 

e. Examine 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. 

Strategy. 

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 politicol institutions of other nations in ac­

cordance with our international commitments. 



) 

UNITED STATES NATIONAL OBJECTIVES 

IN THE AREA OF WESTtRN 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. 

a. Germany: Support a strong \vest 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 negotiations. 

ct. 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 

USSR and the Bloc countries. 

National Objective Number Two. To develop policies and pro-

grams to encourage and support a strong ~est European economy, 

with an environment favorable to trade and investment interests 




