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Kost: Diplomacy and Defense Planning

The Nixon Doctrine, first articulated
in the summer of 1969, provides the
opportunity for a new era in American
foreign policy—one based on multi-
polarity, flexibility, and, perhaps most
important, paradoxical support of both
detente and military strength. In pro-
viding opportunities for diplomacy,
however, the doctrine presents an in-
teresting challenge to the defense
decisionmaker who must deal with the
uncertainties of manpower, weapons,
and force levels needed to meet the
variety of potential commitments.
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An arlicle prepared

Licutenant Commander John G. Kost, U.S. Navy

INTRODUCTION

When the Nixon Doctrine was first
announced on Guam in the summer of
1969, few perceived its impact beyond
the immediate problem of Vietnam. The
events of the 1970’s, however, have
presented dramatic evidence that the
Nixon Doctrine is indeed a fundamental
departure from American post-World
War II foreign policy and the beginning
of a new era of international relations.

The doctrine, some critics argue, is
vague and contradictory, but what the
critic may perceive as vagueness and
contradiction is, in fact, a carefully
designed pattern of paradoxes essential
to a flexible, creative foreign policy
which seeks to go beyond the ex-
hausted, simplistic remedies of the past.
In the opening chapter of his 1961 book
The Necessity for Choice, Henry Kissin-
ger, the Nixon Doctrine’s architect, pro-
vides an illuminating view on the crucial
importance of paradox:

We must be willing to face the
paradox that we must be dedi-
cated both to military strength
and to arms control, to security as
well as to negotiation, to assisting
the new nations towards freedom
and self-respect without accepting
their interpretaton of all issues. If
we cannot do all these things, we
will not be able to do any of
them. Our ability to master the
seeming paradoxes will test even
more than our ability to survive; it
will be the measure of our worthi-
ness to survive. !

ANEW ERA

Writing in 1961, Kissinger warned
that America must give up its illusions
of omnipotence and invulnerability, two
of the cornerstones of a foreign policy
that went bankrupt after 25 years. He
criticized foreign policy for having been
overly partisan and critically analyzed
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international environment, Hahn targets
his attack on the implementation of the
declared goals. Though the classical
balance of power system may have been
displaced by the concept of a “stable
structure,” as stated in the doctrine,
Hahn maintains that the guiding prin-
ciples of realpolitik still obtain. . .. so
long as the United States maintains the
requisite strength, we can play by the
rules of Realpolitik . . . indeed . .. Real-
politik appears to be the regulating
mechanism of the multipolar balance
envisaged by the Nixon Doctrine.”'?

A critique by Earl Ravenal, writing in
Foreign Affairs, expressed a similar idea
in more harsh and apocalyptic terms.
Both writers were concerned in the
main with the implementation of the
doctrine—whether the requisite military
strength would or could be maintained
to assure America's ability to meet the
doctrine's professed goals and commit-
ments. He challenged the statement
from the initial foreign policy report
that claimed the NSC review of national
strategies was bringing foreign policy
objectives and defense budgets into
balance, arguing instead that the Nixon
Doctrine represented a severe im-
balance.

Essentially we are to support the

same level of potential involve-

ment with smaller conventional
forces. The specter of intervention
will remain, but the risk of defeat
or stalemate will be greater; or the
nuclear threshold will be lower.

The fundamental issues of inter-

ests, commitments and alliances

are not resolved.!®

This is essentially the most frequent
criticism of the Nixon Doctrine, the
perceived imbalance between global
commitments and the generally ob-
served decline in United States general
purpose force capabilities. In a later
article, also written in the Asjan context
and before the President’s visit to
Peking, Earl Ravenal further developed

“President’s protean doctrine.””!”? Re-
flecting on the term “stability,” com-
monly used in the language of the
deoctrine, Ravenal interpreted its use as
no more than a “neutral and sophisti-
cated euphemism for ‘containment.’"* 8
Extending this interpretation, he postu-
lated that Vietnamization “may have
finally succeeded in endowing South
Vietnam with the ability to keep the
United States perpetually involved in
Southeast Asia.”!'® With this view of
the Nixon Doctrine as a disquised con-
tinuum of the postwar containment
policy, Ravenal concluded that without
either a retrenchment of commitments
or an adequate general purpose force to
meet the commitments, the danger of
the United States resorting to tactical
and strategic nuclear weapons is greatly
enhanced.?® In closing, Ravenal became
philosophical, analogizing the Nixon era
with Byzantium:

The coming age could be neo-
imperial, or it could be post-
imperial. And the transition could
be grudging, baleful retreat, or it
could be a tolerant concession to
the condition of America's pro-
spective long haul: the abandon-
ment of the principle that this
nation has a privileged purpose
that it must impress on the rest of
the world.?!

Both the Hahn and Ravenal critiques
apparently expect immediate and de-
cisive effects from the Nixon Doctrine.
The only immediate effect, in my view,
has heen the cessation of direct Ameri-
can militaty involvement in Vietnam.
The language of the doctrine abounds
with gerunds—building, emerging,
shaping, growing, balancing. The reader
of the annual foreign policy reports is
constantly reminded that the Nixon
Doctrine is keyed to the future, pro-
viding thematic guidance during the
complex transition of international rela-
tions from that of a bipolar werld to a
multipolar world. Putting aside the role
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long-range goal of the Nixon Doctrine
and not an instant objective. Though
more than 600,000 men have been
withdrawn from Asia, they were largely
in a direct or indirect supportive role of
Vietnam, and, to a degree, Asian forces
have been restructured and augmented
with the homeporting of a carrier task
force in Japan and the delivery of
increasingly more modern weapons to
the Vietnamese and Koreans. Substan-
tial forces have not been withdrawn
from Europe, despite increased congres-
sional pressure. Detente with the Soviet
Union and rapprochement with the
People's Republic of China are still
more in the category of process than
fact, reconstitution of the Atlantic
Alhance is hardly beyond the *squab-
bling’' stage referred to by Henry Kissin-
ger in 1961, economic equilibrium
amonyg the United States-Japan-Western
Europe triangle remains dangerously
fragilg, and the world is coming off the
second Middle East war in less than a
decade under the continued threat of
Arab oil embargoes. In my judgment,
the Nixon Doctrine is still very much in
its formative years, though the frame-
work, which is a fundamental departure
from past policy, has been sufficiently
established to be adopted by the suec-
ceeding administration. The Nixon Doc-
trine is not in the same definitive style
of the Monroe, Truman, or Eisenhower
doctrines. Without being amorphous, it
has been loosely structured to accom-
modate the opportunities for creative
diplomacy. To understand containment
is a far simpler intellectual challenge
than to understand the fluid nature of
the new multilateral diplomacy.
Seeming to acknowledge thiy diffi-
culty, Henry Kissinger wrote in 1969:
“In the years ahead, the most profound
challenge to American policy will be
philosophical: to develop some concept
of order in a world which is bipolar
militarily but multipolar politically.’??
The Nixon Doctrine faces that challenge

flexibility to maneuver diplomatically
and militarily. For the Nixon Doctrine
to succeed, however, the defense side of
the defense and diplomacy equation will
have to make critical adjustments, both
in philosophy and in hardware.

THE CENTRAL PARADOX:
A LARGER ROLE FOR DEFENSE

Thus we maintain strong military
power even as we seek mutual
limitation and reduction of arms.
We do not mistake climate for
substance. We base our policies on
the actions and capabilities of
others, not just on estimates of
their intentions.??

Underslanding the Paradox. Building
on the fundamental themes of partner-
ship, strength, and a willingness to
negotiate, the Nixon Doctrine prescribes
two patterns of diplomacy for the con-
duct of American foreign policy. First,
maintain all treaty commitments in a
genuine bilateral arrangement, sharing
with our allies the responsibility for
their defense. Second, seek the new
opportunities for creative diplomacy
presented by the changing international
system. Both patterns, developed inde-
pendently or concurrently, add a broad
new dimension to defense planning.

The pledge to keep all present treaty
commitments is not a mere continuum
of the postwar containment policy.
American economic and military assis-
tance to countries threatened by aggres-
sion will continue, but in the future
America "will look to others for a
greater share in the definition of policy
as well as in bearing the costs of the
programs.”’?? Those countries most
directly threatened will have to assume
the primary responsibility for providing
manpower. Moreover, in keeping com-
mitments, America will also look for a
demonstrated spirit of regional responsi-
bility. As the doctrine states, “without

pligade Oy (YN Wy Giflge EANTERenons, thefoundations of self-help and regional
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help, American help will not suc-
ceed.”?® There is no express indication
that an ally’s current inability to assume
a greater share of the defense responsi-
bility will vitiate the present level of
American commitment, but, at the same
time, the doctrine is clear in that the
United States considers commitment
maintenance as a dynamic process in
which the levels of military and eco-
nomic contributions are subject to
changing conditions.

Such flexibility gives little comfort
to the American defense planner. He
must now deal with the variables of
manpower, weapons systems, and opera-
tional force levels to meet whatever
commitments the foreign policy de-
cisionmakers may require at any given
moment. Always compounding his
problem are fiscal constraints and the
budgetary requirement for projecting
needs in 5-year increments. In past years
the American commitment to the vari-
ous alliances was very nearly stable at
some fixed level of men, ships, aircraft,
missiles, and other equipment, It was
costly, but predictable. Now the defense
planner must make some extraordinarily
critical judgments, the foremost of
which must be the wiability of the
burdensharing concept itself. Though
the judgments will not be unlike those
made by defense planners in imple-
menting Vietnamization, the conditions
will be far less ideal, for in Vietnam
costs were not a serious constraint, and
it was deemed that the United States
had a vital, vested interest.

While the Nixon Doctrine is careful
to confirm existing commitments, it
states forthrightly that new commit-
ments will be concluded only after very
“rigorous yardsticks'' are applied:

What precisely is our national

concern? What precisely is the

threat? What would be the ef-
ficacy of our involvement? ... We
are not involved in the world
because we have commitments:

are involved. Our interests must

shape our commitments, rather

than the other way around.?8
Below the rhetorical surface, the lan-
guage seems to say that the simpler
measure of ‘containment” will no
longer suffice.

The most familiar slogan of the
Nixon Doctrine has been its professed
goal to move from an era of confronta-
tion to an era of negotiation. The
instrument for attaining that goal lies in
the opportunities for creative diplomacy
made possible by “an increasingly heter-
ogenecus and complex world" transi-
tioning from a rigid condition of bi-
polarity to a more flexible condition of
multipolarity.?” Particularly important
contributors to this transitional condi-
tion have been the schism between the
Soviet Union and the People’s Republic
of China, the reemergence of Japan as a
world power, Western Europe's eco-
nomic and political revival, and the
attainment of strategic parity with the
United States by the Sowviet Union. In
an unprecedented series of diplomatic
initiatives, the President, within the
12-month period between January 1972
and January 1973, conversed with
Chinese leaders in Peking, conducted a
summit meeting with the leadership of
the Soviet Union, concluded a Strategic
Arms Limitation Agreement with the
Soviet Union, and signed a Vietnam
truce settlement.

As an instrument of this creative
diplomacy, defense forces are measured
primarily by their political utility in the
diplomacy of commitment main-
tenance. A principal objective, in the
context of the Nixon Doctrine, is to
achieve a ‘‘durable peace” whereby the
skeletal structure of commitment main-
tenance can become a reality, Skeletal
structure refers to an allied economic
and military partnership which mini-
mizes the role of the United States in
both the “definition of policy’ and in
“bearing the costs of the programs,'*?

https://gjgithasenunpastitier iy baraugaayévol27/isss/7 The political utlity of military forces 4



Published by U S.

Kost: Diplomacy and Defense Planning

DIPLOMACY & DEFIENSE PLANNING 59

can he examined from varicus perspec-
tives. In both Korea and Vietnam, U.S.
military forces exercised political as well
as military utility, but in the context of
this paper the political utility of mili-
tary force is defined as influence on the
attainment of a diplomatic objective
rather than a military combat objective.
Useful recent examples of political
utility can be found in the decisions to
acquire an antiballistic missile system,
accelerate construction of the Trident
submarine, and the retention of a sub-
stantial number of U.S. troops in West-
ern Europe. Each of these had a pro-
found effect on related negotiations,
giving the United States a much stronger
bargaining position.

The winter 1973 Middle East crisis
provides a poignant example of the
political utility of military forces. Al-
most immediately following the out-
break of fighting between the Arabs and
the Israelies, the United States and the
Soviet Union commenced incremental
diplomatic maneuvers, reinforced by
history's biggest airlift of military arms
to their respective allies.”?® The United
States deployed a carrier task force to
the western Indian Ocean, augmented
the standing 6th Fleet forces in the
Mediterranean, and, as the diplomatic
exchanges became more direct, the
strategic air force was put on full alert.
At home, concern was being expressed
whether the United States had sufficient
on-scene and reserve military power to
influence the diplomatic initiatives.
Senator Jackson used the opportunity
to reveal, in his judgment, the weakened
position of the U.S. Fleet in the Medi-
terranean. In an interview before NBC's
“Meet the Press,’”” he noted that the
Soviets had augmented their Mediter-
ranean Fleet by 25 percent and out-
numbered the U.S. 6th Fleet 95 vessels
to 60. He also stressed an important
qualitative trend in the Soviet capa-
bility: “For the first time in the long
imperial history of Russia they have

aval infantll'\s!ra aboard the ships in the

Mediterranean; probably equivalent to a
battalion, with landing craft offshore at
this very hour.”*° Similarly, Howard K,
Smith warned on ABC news that '"be-
fore long, we'll have to back down," not
only in the Middle East where the U.S.
fleet was ‘“outnumbered and ocut-
gqunned," but elsewhere in the world if
U.S. defense forces continued to decline
in the face of the growing Soviet capa-
bilities.” !

The United States, in the Middle
East, had run the full range of military
capabilities, from airlift to the inherent
threat of a full strategic alert, in order
to support the ongoing diplomatic
battle. Though the United States em-
ployed no direct military force against
the Soviets or Arabs, a significant show
of force was obviously considered neces-
sary to influence the diplomatic objec-
tive. Already the Defense Department is
assessing where the capabilities were
deficient, how significant a drawdown
of military equipment was caused by
the resupply of Israel, the price tag, and,
most importantly, what the implications
are for meeting the future demands of
creative diplomacy. In the Mediter-
ranean a substantial U.S. force was
present as part of the NATO commit-
ment, but no such forces, inadequate as
they may have been, according to critics
such as Senator Jackson and Howard K.
Smith, are so conveniently preposi-
tioned elsewhere to provide the required
diplomatic support.

During the closing months of the
Vietnam war, a combined air and sea
armada, unmatched in size or capability
since World War 11, was launched against
North Vietnam, no longer to achieve a
military objective, but rather toc empha-
size the American position on the nego-
tiations which had temporarily been
suspended. Even following the agree-
ment, a multicarrier task force was kept
combat ready in the Tonkin Gulf as a
powerful signal to the North Vietna-
mese Government of our diplomatic
resolve,

val War College Digital Commons, 1974



Naval War College Review, Vol. 27 [1974], No. 6, Art. 7

00 NAVAL WAR COLLEGE REVIEW

The concept of a central paradox, as
I have attempted to develop, should not
be considered as a variation on the
theme of the Hahn/Ravenal critique. On
the contrary, 1 maintain that the Nixon
Doctrine is not a mere rhetorical dis-
guise but that it makes a genuine effort
to balance American commitments with
military, economic, and psychological
realities. Moreover, the message of the
Nixon Doctrine, as it has evolved
through the President’s annual foreign
policy reports, supports military
strength and fully acknowledges that
negotiation paradoxically requires a
larger military role than confrontation.
As was pointed out in the Ravenal
critique, our present force levels are
indeed overcommitted, and few, in-
cluding administration officials, would
argue that the balance can ever be
determined exactly. The practical
exigencies of executing the Vietnam
drawdown have no doubt exerted an
extraordinarily disruptive influence on
the military planning process which, at
any rate, lags behind political adjust-
ments. Hopefuily, the war-related dis-
ruptions are only temporary, and the
onus remains squarely on the defense
planners to adapt to the thesis of the
Nixon Doctrine and produce forces suf-
ficient to the purpose of both patterns
of diplomacy.

An Era of Auslerity. Following a
particularly strenuous budget review
session in the Pentagon, Adm. Elmo R.
Zumwalt, serving as the Chief of Naval
Operations, was heard advising his Navy
planners to adjust for a move from a
four-room house into a three-room
house. This analogy presents a dis-
cerning awareness of the intellectual
adjustment required of the Department
of Defense by the economic and politi-
cal imperatives of the 1970's. Two
principal forces compel the Defense
Department to move into that three-
room house, They are the change in

ndOgstic) attitudes and the astronomic

increase of weapons acquisition and
personnel costs.

In the late 1960, disillusioned and
frustrated by the Vietnam war, a
growing segment of the American popu-
lation began to criticize both military
intervention abroad and expanding mili-
tary expenditures. In large part, the
Nixon Doctrine was developed in rte-
sponse to this attitude, Public opinion
polls conducted from 1945 to 1960
reported consistent majorities of at least
60 percent who favored either main-
taining or increasing the defense budget,
but by 1968, 53 percent thought the
defense budget was too large. Analyzing
these statistics for an article on “Domes-
tic Change and National Security
Policy,” Leslie Gelb concluded that *'to
the extent ... these changed attitudes
on defense spending reflect or shape
attitudes on foreign policy and the use
of force generally, a new dimension has
been added to politics.?

The President's third annual foreign
policy report articulated the acute im-
plications of the military budget and
presents a stark warning for the 1970%:

Personnel costs now absorb over

half of the defense budget; by the

middle of the decade these costs
may rise to well over 60 percent.

At the same time, the costs of

new weapons systems have gen-

erally been two to three times the
costs of those they replace, largely
due to increasing complexity. The
combination of these two effects
may by the mid-1970’s seriously
limit our ability to meet our
anticipated security require-
ments.”?
Fortune magazine reported that 56 per-
cent of the 1972 military budget went
to pay and related costs, whereas 42
percent was so allocated in 1961. The
Fortune artticle concluded: "“The result
is that while the forces are being paid
better and on a standard that is the envy
of the world’s armies, they have less
cagital for investment in the military

0l27/iss6
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technologies that alone can make their
diminished numbers count for more."3?
It is patently obvious that the dramatic
increase in personnel costs is attribu-
table to All-Volunteer Force incentives.
Yet recruit quotas are still not being
met, particularly by the Army, and
further monetary incentives are being
considered. Comparing the defense
budget in current billions, the 1974
budget totaled $79 billion and the 1954
budget only $43.6 billion. Yet, when
measured in constant (1958) billions,
the 1974 budget is less than 80 percent
of the 1954 budget.®5 An excellent
summary of recent defense budget his-
tory was provided in the same Fortune
article cited above:
In current dollars, total U.S. mili-
tary spending has increased by
half since 1964, and has heen
steady in the $75-billion to
$79-billion range for the past five
years. However, military spending
has been a diminishing force in
the national economy
(1968=6.8% GNP and in
1973=6.4% GNP)...What is
more significant, by reason of its
long-term effects, is the continu-
ous decline, both in current and in
constant dollars .. ., of the funds
for military investment...In
constant 1958 dollars, the $22.9
billion currently budgeted for
these activities comes down to
$16.6 billion, and provides $5
billion less in purchasing power
than Congress authorized ten
years ago. Plainly, increases in
personnel costs have caused much
of the rise in military spending.?®
It is within this increasingly severe
fiscal environment that the Defense
Department is obliged to produce forces
in support of the Nixon Doctrine. The
difficult solution may not rest in simply
more forces of every type but rather in
a new style of forces—usable, mobile,
economically manned, and decisively

armed.
Published by U.S. Naval War College Digital Commons, 1974

THE HARD CHOICE

...it would be unwise to make
further unilateral cuts in deploy-
ments or significant reductions in
overall force levels in the foresee-
able future ... The limitations of
our current force levels were illus-
trated by the strain placed on our
forces as a whola by our effort
last year to help counter the
invasion of South Vietnam by a
small nation with practically no
navy or air force.?”

Force Planning Alternalives. A grave
concern over the lack of a relevant
strategic doctrine and a coherent mili-
tary policy is evidenced in Henry Kissin-
ger’s writings. In 1969 he stated:

No foreseeable force level-not

even fullscale ballistic missile de-

fenses—can prevent levels of
damage eclipsing those of the two
world wars. In these conditions,
the major problem is to discipline
power so that it bears a rational
reladonship to the objectves
likely to be in dispute. The para-
dox of contemporary military
strength is that a gargantuan in-
crease in power has eroded its
relationship to policy.?®
This concern is unmistakenly reflected
by the revitalized NSC system. The
newly established Defense Program
Review Committee, mentioned earlier in
this paper, is attempting to assist the
NSC balance policy and defense. In a
significant departure from past pro-
cedures, the President now issues stra-
tegic and fiscal guidance, based on the
corporate advice of the NSC, to the
Secretary of Defense in sufficient time
for it to be used as the basis of the
annual force planning and budgeting
exercise.

Secretary Laird, in presenting the
Nixon administration’s first comprehen-
sive 5-Year Defense Program to the
Congress, introduced the strateqy of
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realistic deterrence to meet the objec-
tives of the Nixon Doctrine:

The Strategy of Realistic Deter-
rence is new. Those who would
dismiss it as a mere continuation
of past policies in new packaging
would be quite mistaken. Past
policy was responsive and re-
active. Cur new Strategy is posi-
tive and active. Past policy
focused on containment and ac-
commodation. The new Strategy
emphasizes measured, meaningful
involvement and vigorous negotia-
tion from a position of
strength.?®

In the same report a careful guideline
for defense planning was presented:

I believe that in terms of force
levels and expenditures, we can
make the transition from war to
lasting peace and expanding free-
dom with an efficient and mod-
ernized U.S. military force that, in
peacetime, would require no more
than seven percent of Gross Na-
tional Product or less and be made
up of no more than 2.5 million
men and women who are volun-
teers. Combined with adequate
strength, true partnership and
constructive negotiations, such a
force is designed to deter war.*®

The heavy reliance on the language of
deterrence is unsettling to many na-
tional security analysts. This, coupled
with the actual observed decline of
general purpose forces, rekindles memo-
ries of the Eisenhower defense policy
which relied on deterrence rather than
conventional combat capability and re-
sulted in the doctrine of massive re-
taliation, so poignantly criticized by
Kissinger in his statement above. This is
precisely the root of the danger per-
ceived by Earl Ravenal-a situation
where a weak conventional force placed
in combat could prompt the premature
release of tactical nuclear weapons.
Jerome Kahan, commenting on future

U.S. security objectives, made the fol-
lowing judgment:

The safest course for the United

States in the seventies would thus

be to avoid increasing—and, if

possible, to reduce—its reliance on
strategic nuclear forces and to
keep them as far as possible in the
background, as the ultimate deter-
rent to nuclear attack. This ap-

proach should be reflected in U.S.

declaratory policy, strategic doc-

trine, and overall defense posture.

This clearly implies a need for

complementing strategic nuclear

forces with adequate conventional
forces, which will set some limits
to the cuts that can be made in
our non nuclear capabilities.* !
No doubt, some analysts would arque
that conditions are propitious for a
return to the Kennedy administration's
strateqy of flexible and controlled re-
sponse.??

However, beyond the complexities of
paradox, austerity, and strateqy dis-
cussed briefly in the preceding para-
graphs, defense planners are confronted
by vet another constraint: interservice
competition. Wholly unlike the tradi-
tional gridiron rivalries or evening boast-
ings in the officer clubs, this is serious
competition among professionals for
favorable decisions on proposed weap-
ons systems, strategies, political-military
alternatives, and missions. Each military
service carefully develops what it con-
siders the optimum budget to ensure the
national security and support American
foreign policy. Earl Ravenal, in his
critical essay on the political-military
gap of the Nixon Doctrine, made a
concise observation of this phenome-
non:

Quite naturally, the reaction of

the services to a new national

security policy is to accommodate

to it by gravitating to where the

“action” is—as they all adapted to

the unconventional warfare vogque

of the 1960’s (even the Navy was

https://digital- commons.usnwe.edu/nwc-review/vol27/iss6/7
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operating in commando units far
behind enemy lines). The services
are again competing innovatively,
this time to adapt their traditional
arms to the aseptic connotations
of the Nixon Doctrine. The Navy

—so far the principal beneficiary

—promotes its normal '‘over-the-

horizon'’ posture {the presumably

non-provocative, stand-off readi-
ness to deliver overwhelming
force) and its comprehensive

“blue-water'’ strategy (the quiet

world-wide reach). The Air Force

insists, characteristically, on the
centrality of strategic attack (the
attempted destruction of the
enemy's will). The Army abstracts

a new mythology of remote en-

gagement (the automated elec-

tronic battlefield and the prompt,
precise, lethal reaction).*?

A goal of the Program Planning and
Budgeting System (PPBS) introduced by
former Secretary of Defense McNamara
was to control this phenomenon of
service competition. Alain Enthoven
and Wayne Smith, biographers of the
PPRS, reported the condition of the
Defense Department in 1961 when the
McNamara regime assumed office:
‘“Arbitrary budget ceilings and the ex-
trapolation of existing Service fractions
year after year led the services to
develop an extensive arsenal of tactics
for attempts to increase their share of
the total defense budget.”** Burton
Sapin, another watchman of the Penta-
gon machinery, has concluded:

The point is that the inability of

the three services to reach clear-

cut agreement on the allocation of
roles and missions, the control of
particular weapons systems, the
division of military budgets, and
the shape of a national military
strategy not only accelerated the
centralizing trend in the making
of major military decisions, but
also put that decisionmaking

of the Secretary of Defense.??

By wielding the very facile, new
technique of systems analysis, the
McNamara regime was able to come to
grips with the behemothian defense
budget and its complex of issues. At
first the services were overwhelmed by
the revolutionary management tech-
nique that threatened their previously
unchallenged rationales, but the services
have reacted by developing their own
system analysis capabilities which now
equal, if not surpass, those of the
Secretary's office. Hence, the bureau-
cratic tug and pull of the budget season
persists. Few would argue that such an
exercise is not salutary. On the con-
trary, the innovative proposals from
each service on how best to adapt
strategies to foreign policies, though
they may be contradictory and competi-
tive, are an essential input to policy
formation. In his excellent summary of
SALT 1 negotiations, John Newhouse
identified a serious risk in the alterna-
tive, a Joint Chiefs of Staff approach to
problem solving:

The Joint Chiefs of Staff operate

both as military heads of their

services and as an institution. In
the latter role, they normally
speak with one voice, an achieve-
ment that requires a good deal of
internal compromise. The process

of compromise often denies the

President a clear impression of the

real position of each service on an

issue.?¢

Similarly, Enthoven and Smith con-
cluded:

Of course, the JCS is supposed to

integrate these interdependent

Service parts. But history has re-

peatedly shown that a committee

like the JCS does not act this way.

If not forced to make hard

choices between Service interests,

the JCS staples together Service
requests. If forced to make hard
choices, the JCS tries to negotiate

Publishg&’m.énmm]ryCmggeﬂ%iaflagﬁlmons,19743 compromise—one that often
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bears little relationship to the best

mix of forces from a national or a

military point of view. If the joint

Chiefs fail to agree, they hand the

problem back to the Secretary of

Defense. 17

The Secretary, therefore, must main-
tain a clear understanding of the para-
dox of the doctrine, balance all pro-
grams against the established strategy,
and control service bias without sub-
merging it in consensus. Ideally, the size
of the budget will be a Presidentiai
decision made on the advice of the
National Security Council in which the
Secretary of Defense and the Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff are included.
As discussed earlier, it seems unlikely
that the size of the budget will enjoy
any significant growth. This was clearly
stated in Secretary Laird’s guideline for
defense planning which set the budget
threshold at 7 percent of GNP, and, in
large part, the Nixon Doctrine itseif
flowed from the public's unwillingness
to support a growing defense budget.
The President's second foreign policy
report confirmed the doctrine’s objec-
tive to stabilize military spending: ‘‘Our
current level of security expenditures is
adequate to provide the forces necessary
to protect our vital interests. It must be
kept that way."*®

Determining the shape of a fiscally
constrained budget to support the
Nixon Doctrine’s commitment to allies
and promise of vigorous diplomatic
initiatives will require perhaps harder
choices than during wartime when mis-
sions are most clearly understood and
resources most plentifully available. The
Secretary of Defense must first under-
stand the central paradox of the Nixon
Doctrine, that a larger role has been
demanded of defense. The automatic
reaction of many defense planners
would be to understand a larger tole
only in terms of larger forces. The
Secretary must diminish that tendency
and encourage his analysts to concen-

budget submissions of the services and
more on optimizing the whole, as
Enthoven and Smith concluded above
but which has never been attained.
Defense analysts, concentrating on indi-
vidual service submissions, effect budget
reductions and efficiencies by making
incremental choices rather than the hard
choice; that is, they delay procurement
programs and reduce total numbers of
units to be purchased or retained within
a class rather than eliminate programs
entirely. The individual services have
already performed the analysis to opti-
mize their programs in the context of
their perceived requirements. It is for
the Secretary to take the maximum
management view and balance all pro-
grams of all services against the estab-
lished strategy in support of the opera-
tive foreign policy and within the eco-
nomic constraints of the budget. Service
bias must not be invulnerable nor
should it be submerged in consensus.
Hard choice analysis may open a
crack for an eventual breakthrough
toward the development of new military
strategies which are not only sufficient,
but best suited to the support of a fluid
foreign policy as expressed by the
Nixon Doctrine. Broad alternatives
which might present themselves would
be strategies which:
® Stress a qualitative adjust-
ment of force levels rather than
quantitative, i.e., more of one
type of weapons system of capa-
bility and none of anothet rather
than more of both.
® Support the creative devel-
opment of regional armies, air
forces, and navies, heavily en-
dowed with U.S. equipment and

training.

® Exercise the ‘'total force”
(requlars, reserves, allies) requ-
larly.

® Emphasize a central strategy
supported by lesser capable, low-
cost strategies, l.e., strong navy,

httratkligiessconmaptimizirgu/thec-separatel27/isse/weaket air force and army.
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The above list does not purport to be
either exhaustive or novel, and for
reasons of simplicity it avoids directly
addressing the problem of strategic
forces.

Conclusions. The world political en-
vironment has changed since 1948, and
after years of stagnation American
policy has decided to accept these
changes. In fact, perhaps the greatest
contribution that the Nixon Doctrine
has as yet made is that it recognizes
reality, The wornout assumption that
the United States operated in a bipolar
world faced with monolithic commu-
nism has been discarded in favor of a
fluid policy based on multilateralism.
Likewise, the doctrine has taken stock
of the diminished public support for
overseas commitment, accepted the
accompanying demand for fiscal reduc-
tion, and has rejected the myth that
American military force can or should
protect anticommunism everywhere.

A new era has most certainly dawned
on the foreign policy of the United
States, but the exact nature and direc-
tion of that era is yet to be seen. The

Nixon Doctrine presents opportunities
for future policymakers, not a clear-cut
outline of steps to follow. Success or
failure i1s not intrinsic to its structure
but depends wholly on the wisdom of
future decisionmakers and their ability
to understand the changing paradoxical
world system on which it is based.
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