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wsider various
lPVeLS of gcneral purpose furoes and mil ry objectl around the
world. This paper describes nine

purpose 10:"“s) and the forces, costs and p”OdeJ
assoclated with cach strategy. The purpose of the

analysi > the approximate ove a wid
of stre ] forces. strat
force

Conclusions on our strategy for general purpose forces and changes

in force levels must follow from careful 3ud comprehensive analysis of
ious areas of the worlda and of

]

citives in var

our forelgn policy obje i d of
foreign and domestic political implications. The analys in this paper
ie designed mainly as a tool to be used in such a political review. As
an illustration of the kind of review that would be appropriate, a

preliminary political analysis of each strategy is attached to this paper
as an appendix.
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uhey 1ncTudC Sﬁc Domb

s 5, 5 g ;
continental air and uis l1e QﬁlC se sys:ems. U.5. gene JﬂW purpcue forces
are designed to defe itory and sea and air lines of
communications; uhﬁse forces qclwac most of the Army, Navy and Marina2
Corps, and aboubt half ©

General purpose :
element in the defense dbeu, as Qhox‘~. in the following table.
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ESTIMATED POST -V
WITH

Navy’f . A LY

1gpe For fony YErwes Jorme RiED
Strategic Forces I3, 2.7 1l.5 <l 18.4
Gener 1~furpaue For S
Lend Forces 13.3 1.5 - - 14.8
Tactical Air Forces - 6.6 6.3 - 12.9
ASW & Escort Forces - 6.3 - - 6.3
Other Naval Forces - 3.1 - - 3.1
Airlift/sealift : il T 2.8 - 3.0
R&D, Intelligence & 10 1.0 1.3 - 33
Communications .
Aid to Allies A - - .7 _ .8
Subtotal GPF k.5 19.2 9.8 ST b2
Other Costs a/ .8 .8 L7 5.5 _9.8
TOTAT 19.h4 23.7 23.0 6.3 T2.L

a/ Includes intelligence, communications, R&D and
T administrative costs and retirement pay not
directly identifiable with strategic or general
purpose forces. o

Characteristics of General Purpose Forces

The need for large general purpose forces stems ma r from
the judgment that it is in our national interest to help d@ter oLuac
on friendly countries and to help defend them if they are attacked.
This is so because only & small part of our current force would be
required for direct defense of the U.S. The overall level and cost
of our general purpose forces thus depends mainly on what types
possible crises and wars overseas we wish to prepare for, what
countries we wish to assist, and to what degree these countries can
do the job themselves. '

For these reasons genersl purpose forc

ot be determined by
setting an overall objective -~ such as the d Destruouloq concept
for strategic forces -~ and then dJrﬂc*ly apax vorldwide enemy and
friendWy forces relative to the stated objective. Tn, U.S. forces
required are not derivsble in any obvious way

log
3
Q./

irect comparisons
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of U.8. and Soviet or Chinese forces. (For example, we maintain a large
tactical aircraft carrier force, although no Communist country has any
tactical aircraft carriers.) stead, U.S. forces depend on our interest

7/
in dealing militarily with p: ular contingencies around the world.

Another distinguishing characteristic of general purpose force
is that the aggregate iW?Qp“‘ir of these forces does nol directly convert
itself into the ultimate objective, which is defense or control of
territory. Although it is neressary to use firepower to destroy enemy
targets in order to control territory, manpower is also required in
relation to the space or territory involved, the ccoperation of the
population, the size of the enemy land force, and the tvpv oI control
desired. The current war in Vietnam, where we have pr'**wr@WJy unlimited
firepower compared to the other 516», is a good example of these gpecisal
characteristics of general purpose forces. This characteristic explains
vy beyond a certain point we cannot substitute air or artillery support,
or even tactical nuclear weapons, for Army maneuver units. It is also
another factor that makes geners 1 purpose force levels dependent on a
Judgment as to the areas of the world we wish to defend or control with
general purpose forces.

The requirement for general purpose forces is also dependent on a
Judgment as to what point on the spectrum of aggression -- from political
subversion to outright full-scale invasions -- one believes more general
deterrents, including fear of nuclear war, come into play. Some people
believe, for example, that an overt large-scale invasion of Germany
would so clearly threaten U.S. vital interests as to be outside the range
of actions the Soviets would view as a rational risk. On the other hand,
North Korean infiltration across the Korean DMZ is apparently not
deterred by anything but direct defense. This emphasizes further the
dependence of general purpose force regquirements on basic political.
Judgments on the kinds of scenarios that are worthy enough of attention
to Justify spending money on.

In meking these judgments, a key factor is an evaluation of tha
options that are available if an attack occurs that is beyond our
immediate capability to meet with general purpcse forces. In such a.
situation, we can either try to stop the attack with nuclear weapons,
or give up some allied territory until enough forces are mobilized to
regain it.

If the other side also has large numbers of nuclear weapons, as
is the case in Europe, the use of nuclear weapons does not necesgarily
provide a significant net advantage to the defender; in particular,
if nuclear attacks inflict large casualties oun hoth sides' deployed
forces, the side with the greater reinforcement capability would hold
the advantage. Evpp if the other side has no nuclear weapons, nucleax
weapons cannot necessarily compensate for grossly inadequate land’
forces. Iaruh;¢m01c, lﬁwvﬁ~ccalc use of theater nuclear weapcxs now
only increases the risk of escalatidn, bubt cauvses great colla

damage any many civilian casvalties.
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Mobilization to regain territory initially lost is generally
possible, but normslly involves very large resources and high casualties.
Also, an abtlempt to rest ore territory already lost to an enemy attack
could involve a great risk of EdelduLOﬂ if the enemy had nuclear weapons.

To some extent, our general purpose forces actually deployed over-
as in peacetime tabe on g political si icance beyond their purely
militery function, because of the degre to vwhich overseas forces symbolize
the commitment of the U.S5. to the area involved. In addition, overseas
deployments are important as the main cause of defense exnenantu;es
entering the bhalance of pa } ients. However, less than 25 percent of the
cost of the programmed general purpose POpro stems from forces planned
to be deployed overseas. Therefore, our budgetary costs are determined
mainly by the degree to which we wish to reinforce various areas of the
world, not by political or symbolic commitments to maintalin overseas
deployments.

Current G@npfaW Purpose Forces Program

The currently approved program for general purpose programs is
based on the objective of meeling simultaneously a Chinese attack in
Asia (either in Korea or Southeast Asiza) and s Warsaw Pact attack in
Europe. while maintaining the ability to meet a minor contingency in
the Western Hemisphere. The following table shows g very rough break-
dowvn of the costs of the currently approved ge ral purpose forces, in

ka7}
terms of the estimated cost of forces for each major region, and a
strategic reserve that is required for possible reinforcements of any
region.
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ESTIMATED COSTS OF PROC L
FORCES ALTOCATED BY
(T Bllllon)

: a/
¢/ Air  R&D, Comm &
Army Navy~ USMC Force Intelligence MAP Total

b/

Forces in Burope~ 3.0 1.9 1 1.9 .5 2 7.6

Other Forces Held 3.0 3.1 A i Xo, - 6.8
Mainly for NATO o

Subtotal NATO 6.0 5.0 2 2.3 T 2 1hk.h

Forces Held Mainly L6 7.0 8 3,5 .3 Lo 16.6
For Asia )

Forces for Minor 5 A .5 1.0 - - 2.4
Contingency

General Strategic 2.3 3.5- B8 1.7 - - 8.3
Reserve

Other ¢/ = - = = 23 B a8

GRAND TOTAT, 13.% 15.9 2.3 8.5 3.3 8 hh.2

a/ Costs shown for each region are estimates of about what

~ could be saved if force requirements for that region were
entirely dropped, but all other requirements remained.

E/ Includes proportional cost of training base and other
support in U.S.

g/ Includes airlift/sealift forces. e

d/ Includes 8ll Services.

E/ Includes costs not allocated by region.

Several qualifications to this concept of the programmed force
should be understood. First, what is meant by preparing to fight a major
war in Asia and NATO hes been graduslly specified in more detail, and
various limitations imposed. These limitations have not all been accepted
by the JCS. For example, the current program does not provide for
fighting a sustained war in Europe. Thus, provision is made for 90 days
cf ammunition, equipment, attrition aircraft and other supplies; additiona
forces for a sustained defense and counterattack are not provided
simultaneously with an Asian war. Also, the forces in Burope and rapidly
deployable from the U.S. are not adequate for meeting a full-scale
surprise attack following a concealed mobilization. The NATO-oriented
force is thus conceived of as prov1d3nr for an intermediate level of
conventional capzbility -- short of the capsbilily to meet a worst-case
conventional sttack, bubt ade Quwte for deterrence and for initial defense
in the most likely contingenci
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Ancother. important gu :
estimate of force reguirements

one minor contingencies
as shown in, the following

Joint Strategic
Type Forces

Type Forces Objectives Pls AN
Strategic Forces 18.4 23.5
General Purpose Forces Ly 2 58.0
Other Costs 9.8 9.8

TOTAL COSTS Q1.3

In addition to djffereHCQs
differences in force requirem
to use more conservstive p“?
Europe, for example, the JCS a
Category IIT divisi ons effe ct
Warsaw Paclt aircraft are able to
day as NATO aircraft. The JCS tend to disc
effectiveness of ma in K , Tor
assume that base rights in allied countries cannot s
ASW force planning, for example). The JCS also tend te edvocatc a
greater emphasis oa certain types of missions, such as deep inter-
diction bombing. In some cases, they assume that we must keep s
large residual force after a high intensity war, such as in the case
of SBNs.

r')

-

It is also important to unders currentvly mpn“ﬁved
program for general purpose forces he result of an evolution over
the years to adapt an existing force structure to the stated strategy.

Many elements of the force structure are as much a,product of individually
JUUt fied decreases and increases to an existing force, as they are &
esult of any overall determination of the requirements f
Thls effect is very important, for exawple, in the tactical air program,
vhich now costs about $13 billion per year (excluding related airlift
and ASW forces). The Lacnl al air forces have been keg at about the
same number of wings and totsl aircraft for seven years, bul have been
increased very substantially i i e replacement
of older aircraft with much mo: F-b costs
more than twice the F-100, an the F-L --
all in 1068 prices.)
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rtant consideration is that the costs of our base-
line general pux forces probably caunnot be reduced substantially by
further qualitative bulldups of Allied forces, if the current strategy
is retaWUtdh Some reductions of U.S. land forces, especially in Korea,
should be facilitated by Allied buildups Beyond this point, however,
a reduction in U.S. land forces could only be based on major quantitative
incregses in Allied forces, especially in Central Europe and Thailand;
such a major bulldup is probably not politically feasible. TFurthermore,
for economic and technlical reasons, our Allies cannot substitute for our
naval and air forces to a SWgﬂ1P1$8‘+ .y greater, extent than at present.
As shown in the table on page 2, U.S. land forces will only represent
about a third of the cost of OLf programmed general purpose forces. Thus,
even a one-quarver cubt back in active U.S. land forces (about the maximum
possible cut due to Allied buildups) would cut the overall cost of ge;eral
purpose forces by less than eight percent, and the Defense budget by les
than five percent.

O

Finally, an imp

\

ITI. Alternative Strategies

This section describes nine alternative strategies for general
se forces. In order to estimste the overall costs of a strategy,
ecific force structure must be developed. Therefore, as a by-product
f the analysis, certain possible imbalances in the pIOU‘ mmed forces
for the current strategy are pointed out. Howeve the VSlm ﬁn this
study is not refined enough to serve as & basis for aeta T
structure decisions. Furthermore, there are many poWItlcel anc
factors, beyond the scope of this analysis, which mignt T
modifications to the force structure for any :
Therefore, even if an overall strategy were d i.)d 1pon, wuch f
study would be required before specific force structure deCJ510ﬂb were
o

made. For these reasons, the numbers in the attached table are not
valid UlthOUu the qualifications and explanaticn in the text.
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The nine worldwide strategies were constructed bv fﬂ*st postulating
two to four strategie" for each of the major region T the world
potentially requiring large U.S. forces (Central awd Soathern Europe,
the Middle East, Korea and Southeast Asia), and then combining these
regional strategies into various Wurldwlau strategies. TFor each regiona
strategy, U.B. force reguirements wvere estimsbed, including logistics
support, aid to allies, Qh1p3lﬁb apd ASW protection. These regional
requirements were then combined with a Strategic Reserve, des ¢g“hd to
hedge ageinst underestimstes, to arrive at a worldwide U.S. force. The
worldwide force includes requirements for training, attrition fcp] cement,
rotation base, and other support requirements, and is not therefore &
simple addition of the regional requirements.
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Whi]e the detsi

wouvld need much refineme d b s
all Level of cost is adequate for each strategy; a S*Patpélc Reserv

s built in to each worldwide force to hedge a t unuevat¢wﬁte and
to provide confidence of meeting the strategy.w It should be recogni
however, that, Tor the ressons di er, a JCS estimate of the
costs of these strategies would p sid eruoly higher, Jjust
as the JCS force recommendations Ffor the current s trategy would cost
about 30 percent more than the programmed force. furthe“nor e, a8
mentioned above, there are factors outside the scope of this analysis

ne
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-
0
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Q
)
w
r-.l
o =

which might cause more forces to be maintained for a particular strategy
than are ﬂncludod here. Thus, the actual cost of each strategy could
an

well be higher

The study is based on the assumption that the Vietnam wsr ends with
an allied government in control of Vietnam, but with no major U.S. forces
stationed in Southeast Asia in peacetime. This assumption is not critical
in determining the overall level and cost of the various strategies.

If Vietnam were neutral, fewer forces would be required for defense of
Vietnam but larger forces might be required for defense of Thailand. IfF
U.S. forces were stationed in Vietnam, in most strategies their cost

would be largely offset by a reduced reinforcement requirement

The following is a summary of the nine worldwide str:
costs. More detcn is provided by the table at the end o]
gives the detailed forces and ccst for each worldwide str
wide strategies ran

tegies and their

the paper which
g The world-

ge from complete withdrawal to the Weste Hcmisphere
(strategy O) to conventional defense aéulhut aggression anywhere in the
world (Strategy L). The "in-between" strategies represent judgments on
the priority of U.S. interest, the intentions of the Communists, and the
risk of relying on nuclear weapons or temporarily giving up allied-
territory.

- QJ

4+~
Lt

9;

@(D

* The techniques and assumptions used to estimate force requirements
and costs are described in detail in a backup paper.

P—'
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2C

2D

ST “"t_g

Withdraw to Western Hemisphere

Maintain worldwide capability except
against direct Chinese or Russian
invasions; token U Dle force for NATO,
rely on nuclears;
ventional Chinese iﬂVd

NATO~-oriented; match |
contingencies; e
world.

Asia-oriented
SEA or Korea;

Meet either Pact or Chinese invasion,
I

but not both simultaneously. Sy ger
central reserve.
Approximstes curr ently approved

5
J

strategy; meet Pact and Chinese invasion
simultaneously.

Same as 2C, except meet Chinese in Korea
and Southeast Asia simultaneously.

Meet enemy capabilities worldwide;
providce for sustained defense and
counterattack in NATO.

Same &s 3, but less reliance on allies.

Current strategy: <1two major and one
minor contingencies.

a/ Peacetime costs only; includes no
for Vietnam.

a/

Average~
Anunual
GPI" Cost

S et i i

10.L
19.5

L.

k3.5

2.7

IRIe)

\O

a/

Average

Annual
efense

Bu ‘iﬁf

35.8
br.7

57.6
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B Qtrate>

general purmoac T

presume no objectives for
Hemisphere.

The force st cture provides for a quick intervention in & minor
peacekeeping contingency in the VWestern Hemisphere, and a reserve
capsbility to invade Cuk dequate active and reserve manpower (over
500,000 in land forces o provided for control of internal dis-
orders in the U.S. Th

dwide base structure and communications
netvork is essentially minated, and research and development on
projects related to general purpose forces are substantially cut. No
logistics support is provided for allies.

This is the only strategy in which the support structure -- R&D,
communications, bhases, ete. -~ is substantially cut. Therefore the cost
of this strategy is a 'barh ine’ from vhich to measure the cost of being
prepared Lo operate worldwide general purpose forces.

B. Strategy 1. 1In this strategy, we mzintein a worldwide capability
for support of allies and for U.S. intervention in limited conflicts (such
as attacks from neighboring countries, insurgencies, and prevention of
Communist coups), but rule out full-scale conventional wers directly

involving major Chinese or Russian forces

-5

In this strategy we assume that direc t invasions by China or the
Soviet Union of countries on their peripherie re d rred by our nuclear
capabllity, and are thus too unlikely to Justify maintenance of U.S.
general purpose forces. Instead, the force is designed mainly for "proxy
wars' in which the Soviets and Chinese support countries like North Korea,
North Vietnam, Egypt or Bulgaria, and for U.S. interventions such as in
the Dominican Republic or Lebanon. The emphasis is on building up and

1

supporting sllies to handle these threats themselves, with only U.S.
logistics support.

CT"'

In Europe, the U.S. retains a small force of one division and one
wing, plus cur surface~to-surface Pershing missiles and nuclear support
of allies. This involves a total of about 70,000 U.S. personnel in
Europe, compared to the 300,000 currently there. The allies could, of
course, decide to buildup their forces to replace the U.S. forces, but
this seems unlikely. If the allies retained the same force they currently
have, the NATO land force in the Center Region would be about 500,000
men, compared to over T00,000 for Pact in Fastern Europe; in addition,
the Pact would be superior in reinforcement capability and tactical air
capability.

The NATO force would be restricted in conventional capability to

meeting fairly limited probes. 1In the event of full-scale conventional
attack, NATO could try to stop the attack by using nuclear r2apons.
Since the Soviets would also have large numbers of nuclear wCapono,
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howvever, as we arger land reinforcemen
seize no st VA itory anyvway 1f they :
casualties and risk further escalation
nost NATO ter ]
U.5. could of
extremely costly, howeve“
FUTO‘ thus Dpendq ma.i
rt

the

vould be
This strategy in
Sovielts are

=y

meet a North Korean
t. This includes
land forces; so that
s would be minimal.

In Asia, we eguip th
attw\h or infiltration with on]v U.8. logi
provision of sufficient tactical aircraft as
the probability of direct involvemznt of U.S. forc

A d
v

Similarly, in Southeast Asis, Vietnames
to meet insurgency or attacks by the North
4

Reserve, however, contains enough forces to intervene di“Eutly, if the

local forces provcd less capsble than expected; in particular, enough

U.5. alr forces would be available virtuslly to meet the wnole alr require-
ment in case of catastrophic failure of the allied air forces. The majority
of the existing U.S. base structure in the area is retained, both for
logistics support of the allies and in case direct U.S, invvmvcnulon were

required.

Japan, Taiwan, India snd the Philippines would defend themselves

ith their own forces, although limited U.S. land or air forces could
be committed from the Strategic Reserve if necessary. In addition, U.S.
naval forces would provide support in case of a war at sea, as indicated

below.

In the event of a direct Chinese i1 sion of Korea or Southeast Asia
conventicnal defense of most allied territory would not be possible;.
commitment of the U.S. Strategic Reserve should, however, permit retention

7

..)

o
of an area around a major port, such as Pusan, Bangkok, or Saigon. Iater
mobilization of U.S. forces could probably regain most allied territory,
but at a higher cost in casualties and resources. Alternatively, nuclear
weapons could be used to try to stop the Chinese alttack, but success couvld
not be guaranteed if the Chinese were willing % very high casualties;
in this case, civilian casualties and property destruction would also be
high.

M

In the Middle Fast, provision is made for logi
against her Arab neighbors. No provision is made
against a direct Ru551an invasion.

nd strauerxc liftv for

The U.8. also maintains land and 2ir forces an
t lemisphere or

very rapid intervention simultaneou sly in the W

elsewhere in two minor contingencie

(u rr)

(vl
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The Strategic Reserve, consisti active and five inactive
divisions, three CVAs and three land-bas Jings, would, as indicated
above, eneb]e us to assist our Asian allies direc forces
were less effective than expected, and vould also it reinforcement
of Israel or cur "minor contingency" forces if necessary. A reserve
capability to invade Cuba would be retained.

Anti-submarine warfare (ASW) forces and escorb forces (ASW and AAW)
ilitary ippd

are provided to protect U.S. naval forces and militery shipping, and an
austere level of economic support shipping for our Asian allies (including
Japan). Our Buropean allies are assumed to provide their cwan escort
reguirements.
C. Strateg y 2h. In this strategy, we maintain about the same level
; \

o

forces for NATO as are now programmed (both in Europe and in CONUS), but in
Asia we follow the strategy described above in Strategy 1 (i.e., assist our
Asian allies against aggression from their neighbors, but do not plan on
conventional defense against a full-scale Chinese conventional atback).

This force would permit a rough numerical balance of forces with
the Warsev Pact in immediatecly available forces, and during a buildup
in a period of POLTtlud] tension and crisis. HoA~xcr, it probably would

not permit conventional defense against a surprise Pact attack following
a successfully concealed mobilization. In addition, it would not provide
for a sustained defense€ and full-scale counterattack, since neither the
logistics support for a long war nor the additional forces needed for s
major counterattack would be available.

In sum, this strategy would provide about the same political and
military Oﬁtions in Burope as are now available. It would raise the
threshold required for a successful Pact attack to a high level, would
permit a serious military response to a Soviet force buildup in a crisi is,
and would probably permit initial defense of most NATO territory in a
confiict beginning through miscalculation; it would not provide a
complete conventional capability in all possible circumstances. We would
of course retain the option of major mobilization to increase. our forces
if the political situation became more threatening and if enough time
were available before a war started.

A variant of this stravegy would involve the same total force for
NATO, but with fewer forces stationed in Furope in order to reduce.BOP
4 X
costs. This would further reduce the ability of NATO to deal with a
surprise attack.

In Asia, the situstion would be as descrived in Strategy 1. However,
the larger U.S. force stationed in CONUS, although NATO- oriented, might
have some additional deterrent value for Asia as well.
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In the Middle East, additional sair forces are provided in this
strategy to support Israel if the Soviet Union should threaten to
dep103 tactical aircraft to Egypt or Syria. Loglstics support for
Israeli forces is also provided, as in Strate y 1. No provision isg

gs .lIHL a Russisn in at

made for defending Iran a
part of the NALO-oriented rces and the Str
us to defend Iran if we were not fighting i
time.

sion, but commitment of

Hel
e

gic Reserve woulu enable
Europe or Asia at the same

The capability to intervene simultaneously in two minor contingencies
would be maintained, as in Strategy 1.

Anti-submarine warfare and escort forces are provided to protect

U.S. naval forces and "bW“jlﬂg, and an austere level of eccunomic and
support shipping both for the Asian and Furopean allies.

D. Strategy 2B. This strategy is essentially the reverse of 2A,
the previous strategy, in terms of relative emphasis on NATO and Acis

It provides a capablility to defend dgaﬂn st a Chinese attack in Koresa
or Southeast Asia, but relies on nuclear deterrence in Europe, as in
Strategy 1. '

In Europe, a small U.S5. force of about one division and one wing
is kept in Burope he situation would be as described in Strategy 1,
except that the presence of a larger U.S. force in CONUS, although
Asia-oriented, might have some additional deterrent leub Tor Europe
as well.

In Asia, the force isg designed to defen gainst a major Chinesc
ack on Southeast Asia (Thailand and Vietn t both
1y

51multaneously. The indigenous land forces
to the maximum extent possible, but a major
assumed. This permits U.S. land forces for SLE i
to five divisions in the first 30 days in SEH, 1d none in Kores,. U.S.
forces supply the bulk of the alr power, however, a total of over 600
fighter-attack sorties per day indefinitely. An additional Strategic
Reserve of U.S. forces is also maintained in case local forces prove
less effective than expected. A U.S. force is also provided for a
counterattack to restore territory lost in the initial phase of the waxr.

burWu up qualitativ

d a

am) or Korea, but not bo
are e
q van LJVO buildup is not

%

Forces for the Middle East and minor contingenciegs are the same
")
f

as described above for Strategy Anti-submarine and escort are
also provided to protect U. S TllW a*y forces and shipping, and an

ustere level of economic support shipping Tor the Asian allie

w
B

E. Str his strategy is a combination of Strategie
2A and OBmﬂd . We would plan to fight the Calnﬁsc in ASId

the Warsaw P in Euroge, >ut not both simuvitaneously. The capabilities
in the Middle L@ut and the rest of the world would be the same as described

above in 2A and 2B.
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To carry ou+

meintain a large number of forces
in CONUS, some of eployable either to Asia or to I
Since an greater initial Toqujr ment would be in Burope, most of thto
"swing force" would be wmore rapidly deployable to Euvope than to Asia.
The total force is larger than for either Strategy 2A or Strategy 2B,
because of the need to meet the largest single requirement in any one
theater for a particular kind of force, as well as the need to retain
forces deployed in Burope and thus not available for Asian contingencies.

&

=h

he
t

In both Europe and Asia the abili
described above in Strategies 24 and 2B.
divisions are actually deployed in Europe
to meet a surprise attack would be lower.
ability of a larger total force would in
in a buildup situatiocn.

'T_)

the avall»
prove the cab,b lity iﬂ Burope

The allied forces in Asia,
Strategic Reserve, would be able
Vietnam as descr jb»Q in Straueﬁy 1, even v e 8
Europe. Logistics support for the Asian a es is provided
contingency. The allwes would not, however, be able to mee
taneous Chinese attack. If the Chine inveded while we werc en
Turope, by comaitment of the U.S. Strategic Regerve, the U.S. and allied
forces should however be able to hold an ares aiOuhu a major port, as
described in Strategy 1.

Forces for the rest of the world and nava
as described above in Strategy 2A. ThD la?gg
mainly oriented to NATO and Asis ovi
capability for reinforcement i 1
simultaneously engaged in Europe or Asis.

oo

forces would be the same
5. force in CONUS, although
a

I’% o

F.' Strategie

gies 20 and 2D, These two strabegies are roughly the same
as the currently approved strategy. In both 2C and 2D, we would plan to
engage the Chinese in Asia and the iets in Burope simultaneously,

S~
fel6)
while maintal inor contingency. In Strategy 2C, we
would plan on fighting the Chinese either in Korea or Southeast Asia,

while in 2D we would plan on fighting in both SEA and Korea simultaneously.
described above in the

he same capabilities and

an *'y larger total force,
i greater reinforce-
in Asia, and if

g

¢ mzet a Chinese

In Burope, this strategy is the
discussion of Strategy 2A, and VOv]d
limitations. In this case, however,
although partly Asis-oriented, xould
ments to Furope if we were not simul
we were willing to degrade temporari:
attack.

In Asia, we would be
invasion in either Southeas
Strategy 28, but while also

S
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Also, as in Strategy 2B, we would maintain
the Korean forces to contain a North Korean atta
fighting the Chinese in Southeast Asia, or to
Vietnamese forces to resist a North Vietnamese
fighting the Chincse in Korea

In Strategy 2D, we would maintain the capability to fight the
O

Chinese in bhoth SEA snd Korea simultaneously, also while holding the
necessary Burope-oriented forces. This requires mainly an increase
in tactical air and naval forces, since the Korean land forces are

equipped to handle the Chinese lend threat with only U.S. 10g1€L cs
and air support. (It should be noted ﬁhaz this is in the context
of a simultaneous full-scale Chinese invesion of both Korea and SEA.)

The capabilities for the Middle East and the rest of the world
would be the sawme as described above in Strategy 2A and 2B. Again,
however, the larger total size of the f
flexibility to reinforce the
engaged in ITurope and Asisa

rce would provide greater
or elsevhere if we were not

cF O

G. two strategies are designed to
meet with COHVGHthla he maejor conventionsl attacks the
Communist world is probably capable of launching. Strategy I differ
from Strategy 3 only in the degree of reliance placed on allied fovce
and bases; in Strategy 4 military assistance aand reliance on allies
and bases sllied countries is reduc

ced to a low level (except in
Central huro e), and U.S. forces are increased as necessary.

The forces ave calculated so as to allow the U.S5. to fight
successfully in either of two situations. If there is a Chinese attack
in Asia, and a Warsaw Pact attack in Furops, the forces are provided
give an initial hold or enclave defense of alli rritory in Aula
while a defense and counteratiack in Euro s
no war in Burope, the forces are designed to defend and counterat
in Asia, while holding the necessary forces for a sustained
Burope. In addition, forces are provided for the defense

BT
DT

nse of Irs
Israel (but only to the extent these threats are feasible wh
other attacks are taking place) and for minor contingencies.

In Burope, this urate>y differs from the one described above in
two important respects. Tirst, enough active forces and 1lift are '
provided to counter a surprise attack following concesled mobilization.
Second, forces and logistics are provided for a sustained defense and
major counterattack to restore territory initially lost. This includes
provision of equipment, ammunition and other logistics support for the
Central European allies as well as U.S. forces.

by beOaUSC of
forces.
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In Asia, the strategy differs from the ones previously described
by pXL“ﬂdLﬂé the ares defended in Southeast include Burma.
Algo, in Strategy 4, six additional U.S. divisi T2 provided in
SEA and four in Korea because of lower equipment levels and lesser
reliance on allied land forces.

Hﬁ

In the Middle Fast, the strate
in case of Soviet 1ﬂVduiOH and for
for the Arabs. Strategy L requires m
because of decreasegd reliance on 1.

vides for assistance to Irs
in case of Soviet air oupporu

€ of the larger totsl force, this stretegy would provide the
U.S5. more flex ibility for limited offenarvu operations than any of the
other strategies. For exs 165 since forces for a counteratt tack in
Burope would be ava ilable, they pr obably coulo also be used at NATO's
initiative if this were politically desirable. Op 4 che other hand, &
U.Se buildup to the level off forces in Lh“s strategy might lead to
& counteracting buildup of Soviet forces.

Inasmuch as the threat we :pare to meet Vlth COWX"
is essentislly the same in Strat > 3 and M, the differ
cost between the two shows how eygcn ive it is not to rely on allies.
In going from Stra tegy 3 to Strategy U, the cost of ald to our all'es
is reduced by $1.1 billion but the CO;u of U.S. forces is
by $10.6 billion. This 10:1 cost iI deoff results in & net increase
of $9 > billion in the Defense bug et.

IV. The Balance of the Current Force Structure

While the pr ‘imary purpose of this paper is to provide rough
aggregate estimates of the cost of alternative strategies, the analysig
has also indicated some Probable imbalances in the programued force
structure for the current strategy. This is not Surprising in view
of the historical evolution of the current force structure, as
discussed in Section ITT. The changes in force structure 1udlcatcd
by this analysis, for the current strategy, Voqu require increases
in some areas and decresses in others, and would result in g net
decrease of about $.7 to $2.5 billion per year (depending on whether
provisiong were made to defend Korea and SEA simultaneously against
a Chinese attack).

It is quite possible, of course, bhdt for
or other reasons, it may not be desiral
that would be indicated for any given
for GMﬂhd81Z1n5 that the costs QhGTTll
strategy are probabl
if additional for
the current. E’L,L“&Ltd’*y by mak
by the analysis, but without makin
have to spend about $3.9 billion Per year more than for the current
program. :

i ified.
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The detailed per describes how the force
." 9

structures for es strategy re _7>1opedt The following is & summary
of the reasons ich imbalances in force mix relative
to the current program.

A, nquOTb of Allies
There is currently a major imbalance in the general purpose

program in the inadeguate fbnu¢w0 of logistics support for som i
major forward defense sllies (ebch¢dlly Korea, Thailand,
Turkey). This problem has two parts: inadeguate equipment and Ver
limited provision for stockpiles of ammunition and other )

use by allied forces in wartime. As a IQDUJE of Lumse JLimit
large manpower strength maintained by s
fully effective. Since the current str
these countries if they are abbtacked, lack f effectivene
allied forces increases the reguirement for U.S. forces.

extremely inefficient arrangem since 1t costs only a fracti
the cost of a U.S. division to support an allied division of equal
capability. For example, the average U.S. division force (25- 40,000

men in peacetime) costs %COO 700 million per year to wmaintain in peace-
time, wvhile the entire ML11t»Ty‘A5519 wnee Program for the Korean
armed forces, over 500,000 men, has been abo

The msjor part of the necessary increascd costs would consist of
building stockpiles (or production base) for ammunition and supplies
for use in wartime by the allies, and held in U.S. control in peace-
time. This would not, therefore, require a large increase in the
Militery Assistance Pro»var as such. The increases required in the
actual Military Assistance Program itself (for moure and better equ!pmsnt),
while extremely important, would cost only asbout $300 million per year
more than the current program. The program would still, th¢l;forc, be
considerably lower than in the early sixties.

The total indicated increase in expenditures for support of
(both MAP an& logistics) would be about $3.2 billion per year for the

current strategy.

B. U.S. ngghForcei

The snalysis indicates that fi the improvements in
allied forces discussed above, th programned U.S. force dces not provide
Ch [=3

Tor enough total divisions to me current strategy. The main reason
is that neither requirements for d defense and counterattacks nor
for a Strategic Reserve had been adequately c

the improvements in allied forces, the indica

ready active divjsion% is somewhat lower t©

Instead, what appear to be needed are some

available in L-6 weeks, possibly kept in ca
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The DHT eitebb would
of about $700 m
be somevhat lower than prog r'em'm
would be considers b‘y nveaiC“
about 100, 000 men lower than rrograr ) but ideallv the GJUCUWQP wouT“
be mostly in draftees and one-term recrudts i
personnel would be about the same as progreammed.

ment aud 1ngffLL
trenglh w

The level of both active and reserve divisions is of course very
B
¢

dependent on the strategy. The above comments on mix of divisions
therefore pertain only to the currently approved strategy.

C. Tacticel Air

P T R —

C’l

The analysis indicates that, for the current strategy, the cost
of tactical air f rces could be r@Qand by about $3.6 billion per year,
or about 28 percent. The biggest indicated reductions would be in sea-
based air. :

U

There are several important reasons for this result of the
As discussed in Section IIT, the cost of the tactical air ?orces
increased greatly by one- Ior»onﬁ replacement of old aircraf
craft. This trend has also increased our capability. Incr
offensive capability have been especlally grest, not only becaus
aircraft but from improved conventional ordnance and improved e
equipment. ‘

o

D" 5o
5
I8
w
U <
M ¢
[¢)]
bt
=

new air-

se of new
electronics

At the same time, it has become apparent that the Commupist tactical
air forces, while modernizing and improving their interc have not
developed a greatly increased offensive c1yab1110y For nee, the
U.S. and Free Worla payload capabllity has increased far more rapidly
than that of the Communist world over the last nine years.

It is not surprising that we have besen improving our capabilities
faster than the COMmUﬂIatS, since we Vﬁxe been spending far more on
tactical air. he Soviet tactical air program costs only about one-
third of what th€ U.5. program costs, even though tbv Soviet tactical
air inventory is numerically about T5 percent o

g
=t
o
2N

he U.S. inventory.

1 between
€ & poor measure
in capability

Because of the extremely large qualitative
U.S. and Communist aircraft, total inventory mea
of capability. Matching -- or exceeding the Co
does not require us to mateh them on a one~for-one basis in aircraft
inventory (although today the U.S. has about 7,1 ictive tactical air-
craft cownﬂlec to about 9, 400 for the USSR, and the total Free World
inventory is aboul equal to the Communist world nt
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ist airecraft ar
capabi ; to defend the

high alti rs
bility is poor duﬂ to

and the lack of mode: ‘
systems. On the average rrent Free World aircraft can carry

Cimes as much pay! ‘unist
aircralt do not have

theater commanders be

A major part of cur tactical air r

how much interdiction an@ close This

is especially true in Asia, wvhere the d. There

are, however, strong reasons for not >tical air
O S TS -y - r interdid NE

Frobf@mhjf?f magoT 1“’ 1y, the

Cransportation network ment reguire-

R

ive 1ntpxdiﬁt:nu efTort could
Furthermore, the

signed to counter the
‘diction strikes, thus

ments that it is doubtiu
have much early impsct on
specialized Communist ai7
deep penetrations r¢
making them costly

As for the mix of land and sea-~base issue depends to
£

great extent on our ability to count on ind bases. While ther
is considerably disagreement over the exsct ratio of the cost of 1and
and sea-based air (ranging from slightly mor 71 ed
to 2.5 times more expensive, depending t

probable that we should plan on using land-based a 1 areas where we
have mejor and clear air requirements a: i i
However, if bases are nol available,
limitations or bvecause of lack of ad
of the greater flex bellty of sea-bas
this analysis, based on studies of th
based air can and should be used for
Thailand and Vietnam, and Korea, and

be needed for all other contingencies and for mos g
Reserve. (The seca gi s i
initial use of se 88
On this basis, some shi ft in favor OP land-be ndi
for the current strategy. 1In this area g ar, however,

are many additional factors that would have to be considered before

any such decision could be made.

D. ASW Cag

ips and other Naval. Force

A similar choice concerni
in the case of anti-submarine warfar L 2 ] ; :
is more expensive than land-based, bu, does not depend on the availability
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of bases. Virtually all the significant parts of the sea can economically
b? covered by long-range land-based ASW aircraft operating from bases in
allied countries.

It is inconsistent to assume that bases would not be available %o
ue for ASW, since the curre 1t strategy depends on cooperation with our
allies, and almost all of the costs of GPFs are for the defense of our

allies' territory.

A reduction in the number of CVAs and CVSs would permit a corres onding

reduction in the number of logistics support ships and des stroyer escorts.

The annual cost savings for these ASW and support force changes
would be about $2.5 billion per year for the current strategy.

This document has been reviewed pursuant to E.O. 13526 and has been determined to be declassified.
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POLITICAL EVALU

STRATEGY O

A U.8. withdrawal to the Western Hemisphere would have
foreign policy impact worldwide. To allies, neutrals, and pOtQHb!dl
adversaries alike it would mean that the U.S, were in effec

on all nonnuclear commitments except the Rio Treaty
"Fortress Hemisphere," Although we would maintain o
nuclear forces, they would scarcely be credible in %
massive Amer 1can

weary and disillusioned after three decades of globa
almost wholly preoccupied with domestic problems, an
on & planet sliced into regional blocs.

"Cf

1. Europe
Implementation of Strategy 0 would signal t
Western Europeans, nearly total U.S. dis nga ment i
in the defense of Western Europe. The

USSR to use force or threat of force against all or
Europe (etarting with the FRG) with the objective of:
it into the "Socialist Commonw
similar to that of Finland; or (¢) pushing it into

For the Western Europeans the best hope of main

dJ\ﬂ]‘;t’y' of
guarantee and the defensive and ceberv@nt value of NATO's
forces would both drop sharply. This would stimulate if

and reti
ur stra
he face

i
s}

o
T

=3
]

na

.

ullback. We would be telling the world t

an immense

rene gj ng
ng into

the USSR and the

not d

the U,

rt of

disinterest
S. nucleaxr
conventional
not invite the
Weste

rm

(a) incorporating

neutralism.

taid

ining

Ltheix

alth;" or (b) reducing it to a position

full

independence and sovereignty would lie in a rapid and massive expansion

of their nuclear and conventional capabilities, and

b
system. This would take time, be expensive, encounte

to feasibility, and would most probaebly have to be c
the face of QOVLeL cries of provocation and threats
Certainly any initiative that led to FRG control of 1
would sharply increase the likelihood of Soviet aggr

ar
of

e
ess

integrated de

nse

uncertainties as
ried through in
preemption.
clear weapons

ion.

The more possible and probable course for the Western Furo opeans
vis-a~vis the U3SR would be armed but accomnodating neutrals:
&

U.K. and France, given their geographical positions
bilities, might be able to mainbtain Td

have the strength and incentive to aftemou this cours
powers of Europe would in all probability feel compe
accommodation over arms, and accept the status of
unacceptable alternative.

nd nue

Tty

M—’Jd‘y

The

caps-

F”C would also
: BU

the
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Certain
intervene, Asian
militently for thei

_J.

La run from bala '. ance

to insurgencies up magsive convent kL
on allies or neutrs eterrence to Comm ession

L
would be the capabi
possibility of U oy C
(e.g., all-out attack on Japan or Auu
would be greatly increased threals in all three lik
theaters: South Korea, Indochina/Thails

Having seen the U,S. all but aban nonnuclear commitments,
our allies would probably lose faith nuclear umbrella also.
They could go in two directions: acc . Communist

T
O
=

powers or rapid bullding of regio: securi cements coupled

with pressures for nuclear prolifer afl@u. The TO?me course is more

likely in Southeast Asia. Japan might opt for a combination of accom-

modation and nuclear power. South Korea, Taivan, Australia and New

Zealand would have bﬁbh more reason and ca in non-Communist
i

pab
through greater national defense efforts, at‘
collaboration and & search for a substitute nuclear

-

Neutral nations would go to even greater lengths
Asian Communist powers in an abbtempt to preserve at le
independence.

to accommodate
cest nominal

U‘

3. Other Regions

The impact of Strategy O in the M X 1 Africa
would be along the lines described in the*Eauexol Western Furope. With
the Soviet Union cle rly'bhc only power both capable and willing to
assert itself in the area, the states of the area would have no alternative

M

to accommodation. Regional security arrangements are unlikely and the
area's independent military potential is in any case low. Egypt and
Algeria weould feel encouraged or even impelled to draw closer to the.
USSR and use its Qu}nort in actions ageinst Israel, on the one hand,

and Morocco and Tunisis on the The pressures on Israel to
build its own nuclear capability would be drresistible. TIran would
be more vulnerable to Soviet pressure.

As in the case of all GPF strategies, sub-S ica would be
less affected thqu other reglor. We have HE”bYta Y €o ILLmvﬂuS) few
significant interests, and are not really expected to intervene. The

continent, along th Latin America, is less imporuaLu o the Communists

Wit
and less threatencd by them than Turope or Asia. However, even in Africa,
rawal

4 4. L

t
the dragtic withdx postulated wnder rategy would pzo%beV
meke at least some nations pronc to sccomrodate the Soviet Union and

Chins.
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Ca : might very well have an ambivalent atbitude
toward a U.S. 1is Hemisphere. On the one hand it wou]d

represent a U.S,. to concentrate on our own and our neighbc
problems unul>u13.ued by farxfitno esponsibilities, an em_phasjq tha
Tatin Americsns have been vrging for some tims. On the other hand,

bringing the full weight of American strength to bear on this Lbulsphere

=l
should magnify fears of domination, even tk“JOltaLLUH, by the U.S. Colossus.

STRATEGY 1

es for lower-level conflicts
stance to our wll?les would have distinetly

licy implications than the withdrawal to

"Fortress Hen x segy O. Compared to today's strategy, we
would project a more strained approach to lnth*CleOﬁ be carrying
lighter overseas burdens, and attending more to domestic problems. On
the other hand, we would still be dcmonstrqtﬁnf, and paying for, significant
worldwide mllluary capabilities, backed up by the mobilization capability
of the U.5. economy, and U.S. nuclear forces. ILarge-scale Communist
aggressions would still involve a significant risk of American response.
All future CPF strategies will be viewed by other couui*xeu in light of
the U.S. experience in Vietnam. Under this strategy the immplication
would be that the U.S. has been sobered -- but not completed soured -
by the war.

The maintena
coupled with SLb
less serious glu

n)

o, EREEER

The credibility of the U.S. nuclear guarantee and the defensive
and deterrent value of NATO's conventional forces would both decline, bub
not nearly as much as in Strategy O. The imbalance in conventional forces
could encourage the USSR to apply political pressure designed to test and
divide NATO, The U.S. nuclear guarantee, symbolized by the presence of a
U.S. force of about 70,000 men, would probablv remain sufficiently credible
to deter massive invaflon, However, our allies would have greater doubtls
about our will to use nuclear WEdHuﬂu and would be more vulnerable to
Soviet pressures 8qd nuclear threats. Without U.S. reinforcements, NATO
(especially the FRC) would be particularly vulnerable in a crisis and
buildup situation, even though the FRG could replace our troops if -~
as is very unlikely -- it decided to do so.

o

The Western Europeans would “obdb“\ see tkﬁlr onu¢on
Pl y

as
increasing their own M»ﬁJy and reinforcement caps b) ping
their own nuclear capsal ‘ & more accom ting ance
vis~a-vis the UISR. Budget difficulties and perennial d01bt about the
feasibility of conventilonal defense mske a force buildup an unlikely
response, although it cannot be entirely ruled out. Any large-scale

effort along the lines of a nuclear bu,l dup would, as in Strategy O
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encounter heavy financial costs i3

the threat of Soviet counteraction Da Y ¥ ere

seck control of nuclear weapons. The probable net effect would therefore
be to increase somewhat the pres \C with The USSR,
American force reductions and increased doubts about the credibi tlity of
the U.S. nuclear guarantee e ]3 T\“k to reduce our influence in Furopean

affairs generally.

£ &sxa

There should be little effect on possible Chinese nuclear threats,
given our overwhelming strategic eriority. There would be a somewhat
greater temptation for Asian Com povers to provide more overt aid
to insurgencies, especially in SEA, or resort to conventional att
feeling that they were less 11;),J to meet significant Ame
intervention, at least How@ver, they m:
that even with our current
forces to a war in Asi
The Communists would still face SUbStE‘tTaW detew
supported by U.S. material assistance, and would run the
nuclear response.

c“'ED
;_Jm

The effect on Communist threats would vary by the ate
be some increase in Southeast Asia. In Korea we wou
the South to handle the North, and China would still S
retaliation if she intervened. The limited CPR logistics capak
the problems of long distance asss n? strong GRC gefense
continue to deter amphibious attacks on Taiwan-Penghus.

'—'h ere m JL é;:. A
1 be equl i 55 }) ng
. nuclear

Unlike Strategy 0, our allies would most probably pursue their

present policies t ald Asian Communist countries rather than opting

for neutralism and accommodation. There is a somevhat greater possibility
of the latter course in mainland Southeast Asia than in offshore Northeast
Asia. South Korea, with U.S. assistance, should feel confident of handling
North Korea and would count on U-u. response if China Wnu“VV”ned. Taiwan

would still fccl militarily secure for the reasons CJL\Q Japa p011cy
would not chang s0 long as it believed in ocur nuclear commit ment The
redvced U.S. copauL11u¢es under this strategy might prompt greater self-

help and regional cooperation.

foreign
gid he will

There should be little impact on the neutral countri
policies, except possibly in Cambodia where Sihsnouk h
bend toward Peking if the U.S. leaves the mainland

3. Other Regions

Strategy 1 would involve some decline in our
Mid East and North A Africa. Iran would be more vulners
pressure. Israel would be 80 2t less secure since the !
the Soviets) would feel U.S. rvéention less likely.

i
Arabs (and
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There would be littl@ new 1

GPF capabilities msints . would :
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STRATECY 2A

This Sf?&u@&y reaffirms Euro
Strategy 1 it suggests a more rest
of our Vlespgm experience and the growing eelf-sufficiency of our allies.
Other countries would see us as concentrating somewhat more on domestic
problems and being less interventionist outside of Europe. Bubt rather
than succumbing uO neoisolationism as in Strategy 0 or cutting back
drastically the U.S. under this ategy would be perceived as dcing

L1

some hard-headed ordering of foreign priorities

as our number one priority. Idke
rained role in Asia, partly as a result

1. Europe

Both the Soviet Union and our allies would regard this strateg
as a refocusing of our national effort and interests towards FEuro
It would significantly reduce our allies' uncertainties about our will
and ability to maintain our presence in Furope. It would impress upon
both our allies and the USSR the high priority we accord to the continued
independence and well-being of Western Furope. The Furopesns would worry
less about U.S. Asian adventures. On the other hand, our Furopean allies
would have no greater incentive than they have nov to assume, individually
and collectively, a greater role in their own defense.

S B

This strategy would have essentially the same impact as Strategy
1l: our allies might feel slightly less confident, and China might be
more militant. However, we would-still provide eub tantial assistance to
allied forces and the larger GPF structure, although Europe-oriented,
would give us the capability in extreme cases to meet an Asian contingency.
The U.S. would be emphasizing Europe, but not withdrawing from the world
in general. Tuus there would be somewhat less change in Asian political
developments than under Strategy 1.
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3. Other Regions

In the Mid East and No the current 1bU¢LlOM would
remain essentially unaltered. ility of our com

Israel in particular would continve undiminished.

There wo

ould be no appreciable changed foreign policy impact in
sub-Sahara Afric

ri

There would be little new impac
a general approbation that the U.S. re-ords
and might have more time and rescurces for its nelgthrs.

re, except
1

.5 prioritvie

STRATEGY 2B

This Asia-oriented strategy would
resources ma it impossible for us to
for both mejor theaters. We would not
we considered Asia more important tha
the threat there more direct and our allie
themselves.

1. Europe
This strategy would have essentially the same Strategy
1. The credibility of the U,S. nuclear guarantee snd € ive and
deterrent value of NATO's conventional forces would both 1rop and the
Western Buropeans would probably be unable or unwillir take ¢
action, given the costs, uncertainties, and Soviel thr th

encounter. As in Strategy 1, the p“o““b]e net effe
in the pressures for accommodation of the USSR and
influence. This effect might be magnified somewh
beliefs that we were shifting our priorities from TUI ope

2. Agia
Maintenance of strong forces
o

for Asia should increase deterrence
of Communist conventional aggressions t

hroughout Asia. It would holster

the confidence of our allies in our commitments and readiness to inte rvene,
particularly coming on the heels of present doubts about continued U.S.
willingness to stay in force in Asia after our Vietnam experiences. It

would probably encourage neutrals t in their present course of

o} n
independence from China and the West alikeo

This strategy would not envig
Strategies 3 and especially b4 po
continued need for allied defens
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efforts and regional security tiatives might slacken in the face of our
Asien orientation and continued deployments, and the fact that we would

have the capacity in one theater to defend, and later to counteratt
against the Chine

se.

3. Other Regions

Our withdrawal from neighboring Furope and orientation to Asia
might suggest a lesser willingness to intervene in tae Mi
Africa even though we would maintsin a capability to sup

.L.Y.’cxl’l N

id

]

There would be no appreciable new foreign policy i

in SUU"wabhFd

Canada over an Asian-

There would probably be some disaffection :
oriented strategy. The reactions in I- : are difficult to
predict. We would be signalling a conti Jingness to intervent in
less~developed countries. Generally, this would cause varying responses
among ruling elites and leftist challengers. Similarly, our allies might
have less confidence in our Cﬂminﬁ to their gid than UJ”LT strategiecs
that projected Asian orientation or even larger GPF forces However
our commitments would remain CIdlele, and our friends ah01ld be eufo uraged

to pursue self-help and regional security efforts. There would be negligible

foreign policy effect on neutral countries.

The current sitvation would remain essentislly unaltered in the Mid
Fast and North Africa.

There would be few changed foreign policy implications for either
sub-Sahara Africa or this Hemis sphere. We would be setiing no regionsl

priorities and would have more than enough forces to intervent in any
conceivable contingency in either region.

STRATEGY 2A-B

The large CONUS reserve for either of two theaters would reflect
our desire to cut back on GPFF expenses by running the risk of simultancous
crises in Europe and Asia. It takes account of the Sino-Soviet split
e would not be assigning priority to Europe or Asia, although somewhat
reducing our European forces. However, other countries would probably
believe that in & two-front crisis we would choose to intervent in Europe
first because of more vilal interests and less time for holding actions.

L Eufooc

The current political situation would not be greatly altered.

However, force reductions in Furope coupled with the pous1b¢] ty of our
CONUS-based force being committed in an Asian crisis could result in
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some diminished confidence in our support. IS e
ould feel themselves vuluerable to a crisis and buildup situs
which U.S. forces were unmveflabT“, wnether because a simuluano

Asian crisis wer: ely seriocus or because U.¢
troops were COnblﬂ“FnLV would not,

hovever, appear suffici ropeans toward accommodabing
the USSR or rou Cempts at bulld]ﬂo a greater independent nuclear
capability. Jndued, 1L migpu impel them to improvement of their own
reinforcement capabilities.

2. Asia
The foreign policy impact in Asia should not be greatly
ifferent than under present GPF W“Uhl ng. There might be somevhat
ss deterrence of Communist convenuwon 1 threats than under the Asian
tation of Strategy 2B. Bub the U,S. would still have the capacity
ervene if it chose to do so.

STRATEGIES 2C and 2D

These aprro*Jm;te planned GPF structures and reflect present
declared strategy and thus should not have greatly different foreigr
policy implications than the present strategy. They would indicate
that the U.S. is willing to continue to shoulder present global burdeuns
in the face of pressures for retrenchment. This could give pause to
potential aggressors esnd some reassurance to sllies However, this
strategy would do no*hlﬂg to induce our friends to do more for them-
selves in the near term.

\_l

1 Furop\ s,
This strategy is closest to our current declaratory strategy

and conseguently would do little to alter the status quo in Europe
Western Europe would be unlikely to do move, individually and coWlC\twchv

V2

for its own defense and might be tempted to do less. Yet doubts about
our will and ability to maintain substantial U.S. forces in Europe over
the long run would continue.

2. Asia
The impact on enemiles, fTJenaD, an neutrals shonld be similar
to the Asian orientation of Strategy 2B. Our enemies would run clear
risks of U.S. intervention. Our allies would both be reassured about
U.S. commitment. and tempted to do less nationally and regionally for
their own defense. Neutral nations would not char nge course.
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No change in the political situation in the Mid East and North
There should be no perceptible new foreign poliCy'imgact on

ra ﬁﬁrroq or the West Hemisphere,

STRATEGIES 3 and L

These large GPF strategies would suggest that the U.S. plans to pursue
an activist and poiicimg role around the globe. ar from being disillusioned
ng even greater world capabilities

LAES

and interests. i with domestic problems, we would
increase our overseas JnVOlVGm‘lt er either strategy, but especially
Strategy U, we would erase incentives fOi our allies to fashion their own
security. And we vou]a signal a clear readiness for U.S. unilat

ventions and an unwillingness to cede any friendly real estate

adversaries. We would have great military flex ¢ibility and have much less
need to resort to nuclear wespons. These strategles would most likely
heighten worldwide tension between the U.S. and (onmmnﬂ't regimes and

provoke compensatory defense spending.

ef
n
B

1, L urope

The USSR might regard such an increase in our capabilities as
a threat to its position in East n Burcope and would be likely to respond
with concomitant increases.

The Western Furopean reaction would be mixed. Strategy 3 or L,
unlike any of the preceding strategies, would lay to rest Western
Furopean fears of large reductions in ocur forces in Furope. Indeed,
there would be a strong likelihood that most of our allies would do even
less in their own defense than at present, although we might be able to
prevent this by skillful presentabtion of our increased contribution. On
the other hand, there would be fears of provoking the USSR and increased
fears of U.S. dominance in Buropean affairs. This could provoke some
(e.g., France) to draw closer to the USSR. '

ex gnis
The forces, deployments, -and bases needed for these strategies
would certainly deter China, North Vietnam and North Korea from conventional
aggressions and make even ald to insurgencies & much riskier policy. Our
presence could be so dominant as to frighten the Communist nabions and
mislead them about our Lntﬁntlo ns. This could fuel Asian arms races or
lead to conflicts arising from miscalculation.
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Our allies -~ especially under Str -~ would have little
incentive to contribute further ‘o thlir cvq du_ense or move toward
regional cooperation. Ceﬁt”ln of o

ur -~ C.g., South Korea -~
might be tempted to adept more militax

les toward theilr adversa "

Neutrals would certainly be impressed by American concern about
Asia as well as the rest of the world. Rather than being pleased,
however, they might fear Chinese-American conflicts or American hegemony
over Asia.

3. Other Regions

The buildup of U.S. G3Fs gest a greater "“lllﬂgﬁ?c% to
intervene in thC Mid F@ut and Nort This could generate Soviet

countermoves, including greater ar ents and more mﬁl itery and
naval COOP@T&LLOQ with the Avabs. Israeli and Iranian confidence in
U.S5. support would remsin high. States such as Morocco and Tunisia
might be encouraged to turn mor e West for support agsinst
Soviet-backed Algerian or Egyptian aggressi

The very large general purpose forces and deployments for this
strategy would imply an American readiness to intervene any place in
Tthe world where we considered the stakes high enough. Thus sub-Sahara
Africa could believe that we had changed our recent handsuoff approach
(e.g., Nigeria). The impac i
be less, but Cuba (and its
greater p0551b171t1es of U.

w
I
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