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nEcugs,nEDIN F“LL ) THE SEC“RETARY oF 'DEFENSE
Aumorit}' Eo 13526 WAb‘HINGTON. P. C, 20301
Chief, Records & Declass Div, WHS

Dato‘ JAN 2 4 2“12 J ’ G November 1970
.NEHORANDUﬁ FOR THE PRESIDENT

The attached document follows up my memorandum of July 8, 1970,

concerning the need for resolution of key strategy issues with regard

to defense planning.

I thought {t would be botb useful and timely to give you my *
view of the basic approach we should follow in seeking to implement
jour Foreign Policy and Strategy for Peace in the 1970's.

As I see it, our basic goal is this: .
m——

To make the ttansztxon from war ta lastlng peace and freedom

B

with a restructured u. S. mxlltary force that would quULrL 7& or lEua_
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of GNP, made up of 2, 5 m1111on voluntears or less. Such a force,

P v By 5 IO o

combined v1th adequate strength, true partnershlp and propress in

negotiations, would be designed to deter war, and contrasts with thc B
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force requlring wore than 9% of GNP, made up of a draft-heavy strength
of 3.5 million men engaged in war, which you igherited.

1 thought it particularly timely to bring this watter up now
not only to assist In our overall defense plauning but also t; present
my views on how members of your foreign policy and national security
team can more easily and consistently address that major element of
your foreign policy for which eﬁch has primary responsibility. It

seems teo me that a logical and apprupriate division of effort within
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the Administratioq in presenting your foreign policy and strategy

for peace would approximate the following:

DECLASSIFIED IN FULL.
Authority: E0 13526
Chief, Records & Declass Div, WHS -

Date:  aN 2 4 2012

1)

2)

3)

The President -- comprehensive, comceptual

presentation of

a. Foreign policy objectives.

b. ILssentials of foreign policy strategy.

¢. Essentials of national security strategy.

Vehiele: Secand Annual Foreign Policy Report to

Congress, following State of the Union

- and Budget Messages.

The Secretary of State —- Comprehensive exposition

of foreign policy strategy with cmphasis on diplomacy,

negotiations and international politics.
Vehicle: Posture Statement.
The Secretary af Defense -- Comprehensive exposition

of National Sccurity Strategy including essentials

. of military strategy and defemse plamning factors.

Vechicle: Defense Report.

The above represent formal elewments that would be used ro

present your program.

to complement these with a comprehensive program to convince Con;ress

of the validity of our approach and the need for support. T have in

mind a series of informal weetings with key members, where we could

discuss the issues wirhout the constraints associated with formal

hearings.

At the same time, 1 believe it would be importank
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Turning to strategy issues, as you kuow, the tiume has come
to make those hard 6ecisioﬁs about the defense budget and plans for
the future. The fundamental question of what is this Administration's
basic policy, around which military forces should be designed and
procured has been answered quite simply and forcefully by you: A policy
of peace. It is not a policy of warfighting; it is mot a policy of
status quo; it is a policy to move this country and the world towards
2 generation of peace based on three principles -- partnership, strength,
and willingness to megotiate. -

What is needed to make your strategy for peace work- is both
internal and external flexibility on programs. Nc‘also nced a coherent
and credible public position on strategy for the 1970's. So the
strategy must be:

a. Positive.

b. Consistent with individual and collective U.S.

;:f' Records & Declass Div, st domestic and foreign obligations.

: c. Consistent with free world naticns sharing the
JAN 2 4 2012

burdea as well as the fruits of security.

d. Reflected in U.S. force mix, composition, and
‘deployments.

e. Understandable to the U.S., our friends and allies,
and.to our enemies —- both actual and potential.

f. Realistic and attainable.

Last year we planned this year of transition to implement new for-

eign policy and to revise, as necessary, national security strategy. We




have made visible progress in reducing defense spending and making the
transition to a peacetime economy but we don't have full public accep~
tance of the cost of attaining and ensuring peace.

The material in the attachment ié a conceptual approach to
accomplish your several objectives. It approaches the problem as was
done with Vietnamizatiou: objectiﬁes first, resource availabilicy,
new strategy, revised force composition and mix, and flexible implemen-
tation. The proposed approach takes bagic foreign policy objectives
as given and describes strategy.in these terms rather than in terms of

. .
specific capabilities. It injects some flexibility and new initiatives
into our approach for defemse planning, but at the samc time it does
not represent a radical diversion Erom curreat progtams.

Within this framework, the strategy would ‘be based on the
fnliowing planning goals: '

1) A larger share of Free world security burden to be

DECLASS'HED m H".L taken by those free world nations which ha\.m enjoyed

Authority: £0 13526 major U.S. support since World War TI, rapid economic
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growth, and a relatively low defense contribution.
A strong emphasis on regional defense arrangements.
35 A U.S. military foree which in a stable peacetimec
environment would require 7% or less of our annual
Gross National Product. -
4} Volunteerism for U.S. manpower.
This approach lends itsell Lo keying our presentation to the

Congress and to the public in a way that preserves maximum [lexibility.

It ptovi&es for:
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1) A sct of minimum bascline forceﬁ.

2) Program options (development, long iead time, or
new 1nitiatives) which we may or may not need but
which are prudent to provide as a hedge against
SALT failure or other adverse situations

3) A poasible-set of contingency force or budget opEions,

Chief, Records & Declass Div, WHS where we want approval for funding to prescrve short~
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term flexibility, but would hold in abeyance pending
world developments (e.g., SALD). .
This last set, for example, could reflect initiatives taken by
the Administration to bring pressure Lo bear in our pursuit of successful
nego:iapions. We are tentatively planning to request funds for a new
strategic submarine system (ULMS) which would give us an initial apera-
tional capability in 1980 through orderly development. Increased funds
for FY 19?2vcou1d accelerate initial operational capability to 1978.
We might wish to ask for the increased level to provide a signal to the
Soviets in SALT and to maximize our capability in FY 1972 to actually
accelerate the program if SALT developments and continued Soviet deploy~
ments indicéte this to be a prudemt course. The increascd.anount.
however, would be placed in a contingency account.
Such accounts could also provide greater iaternal flexibility
on some major programs where we have bceg pursuing the status qua but
may no longer want to do so for various reasons. The SAYEGUARD program

obviously lends itself to this apﬁioaah.




In sum, the proposed national security strategy provides both
~internal and external Elexibility and credibility. It is conéistent

with your policy for peace, comsistent with preserving capabilitics
but providing for increased initiatives, consistent with maintaining
strength while phasing dowa to é peacetime force with flexible options,
and, to the degree possible, consistent with the unsettlgd world
environﬁent.

There is one point that is essential to an understanding of
the need for the conceptual approach I am recomsending in this ddcument.
My ﬁwo years of experience in this office and more particularly my
attempts to approach our planning for the decade of the 1970's have
strongly reinforced the conclusions I reached in my 16 years of exper-
ienée on the Defense Appropriations Subcommittee in Congress: defense !

—
planning, prograuming, procurement, force design (including R&D 2nd

.
equipment) and force deployment, employuent and operations are insep-
arable. For an effective jmplementation of natioral security policy,
none of these elements can be treated as a separable entity. I am _

sure that President Eisenhower and you, as his Vice President, were
motivated by the same conclusion in fashioning the national security
policy and strategy for the Eisenhower years and in proposing amend-

ments to the National Security Act of 1958 to broaden and strengthen

the role and responsibility of the Sccretary of Defemse to encompass

all of these areas. " DECLASSIFIED IN FULL
Authority: EO 13526
ghlt:f Records & Declass Div, WHS
ate:

e JANZ2a21




The following chart provides a schematic overview of a
national security strategy of realistic deterrence. The document
thac follows explains the strategy and many of the major elements

required in the defense planning portion of the strategy.
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