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remedial team attached to the medi­
.I center; it provides help t men 
:10 want to join but do not et the 
ny's medical standards beea se they 

i~ over eight or have,<:;o small 
nporary disability. 
The com anding officer, ' lieu ten. 
t colonel, ommands not only the 
ection rente', but is also r sponsible 
. some recru'ting pen;o nel in the 
~a and holds the HPpO ntment of 
mmander, HiI' ingharn Garrison. 
The experience rained in the first 
;)erimental selec ion rogram has 
'n put to good us at Sutton Cold­
d. The system use h oS been copied 
the two Army You election Cen­
; at Aldershot and arrogate and 
.he Hel'l'uit SeJectio Centers pres­
'y organi7.ed in Sc tland to deal 
:1 all men recl'uite( 'north of the 
'Ier." Experience s proved that 
,t Scottish men wi h 0 join their 
'hland or Lowlan in' ntry regi­
,t~ and so are nor ally 'committed 
'UitH" on arrival. 
he Sutton Cold eld enter haR 
I vi:-;ited by seni r repre 'entatives 
ne US Army Re 'uiting omrnand 
presented a pi ue in t nks for 

!Hltstanding ('0 peration iven to 
1 when they \ ere at th center 
finding for t eir own s lection 
<!dures. The 0 cers and N Os un. 
,tedly take th ir duties vel' seri~ 
J and all'ea( have prove the 
~ of the HyS em by reducin the 
dropout rat, How successf 1 the 

'm is in pi' cing round pegs into 
(J holes wil not be fully appa 'cnt 
the men yho have joined s ce 

ened reac their extension da es 
~ coming ears. For the mome t, 
·uture 10 ks bright-though. 
extent, dl recruiting must de­
upon t e rate\; of pay offered, 
hing not under the control of the 
ion centerH. ~'Ir 

Military Review 

&, 

Thesis: Massive Retaliation 
Antithesis: Flexible Response 
Synthesis: The Nixon Doctrine? 

Colonel Raymond R. Battreall Jr., United States Army 

The Nixon Doctrtne 

B OTH the Soviet Union and the 
United States have acquired the 

ability to inflict unacceptable damage 
on the other, no matter which strikes 
ji:rst. There can be no galn and cer­
tainly no victor]J for the power that 
JJ1'ovolces a thermonuclear exchange. 1 

To this fragile balance of terror 
must be added the conventional might 
of the Soviet Union and its satellites; 
the less-sophisticated yet formidable 
land power of mainland China; the ex­
plosive potential of internal discontent 
exacerbated by "wars of national lib~ 
eration"; and the ever-pl'esent possi­
bility that onc or another nation may 
upset regional stability through armed 
action as we have recently seen in 
Africa; Latin America j the Middle 
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East; and Sou t h, SoutheaRt and 
Northeast Asia. And there are other 
problems: 

At home there /lias a grollJino 1//00d 
of 8elf~doubt. Our ]Jouth and otbe'/' 
lw,qmenfs of our population '/oC1'e be­
coming increasin,qly frustrated over 
the Icar in Vietnam . . , . Despite the 
'rising cost in human and material 1'e~ 
sources, ... no clear end was in 
sight . .. . 

Pa?·tlll as a re,c;uU of the Vi,etna.melw 
wal', high prices and gro/Iling taxes 
lUere threatening the living standards 
of the pensioned and the :wlaried. 
There was a· clear need and a growing 
demand to put our Governmwuf's ji.'!('ol 
affai'1'8 back h-l order, ... ! 

To counter these threats while rec­
ognizing economic problems and pub­
lic frustration, the President declined 
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he temptations of neoisolationism. 
Rat.her. he reaffirmed OUr treaty 

Jnimltments and our nuclear shield 
)1' threatened allies and promised fi­
ancial and materiel aid to enable 
thers to sustain their own defenses. :"! 

7e will remain the arsenal of free­
:1m, bU~ others will henceforth pro­
.de ttelr O\vn manpower. Still, this 
}e.::. not mean an end to our need for 
~neral purpose forces or to the possi­
Hty of further loss of US blood. 

. a (irect combat role for U.S. 
~1!eTa! purpose forces arises primar­
-' lcllen insurgency has shaded 'into 
'ternal aggression or when there is 
\ o:.'ut conventional attack. _I 

·"ill maintain in peacetime 
:7ltol(it PUrpose Forces that are ade­
.ate for simultaneously meeting a 
'liar C0111'fnUnist attack in eUher Eu-

7donel Raymond R. Battreall Jr. is 
·;·.qt~rb' of the Joint Staff, Head­
:rie'!z, United States Southern Com­
,1d, m the Canal Zone. He is a grad­
€ :!.f the USMA, received an 2lf.A. 
n: tke University of Pennsylvania 
: is &- graduate of the Army Wa; 
:e~:6~His service includes more than 
it-1IfI'rs with the 14th, 11th and Sd 
'1Gt?!i Cavalry Regil1tents, two 
~t: at West Point as an English in­
rC~f)T and tactical officer, staff duty 
{r)rM, Germany and Panama and 
t\i'l<,"rS in Vietnam. ' 

1M?' 

rope or Asia, assisting allies tn cope 
l(.'ith non-Chinese threats in Asia, and 
in addition, mee.ting a contingency 
elsewhere. :; 

Are these policies adequate to the 
challenge, and \\-ill our confused and 
frustrated p e 0 p J e recognize that 
"there is an irreducible minimum of 
essential military security: for if we 
are less strong than necessary 
there will be no domestic societ~ 't~ 
l~ok after"? 6 To answer these ques­
tions, we must review how we got 
where we are and identify the roots 
of frustration and confusion. 

Massive Retaliation 

Emerging from World War II with 
an absolute nuclear monopoly and the 
best of intentions, Americans were 
shocked and puzzled to find that not 
everyone shared our intentions nor 
was ovel'a\,ved by our power. To our 
beWilderment, the Iron Curtain fell 
across Europe, and Communist ex­
pansionism required opposition in both 
Iran and Greece. These probes were 
blunted, NATO was formed, and all 
seemed well when North Korea in­
vaded the RepUblic of Korea_ Sadly 
depleted units from our army of oc­
cupation in Japan were dispatched in 
the confident expectation that North 
Korea would back down in the face of 
this show of force backed by the 
threat of nuclear extinction. But they 
kept coming, and we found ourselves 
unWilling to unleash nuclear horror. 
Thus began our first limited War. It 
dragged on amid growing frustration 
an~ angry arguments about the pro­
pnety of objectives and the meaning 
of "victory." At last, the yet-unnamed 
doctrine of massive retaliation 'vas 
applied_ 

... President Eisenholl)er decided 
in the absence of satisfactory ,progress 
in the stalemateiL.JJJJk.s ___ jD_'1)}J)_1).e_dp,,_~ __ 

cisively and ll)ithout inhibitions in our 
use of weapons. We would no longer 
be responsible for confining hostili­
ties to the Korean Peninsula. 

Word of his intention was dropped 
discreetly . ... The results were very 
pleasing. , , , On July 27, 1953, the 
K o'rean truce was signed. 7 

There followed a sigh of relief, a 
firm resolve of no more Koreas, and a 
new look at strategy colored by atti­
tudes from our recent experience . 
Preeminent among these attitudes, of 
course, was the commitment to a bal­
anced budget at reduced tax rates. 
Another was: 
... preoccupation with technologi­

cal progress . ... It was simply non­
sense not to throw out 'out-moded' 
weapons . .. and incorporate the new­
est and most powerful weapons, chang-

NIXON DOCTRINE 

by Secretary Dulles was widely under­
stood as being: 

... designed to deter an attack from 
t he Sino-Soviet powers by drawing a 
line around their periphery and creat­
ing the pointed implication that in­
stant devastation would rain upon 
MOSCOlO or Peking if the line were 
violated . ... 10 

That this narrow understanding of 
massive retaliation was in fact mis­
taken is e v ide n t in our conduct. 
During the period when it was our 
declared policy, we, nevertheless, dis­
patched specifically tailored multiserv­
ice conventional forces to deal success­
fully with the 1958 crises in Lebanon 
and the Formosa Strait. Appropriate 
responses at times and places of our 
choosing were not, apparently, limited 
to nuclear holocausts. Unfortunately, 

ing strateg-y to allow the use of those .",hat a policy is intended to be is often 
weapons in the most efficient way. . . . less important than what people think 
Simply maximizing jire-power at least it is. 
peacetime cost-'more bang for the Increasing costs of defense are . .. 
buck' ... was deemed the overriding tending to freeze plans and strategy, 
objective of military policy . ... 8 to reduce numbers of men and units in 

Republican campaigners ... con- order to save money, to concentrate 
tinually reiterated the theme that the on the 'Big Bang' at the expense of 
Soviets, simply by giving the nod to a jie:cibility. 
satellite, could 'tie us down' or 'bleed In the WesteTn World-though not 
us white' in interminable struggles in in Russia-costs are a more decisive 
out-of-the-way places. . . . factor in shaping defense than is mili-

The New Look doctrine proposed to tary logic. 11 

end all this . ... Although the enemy These were indeed bleak days for 
could still deteTmine the timing of general purpose forces. More impor-
1Oa1', ... henceforth, we ... would tant, there were strong indications 
call the tune regarding how and where that the security of the nation was 
the war was to be fought . ... This idea being less than fully ensured. 
of seizing the initiative, not the idea Indochina pro'/Jided a timely test of 
of retaliation per se, was the basic deterrence, and ... deterrence was 
underlying theme of the 'massive re- found wanting . ... The threat leas 
taliation' doctrine . ... 9 /{'/'ongly identified as being direct 

\Vhile there was definite provision Sino-Soviet aggression, Ichereas the 
for conventional strategic reserves actual threat proved to be indi~-ect ex-
and a mobilization base, they tended pansion through civil u~ar. 12 

to be overlooked. The strategy of mas- East Germany in 1953, Hungary in 
_ __ sLv_e_retaliation as enunciated iP._1954 195~,_~~d Castro's 1961 success come 

! . 
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o:!rican soldiers in Lebanon, 1958 

repJ,/y t-d;" i,,J 
-,:n __ ±r 'ld as occasions when con-
1. .....'-'wer might well have been 
:;Jied if it had been available. More­
~r, t.b.e:-e are cogent mora! and psy­
tlcgl{:a! factors to be considered. 
;i'ver. .t!w pOwer of modern weap-

a. mLtwn that relies on all-out /Car 
it.-: chief deterrent imposes a fear­
psychological handicap on itself. 

~ mOJt agonizing decision a state~-
2. ;:{m fact is 1chether or not to un­
'" all-fJut u:ar; all ,pressures ICW 

;,0; .far he.-:itation . ... J.I 

l1L:s, there arose a call for balance. 
-as Te .. jized: 

rJ_8 111rther we proceed into the nu­
" (<./e, the more remote becomes 
'ikeEhood of nuclear war. The So­
aiF!. iE to rule the lcarld, not to 

•• {",y it.!; 

t/-"e nuclear age, flexibility de-
3 ;:m tlte ability to meet the 1rhole 
Tum of possible challenges and 
irl;i' rAe absolute one. f.i 

A . limited war ... is fought for 
specific pollcy objectives lOll ich . . . 
tend to establish a relation between 
the force employed and the goal to be 
attained. It reflects an attempt to af­
~ect the opponent's will, not to crush 
~t, ... to strive for specific goals and 
not for complete annihilation. 16 

The key problem of present-day 
strategy is to devise a spectrum of 
c~pabilities with which to resist 80-
vtet challenges. These ca.pabilities 
should e~ble us to confront the op­
ponent wzth contingencies from which 
he can extricate himself only by all­
ou~ war, while deterring him from 
thlS. step by a superior retaliatory ca­
paczty . ... Limited lear is thus not an 
~lternative to massive retaliation, but 
lts complement. 17 

And so Our thinking came full circle 
~rom the days when we believed it 
Impossible to be prepared for any and 
all kinds of war. 

I 
I 
r 
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Flexible Response 
Accepting these arguments, the in­

comillg Kennedy administration de­
cided that: 

... if a nation maintains a military 
capacity ranging from the delivery of 
thermonuclear u.:eapons ... to action 
by a squad 0/ riflemen it has the ines­
timable advantage of freedom of stra­
tegic choice. It can decide how to 
react when its vital interests are 
threatened,' it can utilize fOTce grad­
uated to the occasion; it can make the 
punishment fit the crime. 18 

The strategy of the flexible response 
means that for each enemy action 
there should be an appropriate re­
s.ponse employing sufficient force to 
defeat the enemy but no more than is 
necessary for that purpose. This does 
not imply that we must model our pro­
cedure on that of the enemy (for in­
stance the response to a conventional 
attack might be defense using tactical 
atomic weapons or even a limited stra­
tegic nuclear attack),' Ichat it does 
mean is that each case will be treated 
on its merits and that one will only 
be driven to use massive retaliation 
in the last resort. . . . (Emphasis 
added.) 19 

But how was this strategy to be 
implemented? 

... the best leal! ... would be to 
station limited forces in selected areas, 
combined with a centrally located, 
readily deployable reserve force 1ehick 
has adequate sea and airlift. Although 
this requires that the initial defense 
in most areas u.;ould be conducted by 
indigenous forces, it is advantageous 
to the US in that it requires less force 
in being and provides for flexibility 
and for the selection of forces to be 
used. :w 

Moreover: 
Forces of the central reserve must 

be deployed to potential trouble areas 

------- -_._------
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at the first positive indication that a 
threat is dn:cloping. 

When it be('omes apparent that US 
interests are threatened, the timely 
application nf adequate force ICilllend 
credence to our announced policy ant} 
leill decrease tension. Delayed actio1l 
normally requires that larger forres 
be applied lor a longer period of 
time. 21 

The Cuban missile crisis of 1962 
was classic. Every element of military 
power-strategic and tactical air, the 
Atlantic Fleet, armored and airborne 
divisions-was marshaled quickly. \Ve 
announced our readiness to use nu­
clear retaliation if these measures 
failed. And the Soviets withdrew their 
missiles from Cuba in the face of this 
prompt and decisive checkmate at 
every level. 

The US response to the Communist 
attempt at subversion of the Domini­
can Republic in 1965 /Cas also marked 
by resolution, diplomacy, and a swift 
deployment of overwhelming conven­
tional rnilitary force. The relatively 
short time in lchich Ice IceYe able to 
bring our response to a successful con­
clusion suggests the value of a ra.pid 
and substantial reply. 22 

But all this was not radically dif­
ferent from our earlier post-World 
War II behavior. Under the cover of 
the great deterrent, we had responded 
flexibly and conventionally to Com­
munist aggression in Iran as early as 
1946, Greece and Berlin in 1948, Ko· 
rea in 1950, and Lebanon and Tai,van 
in 1958. Indeed, John Foster Dulles 
had declared in 1954: "To deter ag­
gression, it is important to have the 
flexibility and the facilities which 
make various responses available.":!::l 
Apparently, as suggested earlier, mas­
sive retaliation had been misunder­
stood and prostituted by overemphasis 
on narrow selections and minimum 

larutafJu.925.5 _____________ _ -""--
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ns AfiIY convoy on patrol in Santo Domingo, Dominican Republic, 1965 

costs until its originally intended 
hJt'ql? ;-ff?in fact changed to sole reli­
Iih ... "fi1<!n the big bang. vVouid flexible 
response be immune to similar misl1n­
del'slanding? 

CIGS€ political control over the use 
c-f mUitary means and the necessity 
to E!lit those means to the minimum 
required Ie achie'·e our objectives are 
)f COOTse, right and proper. The dif ~ 
'lc,!lt,rarises from the fact that poIiti­
~al 0lijectives which are actually at­
:;:.inarue by military force, and the at­
.ctlrmrent of \vhich will forestall the 
~nemp from further escalation. are 
ofl;etimes not easily defined, pa~ticu-
11;Y ~- the leaders of a society un­
cc"smr.::.ed to accepting any limita­
inm it ali once provoked to violence. 
V2 !IC?e had but few opportunities 
} pr2ttice the art of definition. 
C:Jhi and the Dominican Repu blic 
fere~Ieasonably clear-cut situations 
1<, military force was sllccessfuII; 
npl(}]ed to gain quick decisions. On 
'e otter hand, in Vietnam: 

. . . the impression of extremely 
.~loll' escalation cannot be ove1'looked. 
Repeated increases in the number of 
,}-dvisors were follo1(;ed by fhe cover·t 
mtroduction of Special ForceB units, 
and then the overt introduction of 
combat support forces . ... When . .. 
escalation to this lereL of assistance 
still did not accomplish our obiec-· 
fives, the US began the gradual intro­
duction of ground forces supported by 
the slowly escalating and carefully 
controlled use of overwhelming air 
pOUJer. :?) 

A fuB year later, Secretary McNa­
mara was forced to report: 
... that infiltration continues , . , 

more than twice the level of 1965. 
.It is important for two reasons: 

F'l1'St, it is ... sufficient to offset the 
very heavy casualties .. , . This permits 
the VC and North Vietna·mese forces 
to continue to increase their strength, 

Secondly, perhaps even more im­
portantly, this very heavy rate of in­
filtration . .. is a clear indication' of a 
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political decision by them to continue 
to prosecute the Icar . ... (Emphasis 
Hdded.) '" 

Nevertheless: 
Our strategy remains just what it 

was ... a year ago . .. by concentra­
tion of military action in the south to 
prove to the VC and the North Viet­
namese they couldn't win in the South. 
... (Emphasis added.) 26 

This approach was further illus­
trated by General Taylor: 

The third l'eason for the air cam­
,paign may be the most important in 
the long run, It was to remind the 
leadership in Hanoi . .. that little by 
little through the progressive, re­
strained application of force by bomb­
ing, they would pay an ever-increasing 
price /01' a continuation of their ag­
gression in the South. (Emphasis 
added.) " 

.. , in South Vietnam ice are merely 
trying to demonstrate the impossibil­
ity of military victory on the part of 
the Vietcong . ... 28 

The next year, however, he recog­
nized that: 

, .. however praiseworthy this Te­
straint may be from some aspects, this 
slow application of military force is 
antithetical to the American disposi­
tion. It requires too much time and 
patience to obtain results. 2.9 

It now seems clear that ,p1'otracted, 
large scale interventions ... do not 
confo'I'm to the developing US domes­
tic and international political environ­
ments . ... 

It is conceivable that . .. Vietnam 
I'-"'ill so discredit the use of our mili­
tary pou;el' that even lesser interven­
tions of the Lebanese kind will be 
proso'ibed by domestic and interna­
tional opinion. , . . .ifl 

As a result of all this: 
The strategy of flexible response 

will most likely be replaced soon with 
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a more pragmatic approach to all ('on­
frontation situations, The CS no 
longer has the national Idll to sacri­
fice manpower or resource.~ lor less 
than a clear cut 'L'ictory .. /1 

Can it be that MacArthur's much 
ridiculed, "In war, there is no .substi­
tute for victory" is not so obsolete 
after Hl!? 

Th e R Dad Ahead 
The primacy of politics in war 

//leans. simply, that military opera­
ti()ns should be conducted so as to 
achieve concl'ete., limited, and attain­
able security objectives, in order that 
/Car's destruction and violence may be 
rationally directed to/card legitimate 
ends of national policy . . J2 

Liddell Hart says the strategist's: 
. true aim is not so much to seek 

battle as to seek a strategic situation 
so advantageous that if it does not of 
itseif produce the decision, its con­
tinuation by a battle is sure to achieve 
this. In other words, dislocation is the 
aim of strategy . . , . 

HOIC is strategic dislocation pro­
duced? ... it is the result of a move 
Irhich (a) upsets the enemy's disposi­
tions and . .. dislocates the distribu­
tion and organization of his forces; 
(b) separates his forces; (cJ endan­
geTS his supplies; (dJ menaces the 
roztte or routes by which he could re-
treat.. .J.: 

Hindsight 
The Vietnam War has been the 

Joint Chiefs' most onerous millstone. 
The Chiefs never planned for a Viet­
nam lear of the kind we hare been 
.fighting since 1965 .... 

'The Chiefs wanted the gorernment 
to 'mobilize the reserves and apply 
maximum force in the shortest time 
to end the war quickly.' 

'The Chiefs had three main options: 

71 



llXON DOCTRINE 

1 j int'adp North Vietnam, (2) cut 
cross La (IS with a barrier force to 
fop infiltration, and (3) fight a 11'ar 
f attrition. Invasion 7()a~ ruled out 
€cause of the danger of starting a 
iqger war. The barrier across the 
I.MZ and Laos was too costly.'·q 

Accepting for present purposes the 
isdom of the decision not to invade 
\e North, let us look a little closer 

the ~""ibility of physically block­
go infiitration on the ground. 
_;'rom a purely military standpoint, 
eh a!'. operation would have been­
~d remains today-entirely feasible. 
,Jth Laog and the RepubJic of Viet­
·m are at their narrowest where 
ighway 9 rllns just south of the de­
;litarized zone. It is no more than 
o miies from the sea to Thailand: 
I) !l!'!11 anchors for a barrier. Had 

fo!lowed our own sound example 
)~ll BerliT!, Cuba and the Dominican 
pubiic, this barrier would have been 
ablished at the first sign of serious 
,ger-Iong before the crisis of 
If ' -;""Quld assuredly have pre-
,t<o. --.; massive infiltration of men 
! supplies described bv SecretarY 
Namara. Thus, the e~emy would 
'e been dislocated-his forces sep­
ted, hi~ supplies blocked, and his 
te of l'etreat cut off-and all this 
.hO~l: d~'0pping a single bomb on 
.. tt "/ietnarn unless it were desired 
b so for other reasons. Faced with 
: siti.;.o:;tion, the enemy might have 
:-,d,,::J.(d hIS efforts. If he did not 

g~'i.')ly "kill-ratios" establish~d 
7 on by South Vietnawe~~~;; 
T,.-J' __. ---
1,-, :la":e acqUIred real _ meanil1& 
~ the e~~m.Yh would hawg heep HP­
':0 r~Iij~ce is losses. No human 
~~--"---'-~~""'.'-'-"'-
E ::o~lId sllstain combat for long in 
d~~umstances. 

:ri.",-hat would have been the cost? 
Rns .,t~r varies with time. As sug­
;;1 ear-lier, the sooner one makes 

his decision and act.;;;, the .smaller the 
force and the shorter the time likelv 
to be required. At whatever point w~ 
make our calculation, however, it is 
vital that we avoid repeating our fun­
damental error in Vietnam: confusing 
Sllcce~s with the avoidance of failure. 
The essence of flexible response lies 
in "employing sufficient force to de­
feat the enemy but no more than is 
necessary for that purpose." :I..; Yet 
"in South Vietnam we were merely 
trying to demonstrate the impossibil­
ity of military victory on the part of 
the Vietcong .... ":if> From this shift 
in objectives sprang the creeping 
gradualism which permitted a smaIl 
and underdeveloped nation to see our 
successive raises and stay in the game. 

Careful analyses through 1965 con­
cluded that a single four-division 
corps with an armored cavalry regi­
ment and the usual combat support 
and combat service support troops 
would have sufficed to establish and 
maintain an effective barrier. At that 
time, the enemy had scarcely any com­
bat units in the vicinity: certainly, 
nothing approaching the five divisions 
which defended against the thrust of 
three South Vietnamese divisions in 
Lam Son 719 in 1971. Lam Son 719 
incidentally, was not intended to es~ 
tablish a permanent barrier. It was, 
rather, a raid designed to disrupt, 
destroy and then withdraw. Contrary 
to public opinion, it was quite success­
ful. Today, no doubt. a full-fledged 
field army would be needed. Assum­
ing, hO\vever, timely implementation 
as advocated here-not later than 1965 
-\-\--e have a proper and attainable 
mission for a single corps: seize and 
hold defensive positions just below 
the 17th parallel from the sea to Thai­
land; prevent the southward move­
ment of troops and materiel. 

Accomplishment of this mission 
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would have led to achievement of our 
national goal: preservation of the 
freedom of choice of the South Viet­
namese people by ensuring the defeat 
of those externally supported and di­
rected forces already present and at­
tempting to subjugate them. More im­
portant, it would have done so without 
involving additional V§ and --e;u;d 
units in the struggle. South Vietn{W1-
ese forces with advisors. close air 
support and the maritime blockade 
could anI! 'lC9uld have carried the full 
burden of ground combat in ac~;;d': 
ance with the Nixon Doctrinf. A suc­
cessful conclusion would have been 
reached in a reasonable period of time, 
and the war would have remained 
"Vietnamese;' from the beginni!!&, 
without an intermediate "Americani­
zation" and subsequent "re-Vietnami­
zation." The total US and Allied ef­
fort would have been eight entire di­
visions less than that actually made on 
the ground and less in the air by the 
full amount expended over the years 
against infiltration routes and against 
the North. 'Ve would have been spared 
the agonizing moral questions asso­
ciated with bombing the North, and 
the expenditure of treasure and lives 
-US, Allied and both North and 
South Vietnamese--would have been 
orders of magnitude less because the 
war would have been kept limited in 
size, scope and duration and a smaller 
'Ci5 force would have been operating 
defensively rather than offensively. 

There would, no doubt, have been 
cries of outrage about so-called Lao­
tian neutrality, but these could have 
been no more intense and insurmount­
able than those which actually arose 
oyer the alleged violation of neutrality 
in Cambodia in 1970 and Laos in 1971. 
Had the enemy not already trampled 
upon Laotian neutrality by establish­
ing major supply routes on Laotian 
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soil, we would not be considering ho'y 
to ~top the flow in the first place. 
There can be no valid concept of neu­
trality held by only one belligerent: 
either both sides must honor the con­
cept or it cannot exist.. 

Conclusion 
My purpose has been not to second­

guess the Vietnam \Var, but to show 
that there are practical and effective 
ways to apply military force to such 
situations. As has been pointed out. 
there is real danger that public frus­
tration resulting from Korea and 
Vietnam may lead to a disastrous un­
wi11ingness to take up arms in the 
face of similar future threats. Our 
leaders must not accept such a deci­
sion. Rather, they must properly eval­
uate the temperament of the people 
they lead, analyze and learn from both 
our successes and our failures and 
face the future positively. That they 
are still inclined to do so is hearten­
ingly demonstrated by the late-1973 
world\-vide alert of US forces which 
served so well to warn the Soviets 
away from direct involvement in the 
Mid-East. 

It does not matter what \-ve call our 
strategy. The labels have been differ­
ent. but the substance has been re­
markably constant since \Vorld 'Var 
II. It is abundantly obvious that we 
shall continue for the foreseeable fu­
ture to need the full spectrum of mili­
tary capabilities: the great nuclear 
deterrent; conventional forces de­
ployed in support of allies; and a mo­
bile reserve of balanced land, sea and 
air forces to deal with specific contin­
gencies. 

It is important, hO\l;ever, that ,ve 
better understand what these forces 
can and cannot do. They cannot de­
fend "freedom and the right of self­
deterrnination"-the concept is too 
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'/.:, - --, ethereal to be located on a map and 

seized and held on the ground. They 'I 
! - cannot sustain a seemingly endless 
'I'·,; war of attrition-our people wiJ] not 
n stand for it. They can strike swiftly 

Ii.", d and ecisively to seal an area, seize 
i I an objective, destroy a specified target, 

Ii, or any other finite task. Political con-
trol and limited objectives are essen­'1 

I! tial under the existing balance of ter-,il 

ror. But there must be a closer mesh­
ing of military and civilian minds in 
the definition of clear, concrete and 
attainable military objectives, the 
achievement of \vhich will contribute 
to our national goals and will consti­
tute what our people can recognize as 
"victory," In this sense, the Old Sol­
dier stands exonerated: in war there 
is no substitute for victory. 

II 
NOTES 

l' 

1 Richa~d Nixon, U.S. Fo-reign Policy for the 
1970's: A New Strategy fOT Peace, Superintendent 
of Documents. US Government Printing Office, 
Washington, D. C., 18 February 1970, p 3. 

:! ::-'!elvin R. Lai~d, Statemr;nt Before a Joint 
Session of the Senate Armed Services a.nd Ap. 
propriations Committee. Superintendent of Docu_ 
ments, US Government Printing Office, Washing. 
ton, D. C., 20 February 1970, p 7. 

.'l Nixon, op. cit., pp 55-56. 

4 Ibid., p 127. 

;j Laird, op. cit., p 58. 

6 Nixon, op. cit., pp 9.10. 

7" Edward H. Church. The StTategic Thiwkinp 
of President Dwight D. Eisenhower, Thesis, US 
Army War College, Carlisle Barracks, Pa., 1967, 
p 19. 

SWarner R. Schillin)'::", et al., StTatef/?J, Politics 
and Defense Budget!';. Columbia University Press, 
N. Y., 1962, Reprinted by the US Army War 
College. Carlisle Barracks, Pa., Volume II, Sub. 
COUrse S2, Lesson 1, p 51. 

9 Ibid .. p 52. 

10 Charles G. Andres, Force and Strategy in a 
.'\lew Environm.ent, University Microfilms, Ann 
Arbor, Mich., 1964, p 30. 

11 Hanson W. Baldwin, "Arms and the Atorn­
I," The .""('W York Times, 14 May 1957, p 21. 

1:2 Preston B. Cannady, Priority of RequiTe. 
m.ents [-'"der a Philoso"/lhy of D,;teTren('(:. Thesi~. 
US Anny War College, Carlisle Barracks~., 
1958, p ii. 

13 Henry A. Kissin"er, Nuclrnr Weapons fwd 
Foreign Po/icy. Douol",dRY & Co. Inc., Garden 
City, N. Y., 1958, p 1:\3. 

14 Charles W. Kdly. Th(· Role of Con~'entio"al 
WaT in thr NlIcle<1r Age. Th,'sis, US Army War 
Colle!'!:c, Carli"!e Barral'ks. :Pr.:-1959, p ii. 

1:; Kissinger, op. cit., P IR 

16 Ibid., P :40. 

18 Hanson W. Baldwin. "Anns and the Atom_ 
IV," The _",'l'?(" YOTk Times, 17 May 1957, p 2. 

19 Andre B"aufre, An 111trodll,.tiol1 to Strategy, 
Pra",gn Publishers Inc" N. Y .. 1965. Reprinted 

74 

by the US Army War College, Carlisle Barracks, 
Pa., Volume II, Subcourse S~, Lesson 2, p 9. 

20 Robert H. Murphy, US Strategy for Employ_ 
in.g Land Forces in .\'onnuclcaT Regional Wars, 
Thesis, US Army War College, Carlisle Barracks, 
P~966, p 8. 

21 ibid., P 35. 

22 Sam L. Barth, An Analysia of the Strategy 
of Flexible Response, Essay, US Army War Col. 
lege, Carlisle Barracks,-pa., 1968, p 6. 

23 John Foster Dulles, "Policy for Security and 
Peaee," The Department of State Bulletin, 29 
March 1954, p 461. 

24 Barth, op. cit., P 7. 

25 William S. Gand, "A Review of US Foreign 
and Military Policy," The Department of State 
Bulletin, 19 September 1966. p 418. 

:26 Ibid .. P 419. 

2, Maxwell D. Taylor, Responsibility und Re. 
sponse, Harper & Row PUblishers, N. Y., 1967. 
p 27. 

28 Ibid.. p 32. 

29 Maxwell D. Taylor, "pogt·Vietnam Role of 
the Military in Foreign Policy." Air Uni1-er.~ity 
Review, July-August 1968, p 52. 

30 Alvin J. Cottrell, "The Changing Role of 
Land Armies in the 20th Century," C'/Trent 
Hi8toTlj, January 1968. p 325. 

31 Robet·t J. Kriwanek. Flexible ResPO/1se: A 
Win Strategy or Co.~tly Defense? ~;;ay . US Anny 
War College, Carlisle Barracks, a., 15 October 
1969. 

~2 Robert E. Osgood, Limited WaT: The Chal. 
len.Qc to America" StTate{JY, University of Chi('ago 
Press, Chieago, Ill., 1957. Reprinter! by the US 
Anny War C,)llege, Car]j~le Barracks, Pa., Volume 
II, Subeourse SI, Lesson I, p 23. 

~3 Sir Basil H. Liddell Hart. Strategy, Se('ond 
Revised Edition. PraegE'r Publisher;; Inc .• N. Y .• 
1968, pp 3:{9-40. 

34 Lloyd Norman, "The Chiefs: Partisan"hip 
Goes Out \Vhen the 'Purple Stlitf';' Go On," Army, 
May 1970. p 40. 

:l;; Beaufre-. op. cit. 

:l6 Taylor, Responsibi/itl/ and Response. op. "'-t. 

Military Review 

----TJ 

LOGISTICS 

A W PO [NTIAt 

Colonel LirlW\(lOd ~!lth'er, United States Anny 

I SRAELI Golda Meir's 
statement, made after the 

beginning of a in the 1973 Mid-
East War, is testimony to the 
critical imLportltn9(e of logistics in wag­
ing modern wa,tf'lre, Although Israel 
has gained w(,jl,]wide recognition for 
the valor, aggressiveness and 
military of its fighting 

't as a nation was in men, 1 S 

dire .1e"p"T('y until the arrival of arms, 
and equipment via a mas­

airlift permitted a counterof­
that stopped the Arab armies, 

the USSR showed its inter-
keeping Syria and Egypt sup­
the United States provided es-
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in any future 
major world powers. 

must be prepared 
forces in 
to provide 

sive n;~t":!~~~~.;tort~ to its ames 
well. To this mission, 
United States achieve and 
tain, as never in peacetime, 

to deploy high state of re,adin'l~s 

support its n~~,~~~.~~:;~ 
Although 

fort is spent 
the tools of 


