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It is my pleasure to be here with you this evening to address 
this session of the Economic Club of New York. I shall offer to you, 
in the face of all the discouraging financial and economic indicators , 
sti ll another somber thought: However great t he difficulties which preoccupv 
us in t he economi c realm, t he problems facing thi5 nation are deeper. 
broader, and more enduring than the painful and immediate problems reflected 
in those indicators . 

For this reason it is my intention to speak to you this evening, 
first, of America's role in the world and, then, of the relationship of 
our defense posture to that role. In the entire post war period the 
steady expansion of trade and investment and the more or less steady 
growth of the international economy, notably outside the self-contained 
economies of the Communi st nations, have been intimately related to the 
power and to the stabilizing force represented by the United States. To 
a degree . no t as yet f e l ly analyzed. l ess rf confi3e~_e in the un=er l yi r.g 
struc t ure O! t he world. e conomy i s aSSOc18ted w1t.n tnt." quesriOIDllb. am:)n~. 
other thi ngs, of America's role and America' s power . 

In the years since World War II the Uni ted States has acquired and 
has had thrust upon her a set of international responsibilities -­
responsibili ties of a type that she rarely sought snd never desired, for 
our initial impulse in those earlier days was to withdraw, to demobilize, 
to embrace the welcome relief embodied in the later phrase "come home 
Ameri ca . tt 
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Instead we accepted a mission shaped in the crucibl e of fo rcea . 
primsrily political and milita~·. but nonetheless possessing deep ramifications 
for international economics . This mission fel l to the one nation in the 
world capable of sustaining it . In the post-war it was shaped by such dramatic 
evencs as the engulfment of Eastern Europe by che Soviet Union. the threat 
of the political and econOm1 C disintegration of estern Europe. the probl em 
of Japanese recovery and rei ntegration >-nco t he wor ld economy. and the 
decolonization of much of the underdeveloped world . Since we seem to live 
in an anti-historical period. and suffer from a widespread, though 
unarticulated. illusion that goals and satisf act i ons can be .elected freely 
with casual disregard for the forces of history, I should like to record that 
the United States responded magnificently to these challenges . Rer response 
represented an awesome historic accomplishment . 

In these post Vietnam years with the discontents -- one might say the 
national dvspepsia -- induced bv the confli ct in Se u reas : Asi a. there has 
developed a revisionis t critiq~e of Aoerica ' s hj s tot~ rol e . The critique 
seeks t o convey at root that American power and purposes have been a 
destabilizing fo r ce in the world. marked by overweening pride . the imperialist 
impulse. cold war passion. and a growing list of alleged blunders. 

For my par t it is a portrait I do not recognize and canno t accept. 
Mistakes. undoubtedly, -- but in the great sweep of hIstOry it can, I believe, 
be said -- never has t here been an era of greate r se curity , of such limited 
conf l ict, of economic growth, of trade expansi on. And , may I add, of civi l 
liberti es more generally widespread than ever before. Al l of this took pl ace 
under the aegis of American power. No great nation in the history of mankind 
has used its stre~th with greater fo rbearance or its resources with greater 
generosity. It e~tablished an epoch of security in which growth occurred -­
and many of our difficulties both national and international are a consequence 
of this growth and expansion. Overall it is a record of which we can all be 
proud. 

Pax Americana is the term frequently attached to thi s historic epoch. I 
sus pect t hat, if th~ internat ional struct ure grows more fragile, its attributes 
·,!ll be regarded WH1l nostalgia even bv i ts l'resent critics. It f os t e r ed a 
uni que p~ rioj 01 or eer dnd s t abill.ry. S1t:ce ' .. e a re n= !:l ;)vin~ into a perio.! 
of po te~tial i nstabi lity, ref l ec ted i n dis t~rtion and disequi l ibrium of t he 
i nternat i onal payments mechanisms, the tensions in the Miadle East and t he 
apparently growing eni eeblempnt of several European states, we shoul d 
recognize that in no inconsiderable measure these instabilities are traceable 
t o an erosion of belief in ~erican power and purposes . I trust tha t we 
shall also keep in mind that while c ri ticism of Ame r ica' s role has come f rom 
i Jealis • 8 ;) a lso t he very exercise of Americ~~ power ~a8 refle~ted that ss~e 
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Since the post-Wor ld ~ar II era t h U~ted ~tates has accepted twin 
r ules serving bot~ as the ma1nstay 01 an ass~ciat~on o~ f ree nations and 
as the maintainer of a worldwide mil i t ary bal anc . In he latter capaci 
the United Stetes has provided t hat mar~in of military power serving t o 
preclude the attai~nt of mil i ta ry pTe~ondeTan=e in the Eastern Hemisphere 
by t~e other superpower. 10 the extent thet we ho~e t~at the prevailing 
international structure does not turn adversely to th interests of the 
United States and to other free states, the United States will be obliged 
to continue to serve in that capacity. Thus t Le question naturally arises : 
What is happening to the military balance ? 

There will be those amon~ vou, I suspect, who have accepted such terms 
as swollen, bloated, and inflated as applied to the Defense budget. Inflated, 
to be sure, in the correct meanin~ that the Deparcment of Defense, like all 
other institutions, 15 a vict~m 01 the erowton 0' purchasing power. Swollen 
end bloated, by contras t, w u ld seem t o hp in direct conflic t with the k~ 
f acts. Let me review some of those facts. 

In the next fiscal year , as a consequen~e of Congressional cuts and 
i nflation, DOD expenditures will represent about S% of capacity output 
the lowest poi nt since the pre-Korean demobilizat ion. As a "burden" on 
the economy the DOD has been cut almost in half since the Vietnam high; it 
has been cut by 30% as compared to t he pre-Vie tnam perl od. As a percentage 
J f total government spending, including state and local , defense expenditures 
come to 16%, the lowest point since before Pearl Harbor, for whatever comfort 
that may provide. The United States now has under arms about 1% of the 
nation's population, a percentage no higher than that reached in the pellmell 
demobilization after World War II -- with the then lower population base . 
Military manpower has been reduced by 600,000 men as compared to pre-Vietnam. 

Since FY 1968 the Army has been cut almost precisely in half. It still 
remains above the manpower levels reached in the halcyon dsys of Louis 
Johnson, but, compared to pre-Vietnam, it has been cut by almost 200,000 
men . 

I n t he iorrt ..... n! r:.g ! is .... al : ar the II '. 'avv ""·~l} dit't ~e!ow SUI) shiD~ 

in the acti 'Je rl' .• a l evel l""er than a~ an. t~me S1nce 1939 -- two years 
beloTe Pearl Harnor. As compared to pre- ~ e Lname~e v~ars, the Navy has been 
cut alJll()St in half. LIne mus recall that a considerable portion of the 
~avy 's ships were bui lt in the World War II period. I t is now thirty years 
since the c lose of World War II and those ships are rapidly going out 
of service. 1'0 be sure, Navy ships today have greater per unit capability 
than a decade ag~ n"W-ver. t he L adv 9 rinkag p ~r force structure must be 
re 1e"'W'ed 1:1 ten:~ ~ .... D cl !it.ar " D . .'.da,.· d t~-,. ]j:>t s have not. exaL.tl~. 

been standi~ 5:11 . 
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Each year the Soviets have increased their real expenditures -- in 
constant rubles -- by 3 to 5%. Whatever t he appeal of a reduced military 
posture stemming from detente, so frequently preached in this country, 
Soviet military expenditures -- in detente as before -- continue to riBe . 
The Soviets continue to state quite categorically that peaceful coexistence 
~s a consequence of the expansion of Soviet military power. 

Today, according to the latest CIA dollar projections, which I believe 
to be understated if anything, the Soviet Union is outspending the United 
States on defense by 20% -- 25% if pensions are dropped out. In every 
meaningful category of defense expenditures the Soviets outspend the United 
States. Calculated in U.S. prices the USSR now outspends us by 25% in 
procurement, 20% in overall research and development, 20? in general purpose 
:orces, and 60% in strat egic nuclear offensive force~ . Since 1960 t he Sovie: 
Unl.on has expan ed its military manpower from .3 mj lJi:>:'l ::r:'l t o :. mill ion :._ .. 
under arms . It has increased ~ts denloyments in the Far Last and in Eas :c~:'l 

Europe. It is now eobarking on a major and costly expansion of its strategic 
nuclear capabilities. 

It is evident that a continuation of the trends that I have outlined 
would l ead to Soviet military preponderance in the Eastern Hemisphere -­
and the disintegration of the s ystem of mutual security that tbe United 
States has long supported. What this trend signifies, if we should allow 
1: to conti nue , is that a major underpinning of postwar stability wi ll 
have been eliminated . 

This may appear to be of little moment to the many who have enjoyed 
the luxury of security under the aegis of American power. While I cannot 
pretend to state with any preCision what the consequences would be of the 
Soviet Union becoming and being perceived as preeminent in military power , 
I doubt that once it has occurred, that we in the United States would find 
ourselves at ease wi th the results . The consequences for our friends and allies 
located in the Eastern Hemisphere would be far more tra umatic. How this 
would affec t the delicate ties of interdependence. the existing patterns 
or traoe and ~nves~~t . t he expansjon of con~acrs ~d as~~ciations as wel l 
as econOml C opportan1ties that have characteri zed tne postwar era , is ~ 
matter on whi ch 1 s~all leave to you to speculate. 

Maintenance of a worldwide military equilibrium is essential to the 
American society as we know i t today. An equilibrium of force is as vital 
in undergirding detente -- as it is indispensable in a period of tension. 
If we are t o ahanci~o the maintenance of a worldwide military balance. il 
should be done CO~~cl.ou91y w~th f 1 understanding of the 10ng-tPrc 
~oa&eQu~n es ~ rat er than unconsciously because o f gene ali zed d19~on tenL 

.:>r tl.e neg e t or tne consequences or i nfla tiou . 
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A continuation of the present trends implies the upsetting of t he military equilibrium. We would then have little opportunity to ponder t he advantages of "come home America;" it would be a fait accompli. Unless we sre prepared to defend portions of the worl d l ying outside of Nort~ America, we shall soon find ourselves with nothin~ else but North Amer i cJ to defend . 

Under thoae circumstances, make no mistake about it, the portion of national effort going to defense would increase dramatically rather than diminish. In my judgment we would be faced with something more like a closed economy -- and, even worse, a closed society. In such an environment we could gradually acquire, as anxiety mounted , some of the trappings of the garrison state. 

Consequent y, I be l ieve t hst we have n~ satisfa~t ory alte rna tivE but to continue to maintai n the forces necessary t o sus t ain a wor ldwi de military balance. The burden is substantial, "but I offer no apologies . This count r y is up to bearing that burden. 

I f we are sensible, there is no turning back . The age of int er­i ndependence is upon us; the age of major American responsibility i s still with us : the age 1n whi ch wi thdrawal was a seri ous option i s, for better or worse . oehind us. Al l t his was recognized during t he posrwar Ame r ican awakeni ng t o t ha t !!U.ssion of worldwide respons i bility , so clearly stated by Senator Vandenberg i n 1949: 

"Much as we might crave the easier way of lesser responsibility, we are denied the privilege. We cannot 
turn back the clock. We cannot sail by the old and easi e r charts. Tha t has been determined for us by the march of events . We have no choice as to whether we shall play a gr eat part i n the world. We have to play that part . We have to play it in sheer defense of our own sel f - i nteres t. All that we can deci de i s whe ther we shall pl av it well or . 1 ' 1 __ .. 

If we are responsible and i f we r ecognize our resp~nsibilities, t ne re i s no al t ernative _ No other nati on has the power t o fil l t he r ole t ha t has become t he Ameri can desti ny . Let me repeat , what I have sai d on other occasi ons : I f the United States drops the torch , there is no one else to pick it up . 


