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Minutes

President: I would like to express my appreciation for Fhe
outstanding efforts of everyone who was involved with this stgdy.
I want to assure each of you that your efforts have resulted in
one of the most significant and meaningful statements of US
national strategy. More importantly, this study will undoubtedly
serve as the basis for the national security of the United States
for the remainder of this century. As important as this effort
is, I recognize that it is but one part of our overall national
strategy, and I ask that each agency devote the same energy and
resources to other ongoing strategy studies which characterize
this study. I also want to take time here to Ehanlk BN EliEE:
and Tom Reed for the efforts they have put into this endeavor.

Judge Clark: The President has read all nine segments of the
study as they were produced. At the NSC meeting on April 16
there was general consensus on the first five parts. Today we
will consider the last four parts. On a personal note, now being
closer to the facts, security assistance has taken on new meaning
and importance for me, and we will have some discussion today on
where we need to go in the area of security assistance. The
President does plan to spend some time this week on security
assistance matters. Finally, I want to point out that this
effort will impact the national security of the United States

for the remainder of the century.

Mr. Reed: At the last National Security Council meeting on the
16th of April, we considered the first five segments of NSSD-1,
which set the foundations of a national security strategy.

Part I, which discussed the world environment, looked at the
Soviet threat, concluded that both the Soviet Union and the
United States have problems, and there is a potential that the
decade of the '80s will be the decade of resolution. The first
part of the study also sets forth our national objectives; an
active but prudent program to encourage the dissolution of the
Soviet empire. It also set forth the interlocking set of
strategies that must execute our national objectives:

economic, political, diplomatic, informational and military.

We agreed on the nature of the Soviet threat, and concluded that
it posed significant dangers to the Free World. We considered
the role of our allies and frilends!, and we' found' that oun
relationships with our allies and friends are indispensable.

Finally, we set forth some regional military objectives and
theater priorities.

Today we will look at the specific forces and attempt to
answer the question of what are we going to do about the problems
we face and the objectives we have. I will also describe what
is new in this study as opposed to the Carter program.

Section D, Strategic Nuclear Forces, states that nuclear
deterrence is our most fundamental national security objective.
It acknowledges that the US no longer enjoys superiority or
parity and therefore there is great danger to the US and our
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allies. We must fix this condition, we must achieve parity,

and for the United States this is our first jeligaliefiaalicy

Mr. President, in October you adopted the strategic forces
modernization plan, which was codified in NSDD-12 Which e
implicitly spurred the TRIAD and provided a very high priority
to C3I. You also adopted the concept of FlEsationl balies7 atong
strategic reserves and that was codified in NSDD-13. This
section says get on with it, essentially as promulgated last
Fall, and do it in a balanced and steady way. What is different
about the treatment of strategic nuclear forces in this section
as opposed to the last administration? I would say the answer
has three .elements: First, we are.going about it in an integrated
way. Second, we are according top jopeslenestiesy 1@ @3, emel Elnaililsy,
rather than by a patchwork approach, this program is going to
persist towards a goal and do it in a balanced and steady way.

Section E, General Purpose Forces, has three major
subsections. The first discusses our employment policies and
discusses how we plan to use our general purpose forces. Given
force insufficiencies, we can't be everywhere at once, and
therefore we have concluded that in a conflict with the Soviet
Union, we must undertake sequential operations and establish
clear prioEitles. A & ceroliery e Euly, Teserves el
mobilization are an essential part of our force posture. The
section does observe that US forces should be prepared to deal
with non-Soviet conflicts, although in non-Soviet conflicts we
should rely primarily on indigenous forces. The second major
subsection deals with force employment strategy -- how do we plan
on using our resources? In peacetime, we plan to take advantage
of forward deployed forces, security assistance, special operations,
exercises, and the capability of our rapid deployment forces.

In wartime, in a conventional war not involving the Soviet Union,
we ought to limit the scope of the conflict, keep the Soviets
out, and end the conflict as quickly as possible. In a
conventional war involving the Soviet Union, we ought to be able
to deploy our forces rapidly to deter further aggression, attempt
to halt the Soviet advances and prepare to execute counter-
offensives where appropriate, with the words "where appropriate"
being very important. The paper makes the conclusion that, and
I guote, "the US does not now possess a credible capability to
achieve all military objectives simultaneously. In the midterm
we will remain unable to meet the requirements for simultaneous
global operations." The final subsection deals with force
development; in other words, what do we want to fix first? The
paper opts for first priority to be given to operational
improvements: First, readiness, be sure what you have works;

second, priority is to upgrade c3 -- make sure what you have
works as a team; then sustainability -- be sure that what you
have keeps on working; then mobility -- so that what you have

can operate where you want it to operate; and finally, force
modernization.

therelareltineednewsellemenEsin S thulsEsec tilonti Bae St e
paper treats with global planning; no longer are we talking
about 2% war strategy or 1% war strategy. Second, the paper
tells our forces to be prepared to respond to non-Soviet

contingencies. In Carter documents there was a clear
TN arpanry
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implication that US forces would not be required to respond to
non-Soviet contingencies. Finally, the section sets a clear
and comprehensive order of PrilosikEnie st

Section F, Security Assistance. This section states that
security assistance can be the most cost-effective investment we
can make, especially right now. The major problem is that though
there are more than 150 nations in the world, 60 percent ()iE (Obbic
security assistance goes to two countries -- Israel and Egypt.
If you add Turkey and Greece, 75 percent of our security
assistance goes to four countries. Yet there are problems all
over the world, and Bill Casey has a map that he will discuss
later that points that out so vividly. A second problem is that
we are hamstrung by Congress. The section lays out the
following proposed solution to our security assistance problems.

Proposed solutions: First, we must establish a full court
press under Congress to pass the FY 82 supplemental and the FY 83
bill. Second, we must plan for steady growth, for security
assistance as part of the defense pie. Third, we must use more
multiyear commitments to our allies and friends. Fourth, we
must anticipate foreign military sales by activating and using
our Special Defense Acquisition Fund. Fifth, we must undertake
a legislative strategy to amend or rewrite as appropriate the
Foreign Assistance Act and the Arms Export Control Act. This
section is different from the previous administration's approach
to security assistance in that it sets a plan of actileony
recognizes the vital role of security assistance, and unlike
the Carter Administration, it is not queasy about security
assistance. During the Carter administration there was an aura
of "security assistance is simply cattle prods for cops."

The final section, Section G, deals with Force Integration.
The purpose of this section is to tie everything together.
Included in the analysis is a discussion of the trade-offs
between money, strategy and risk. The paper addresses:

-- unified forces -- no one force can win the war;

-- balanced forces -- combat as well as suﬁport forces and
deployed forces and those at home;

-- total forces -- active and reserves;
-- mobility;
-- mobilization;

-- integration of the entire spectrum of strategic components
so that we win at the lowest possible level;

-- worldwide capabilities;

-- integration of nuclear and conventional forces;

-- strategic defense and space




Rhe paper'theﬁ looks at resulting risks and concludes that in

the near term in conventional forces we are deficient in nearly
every area; therefore there is a need for a steady, order}y
pillaniteolErcducelri sk i iin strategic nuclear forces, we are 1in
danger of blackmail if we don't fix our shortfalls promptly.

In looking at the mid-term and longer term our general purpose
forces can maintain forward deployments and can deter and fight
local conflicts not involving the Soviet Union. However, our
general purpose forces for the mid and longer term will remain
inadequate for global conflict against the SeoviletUnioneIndeedy
we will be more balanced and more mobile by the end of the 1980s
but relative risk in large measure will depend on what the

Soviet Union will do. Fihally, the report requires annual seal %
e ments Eromthe Toint Chiefs joft staff. Thisfsectionisiin
fact wholly different from the previous administration because it
does treat with the concept of integration.

The last thing I would like to do is to sum up. We have
prepared an interagency study on natilonal¥sitrategyEhenremaise
three sides to the strategy: money, risk and strategy. We held
that the FYDP is the baseline. We developed the strategy and
assessed the risk. We could do three things: We could change our
strategy, we could change the money allocations, or we could
accept the risk and reallocate it where we want it. This is not
a novel approach. It has been done for many years.

I will now summarize the entire study. We have recognized
the risk and redistributed that risk to places where we want it.
We must assure nuclear deterrence with the modernization program
that will allow our strategic nuclear forces to regain parity with
the Soviet Union. In peacetime we rely principally on non-military
means to achieve our objectives. In conflicts not involving the
Soviet Union we seek to limit the scope of any conflict, keep the
Soviets out, and end it quickly. If confronted by the Soviet
Union, we plan on sequential operations with lesser operations in
secondary theaters. We plan to undertake counter-offensives only
whgre they can affect the outcome of the war and are key to our
primary objectives.

~Judge Clark: I propose that we hold the discussion on security
assistance until the end, and open the discussion this afternoon

on the nuclear, general purpose forces, and force integration
Seectionisi

Secretary Haig: I would like to stress the imperative of a
lapdjbased hucllearideterrent it iicilicEiitl cailivaimpoisEani-m Mo
gblllty to manage crises, and if we hope to establish arms control
incentives for negotiations with the Soviet Union.

Secretary Weinberger: I would like to emphasize the points

that Secretary Haig has just made. I agree with him completely.

A key is survivable land-based systems. The fact that our

MINUTEMAN vulnerability is in the order of 80 to 82 percent

muSERbelevence dil e eediEolhalvelth e @ and Snusitthave it g et o &

the production line. We must also put it somewhere; anywhere is

better than in warehouses. The Townes Commission gave us three

ideas and we are now working on a fourth. It is not enough to

pUESthedMXEiinSex i st ingiholie’s where Ehey would remain vulnerable
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judge‘Clark: o uldh ke tol point out R Ehait s the Presidgnt is
being kept informed on this problem and has a very hlghtiniEenels;E
algy alte

Misotockmant: I would like to make a generic comment on the
entire study. There is no doubt that thilsistudyicasSiEeD
forward and I am not quarreling with it, but I hope e alg Jethe
a start and not an end. There is an enormous gap between
strategy and capability. It iisicillearmthiaitlEhelresoEcelSHaTe
not satisfactory to execute the strategy. The study does not
address the resources implications and I appreciate the fact
that the study was not intended to do so. We have identified
the issues-but now we need to go on to the later steps of
figuring out how to resolve the imbalance between strategy and
capability.

Secretary Weinberger: The process is in-place but it is an
enormous task. The Soviet Union is in the lead because of

its enormous investment, the fact that we gave them too much
technology, and the fact that they stole much technology. What
we have done and wha the report confirms is to begin the long
hard process of bringing back the security that our nation
demands while recognizing that Defense will never get more than
30 percent of the total budget. That means that the problems
will not disappear but the process is in-place. We have
developed a budget and the weapons systems. Congress has
endorsed our plan -- 98 percent of it last year and so far this
year, 90 percent. But we must understand the mess we inherited
and the huge task that is before us.

M alcen: Are the resources there to do the job?

Secretary Weinberger: Yes, by the end of the decade we will
have a posture which will allow us to achieve reasonable
assurance of detering Soviet aggression. However, today we
cannot make such statements.

Mr. Baker: Will we have shortfalls at the end of the decade?

Secretary Weinberger: The answer of course depends on the risk.
A no-risk strategy would require 80 percent of the budget. Of
course, Defense getting that size of the budget would leave us

with problems at least as bad in other areas as those we have in
the Defense sector today.

Presidgnts What we are saying is that the plan does not require
500 billion more. ' In other words, the plan is in-place.
Secretary Weinberger: Tom Reed did an extremely good job. There

are of course quicker ways to reduce the risk but they would be
in;redibly expensive. The plan of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
whilchShalsta¥priicel taghofis7508bil lliony, T woulld S increaserour carrier
fgrce_from 15 to. 23, but that of course would give you additional
MEiS eatn) numerous non-military sectors. By the end of the decade,
our plan will allow us to regain the ability to deter. Our problem

sisiiehe hilgh P riiskfweSface today,.  In' sum, the Defense ‘request is
modest.
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Mr.'Méese: What does "sequential operations" mean? Is alie
similar to the World War II 'historical example'?

Mr.. Reed: It is. It means that you focus your forces at (Ehie
point where your vital interests are threatened and have
strategic defensive, lesser operations in other areas.

Secretary Weinberger: Sequential operations means that we will
have to accept some early losses.

President: We should consider attacks at places which while not
confronting the Soviet Union directly, could hurt them just Ehe
same; such as Cuba.

Admiral Hayward: We are doing that kind of planning right now.

Mr. Stockman: In reading the document I note that in page after
page we require a capability that will not be pPLEovidedEbythcEs
FYDP. The statement is made that when the FYDP force is fielded,
NelsEa Wil not be able to! fullllycarrylout ourss trategy There
are serious implications for reserve forces and sustainability.
What are the cost implications? There is an indication that
there is a requirement to add force structure. It seems as
though we need to add numbers to needs.

Secretary Weinberger: We will be less able to carry out our
strategy in Year 2 than we will in Year 6. At the end of the plan
we will still not bel risk-free. Howeyer, it is all a matter of
degree. Our task is large. What we can do we will do, but it
will not fix everything. Even the Chiefs' $750 billion plan

would take a decade. There is a period of danger and we must

rely on our allies and friends.

Admiral Hayward: The five-year plan does not do-it all. We
couldn't do it all no matter how much money Defense received.

We don't have the industrial infrastructure, we don't have the
industrial capacity. However, the study requires that the Joint
Chiefs of Staff provide an annual risk assessment that will
enable us to better. evaluate how we are reducing risk.

- Mz, CESEVS We just completed a Soviet strategic capability
assessment. It is clear that the Soviets have much capability,
but they also have much uncertainty. In this regard, it seems
to me that we need to emphasize the cruise missile and
strategic defensive systems. :

Secretary Weinberger: We should also mention the Soviet Union
is having significant problems in Afghanistan.

JudgeNciianki:alic ERuSHn owlsFasElouERdiiscus S ifonSonMs e cuEitEy,
assistance.
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Mr. Casey: The map that I have provided you displays the
countries that are being threatened by Soviet actions and the
actions of Soviet proxies. - Eleven countries located near
chokepoints are being threatened. The threatened countries
are not capable of defending themselves. However, they do not
require sophisticated arms. They need light weapons and
communications gear. We must remember chsie & lbhlgele CEEs &
lot done when it comes to security assistance.

Secretary Haig: The security assistance problem has two dimensions.
The first dimension is our near-term requirement, to \gain passage
on the FY 82 supplemental and the FY 83 package. The longer-term
aspect of the security assistance problem is the requirement to
straighten out the confusing set of legislative restrictions and
the inability to respond responsively to valid security assistance
requirements. The objective of security assistance is frequently
misunderstood. It needs to be understood that security assistance
is a coherent and essential element of strategy. Security
assistance is a political tool, a force multiplier, and a concerter
of national policy. We have a battle on the Hill. We are asking
for $1.2 billion over FY 82 figures. There are valid reasons

for this upswing. The previous administration let the program
falter, and we now have an enormous backillc gl oM FaSIN g

A straightline security assistance budget gives us a disaster.
The tragedy right now is that most of our security assistance money
is consumed by Egypt and Israel. When you add Spain and Turkey,
you have the package. It is crucial for the near-term aspect of our
problem to gain White House support for the FY 82 supplemental and
the FY 83 package. There can be no divergence of views among the
leadership of this administration with regard to the requirement
for security assistance. Mr. President, we do not have a prayer
of securing Congressional approval unless you are involved.

The President: We are suffering from years of bad aid programs.
Wellare i nowldoing it S rilght SIS thinidiiittSeantbefidoner

Mr. Baker: The President was able to secure agreement last year
because he vetoed the continuing resolution. That scenario can't
be easily repeated this year. ‘

Mr. Duberstein: The Congressional obstacles are severe. The

S1.2 billion increase is on the minds of many of our Republican
friends.

Mr. Meese: We have to be careful in how we approach Congress.
Methodology is important. We can no longer use old methods. Bill
Casey's map accompanied by overlays to show where security
assistance money is to go is an example of how we might package it.
We must take care in packaging this program the right way.

Mr. Baker: In approaching the security assistance bill on the
Hill we should go at it in stages.

Secretary Haig: We only have three weeks.

SECRET. B
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MistiCaseyis Wenalso have to restructure the whole concept of
Security assistance. We must make it more responsive and more
timely. We cannot respond to today's problems when we require a
two-year lead-time to provide equipment needed to combat today's
problems.

Secretary Haig: We must also fix the longer term. The Defense
profile is up and the security assistance profile should go up in
tandem. We have to deal with and solve the legislative

prohibitions and make the Special Defense Acquisition Fund work.

Secretary Weinberger: The SDAF is very important and certainly
is a step in the right direction. Security assistance can give
us added strength at much less cost. There are modest reguests
from many countries such as Korea, countries in the Caribbean,
Tunisia, Portugal, Kenya and Spain. We need to think about
redirections in the security assistance program. Of course it
will take a major fight, but security assistance helps to buy
our security on a cheaper basis.

Judge Clark: The President will get the decision directive
together by the middle of next week.

The meeting was adjourned at 3:15 p.m.
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