The Pentagon’s strategy for global supremacy
could bankrupt the country and spark a world war.
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OR THE 40-ODD YEARS OF THE COLD WAR, THE UNITED STATES AND
its allies were governed by the overriding strategy of contain-
ment: a scheme to obstruct the Soviet Union’s advances around
the world and eventually erigger its collapse. Every aspect of US
foreign and military policy—and much of America’s economic,
technological, and cultural behavior—was subordinated to this
all-inclusive concept. Once the Cold War ended, however, US

strategists lacked a unifying theme for military planning and spending, and
so they flirted with one imperfect substitute after another—the campaign

against “rogue states,” the “Global War on Terror,” and so on. But now, :

with Donald Trump in the White House and a new cast of hawks at the
Pentagon, miliary leaders have landed on a new grand strategy: overmatch.

Overmatch decrees that the United States must retain military and tech-
nological superiority over Russia and China (and all other potential chal-
lengers) for as far into the future as we can see. In this vision, America sits
alone at the top of the global hierarchy; there can be no partnership among
the major powers. “The United
States must retain overmatch—
the combination of capabilities in
sufficient scale to prevent enemy
success and to ensure that Ameri-
ca’s sons and daughters will never
be in a fair fight,” proclaimed the
Trump administration in its Na-
tional Security Strategy, released
in December 2017.

Above all, overmatch is a call
to arms in every realm of com-
bat—nuclear, conventional, un-
conventional, space, and cyber—
at whatever cost to American
taxpayers and the independence
of American tech companies. “To retain military over- Always more:
match,” the National Security Strategy asserts, “the  Overmatch requires
United States must restore our ability to produce in- (r:noiﬂtsatra; ?g&gg{gg? g
novative capabilities, restore the readiness of our forces '
for major war, and grow the size of the force so that it
is capable of operating at sufficient scale and for ample
duration to win across a range of scenarios.”

Although reminiscent of containment in some re-
spects, overmatch differs from Cold War strategy not
only because it presumes two (and possibly more) ma-
jor competitors instead of just one, but also because it
requires a perpetual struggle for dominance in every
realm, including in trade, energy, and technology. As
the overmatch strategy gains momentum, it will re-
quire substantial changes in American society. Mam-
moth sums will be needed to procure new weapons
systems to ensure US superiority over all conceivable
combinations of adversaries. The tech sector, including
large parts of Silicon Valley and its offshoots elsewhere
in the country, will be harnessed for the development
of exotic weapons—artificial intelligence, autonomous
weapons, hypersonics, and so on. America’s oil, coal,
and natural gas will be used for geopolitical competi-
tion. International trade and travel will be subjected
to military oversight to ensure that US technological
advances are not transferred to America’s military com-
petitors; likewise, the Internet will be heavily policed to
defend against enemy spying and technology theft. And
more is bound to follow.

Overmatch
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THE ORIGINS OF OVERMATCH

HE STRATEGY OF OVERMATCH DERIVES FROM A
conviction, deeply held among senior Pentagon
officials, that the military strategies pursued
by Presidents George W. Bush and Barack
Obama—namely a global assortment of small

wars (Afghanistan, Iraq, Syria) and counterterrorism

campaigns—have severely depleted the armed forces of
personnel and equipment while enabling our prime com-
petitors, including China and Russia but also Iran and

North Korea, to bolster their own capabilities, signifi-

cantly decreasing the margin of superiority long enjoyed

by the United States over all of its potential rivals.

“QOur military remains capable, but our competitive
edge has eroded in every domain of warfare—air, land,
sea, cyber, and space,” Defense Secretary Jim Mattis told
the House Armed Services Com-
mittee last February. “The nega-
tive impact on military readiness
resulting from the longest con-
tinuous stretch of combat in our
nation’s history created an over-
stretched and under-resourced
military.” Our primary objective,
Mattis added in later testimony in
April, must be for “America’s mili-
tary to restore its competitive edge
in an era of re-emerging long-
term strategic competition.”

One can argue, of course, about
how much of a “competitive edge”
the United States must maintain
to feel safe and secure. The United States spends nearly
three times as much on defense as China and Russia
combined. It possesses more aircraft carriers and ad-
vanced stealth aircraft than those countries, and deploys
the most advanced tanks and planes. But it is also true
that China and Russia (as well as India, North Korea,
and other rising powers) are devoting vast sums (o mili-
tary modernization and arms procurement, narrowing
the capabilities gap with the United States. Even more
worrying to many in Washington, China and Russia
have invested heavily in the development of advanced
military technologies like Al and hypersonic weapons,
hoping to narrow the gap even further—a prospect that
Pentagon and White House officials cannot bear.

“For decades, our adversaries have studied our meth-
ods and invested specifically in capabilities that mitigate
our strengths,” Michael Griffin, the undersecretary of
defense for research and engineering, told the House
Armed Services Committee in April. “They are systemat-
ically and strategically developing and fielding advanced
systems more rapidly than us. This erodes the advantage
that DOD [the Department of Defense] has maintained
in conventional warfare and impedes upon our ability to
project power.” (“Power projection,” in Pentagon-speak,
means the ability to attack and invade countries across the
globe.) “In this increasingly competitive environment,”
Griffin continued, “the department must pay much more
attention to future readiness and regaining our Joint
Force conventional overmatch.”
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This means not only #7zore things—more tanks, planes, missiles, and so
on—but more capable things. Technology is seen as a “leveler” in the emerging
strategic competition, becausé ighas allowed China, Russia, and others to find
ways to counter America’s advantages in conventional military hardware. By
investing in Al cybet, robotics, and other technologies available from com-
mercial sources, those countries have been able—or so we’re being told—to
eat away at America’s technological superiority. The response to this chal-
lenge is obvious: Spend more money on technology—# /ot more money.

THE iMPLI._C_ATIONS OF OVERMATCH

ITH VIRTUALLY NO PUBLIC OR CONGRESSIONAL DISCUSSION, OVER-
match has become the driving principle of US foreign and
military policy. This means, at the very least, that US military
spending will continue to exceed that of all potential adversaries
and that the country’s arsenals will be perpetually replenished
with new and more capable weapons.

The Pentagon’s proposed budget for fiscal year 2019, released last Feb-
ruary, calls for spending $686 billion—an increase of $74 billion, or 12 per-
cent, over FY 2018. (These figures do not encompass spending on nuclear
weapons via the Department of Energy or other security-related expen-
ditures outside the Department of Defense.) But this is merely a start. To
maintain overmatch, the Pentagon—and its supporters in Congress and the
White TTouse—must keep enhancing the military’s capabilities to defeat
China and/or Russia in a full-scale confrontation. “While our trajectory is
in the right direction,” Mattis told Congress in April, “our work has just
begun.” Among his stated goals: to
expand the Navy from an existing
force of 280 ships to 355; to ac-
quire new high-tech conventional
weapons capable of overpower-
ing Chinese and Russian defenses
against American attack; and to re-
place almost the entire US nuclear
stockpile with new, more capable
atomic weapons.

Building a larger Navy, the Pen-
tagon argues, is essential to ensure
US dominance of the world’s major
sea lanes and to enable American
forces to battle the Chinese and
Russians on their maritime peripheries—something they ~ Warfare state:
will never be permitted to do on our periphery. Similarly, US defense spending
the acquisition of more long-range guided missiles and glﬂéﬁf[meo?a“
other advanced conventional weaponry is needed, we’re  potential adversaries.
told, to allow US forces to remain beyond the range of
ever-improving Chinese and Russian defensive systems
and still strike critical targets inside those countries.

In parallel with this buildup of conventional forces,
overmatch demands the modernization and expansion
of US nuclear forces and, it appears, a new approach to
arms control. Under the existing US-Russian nuclear-
arms-control regime, the New Strategic Arms Reduc-
tion Treaty of 2010, the two countries maintain arsenals
of approximately equal size and character, with neither
possessing any distinct military or technological advan-
tage (of a sort that might lead one side or the other to
consider their actual use). A prior agreement, the Inter-
mediate-Range Nuclear Forces Treaty of 1987, bars ei-
ther country from deploying ground-launched missiles
with a range (500 to 5,500 kilometers) intended for
regional but not intercontinental nuclear exchanges.
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For the architects of overmatch, this overall situation
inhibits America’s ability to employ its technological
prowess in the pursuit of strategic advantages over
its rivals, and so it must be remedied. This means,
as they see it, replacing existing US nuclear weapons
with more capable ones, acquiring new #ypes of nuclear
weapons, and, if necessary, abandoning the INF and
other arms-control agreements.

Although never quite expressed in those words,
this is all spelled out in the Nuclear Posture Review
released by the Defense Department last February and
in Mattis’s testimony two months later. Contending
that America’s existing nuclear armaments have be-
come obsolete, Mattis called for a 30-year, $1.7 tril-
lion commitment to replace each “leg” of the strategic
“deterrent” triad—ground-based intercontinental bal-
listic missiles, submarine-launched ballistic missiles,
and intercontinental bombers carrying cruise missiles
or gravity bombs—with new, more modern systems.
The FY 2019 defense budget contains a down pay-
ment of $6.9 billion on these systems, the beginning of
what will be an exponentially greater amount in each
year to come.

Mattis further called for the deployment of so-called
low-yield nuclear weapons (able to incinerate, say, Low-
er Manhattan but not all of New
York City), supposedly to discour-
age Russia from believing it could
use such weapons without precipi-
tating a full-scale US nuclear re-
sponse. (This despite the fact that
the United States already deploys
nuclear bombs in Europe that can
be “dialed down” to a low-yield
setting.) The military’s objective,
Mattis explained in typically obfus-
cating Pentagon-speak, is to field “a
nuclear deterrent fit for its time—a’
tailored and diverse set of nuclear-
deterrent capabilities that provides
a flexible, tailored approach to deterring one or more
potential adversaries.” The repetition of “deterrent” or
“deterring” suggests a policy of war avoidance, but other
words—“tailored,” “diverse,” and “flexible”—suggests
something else entirely: the desire to construct a varie-
gated arsenal that will be there for the president to draw
on under a wide range of circumstances.

All this has been made far more ominous by, Presi-
dent Trump’s stated intent to withdraw from the INF
Treaty. His public explanation for the impending move
is Moscow’s failure to acknowledge a breach of the
treaty—Russia allegedly developed a ground-launched
nuclear-capable cruise missile—as well as its failure to
take steps to return to compliance. “We’ve honored the
agreement, but Russia has not, unfortunately...so we're
going to terminate the agreement. We’re going to pull
out,” Trump told reporters in October.

For many observers, however, the decision to aban-
don the INF Treaty is as much about opening the
space for the United States to develop and field new
intermediate-range missiles—conventional or nuclear-
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armed-as it is to punish Russia for possibly installing weapons of this type. Pentagon officials worry
more than anything about Chinese and Russian advances in selfi4'lefense (or. "area denial"),
preventing America's ability to attack their heartlands at will. The acquisition of cruise and ballistic
missiles of the sort now prohibited by the INF treaty would allow US forces to overcome those
defenses. In the future, then, an encounter between US and Russian or US and Chinese forces in
contested areas like the Baltic or South China seas (however initiated) could lead to the use of higb
tech conventional weapons, then intermediate-range non-nuclear missiles, then their nuclear
variants-and from there, it's not hard to imagine the onset of nuclear catastrophe. By preserving the
INF limits, that calamitous leap across the "firebreak" between conventional and atomic warfare
would prove far more difficult. (continued on page 5)

CONTENDING WITH OVERMATCH

(Interjection — Basically, in the abysmal failure of the DOD audit, the
military-industrial complex had to come up with SOMETHING that might
stand a chance of instilling sufficient FEAR in U.S. citizenry to gain
support for ever-increasing and totally unnecessary over-blown
budgets.... Just as happened to initiate the Cold War and eventually drive
Soviet budgets sufficiently out of control that the old Soviet Union
collapsed. Historically, humanity has predictably responded to FEAR as
intended by national leaders. The concept of Overmatch is simply
another attempt to instill FEAR to justify continued extremely expensive
militarization which THIS country can ill afford, any more than the old
Soviet Union could.

If we look at the basic assumptions of MAJOR simultaneous wars. what
are the odds? Practicaly zero! Also, it assumes a nuclear weapon
development effort that is TOTALLY unnecessary and VERY expensive
(NOTE that I began my 20-1/2-year military career as a nuclear weapon
technician and team chief). A mistake that even Obama let himself be
talked into and tRump, in his total ignorance, is in favor of.

The participants of the military-industrial complex (mostly one
percenters) wants to stay in their relative luxury, paid for by the rest of
us AND government debt bought up by China and other countries. This
concept (in my experience) was initially proposed by the bib hitters in
industry and proposed to the DOD where the ranking officers, looking at
military retirement with the prospect of lucrative post-retirement jobs in
industry supporting this concept were more than happy to start the ball
rolling with poorly thought-out assumptions - because they’ve been used
so many times before to generate population FEAR to support previous
“concepts.” ~ Don Chapin)
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There's no getting away from it: overmatch will govern US foreign and military policy
for years into the future. It will increase the risk of great-power war and encroach
upon civilian life. The Democrats in Congress cannot stop it, partly because they lack
the power to do so and partly because most of them also subscribe to the notion of
permanent US military superiority. Resistance from the peace and antinuclear
movements, such as can he mustered, is unlikely to slow the pace of expanding
militarization. What is needed, therefore, is a clear-headed critique of overmatch and
a strategy for contesting its most dangerous components.

Overmatch rests on the assumption that the United States can and should devote
whatever resources it takes to preserve a significant military lead over all potential
competitors indefinitely. This is both practically and morally flawed. America's
competitors will always find new ways to overcome US advantages, while any
sustained drive to stay ahead of all conceivable threats will eventually drain this
country of its economic, scientific, and technological assets. As the architects of the
original US-Soviet arms-control agreements eventually concluded, negotiating parity
in weapons capabilities is a much more sensible strategy.

The moral flaws in overmatch derive from its repudiation of reciprocity in
international relations. During the Cold War, the leaders of the United States and the
Soviet Union-no matter how much they detested each other-determined that it was
necessary to meet periodically to address global dangers lest they provoke a conflict
that could spark nuclear Armageddon. The advocates of over match have no such
inclinations: For them, the only acceptable position for every potential US rival is
subordination to Washington in world affairs. Though no doubt a pleasing prospect to
the occupants of the White House, this is an unacceptable condition that will goad
countries like China and Russia to engage in a perpetual snuggle to overcome their
inferior status--a struggle that will result in a monumentally costly arms race and
perhaps even global war.

Lending this critique visibility and bolstering it with an effective political voice will
require assembling a coalition of all those groups who are bound to suffer from
overmatch: poor and working people who will be denied essential services to pay for a
new military buildup; tech workers who will he compelled to devote their talents to
war; parents of young children who may someday he drafted to fight against China or
Russia; and businesspeople who are being forced to sever ties with their Chinese
counterparts, among many others. The various ways in which we could he harmed by
this strategy may not yet be fully evident, but they will he soon-and when they are,
we must be ready with a plan of action for resistance. ¢





