






 Overmatch 

 

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 lNF 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. • 
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