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'Rowland Evans and Robert Novak 

Parity Lost 
A defense bill in the Senate just be

fore the Fourth of July recess has 
brought to light a secret Air Force re
port that the United States has fallen 
behind the Soviet Union in strategic 
power, with no prospect of catching up. 

The admission that parity with Mos- , 
cow bad been lost, perhaps irretriev
ably, during the first three years of the 
Carter administration was made in late 
February in closed-door testimony to 
Congress by Gen. Richard H. Ellis, com
Jnander of the Strategic Air Command: 
''An adverse imbalance has developed 
and will continue for several years to 
come," said Ellis in testimony labeled 
••secret." · 

This account of dramatic Soviet arms 
progress amid U.S. "cancellations and 
slippages" constitutes an indictment of 
Carter defense policy. "If we have 
learned any lesson," Ellis declared, "it 
should be that the Soviets have not re
ciprocated U.S. restraint in any portion 
of their military power-conventional 
or nuclear." 

Ellis' shocker compares with the 
revelation in 1935 that Britain had lost 
air parity with Germany, but his words · 
have had slight distribution outside de
fense circles. Although a few members 
c,f Congress occasionally mention 1~ 
of strategic parity, nobody o! stature· 
has hammered home the reality as Win
ston Churchill did from the back bench' 
4.5 years ago. 

The general's testimony was cited on 
June 27 by Sen. Gordon Humphrey, a 
freshman Republican from New Hamp
shire, in a letter to colleagues pushing 
his proposal to deploy 1,000 stockpiled 
Minuteman III intercontinental mis
ailes. Humphrey cited "press reports" 
that the SAC commander "testified re-

1cently that, since 1977, the United 
States bas lost strategic 'essential 
equivalence' with the Soviet Union." I 

The only apparent press report was 
2n the Feb. 22 edition of Defense/Space 
Business Daily, which reported Ellis' 
disclosure of the sophisticated Air 
•Force computer study. We obtained a 
full copy of Ellis' testimony from de
fense sources. 

Ellis cited "a clear and unambigu
ous" goal for U.S. defense policy set in 
1978 by Defense Secretary Harold 
Brown: "The maintenance of an overall 
military balance with the Soviet Union 
no less favorable than the one that now 
exists." Brown said that •·a rough 
strategic nuclear equilibrium exists be
tween the two superpowers" and· 
i,ledged to continue it. 

- The Air Force computer studies reieaJed .. by Ellis did show equtvalence in 
ffl. In the lhon two-and~e-balf· 

,ean lince then, the balance of atrate
,tc nuclear power bu shifted," the gen
eral declared. 1be Soviet Union bas 
taken the lead thanks to "chaqes . 
the rate of ·Soviet modernization, co:. 
pounded with cancellations and ali 
pages of major U.S. programs " P-
• .Just to make clear Congr• got the 

m~e, the SAC commander conclud
ed: I hope the preceding statement has 
conveyed an. urgent and convincing 
messag_~ur current and near-term 
strategic forces, while capable and 
readY• are unable to achieve the relative 
balance J)OS.SeSSed j~ two years ago." 

The clarity of EIIJS warning contrasts 

-with the usual hediinl from Seeretary 
Brown and members of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff. Gen. David Jones, the 
JCS chairman, in his recent reconfir
mation hearings declared that the 
United States has "moved from strate
gic superiority to the verge of strategic 
inferiority." The computer studies 
showing inferiority well beyond thi 
"verge," condemn Jones as Pollyanna. 

Ellis' testimony a1ao strayed from the 
Carter pany line on remedies. While aa
aerting that the MX mobile miuile sys
tem is ''this nation's top military priori
ty" for the Jong run, he pleaded for a 
penetrating bomber in the short run. 
The Bl, scrapped by President Carter, 
was called by Ellis "the finest strategic 
penetrator in the world today." 

Ellis and other senior officen at SAC 
are believed privately to favor deploy• 
ing 1,000 Minuteman Ill missiles, which 
was adopted by the Senate before the 
recess over administration protests. 
While defense experts might disagree 
about its military effectiveness, this 
move is at least a positive message to 
the Kremlin. · 

Demonstrations of resolve are needed 
now, before the 1cm of strategic parity 
wrecks the Western alliance. Gen. 
.Jones, who has so often ruled out a 
Soviet attack, admitted under prodding 
m his reconfirmation hearings tbat Mos
cow "w1Il try to intimidate 111 or our 
allies" under the new balance of power. 

The question is not only bow to 
remedy this weakness but to find out 
how it happened. "I am astounded at 
the indifference with which the press 
and public aeem to view the fact that 
the government have been utterly 
wrong about the German air strength," 
said Churchill in 1935, adding: "We can 
never catch up." Gordon Humphrey is 
no Cburcblll, but he posed the parallel 
.June 'n. "U.S. intelligence haa grossly 
underestimated"' the Soviet threat, he 
llid, adding: "We may never be able to 
regain parity." ' . ..,l"tllct JlmwpdM,Illc. . 

PosT 
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THE DEFENSE DEBATE: 

PROSPECTS AND ALTERNATIVES 

INTRODUCTION 

The Carter Administration's FY 1981 defense budget and 
five-year defense program have undergone intense scrutiny during 
the first two months of the current congressional session. 
Secretary of Defense Harold Brown defended the Carter Administra
tion's FY 1981 budget in testimony before the Senate Armed Services 
Committee in late January, declaring that it was "well-thought 
out" and a determined response to expansionist Soviet ambitions 
in the Middle East and the Persian Gulf. 

However, during recent weeks, statements made by senior 
military officials and others have contradicted many of the 
underlying premises of Brown's testimony, and also the offi cial 
defense policy of the Administration as outlined in the FY 1981 
DOD Annual Report and other publications. This discrepancy gives 
credence to the proposition that the FY 1981 defense budget and 
five-year defense program may not be adequate relative to basic 
U.S. strategic and military requirements posed by the growing 
Soviet military threat. _However, they should serve as a catalyst 
from which Congress can consider defense program alternatives for 
FY 1981 other than those submitted for congressional consideration 
by the Administration. 

The presentation of an alternative defense program for FY 
1981 will serve a number of purposes. First, it will provide a 
focal point from which Administration defense planning can be 
debated; for the Administration's revised FY 1981 budget (which 
has been adjusted due to inflation) represents a retreat from the 
5.4 percent real growth commitment made in January, although 
Administration spokesmen contend that the real growth for defense 
in FY l 98l will be II at least 3 percent. 11 That 3 percent pledge is
a dubious one at best, for it has been achieved by an $82 million 
reduction in FY 1980 defense outlays, as an April 8 memorandum 

Note: Nothing written here is to be construed as necessarily reflecting the views of The Heritage Foundation or as an 
attempt to aid or hinder the passage of any bill before Congress. 
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for the Secretary of Defense by Pentagon Deputy Comptroller John 
R. Quetsch indicated. This change in commitment should caution 
the Congress as to the willingness of the Administration to 
adhere to the 4.6 percent real growth commitment made in the 
"out-years" of the f{ve-year program. Secondly, it can help 
Congress decide where additional procurement should be directed, 
si~ce it ·approaches the defense budget problem from primarily a 
requirements perspective. And thirdly, it will show how much 
additional military funding would be needed to move toward an 
optional defense posture: one geared toward correcting the 
deficiencies in military strength adverted to by high-ranking 
U.S. military leaders. 

CONFLICTING SIGNALS 

Perhaps the most significant statement made in opposition to 
the premises upon which the Administration based its strategic 
programs was that of Strategic Air Commander-in-Chief Richard B. 
Ellis in testimony before the House Armed Services Committee on 
January 25. It contrasts sharply with the inherent strategic 
assumptions of the Administration as stated in the FY 1981 DOD 
Annual Report: 

Strategic Equivalence 

DOD ANNUAL REPORT 

"At present there are excellent 
grounds for confidence in the 
U.S. strategic deterrent." 

"It can also be said with some 
confidence that a state of 
mutual strategic deterrence is 
currently in effect. It follows 
that nuclear stability would 
probab1y prevail in a crisis as 
well." 

GEN. RICHARD B. ELLIS 

"At the present time, how
ever, ... I can only state that 
by today's measurements, ~ n 
adverse strategic imbalance has 
developed, and will continue 
for several years to come. 
This imbalance exists not only 
when our forces are in a day-
to-day alert posture (the worst 
case) but also when ful~y gene-
rated (the best case)." 

So also, recent comments by senior U.S. naval commanders 
seem to indicate that the U.S. shipbuilding program is inadequate 
relative to U.S. naval requirements. A comparison of the following 
statements indicates that a large gap exists between U.S. declara
tory objectives and actual capabilities for executing naval 
policy. 

1. 
2 . 

FY 1981 DOD Annual Report, p. 85. 
"U.S. 1980s SAC Plans, B-1," Defense and Fcreign Affairs Daily, January 
30, 1980. 



Naval Balance 

ADMINISTRATION 

n .AJY~ "The Navy will continue to be3 v - the most powerful -·on the Seas." 

"A strong and balanced Navy is 
essential to our national 
defense .... The planned Navy 
program will enhance current 
readiness and fund a p~ograrn of 
modernization that will ensure 
the effectivene5s of our forces 
in the future." 

NAVAL OFFICIALS 

"We are trying to meet three
ocean requirements with4 a 
one-and-.a~half-ocean navy. 11 

Admiral Thomas 
Chief of Naval 

B. Hayward 
Operations 

"Vice Admiral M. S. Holcomb, 
Director of Navy Program Plan
ning, testified before the 
Seapower Subcornrni ttee that the 
United States would have to 
spend $10 to $15 billion more 
than the Carter Administration 
has recommended for the 5-year 
period fiscal years 1981-85 in 
order 60 achieve a 550-ship 
fleet." 

Representative Paul Trible 

Another area in which a decidedly large gap exists between 
Administration rhetoric and actual U.S. capabilities is the rapid 
deployment area. Compare the statements by President Carter with 
the answers Secretary of Defense Brown gave to Congress in testi
fying on the adequacy of U.S. rapid deployment capabilities: 

Rapid Deployment 

PRESIDENT CARTER 

"An attempt by any outside 
force to gain control of the 
Persian Gulf region will be 
regarded as an assault on the 
vital interests of the United 
States of America - and such an 
assault will be repelled by any 
means necessa9, including 
military force." 

SECRETARY BROWN 

On U.S. ability to quickly 
deploy a 4500-man brigade to 
non-NATO areas: 

11 
••• it would have to be light

arrned. To move a mechanized or 
an armored brigade an egui va
lent distance would tie up most 
of our airlift cap~ility for a 
considerable time." 

3. "U.S.: Brown Sets Budget Context," Defense and Foreign Affairs Daily, 
January 31, 1980. 

4. Richard Halloran, "Capability of Ships for Navy Debated," New York Times, 
February 10, 1980, p. 21. 

5. FY 1981 DOD Annual Report, p. 167. 
6. Congressional Record, March 3, 1980, pp. Hl493-1494 . 
7. State of the Union Address, January 23, 1980. 
8. John Fialka, "Brown Says U.S. May Face 'Turning Point' in History," 

Washington Star, January 29, 1980, p. A6. 
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"The rapid deployment forces we 
are assembling will be extra
ordinarily flexible .... Our 
forces will be prepared for 
rapid deployment to any regioij 
of strategic significance." 

ANALYSIS 
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"Our existing mobility forces 
cannot meet the deployment 
objectives we have set for 
FY 1982 for NATO or f?fo some 
non-NATO contingencies." 

The sharp contrast between the declared defense objectives 
of the Administration and the actual military capabilities the 
U.S. possesses to achieve them poses two serious questions that 
Congress must address as it considers the FY 1981 defense budget. 
If, indeed, the current state of U.S. military readiness is 
insufficient, then it must be asked: 1) What defense planning 
decisions contributed to this condition; and, 2) What would 
Congress have to do, in terms of additional military weapons 
procurement, to begin to reverse the adverse military trends that 
currently exist? 

. The decade-long neglect of U.S. military force modernization 
ts attributable to a number of factors: the war in Southeast 
Asia, escalating personnel costs and rampant inflation. However, 
over the past three years in particular, the problem of moderniz
ing U.S. military forces to meet increased requirements has been 
exacerbated due to unwise program stretchouts (Trident, MX, 
cruise missile programs) and unilateral weapons cancellations 
(B-1, CVN veto) by the Administration. These decisions have 
directly contributed to both additional cost growth in weapons11 procurement and an overall decline in U.S. military readiness. 

Last October, forme Secretary of Defense Rumsfel estimated 
that the three-year short a in e ense budget authority that 
has collected from the projected budgets of the Fo12 Administration 
is $38.6 billion - well over $10 billion per year. 

Former President Ford stated in a major defense policy 
address in January that .the Carter Administration reduced the 
1979-1983 proposed defense budgets of the Ford Administration by 
26.9 percent in strategic programs; 7.3 percent in general purpose 
forces; 12.6 perce£~ in research and development and 41 percent 
for Navy programs. These cutbacks have contributed to the 
decline in overall U.S military readiness, and have reduced the 
ability of the U.S. to contest the Soviet drive toward across-the
board military superiority. This year, as the defense budget is 
being debated in Congress, it is just becoming apparent how 

9. White House Message to the Congress of the United States, January 21, 
1980. --

10. FY 1981 DOD Annual Report, p. 208. 
11. See Lawrence J. Korb, "The FY 1980-1984 Defense Program: Issues and 

Trends," AEI Foreign Policy and Defense Review, Vol. I, No. 4 (1979), 
pp. 11-14. 

12. Congressional Record, October 11, 1979, p. Sl4407. 
13. Congressional Record, January 28, 1980, p. El43. 
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difficult it will be for the U.S. to begin to make up for these 
shortfalls and procure additional weapons systems, given the 
competition of the non-defense sectors of the budget. 

The "real growt:ti" in the original FY 1981 budget amounts to 
$8 billion (in constant FY 1981 dollars). The addition of another 
$3.0 billion for higher fuel costs (the Administration has had to 
raise the cost estimate for military fuel from $24 to $42 per 
barrel) and $5.2 billion overall does not do anything to make up 
for these shortfalls - it merely reflects an underestimation of 
the impact of inflation which is evident throughout the entire FY 
1981 defense budget. The remaining "real growth" clearly does 
not even begin to make up for the shortfalls in defense budget 
authority that have accrued over the past three years. 

Moreover, current studies by defense analyst Lawrence J. 
Korb (presented to an American Enterprise Institute press brie'fing 
on February 4) indicate that the current FY 1981-85 defense 
program is underpriced by at least $75 billion. Therefore, the 
Carter Administration's FY 1981 defense budget and five-year 
defense program will not only fail to make up for previous budget 
shortfalls, but it will also compound the shortfall problem over 
the next five-years - a period of acknowledged U.S. strategic 
vulnerability. 

Critics have been urging since last fall that significant 
additions be made to the defense program of the Carter Administra
tion to redress the growing imbalance in u.s.-soviet military 
capabilities. In September 1979, during the floor debate on the 
Second Concurrent Budget Resolution, Senator Ernest Hollings 
(D-S.C.) noted that even if the Senate accepted the Hollings 
Resolution, calling for five percent real growth in FY 1981 and 
FY 1982, "five percent only gives us half ($40 billion) of what 
the Pentagon has asked f~f' in the out-years of the five-year 
plan - some $80 billion. Hollings and his Democratic colleagues, 
Senators Henry Jackson and Sam Nunn, thereupon presented a list 
of suggested additions to the Carter Administration's defense 
program, primarily in the readiness and gener!S purpose force 
category, that totaled well over $20 billion. 

And Former Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld also alluded to the 
need to substantially increase U.S. defense expenditure in October, 
when, in testifying on SALT II before the Senate Armed Services 
Committee, he stated that if Congress decided to make up for the 
$38.6 billion shortfall of the past three years, it would have 
had either to: 

1) incre~se real growth in the FY 1980 defense budget by $40 
billion; or 

2) "do so over two fifgal years (1980 and 1981) at 'roughly' $20 _ 
billion per year." 

15. Ibid., p. S12833-12834. 
16. Congressional Record, October 11, 1979, p. S14407. 
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Most recently, John Lehman, Chairman of the defense panel of 
the Republican National Committee, urged a real growth of 20 
percent in defense spending for FY 1981, as a first step17oward 
correcting the shortf,all problem of the previous decade. 
Lehman testified before the Senate Budget Committee that an /' 
add-on of $30 billion is needed in FY 1981 "if we are to move to 
close defense gaps." Therefore, significant bi-partisan agreement 
exists on the need to redress the deterioration of the Soviet-U.S. 
military balance through increased defense expenditure. 

However, due to the current economic crisis and the need to 
restrain the growth in federal spending and balance the budget, 
it is unlikely that major increases in defense will be made this 
year. Defense has already become a prime presidential target for 
budgetary restraint. 

President Carter stated in his March 14 message to the 
Congress that II ••• the Defense Department will not be immune from co.Ae:r 
budget austerity . In particular, I will require that department 
to makI8 savings that do not affect adversely our military prepared
ness." 

All the President has promised is that he will not cut U.S. 
defense spending programs any further: he has not committed 
himself to redressing the impending u.s.-soviet military imbalance 
through additional military procurement. Moreover, the recent 
actions taken by the congressional budget committees, unless 
corrected, make it unlikely that any attempt will be made up for 
this year to begin to compensate for the shortfalls that collected 
in previous years. -

Budget Committee Action 

The House Budget Committee has marked up the FY 1981 First 
Concurrent Budget Resolution, which is some $1 billion lower in 
budget authority than the Administration's revised $161.8 billion 
budget request. According to budgetary procedure, the House 
Armed Services Committee submitted a recommendation to the House 
Budget Committee that def9nse budget authority for FY 1981 be 
raised by $13.5 billion. The Armed Services Committee's recom-
mendations were presented based upon what it considered would be 
minimally acceptable to meet U.S. national security requirements . 
However, the House Budget Committee rejected efforts to increase 
the budget authority for FY 1981 to that level (see Table One), 
and also defeated two other relatively modest amendments to 
increase FY 1981 defense budget authority. Indeed, Budget Commit
tee Chairman Giaimo's proposed defense mark-up was passed intact, 

17. Willia~ Kucewicz, "How 'Real' Is the Defense Increase?," Wall Street Journal, 
January 29, 1980. 

18. "Text of President Carter's Statement on the Nation's Economy," New York 
Times, March 15, 1980, p.34. 

19. Charles Corddrey, "$13.S Billion Boost Urged in Defense Budget," Baltimore 
Sun, March 8, 1980, p. 6. 
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as efforts by liberal Democrats to decrease the mark-up stage 
were also defeated. 

Author 

Holt 
Simon 
Rudd 
Obey 
Obey 
Obey 
Obey 
Holtzman 
Holt 

Note: (-) 

TABLE I 

House Budget Committee Votes - · March 20 
Amendments to Raise/Lower Defense Ceiling 

(in billions FY 1981 $) 

Increase, Increase, 
Budget Authority Outlays 

13.000 4.500 
-.465 -.325 
1 . 500 .500 
- .30.0 -.150 
-.300 -.050 
-.220 -.150 
-.075 -.075 
-.150 -.150 
7.650 7.050 

before number means reduction was proposed. 

Vote 

defeated, voice 
defeated, 10-15 
defeated, voic~ 
defeated, 8-17 
defeated, 8-17 
defeated, voice 
defeated, 7-16 
defeated, voice 
defeated, 8-17 

On April 1, the Senate Budget Committee marked-up the defense 
function of the FY 1981 First Concurrent Budget Resolution. By a 
10-8 vote, the committee surprisingly passed the ceiling proposed 
by Senator Ernest Hollings (D-S.C.), which called for a $174.0 
billion ceiling for defense budget authority and a $156.3 billion 
ceiling in defense outlays. Earlier the committee defeated a 
ceiling proposed by Senator Orrin Hatch (R-Utah) that would have 
accepted the defense budget ceilings recommended by the Senate 
Armed Services Committee ($176.5 billion in budget authority and 
$157.0 billion in outlays). It also resoundingly rejected the 
ceiling proposed by Senator Joseph Biden (D-Del.) which would 
accept the revised defense budget ceiling proposed by the Admini
stration of $164.2 billion in budget authority and $151.1 billion 
in outlays. 

Author 

Hatch 
Chiles/ John_ston 
Riegle 
Biden 
Hollings 

Senate Budget Committee Votes-April 1 
Defense Marks for FY 1981 

(in order of vote) 

Billions of$ 
Budget Authority Outlays 

$176.5 
$169.0 
$163.l 
$164.2 
$174.0 

$157.0 
$154.0 
$150.2 
$151.1 
$156.3 

Vote 

defeated, 6-12 
defeated, 4-14 - , 
defeated, 2-16 c~;\•..s 
defeated, 3-lse-'~t"'' 
approved, 10-8 
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Comparative Marks 

Budget Authority 
$160.8 
$173.4i~ 
$ 12.6 

Outlays 
$147.9 
$155. 7i~ 
$ 7.6 

*less $600 mil lion in committee reductions made by decreasing operating and 
administrative expenses in the Department of Defense. 

Analysis 

The implications of the budget committees' actions are, 
twofold. First, both committees did not accept the defense 
budget ceilings recommended by the Armed Services Committees 
(although the Hollings numbers come close) as necessary to meet 
U.S. national security requirements. In particular, the House 
mark is some $13 . 5 billion short of what the House Armed Services 
Committee recommended. Secondly, the wide discrepancy between 
the House and Senate Budget Committee ceilings for defense creates 
the distinct possibility that, unless the House defense budget 
ceiling is significantly increased during floor debate on the 
First Concurrent Budget Resolution, the House-Senate conference 
report that must be adopted by May 15 will have defense budget 
ceilings substantially lower than the Hollings ceilings approved 
by the Senate Budget Committee. In point of fact, the House-Senate 
conference report may more closely resemble the defense budget 
ceiling proposed by the Administration (and offered by Senator 
Biden) if this does occur -- one that the Senate Budget Committee 
defeated by a 15-3 vote, and is deemed inadequate by both Armed 
Services committees in this Congress. 

If such a scenario, or a similar one does come into being, 
it could set the stage for another Senate floor fight over the 
binding defense ceilings in the Second Concurrent Budget Resolu
tion - similar to what happened last fall, when Senator Hollings 
proposed an amendment to raise the defense budget ceiling to 
provide for 3 percent real growth in FY 1980 and 5 percent real 
growth in FY 1981 and 1982. With the inevitable political infight
ing and horse-trading that certainly would accompany such a 
debate, Congress may lose sight of the important issue before 
it - how to gauge what is needed to correct deficiencies in the 
U.S. military posture and reverse the adverse military trends 
that have accrued in recent years , and may instead focus primarily 
on the numbers themselves, without relating them to our overall 
defense posture. For these reasons, it is appropriate that an 
outside assessment of how much additional defense spending is 
required to achieve these objectives be presented to Congress. 
While such an assessment may be neither politically feasible or 
acceptable at this time, it nonetheless will serve to educate 
Congress ·and the public as to the extent to which the U.S. mili
tary posture has eroded. 
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AN ALTERNATIVE DEFENSE PROGRAM 

In the past two years, and more particularly in . the past two 
months, numerous groups and individuals have focused attention on 
precisely what kind of alternative defense program is necessary 
to cope a~equately with t~9_growing military irnbalan7e between 
the U.S. and the U.S.S.R. They have covered a variety of 
military areas: strategic programs, naval programs and personnel 
problems. This alternative defense program is presented in an 
effort to bring together many of the specific programs that have 
been recommended over this period into a single concise format. 

The alternative programs recommended here for FY 1981 are 
suggested based upon an assumption that if Congress is serious 
about redressing the military imbalance, this is what it would 
have to consider in terms of additional defense programs to _ 
reverse current adverse military trends. Therefore, this program 
reflects an optimal defense posture - one geared toward reversing 
adverse military trends caused by the chronic neglect of U.S. 
military force modernization. 

However, many in Congress will undoubtedly point to the need 
to maintain current levels of social spending as justification 
for refusing to adopt an optimal defense posture at this time. 
Politically, this appears to be the most likely outcome of the 
defense budget debate this year. For although alternative defense 
programs calling for major increases in defense investment have 
surfaced this session of Congress, it is unlikely - given presiden
tial opposition - that increases of much more than those recom
mended by the Armed Services committees could be obtained this 
year, barring unforeseen international circumstances. 

However, Congress should be alerted as to the potential 
consequences that such actions will have on the U.S. military 
posture. For while Congress can choose to delay the hard decisions 
that will have to be made concerning the need to make up for past 
budget shortfalls, it cannot delay that decision indefinitely. 
The uneasy choice of substantially increasing U.S. defense invest
ment (as opposed to the marginal increases that may be granted in 
FY 1981) - and all that that implies for the structure of the 
non-defense portion of the federal budget, and perhaps even the 
condition of the economy, in years to come - must be consciously 
weighed against the very real possibility that without the 

19. See "Defense Program Alternatives: FY 1981 and Beyond," National Security 
Record 1 March 1980, pp. 1-3; Senator Gordon Humphrey, "Minimum Acceptable 
American Defense Program," Congressional Record, January 23, 1980 , p. 
S290; Hollings statement of September 18, 19-rp in Congressional Record , 
September 19, 1979, pp. Sl2833-Sl2834; William R. Van Cleave and W. Scott ~ 
Thomps~n, (eds.) Strategic Options for the Early Eighties: What Can Be 
Done? (New York: National Strategy Information Center, 1979). This 
paper incorporates many of the recommendations outlined in these proposals . 
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adoption of many of the strategic and conventional military 
modernization programs to be recommended here, the U.S. may slide 
into a position of irrevocable military inferiority relative to 
the Soviet Union by the latter half of the 1980s. This decision 
will continue to face' the United States in the early 1980s: it 
cannot be _avoided; but only _postponed. 

The imperative need to restrain federal spending and balance 
the budget must be addressed in its proper context - one in which 
U.S. defense investment has been cut back from 8.5 percent of the 
GNP in 1970 to a little over 5.0 percent in 1980 - and the decreas
ing share that defense has on total federal expenditure. Congress 
is faced with a crucial decision this year. The defense program 
alternatives presented here are meant to alert Congress to the 
military problems facing the nation, and provide an added perspec
tive from which to analyze the FY 1981 budget, and make these 
decisions. 

PROGRAM RECOMMENDATIONS 

Strategic 

President Carter's strategic program planning has greatly 
contributed to the impending strategic "window of vulnerability" 
that the U.S. will experience in the early-to-mid 1980s. As the 
following table indicates, the Carter Administration's program 
planning in the strategic and theater nuclear area has both 
delayed the time at which essential strategic programs were due 
to come on-line, and also abandoned programs deemed necessary to 
maintain essential strategic equivalence. 

Program 

MX 
B-1 
Trident Submarine 
ALCM 
GLCM 
SLCM 

TABLE II 

Comparison Ford v. Carter Administration 
Strategic Program Planning 

Dates of Initial Operating Capability (IOC) 

Ford 

late FY 1983 
FY 1979 
September 1979 
1981 
FY 1980 
FY 1980 

Carter 

July 1986 
Cancelled 
August 1981 
December 1982 
December 1983 
1982 

Sources: DQD Annual Report, FY 1978, pp. 131, 134-136; Congressional Record, 
October 11, 1979, p. S14406; DOD Annual Report, FY 1981, pp. 130-131, 
1~3, 147. 
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The continuing modernization of Soviet strategic forces, and 
their threat to U.S. strategic retaliatory capabilities is well 
known. Therefore, only new strategic programs initiated now 
could possibly close the strategic window of vulnerability. The 
programs recommended here are formulated to contribute to that 
end. They would include: 

1. Program - Redeployment of up to 200 Minuteman III missiles 
in a multiple vertical protective structure (MVPS) mode. 

Objective - Reduce U.S. ICBM vulnerability before the MX 
becomes operational. 

Cost - $1.5 billion for FY 1981. 

2. Program - Acceleration of the initial operating capability 
of the MX missile from 1986 to 1985; 1984 if feasible. 
Redeploy at exis.ting Minuteman fields in the 200 MVPS silos 
constructed earlier. 

Objective - Reduce U.S. strategic "window of vulnerability." 

Cost - $200 million for FY 1981. 

3. Program - Production of a penetrating bomber; either FB 111 
"stretch" or preferably modified subsonic B-1 for use in a 
variety of roles (bomber, ALCM-carrier, etc.). 

Objective - General Richard Ellis has stated that such a 
follow-on strategic penetrator to the B-52 would "help to 
correct the serious decline in U.S. retaliatory capability 
between now and 1985." 

Cost - $1.0 billion. 

4. Program - Inland rebasing of U.S. bombers. 

Objective - Improve U.S. bomber survivability from Soviet 
depressed trajectory SLBM attack. 

Cost - $200 million. 

5. Program - Increase alert rates of bomber crews. 

Objective - Improve U.S. bomber survivahility. 

Cost - $600 million. 

6. Program - Conversion of five Polaris SSBNs to sea-launched 
cruise missiles with missiles. 

Objective - Extend lifetime of Polaris force (scheduled for 
phase-out after FY 1981); provide for increased theater 
nuclear capability. 

Cost - $300 million. 



12 

7. Program - Acceleration of initial operating capability of 
entire SLCM force by two to three months. 

8. 

Objective - Early deployment of Polaris and U.S. surface 
ships as a response against Soviet theater nuclear threat in 
Europe. 

Cost - $200 million. 

Program - Ballistic Missile Defense Program, including 
additional funding for hard-site (LOADS) low altitude air 
defense and homing-overlay interception. 

Objective - Obtain an ABM breakout capability. 

Cost - $1.0 billion. 

9. Program - High Energy Laser Programs 

Objective - Provide production infrastructure for the high 
energy laser program for ballistic missile defense. 

Cost - $200 million 

10. Program - Space Defense Programs 

Objective - Eventual testing and development of an anti
satellite (ASAT) capability. 

Cost - $500 million. 

11. Program - Civil Defense Program 

Objective - Pass Skelton Civil Defense Bill providing for 
enhanced civil defense program for FY 1981-1985. 

Cost - $180 million in FY 1981. 

12. Program - Trident Programs - Procure another Trident SSBN 
and another 24 Trident I missiles, and increase Trident II 
missile Rand D; and maintain through FY 1982. 

Objective - Prevent drawdown in U.S. SLBM force levels as 
Polaris force is being phased out as SSBNs. 

Cost - Trident SSBN - $1.25 billion; 24 Trident I missiles -
$300 million; increase in Trident II missile R & D by $250 
million. Total: $1.8 billion. 

13. Program - Command, Communications and Control Modernization 
Improvements 

Objective - Improve U.S. early warning systems; procure 
additional TACAMO aircraft for SSBN communications; go to 
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full-scale development of extremely low frequency ELF/Seafarer 
system to prevent SSBN force from having to rise 31ose to 
water surface to communicate. Increase present C budget to 
$1. 5 billion; in.corporate Hollings program presented during 
FY 1980 Second Concurrent Budget Resolution floor debate . 

Cost - $1.0 billion. 

Specific Funding - ECX TACAMO aircraft R&D - $50-$100 million; 
ELF/Seafarer -$40 million in FY 1981; $400 million through 
FY 1986. 

TABLE III 

II New Strategic Programs Estimat~d 
Cost 

In billions 

Minuteman III/MVPS 
MX-I0C Acceleration 
Penetrating Bomber 
Bomber Rebasing 
Bomber Alert Rates 
SLCM Conversion-5 Polaris 
SLCM I0C Acceleration 
BMD Programs 
Space Defense 
Civil Defense 
HEL-LASER ABM System 
T3ident Programs 
C -warning/TACAM0/ELF-Seafarer 
Estimated Additional Cost 

GENERAL PURPOSE/THEATER NUCLEAR FORCES 

1.5 
.2 

1.0 
.2 
. 6 
. 3 
. 2 

1.0 
.5 
. 2 
. 2 

1.8 
1.0 
8 . 7 

Table IV contrasts the procurement program of the Carter 
Administration for selected, major general purpose and theater 
nuclear forces with that of the optimal alternative defense 
budget. (Seep. 17) The approximate cost differential is $14 
billion. The five areas to be discussed here include naval 
forces, naval aircraft, air force aircraft, airlift and NATO 
conventional and theater nuclear forces. 

NAVY - The U.S. should base future naval 
planning upon the objective of eventually 
obtaining a 600-700 ship navy. In FY 
1981, the U.S. should procure: 

1. One -~imitz class (CVN) nuclear aircraft carrier . 

Objective - Provide for Indian Ocean deployment: U.S. 
currently has only 12 active carriers; large-deck carrier 
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also needed for increased power projection capability in 
high-intensity areas. 

Cost - $2.1 billion. 

2. CVN Task Force 

Objective - Provide close-in defense of CVN carriers. 

Cost - 2 CG-47 cruisers 
2 DDG-963 destroyers 
2 FFG- Frigates 
Total 

$1.6 billion 
.7 billion 
.5 billion 

$2.8 billion 

3. 3 more SSN-688 Attack Submarines 

Objective - 3 to 5 needed yearly to protect sea lanes and 
sea-based nuclear deterrent; only one in budget. 

Cost - $1.5 billion. 

4. 2 more LSD-41 Landing Craft (from 1 to 3). 

Objective - Increase amphibious landing capabilities; U.S. 
capability to successfully launch an amphibious assault has 
been badly eroded. 

Cost - $680 million. 

AIRCRAFT - The naval and air force 
fighter aircraft procurement programs 
need to be increased. The slowdown in 
fighter procurement will delay the 
modernization of U.S. fighter aircraft, 
and also increase costs. The Navy 
Department needs 160-200 new fighter/attack 
aircraft just to make up for peacetime 
attrition - only 72 are requested in the 
FY 1981 budget. 

NAVAL AIRCRAFT 

1. F-14 - Increase procurement from 24 to 48. 

Objective - Administration slowed rate from 3 to 2 per month 
in FY 1980; cost savings with higher production rate are 
approximately $1.5 million per aircraft. 

Cost_- $700 million. 

2. F-18 ~ Increase procurement from 48 to 72. 

Objective - Restore to original level; reduction adds $4.5 
million in aircraft cost. 

Cost - $850 million. 
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3. AV-SB - Begin Rand D funding and advanced procurement. 

Objective - USMC needs high-performance fighters. Begin 
major AV-SB procurement program in FY 1982. GAO says AV-BB 
cost growth i..s II attributable to inflation resulting delays 
in the AV-SB program.". 

Cost - $333 million; $243 million in Rand D, $90 million in 
advanced procurement. 

AIR FORCE AIRCRAFT 

1. F-15 - Increase procurement from 30 to 60. 

Objective - Faster replacement of 1950s vintage F-l0ls and 
F-l06s. Keep production line open beyond 1982; add to 
Reserve units. Administration cut quantity originally 
projected to be ·procured. 

Cost - $870 million. 

2. F-16s - Increase procurement from 180 to 240. 

Objective - Faster replacement of F-l0ls and F-l06s. 

Cost - $640 million. 

3. A-10 - Increase procurement from 60 to 144. 

Objective - Maintain procurement level of past two fiscal 
years. 

Cost - $700 million. 

4. E-3A (AWACs) - Increase procurement from 2 to 5. 

Objective - Five needed to improve U.S. warning and control 
capabilities. 

Cost - $400 million. 

AIRLIFT 

Programs - Uplift existing military transport aircraft and 
tankers. 

Objective - Rapidly improve U.S. strategic cargo airlift 
capability for both NATO and non-NATO areas over the next 
few years; eliminate the proposed five-year, $6 billion CX 
program from the FY 1981-85 plan. 

Cost - 1) Procure 8 C-130 transports (none in FY 1981 
budget) -$80 million. 
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2) Procure another 7 CRAF (Civilian Reserve Air 
Fleet) transports - $80 million. 

3) Re-engine current CS-As - suggested initial 
cost -$200 million; accelerate throughout 
five-year plan. 

4) Increase KC-10 tankers procurement from 6 to 
20 - $800 million. 

5) Increase procurement re-engined KC-135 
tankers from 1 to 3 - $90 million. 

Reduction - 1) Eliminate $80 million in Rand D for the ex 
transport; ex will not be operational until 
1985 - the U.S. military mobility problem is 
near-term. House Armed Services Committee 
has voted 22-17 not to fund ex. 

Added Cost 
Less $80 million ex R&D -

$1.150 billion 
80 million 

NATO: CONVENTIONAL AND THEATER NUCLEAR FORCES 

The military balance in central Europe has deteriorated so 
rapidly that many military experts believe th~t the Warsaw Pact 
could overrun NATO defenses within a few days. Across-the-board 
increases in procurement of additional tracked combat vehicles, 
anti-tank weapons, air defense missiles and theater nuclear 
forces are needed to restore some semblance of a military balance 
in central Europe. 

1. 

Tracked Combat Vehicles 

Program - Add 800-1,000 additional tracked combat vechicles 
to U.S. inventory. 

Objective - Increase U.S. firepower and cross-country mobility 
in central Europe; U.S. currently outgunned by 4-5:1 in 
tanks and over 2:1 in armored fighting vehicles by U.S.S.R. 

Estimated Cost - $1.0 billion. 

Major Systems 

1. XM-1 tank: increase from 569 to 900; cost: $550 million. 

2. FVS fighting vehicle system: increase from 400 to 600; 
cost: $262 million. 

Other Systems 

3. M548 ammo/logistics carrier: increase from 272 to 408; 
cost: $18 million. 

4. Mll3A2 armored personnel carrier: increase from 42 to 84; 
cost: $4.7 million. 
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5. Ml09 A2/A3 howitzer: increase from 36 to 108; cost: $40 
million. (136 were procured in FY 79; 96 in FY 1980.) 

6. M728 Combat Engineer Vehicle: increase from Oto FY 1980 
level of 56; _.cost: $60 million. 

7. M88Al Medium Recovery Vehicle (only vehicle capable of 
limited, on-site battlefield repair): increase from 175 to 
260; cost: $65 million. 

Anti-Tank Missiles 

Program - TOW (BGM-71A, BTM-71A) anti-tank missile. Increase 
from 12,000 to 24,000. 

Objective - Procurement amount for TOW severely underfunded 
compared to Soviet T-72 threat. It should be doubled. 

Cost - $100 million. 

Air Defense Missiles 

Programs - 1) Patriot - Increase from 183 
to 240. 

2) Roland - Increase from 600 to 800. 

Objective - One of NATO's most acknowledged weaknesses is 
rear area missile defense. Need to increase procurement of 
both Patriot and Roland to obtain a credible, high-low 
altitude, all-weather air defense for NATO. 

Cost - Patriot: $180 million; Roland: $140 million; Total -
$300-320 million. 

Theater Nuclear Forces 

Programs - 1) Ground-launched cruise missile (GLCM); Accele
rate procurement from 11 to 60. 

Objective - Improve U.S. SALT negotiating position; 
hedge against failure of SALT for early deployment 
in Western Europe. 

Cost - $800 million. 

2) Pershing II - Research and Development; 
Increase R&D funding from $146 to $300 million. 

Objective - Accelerate program for possible early 
deployment of Pershing II IRBM in Western Europe 
as part of U.S. theater nuclear force modernization 
program. 

Cost - $154 million. 
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TABLE IV 
MAJOR PROGRAMS 

ESTIMATED ITEMIZED COST COMPARISON 
CARTER, v. ALTERNATIVE FISCAL 1981 BUDGET 

(In billions of FY 1981 $) 

II GPF (General Purpose Forces) and 
TNF (Theater Nuclear Forces) 

Line Item 

NAVY 

Nimitz Class CVN 
CG-47 Aegis 
DDG-963 Destroyer 
FFG Frigates 
LSD-41 
SSN-688 

NAVAL AIRCRAFT 

F-14 
F-18 
AV-8B (Marines) RDT&E, 

advanced procurement 

AIR FORCE AIRCRAFT 

F-15 
F-16 
E-3A 
A-10 

AIRLIFT 

CRAF Conversions 
KC-10 
ex R&D 
re-engined KC-135 
re-engine CS-A 
C-130 

NATO 

XM-1 Tank 
FVS armored vehicle 
M 548 ammo carrier 
M 113A2 armored personnel carrier 
M 109 A2/A3-howitzer 
M 728 Combat Engineer Vehicle 
M 88Al Medi-µm Recovery Vehicle 
TOW anti-tank missile 
Roland Air. Def . 
Patriot Air Def. Msl 

Carter FY 1981 

Quantity 

2 

4 
1 
1 

24 
48 

30 
180 

2 
60 

7 
6 

1 

569 
400 
272 

42 
36 

175 
12,000 

600 
183 

Cost* 

1.630 

1.100 
.342 
.602 

.804 
1. 752 

.870 
1.920 

.326 

.507 

.078 

.310 

.080 

.060 

1.150 
.538 
.036 
.005 
.020 

.130 

.100 

.424 

.541 

Alternative FY 1981 
Esti mated 

Quantity 

1 
4 
2 
6 
3 
4 

48 
72 

60 
240 

5 
144 

14 
20 

3 

8 

900 
600 
408 
84 

108 
56 

260 
24,000 

800 
240 

Cost 

2.100 
3.200 

. 700 
1 , 600 
1 . 020 
2.100 

1. 500 
2 . 600 

.333 

1.740 
2.560 

. 726 
1 . 200 

. 160 
1.100 

. 150 

.100 

. 080 

1.700 
. 800 
. 054 
.010 
. 060 
. 060 
. 200 ~ 

.200 

.560 

. 720 



GLCM procurement 
Pershing II R&D 
Total 

' 

19 

11 

Estimated Cost Differential: $14-15 billion. 

.188 

.146 
14.659 

60 1.000 
.300 

28.633 

*includes P!Ocurement, spares, RDJ&E and costs of military construction. 

Other Categories 

Table V charts the projected additional costs of the procure
ment add-ons recommended here plus additions in five other areas: 

1. Pay and Personnel Costs: If Congress is likely to restrain 
budget growth in any one area of the defense budget, it is 
likely to be personnel compensation. However, as former 
Secretary of Defense Melvin Laird noted, the present compensa
tion for the All-Volunteer Force is nothing less than "deplor
able." Laird has recommended ten military pay initiatives 
designed to provide U.S. military personnel "with a quality 20 of life commensurate with the sacrifices we demand of them." 
Unless Congress is serious about reconsidering the all
volunteer concept at this time, the Laird recommendations 
should be given keen consideration. It should also seriously 
consider reforms of the all-voluntary army, including longer 
terms of enlistment and multi-year training, to prevent many 
of the current AVF compensation and retention- problems from 
occurring again. Ideally, most of the Laird recommendations 
should be one-time investments. The following four Laird 
recommendations are suggested here: 

A) Restoration 
Objective: 
income 1972 
declined in 
1972. 

of Compensation Comparability. 
Restore military pay to real 
levels. Military pay has 
real terms by 14 percent since 

B) Indexing military pay to CPI. 
Objective: Protect purchasing power of 
active duty personnel. (Laird gives 
$750 million as 100 percent figure - some 
might prefer adjustment to 85 percent of 
CPI.) 

C) Special Skill Pay. 
Objective: Retain enlisted and officers 

Cost 

$ 5 billion 

$500-
$750 million 

$ 2 billion 

20. Melvin. Laird, "People, Not Hardware: The Highest Defense Priority," 
American Enterprise Institute Special Analysis, No. 80-1, 1980, pp. 
16-19. 
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ratings where "severe shortfalls" are 
experienced. 

D) Variable Housing Allowance; Moving Expense $ 2 billion 
Increase. 
Objective: Key housing allowances to 
local area prices; ·reimburse mili~ary 
families for full cost of moving expenses. 

Approximate Total 

2. Ammunition Increase 

$9.75 billion 

Objective: -Provide additional war stock to improve U.S. 
ability to fight l½ war strategy. 

Cost: $5.0 billion. 

3. Family Housing: Increase for repair and construction costs. 

4. 

Objective: No new funds for housing construction were 
appropriated in FY 1980; earmark majority of increase for 
new housing construction. 

Cost - $300 million. 

Other Military Construction 

Objective: Reduce DOD backlog in property construction and 
repair work of some $2 billion. Failure to increase above 
current level will cause continued deterioration of work not 
repaired. Increase could be held down by repealing prevail
ing wage requirements of Davis-Bacon Act for military con
struction and repair work. Actual decrease military con
struction from FY 1979 to 1980 of over $200 million. 

Cost - $500 million. 

5. Operations and Maintenance 

Objective: Administration has already raised FY 1981 O&M 
account by $3.0 billion, due to higher fuel costs. Another 
$2.0-3.0 billion should be added for additional costs of 
material maintenance and spare parts. 

Cost - $2.0 - $3.0 billion. 

Category 

Strategic Programs 
General Purpose 

TABLE V 
PROJECTED ADDITIONAL COST 

DEFENSE FUNDING FOR FY1981 
(in billions FY1981 $) 

Cost 

8.75 
14.00-15.00 



Pay and Personnel 
Ammunition, Spare Parts 
Housing 
Other Military Constructi90 
Operations and Maintenance 
Estimated Rfange of Add-ons 

SUMMARY 

21 

9.75 
5.00 

.30 

.so 
2.00-3.00 

40.00-42.00 

Redressing the u.s.-soviet military imbalance, alleviating 
the military compensation problem, replenishing U.S. war stocks 
and providing for increases in U.S. operational readiness will be 
an expensive undertaking. If Congress is serious about turning 
this untenable military situation around, it must take cognizance 
of the fact that unless a major modernization of U.S. military_ 
forces is made now, only two grim prospects exist: the time will 
come when national security will require that many of the additions 
recommended here will have to be made, at which time the cost of 
such military force modernization will be even higher; or the 
U.S. is prepared to accept this situation as is, and thereby risk 
the possibility of being the military inferior across-the-board of 
the Soviet Union for the remainder of the 1980s and suffer the 
adverse political and military consequences that inevitably will 
emerge from such a position. 

Near-term political realities, based as they often are - on 
what is feasible from a narrow domestic political perspective, 
should not obscure from congressional view the potential implica
tions that failing to reverse current adverse military trends 
will have on the long-term U.S. posture in the world. Clearly, 
it does not now appear that this Congress or Administration will 
allow for the necessary defense investment required to accomplish 
this overhaul this year. That is not the sole important question, 
however. What is also important is that the effort be made to 
begin the process - and an analysis of the Administration's 
program and the probable outcome of the defense budget debate in 
Congress this year indicates that the prospects for initiating 
such action does not appear to be promising. 

If Congress refuses to devote additional budgetary resources 
to defense this year - and also fails to make up for the large 
spending shortfalls that have accrued over the past in future 
years - it must accept the implications that such a decision will 
entail for the U.S. for the rest of the decade. 

The responsibility for the current military procurement 
problem is shared by Democrats and Republicans alike. It can 
begin to be solved by them too, if a decision is made to base the 
U.S. defense program upon military requirements, rather than 
arbitrary budget ceilings. ~ hese are unusual times; this program ~ 
is a response to these times. In ten short years, the U.S. / ~ 
strategic retaliatory force has become highly vulnerable, the 
U.S. Navy has been cut in half, the conventional balance has 
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significantly deteriorated in central Europe, and m~ ility forces 
that are severely constrained in their capabilities. The U.S. 
should heed the warnings of senior military officia s referred to 
earlier in this exercise. For these reasons, the Congress should 
closely consider this', and all alternative defense programs, that 
it has before it this fiscal year. 

Wayne A. Schroeder 
Editor, National Security Record 



FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 
CONTACT: Jean Scheel 

$40 BILLION MORE NEEDED FOR FY 1981 DEFENSE BUDGET, EXPERT WARNS 

WASHINGTON, D.C., _May 2, 1980 -- A Heritage Foundation military 

analyst warns the U.S. risks "being militarily inferior, across the board, 

to the Soviet Union for the remainder of the 1980~ unless theAdminis~ration's 

FY 1981 defense budget is increased by about $40 billion. 

"If Congress refuses to devote additional budgetary resources to 

defense, and fails to make up for the large spending shortfalls 

that have accrued over the past three years, it must accept the implications 

that such a decision will entail for the U.S. in the years to come," says 

Wayne Schroeder, editor of Heritage's monthly defense and foreign policy 

newsletter National Security Record. 

Although the Carter Administration maintains its new defense budget 

was "well thought out" and a determined response to Soviet aggression in 

the Middle East and the Persian Gulf, Schroeder argues that many senior 

military officials ' and other experts contradict the Administration's assumption 

a~d fear the proposed budget increases are not enough. 

Much of President Carter's proposed defense increase is an attempt 

to keep up with inflation, rather than an effort to make up for the decade

long neglect of U.S. military capabilities, Schroeder says. The remaining 

"real growth" of tbe President's budget "does not even begin to make up 

for the shortfalls in defense budget authority that have accrued over the 

past three years." 

(more) 
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Vote on the FY 1981 First Concurrent Budget Resolution is to 

come up in both the House and the Senate within the next two weeks. 

Defense is commonly acknowledged to be the biggest issue. One problem 

is that the House Budget Committee's mark-ups are substantially below 

that of the House Armed Services Committee recommendations. 

Unless a major modernization of U.S. military forces takes place, 

Schroeder says, national security interests will dictate these additions 

be made in the future and at a much higher cost. 

The Heritage Foundation is a Washington-based public policy think 

tank. 

##### 

#16-80 
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D E F E N S E 

ANALYSIS : 

Jimmy Carter ' s record on defense and nationa l security policies has been one 

of shameful neglec t and blatant deception. He came to office calljng the 

Pentagon one of the mos t wasteful bureaucracies i n Washington and claiming 

that he cou ld " reduce present defense expenditures b y about $5 t o $ 7 billion 

annually" without damaging-etu:--ftab:enal- undermining our nationa l security. --- -......::.:: ---
(Address to the l emocratic Platform Committee June 6, 1976 ) 

Over the last three years the Administration ' s rhetoric has changed but his 

policies have not. They continue to be based on dangerous misperceptions about 

Sovie t intentions and the motivations behind their unprecedented military buildup 

ove r the past decade . In reality, Jimmy Carter and his various spokesman have 

g l ossed over the facts , passed the blame to previous Republican Administrations, 

misled the public , and committed out-and-out perjury. The truth is : 1 ) Little 

rea l growth i n defense spending h as occured unde r the Carte r Administration; 

2 ) Carter Administration pol i cies have seriou~ ly damaged previous initiatives 

set forth by former Republican Administrations ; and 3 ) overal l U.S . defense 

capabilities have been serious l y weakened unde r Jimmy Carter , placing us in a 

dangerously vulnerable pos i tion vis-a-vis the Svoie t Union during the ijArly 

and rnid-1980s. 

NO REAL INCREASES IN DEFENSE SPENDING 

,Hft'lffiy-Etu'.'ter-
Short ly after taking office , Jimmy Car~er pH~-pe-s:e _ _ _ 3"'-- percen t rea l annua l 

increase in defense spending through 1984. When our NATO al l ies agreed i n 

principle to cooperate in this effort See 7 Defense Sec . Brown said he hoped 

that "the decisions would convey to the h'arsaw Pact countries ... ( that ) ~ 

the competi ti~n is not going --to "15"e one -=sicl~ ~May 19 ~ 197 7) J 
Mr . Carter has e~n9ister- consistently claimed to have ±i-- lived up to hhi s 

pledge . In fact these claims are based on a combination of wishful thinking 
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an d q uest i onab le manipu l ation of figures . Inflations estimates have been 

r idicu l ous ly low . In Fiscal Year 1979 the actua l growth rate , according to 

the House Armed Services Committee was only 0 .7 percent In FY 1980 rea l 

growth claims were based on a 6 . 4 percent inflation rate , despite a rea l 

inflation rea rate of There wa s in f a ct no r ea l growth for that 

budget year. Now , the Pentagon plans t o 

cut $!;Q_ million from it's outlays for FY 19 80 in order to show a 3 percent --- ----
According to an-±nternat--- - a memo circulated . in the Defense Department , 

it might cuf an additional $8 3 mi llio n in order to reach a 3 , 1 percent growth 

rate . (Richard Burt New York Times ) . -------

But mere numbers manipulation is perhaps l es s disturbing than the outrigh t 

deception of the Ame rican public . Mr . Carter 's " tough" defense stand began 

when his SALT II treaty was j eopardized a nd hardened further when his pollsters 

# 

became convinced t hat the American public ' s mood t oward defense spending had 

changed . 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

-1 
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When the Senate voted l as t September to suppor t the need for a five percen t 

real growth in defense spending , Mr . Carter informed SEnator Ernest Hollings 

in a letter tha~t - that he could no t support that l eve l of growth for 1981 or 

1982 . Three month s later he changed his mind, saying that "events in Ira n 

have been a vivd~ vivid reminder of the need for a strong d- and united 

America " and that his fi 'll.e --yec:rr- efens;,e~ p;::::::r :;:o:-;::g~r::,a=.i'i'r-1.1.,..,.....,,.,~ rea l funding increases 
', 

that average . --=- (Te l evised Addres s December , 

12, 1979 ) The Administrationts January budget proposal called for 5,4 percent 

rea l growth in authorizatio n . Mr. Carter said the increase was necessary 

for- - because of imbalances caused b y 20 years of increases in-Bef Soviet 

military spending but did not indicate ho~ he h ad suddenly become aware o f 

this fact . Defnese Sec. Brown claimed that the request was Dealibrated-to~ 

carefully " calibrated" t o meet our defense needs , tha t carrying out the 

program completely- " complete ly" was "the mos t elemental and important of a ll 

our responsibilities" and tha t if inflation estimates proved too low the 

Administration woul d take "appropriate acti on to preserve the integrity o f 

the program." (DOD Annual Report - FY 1981 P. 13) Jimmy Carter said that 

it was " imperative that Congres s approve this strong defense budget ... without 

-
any reduction ." (State of the Union Address January 23 , 1980 ) 

As the Congressional debate on the 1981 budget began , it became clear that Mr , 

Carter's estimates of 8.1 and 8 . 4 percent inflation were ridiculously below 

the rea l rate o f percent . Moreover , his proposals underest i mated -------

fue l costs by a t least 40 percent an d failed to take into accoun t increased 

operations in the Indian Ocean prompted as a response to the Sovie t invasion of 

Afghanistan an d the crisis in Ira n (House Armed Services Committee 

Minority Report 

But wha t proposals did Mr . Carter make to offset these underestimates and to 
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maintain the " integri t y" of the propose defnese programs . In March he 

... . 
submitted revised budge t proposa l s . He cited t h e need for a n additiona l 

$2 . 96 bil l ion fo r increased fue l costs , $1 billion to offse t i nflation an d 

$619 mill ion t o cove r Ind i a n Qcea o Be d~pJ oyroents , fo r a tota l of 
~ 

$4.6 b ill ion. Yet he asked only fo r a n add i t i ona l $ 2.9 bi ll ion , saying that 

his defense budget would cut back on previous ly p l anned programs to make up 

the difference ( ) . ----------------

the,Seeenc3sW;:e3:eh-,WorM-Warg-became-le9s-essential - ,... How pr_ograms considered 

that "most serious threat t o the peace s ince the Second \.for l d War\' is left 

t o the i magination of anyone keeping up with Carter promises . But this is 

not even the wors t of Carter ' s deceptions . Afte r submi tting the March 

req ues t fo r a n addi t ional $2 .9 b illio n in spending , Jimmy Carter , i n a l e t ter 

t o Hosse Speaker Tip O' Neil , wrote t h a t he "strongly favor (ed ) " the adoption 

o f a n am~ndment offered by Congressman Obey -~ a n amendment tha t --~--
proposed a cut o f $3 . 6 billion in de f e nse spend ing . 

And Jimmy Carter con tin ue s t o oppose B.clclitie- Congress i ona l addi tions t o the 

defense budget that would mere ly bring it c l ose r i n line with his promise 

for 5.4 percent real increase . In a l etter to Chairman aof the Senate ARme d 

Services Committee , Senator John Stennis, Jimmy Carte r claimed t h a t that 

the $6 .2 b illion added by the House-Senate conference committee would 

"adverse ly affec t today's mili tary readiness ." (George Wi l son Washington 

Pos t May 2 3, 1980 ) 

DEFENSE CAPABILITIES CUTBAC K 

It is apparent that Mr . Carter sti ll fails to grasp the fundament.:11-preo.,- -

problem . America ' s increasing ly urgen t need for enhanced military capabilities 
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an d the calls for real increases in defense spending are not based o n 

assumption s that a growing defense budget is intrinsica lly good . The key 

issue is whethe r our defense capabilities are adequate to meet our military 

objectives and defend our l egitimate nationa l security interests . Jimmy--

Earter-laek9-any-eohere~~-world-p±ctHre7- Shortl~ after taking office , Presi~en~ .,,,-

Ford initiate d a wide-ranging review of U.S . military posture , Foreseeing 

the development of several adverse trends in ~~~ed 
the posture of U.S. military infer:i:eo-- inferiority that would result if those -------trends were allowed ~ontinue. Accordingly , he proposed a set of exp9n-

expens i ve but necessary military programs . His plans called for mod~rnization 

of all three legs of our strategic triad. But Jimmy Carter rejected al l these 

initiatives . 

President Ford a ved plans for a new l and-:-based intercontine nta l 
miss ile t Mr . Car er delayed full rpoduction of the MX, 
pusfuing it ' s initial operational capability date back b y a t 
l eas t three years . Because the MX wil l not be fully deployed unti l 
l ate in the 198 0s , the Unite s B-7 States ' ICBM force has b ecome 

, vulnerable to a Soviet first s trike . 

Jimmy Cart shut dow 
l ea · us a7- 50 short 
missiles recommended b y 

· ting ICBM production line , 
of the number of Hf- Minuteman Il l 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

President Fg_r:_cLapproved par9n-- plans for the Tride nt submarine an d 
for a new submarine-based mi ss ile , the Trident II . Mr . 
Carter t1€!-,/.,.;3-¥,fil:LJ:>.e-Bi:-i:'1=-4.J:l.E~~p.rograms , despite a n aggress ive 
Sovie t effort to a dvance their anti-submarine warfare capabilitie s , 

Preside~ved a new manned strategic bombe r , the 
B-1 , with a compl eme ntary sir-lau n ched cruise missi l e system 
capa~helming Soviet air defenses . Mr . Carter cancelled 
this bomber altogether , leavi ng e h - the United States with on ly a n 
aging fleet of B-52s , most of which a~e 25 y ears old . He a l s o 
slowed d own the air-launched cruise missile program . 

Mr . Carter ' s record o n correc ting defeciencies in our convent i ona l and tactical 

nuc lear forces is equally dismal: 

Pres ident Ford approve d plans for extensive prod~et£ona7dn~. 
development an d production of grour1~ crui s e 
missiles . Mr . Carte r sloi.•·cd llown d~~terns. 

Presiden t Ford approve d plans for a f l eet of Advanced Tanker 
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eart,,-

( 

Car ft to enhance irlif Mr . Carter 
thi eet shortly a ter taking o · e , dea- delaying 

by many years tbe necessary upgra g of our ability to move rapidly 
into trouble spots throughout the---wo-~ld. 

President Ford approved plans for enha · n (neutron } 
weapons to offset the three to one Soviet/\varsaw Pact advantage 
in tanks and armored personnel carriers in Europe . Mr . Carter 
badgered our E~-s ' o making politically risky commitments 
to the neutron weapons and then pul e the r~ from under them 
by deferring anydecision on production of the weapons . 

. President Ford approved plans for naval shipbuilding capaThle of 
\ producing an activ · . Despite promises to y.,-..,-

\ favor an "aggressive" shipbuilding--.program, Mr. Carter cut this 
p;Lan . in half . (New York Times June 6, 19 /6 ) 

ARMS CONTROL 

Jimmy Carter ' s approach t o defense policies throughout his term in office 

has been dictated more b y his mora l commitment t o disarmament than b y concern 

for maintaining o~- legitimate United States ' interests , Hi:s-fifm-beli:ef--eeN
/e-Convinced 
that the Cold War i s over and that we are free of our former "inordini:\te 

fear" of Communism (Address at Notre Dame ----~--) he has pursued arms 

control negotiations o n strategic weapons , on forces in Centra l Europe , 

on anti-satellite weapons , on demilitari zation of the Inci a n Ocean , on a 

comprehensive~bns~o- ban on nuclear tests .,..- with a zeal unmatched in other 

areas of policy . Despite his promises to be '' a tough negotiator with the --------Soviet Union (The Indianapolis Star Apri l 7, 1976) and that he would not --be "afraid of hard bargaining with the Soviet Union" (Chicago 

March 15 , 1976 ) Jimmy Carter proceeded 

( 

Council on Foreign Relations Speech 

with the serie s of unilatera l cutbacks and cancellations of weapons sysl:esm~--

s y ~ d above . No attempt was made to gain comparable concess ions from 

the Soviet Union , either in or outside the fiamc;ork of ongoing negotiations , 

Ji:r:\I:\y-EEH:'te~-eonti:tttJ.es-to-be:l:ieve-1:hat-- - Actions an d decisions •.,ere based 

on the belief that the United States need on ly se t a good example and the Kremlin 

would follow suit , relieved forever of their historical ptirebn paranoia . 
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Nor were l imitations on __ ?}:1r own vita l weapons ::!ystmes systems confined to 

unilatera l moves . In his rush to conl- conclude a SALT I I treaty , Jimmy 

Carter authorized concess ion after concession . Some , such as the acceptance 

of l±m±ae±~~- limitations of cruise missile ranges limitations consistently 

re j ected by Repulhlican Administrations -:-~ had the. experts cring ing . Others --- --required no expertise to discern as inco petarrt and incomprehensible steps , 

For instance , the Administration excluded the new Soviet Backfire bomber from 

limitations on strategic nuclear del i very vehicles despite a genera l consensus 

that the bomber possessed intercontinental capabilities . Instead Jimmy 

Carter accepted a n uns_igned l etter from Leonid Brehznev during the fina l 

negotiations in Vienna , It essentiallf stated that the Soviets would not give 

the bomber capabilitie s that it a lready h a,d , The unsinged lette r _ g;raciously 

asded that the bomber would not be deployed in a threatening mode during 

peaceful conditions . So much for Jimmy Carter the "tough n_egotia,tor . 1' 

The same'pattern held for othe r arms control forwns . The Ad.fl1inistration continued 

to press for a tota l ban on nuc l ear tests a lthough detection of al l such 

explosions within Soviet t e rritory was deemed impossible by the scientifi c 

community. It rushed into negotiations on demilitarization of the Indian 

Ocean negotiations that the forme r Republican administrations ahd turned 

down despite the fact that this would virutally exc lude a rneani_ngful U, S, 

military presence in the area while the Soviet Union , b y virtue of it's 

geographica l locations- would retain easy access throughout the r _e gion . 

SOVIET BUILDUP IGNORED 

Jimmy Carter has sho~n particular ambivalence abou t the Soyiet rnilitQry 

bui l dup . During the c ampaign he acknowledged Soviet superiority in many 

espeees - mi litary sectors (Speech to the American Legion Convent i o n Seatt le , 

\·7a s hington Septembe r 24, 1976) but mai ntained that i n "the cumulative 
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strength of our own military forces , plus those of NATO and others, are stil l 

superior to the Soviet Union." (Washington Post March 21 , 1976 ) 

But his overall attitude toward the growing Soviet threat has been one of 

complacence, despite evidence that the-Soviet- their military buildup has 

only picked _up momentum . Since 1970 the Soviet Union has outspent the United 

States in military investment by around $240 billion. Last year alone such 

investment exceeded that of the U.S. by 85 percent . Soviet investments in 

strategic forces has outpaced the U.S. throu~hout the decade by two and one-half 

three times . The result has been fr_igh teni_ng : 

(insert graphs } 

Nor were Mr . Carter's policies influenced by the Soviet Union's continued 

promotion and financing of Cuban activity throughout the Third World despite 

his 

that 

campaign statement tha~ "we should make it clear that detente requires 

the Soviets , as ~1- a:s he United States , refrain from irresponsible 
,. ., ( ( ----inter~ 

1
(Q.ktcc:, 60 C.c .. u\c..._~ -:,, ,:',.::u '-~,_y, k-c ~.,j. c ,• ,._j (".1(1,C., 

0untri@-S '\"' Evidently when he said "the Russians have 

n o more business in~-- Angola than we have , " he excluded proxy forces a s 

irrelevant . As a result, the Cuban military presence throughout Africa has 

mo:;: than doubled , bring their total to over 40,000 throughout the continen t , 

Nor has Mr. Carter learned anything from this expansion of proxy forces . 

Despite Cuban ac tivity in support o ces throughout the Caribbean 

and Central America , he continues to declare that he see s "no military threat 
~ 

to the integrity of the nations in the Carib)can from a n outside force an d 

therefore (doesn't) consider it b- to be necesaary to define it as one of 

:i:ta.-- vita l interest where military action by our own country would be necessary 

t o defend it." (Quest ion and Answer session .. .,,ith Editors and 1c ws Directors 

January 29 , 1980 ) 
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ALLIANCE DISARRAY 

Jimmy Carter's vacillation and empty rhetoric has created deep concern amon g 

our military allies . This was'already apparen t during the campaign.when at 

one time he said "we have too many troops . overseas " - (Boston Advertiser July 

25, 1976 ) and then two months later said he "would - intend to maintain our present 

t-- level of troop deployment in Europe " and "would . even be willing to increase 

ground forces ... if that was what it took to give us equivalent strength .'' 

(AP September 19 , 1976) He repeatedly cited the importance of our alliance 

relationships, asserting that they mtls t- "mus t know that we will keep our . 

promises" and that they will "be reassured not by promises but by tangible 

ace-ions ~ltations.'' (Address to members of the American 

Chamber of Conunerce Tokyo , Japan May 28 , 1975 ) Btle-Mt',-Ear~er-has-fai±ea-~-

But Jimmy Carter has succeeded on ly in undermining U.S. credibility within 

our allia nce system . He failed to meet-~~ live up to increased defense spending 

commitments . He embarrassed West Germany with his vacillation on the neutron 

weapons issue . During the first year of his Administration a leaked NXC 

memorandum envisioning the loss of one-third of Germany should war break out 

in Europe caused a ma jor uproar an d necessitated a series of denials and 

explanations from Administnation officials . Lack of consultation on SALT 

negotiations raised serious concerns among NATO allies , particularly concerning 

1 . . . . ---=---ft . 1 t t'-- G 1 im.1.tat.1.ons on we apons systems o par icu ar ccr11ce1110 ,,em . anera 

neglect of time l consultation was West European countries . -Ne-

nor South Korea was consulted prior to his announceme nt that he 

plann e d 

c a ncelled the our mutua fe..As-e---tn~~ ty with · th~ Republic of China . 

...:. 
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MILITARY MANPOWER 

During his campaign , Jimmy Carter said that ~umber 1 priority of any 

president is to guarantee the security Qf_ o~r nation " and to provide "a strong , ---- ~ 
albe , tough , muscular , wel l organized fighting force ." (Christian Science 

Monitor Septemer 17 , 1976 ) But unde r his l eadership , the United States 

has has failed to fulfill even minima l military manpower requirements , further 

bringing into ~uestion our abi lity to maintain alliance com.mitments . 

In 1979 , for the first time since the creation of the al l -volunteer force , 

al l military services failed to fu l f ill recruitment goals : 

Army 16,00 shor t of 158,700 goa l 

Navy s, 20 short of 84 , 830_ goal 
Marines 1, 200 short of 41 , 800 goal 
Air Force 1, 40 s hort of 68 , 000 goal 
(Washington Pos t Octobe r 20, 1979 ) 

Moreover , the fai l ure t o stem the flow of trained , experienced personne l 

out of the miliaary services _into better paying civilian jobs threatens 

even more serious consequences. 

out of service due t o 

Potential ly active s hips are 

r-a-~~rate 

being taken 

them . Naval ---- _ , -----------------, 
e-ugh a tr1tion- three times faster than new p3::enee-- planes 

are proauced t o replace them , l arge ly due to lack of training time fo r -----pilots an d lack o f trained maintenance personnel . · -- --

Our military reserves are sad ly inadequate . The Selective Reser~es--,suffe r 

a 13% manpower shortage under peacetime requirements an d a 20% shortage fo r 

wartime requirements ; 

Anny Nationa l Guard 
Army P-eserve 
Afr National Guard 
Air Force Reserve 
jV:zirine Corps Reserve 
~aval Reserve 
Totals 

(GAO ,Ju ly 1979 ) 

Shortfall fron 
Peacetir.e Need 

62,228 
51 , 478 
1,993 
2,155 
1,153 
2 , 557 

121 , 56 4 

Shortfall fr::::rn 
l·Jartirn2 n:-cd 

85 , 637 
61, 024 
10,123 
13,928 

6 , 909 
19 , 207 

196 , ::P ~ 

..:. 

l 
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Shortages of manpower in the Individual Ready Reserve that would provide 

trained men to replace active duty forces incapacitated in combat are eve n 

more critical . A-- The Administration ' s response to this has been to lower 

it ' s estimates t~ the number require d : 

}' 
I 

I 

l 
NufTlbers Recrui red 

. NlJITlbers . v~ilable 
Manp::, . .:er shortage 

L 

~IM.MY CARTER'~ fA.L$E CQNY~S:f_O 

FY 1978 
729 , 000 
168,600 
560 , 400 

FY 1979 
710 , 000 
200 , 000 
510 , 000 

FY 198J 
694 , 000 
200 , 000 
494 , 000 

Carte r In light of t:iese inescapabl facts , ft mi:ght De expel 
would reevalua~ his thinkin on the question of Svoiet goals 

and the appropr · ate respons~ to them , B[t even aftL the brutal i vasion o ~ 

not th/ case . He te ls us thj_ this act.ion "h s made a 

more dramatic change " i n Soviets ' ultimate~ goals 
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VVVA/V'}"'~ /V~~ LY) 
despite three years o despite the 

fact that upgraded intelligence estimates of Soviet force modernization an d 

expansion are even more alarming than those wo on which President Fordbased 

his proposals for the programs Mr . Carter cut. He tells us that we are 

stronger now despite tha the testimony of his own SAC commander tha 

equivalence ceased to exist in 1978 and tha t "by today ' s measurem 

adverse strategic imbalance has developed and wi ll continue for vera l years 

to come ... not only when our forces are in a day-to-day alert post 

Jimmy Carter appears to have come full circle , belatedly ressurecting the 

Republican initiatives he or_iginally cast aside a s incompatible with arms 

control and the spirit of detente . But he supports cuts in the defense 

budget proposed before the invasion of Afghanistan . 

J± In an ' effort to appear tough, Jimmy Carter announces the reinstitution o f 

draft registration . But the measures he proposes were ones rejected by his 

own Bf- Befense Department studies a s little more than symbolic . His plan 

cuts by only six days our abi li t y to mobilize military manpowe r in the even t 

of an emergency. It does nothing to a-- curb the flow of trained personne l 

out of miliaary service. Jimmy Carter tells us that this wil l demonstrate 

our resolve to the Soviet Union as if the l eaders in the Kremlin were unaware 

of these facts . 

Jimmy Carter announces to the world the obvious that any assault on the 

Persian Gulf region would be considered an assault on our "vital interests'' 

and that repell such a n assault "by any means necessary , including military 

fov force . " (State of the Union January 23 , 1980 ) He does not tel l us that 

ou r ability to uphold that pledge is highly questionable . Then , six days 

t 
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he falls into the familiar pattern of vacillating saying that he neve r 

"c l aimed to have the ability unilateral ly to defeat any threat to that region 

with ease " and that what he calle d for "was a n analys is by all those nations 

who are there who migh t be threatene d" an d cooperation "with them, as they 

request and a s they des ire , to strength e n their own defense capabilities . " 

(Question and Anser session with Edi tors and News Directors January 29 , 1980 ) 

Nor does he tell us why, if we-eent-defend-the-reg±on,trnilater:a:1: -.,- alliance 

cooperation would be necessary to defend the region, he failed to consult 

with our allies before publicly announcing this improvised "doctrine . " 

Jimmy Carter's tough rhetoric ri_ngs hollow , His conversion i:;3 arti:f;icial 

and t enuous . His understanding of the real ities is shallow . His public 

announcements are designed more fo r domestic consumption and pacification 

than for maintaining the United States' ttba ability t o deter agg;i:;-ession and 

defend its l egi timate national interests . Mr . Carter still appears to have 

no strategy save a re-electio n strategy. 
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Ml? 
OPINION AND COMMENTARY I 

JoseQh C. Harsch 

If a vote could be taken among "the for
eign policy community" . (meaning govern
ment officials, journalists, and academics 
who specialize in foreign affairs) there prob
ably would be a solid, perhaps even over
whelming, majority in favor of a return to 
some form of military conscription in the 
United States. 

The case is a strong one that US military 
forces are not now sufficiently manned in 
numbers, quality, and experience to sustain 
the present and prospective commitments of 
the United States in world affairs . 

The failure of the attempt to rescue the 
hostages in Iran is only the most visible indi
cation that US armed forces are not up to 
peak readiness for emergency operations. 
Those who make a specialty of studying the 
state of the world and its inherent risks and 
dangers largely agree that improvement is 
desirable. And how else to improve than to 
revive the selective service system?· 

Republican candidate Ronald Reagan 
thinks raising the rate of pay would be prefer
able. Like most other politicians or today he 
opposes an actual revival of compulsory ser
vice for the obvious elemental reason lhat il is 
unpopular and would probably lead to a re
vival ul the kind of draft rcsi~ta11ce which 

Military service problems 
marred the American scene toward the end of 
the Vietnam experience. No politician wants 
to risk responsibility for launching another 
wave of student riots . 

But the military payroll is already a major 
feature of the federal budget. It could not be 
raised substantially without either undermin
ing the case for tax cutting or giving another 
boost to an unbalanced budget, hence to infla
tion. The best way to improve the military 
posture of t~e US without damaging the econ
omy would be to revive conscription, which is 
precisely what the President and the Con
gress took a first step toward doing when they 
decided to revive registration. 

That first step is now in trouble both on 
university campuses and in the courts, and 
for the _same reason. It is obviously a move 
toward conscription, but not acknowledged so 
to be. The government contention in the pub
lic forum and in the legal case in the US Dis
trict Court in Philadelphia which went unani
mously against the government was that 
induction of any of the new registrants is not 
imminent. The government says registration 
is only a stand-by measure. 

That contention docs not impress either 
the student protesters or that Philadelphia 
court. The three judges who ruled that the 

proposed registration is unconstitutional did 
so on the ground that registration imposes a 
burden on a single class of citizens. This, the 
three judges contended, can be done only if 
justification could be shown. "The justifica
tion here," they said, "should relate to the 
governmental need to raise military forces by 
conscription. Registration of a class of citi
zens with absolutely no purpose would be un
constitutional under any standard of review." 
In this case the court found discrimination 
against males because females were ex
cluded from the registration. More impor
tantly, no adequate justification had been pre
sented to the eourt;it said. 

In other words, (unless overturned by the 
Supreme Court) registration, whether it be of 
males only or of males and females, should 
not happen unless the government first 
makes a case that conscription may again be 
necessary . And this is precisely what the po
litical leaders of the country have not yet 
done . 

They have not come forward and asserted 
that the international situation is so grave 
that the United States must go back to con
scription. They all say that the Soviet Union 
has done things it should not have done. They 
all talk about Soviet aggression in various 

places, including Afghanistan. But they ha\'e 
not yet made to the American people or to the 
judges of the federal court in Philadelphia the 
case which most people in the foreign policy 
community think ought to be made. 

President Carter has said that the Soviet 
invasion of Afghanistan constitutes the worst 
crisis since World War II . Ronald Heagan 
makes it sound even worse . But the President 
is not willing yet to say that conscri ption is 
necessary. A'nd Mr. Reagan is not even will 
ing to support the grain embargo as a mea ns 
of letting the Soviets know how much he db
approves of what they are doing to the 
Afghans. 

The United States was ready to go into 
World War I when the Lusitania was sunk 
with a passenger list of mostly Americans . It 
was ready to go into World War II when the 
Japanese attacked Pearl Harhor. But tll(_• 
case for conscription now is so far largely .in 
intellectual abstraction. lt has not been solo 
to the American people, to the youngl'r g1·11 -
eration, or even to the federal courts . l i11lil 
the case is mad<• . persuasively, by the ll'ad1·r
ship of both parties. there will he cliffi1·ulti1·s 
about military manpower - C\'C' ll though .lus
tiee Brennan has stayed the i'hila<ll'lphb 
decision . 
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M~~han,warns Of Threat 
From:: _NeW Soviet Expansion 
· . N'/ :r:~ \• 1~ • lD · 

. By FRANKL YNN 

Senator Daniel Patrick Moynihan Airport tomorrow, rather than .at ;Ken-
warned the Democratic National Conven- nedy or La Guardia. . 
tion last night in a prepared speech that Thus Governor Byrne, rather than 
"the Soviet empire has entered a new Governor Carey, will greet the President 
period of expansion" that threatens Af- and accompany him to the Sheraton Cen
ghanistan, Africa, Southeas~ Asia and tre. White House reporters could not re
even the Caribbean and Central America. call any other occasion on which Mr: Car-

"Simultaneously, the mad but relent- ter used Newark Airport to come to New 
less expansion of Soviet nuclear forces York. · . . · . · 
has continued," the Senator declared, The President's apparent pique was 
"bringing to the point of instability the not reflected in the delegations from New 
oneareaofourrelationsinwhichwehave York, Connecticut and New Jersey, in 
most sought restraint." · · · · each of which Kennedy delegates could i 

To meet that threat, the New York draw some comfort from . the fact that ' 
Senator's text said, the Carter Adminis- they were the majority. . . l 
tration has increased military spending Carter delegates, on the other hand, I 
in each of the last four years despite a could look to "the big picture" - the 
1976 Democratic platform pledge to re- President's national delegate majority-
duce such expenditures. He noted that the for their optimism. • - . 
proposed platform calls for a continua- · · 
tion of such spending with a pledge of "a Both Sides Cheer Carey 
massive return to strategic' V{eapons · Governor Carey; who appeared before 
development." ·. . · · · . other delegations including the Connect-

. · · · ·. - · · icut Kennedy caucus, in his campaign 
Struggle over Rule . · against the proposed rule, was _greeted 

The Senator was one of several Demo- enthusiastica1ly by both Carter an"ti Ken- . 
crats from New York, New Jersey and nedy deleg11tes at the New York cWfega
Connecticut who were cast in prominent tion meeting before last night's session . . 
roles at last night's session, which was Most of the Carter delegates cheered ' 
dominated by the struggle over the pro- when the Governor told the New Yorkers, • 
posed convention rule that would require "Don't let the power brokers take your j • 
delegates to abide by the results of Prest- vote away from you." l 
dential primaries and caucuses. Robert S. Strauss, the President's cam-

Governors Carey of New York and paign chairman, was also conciliatory in 
Byrne of New Jersey were assigned to de- his talk to the New York -delegates. He 
liver welcoming addresses, along with touched off l!lughter when be said that he 
Mayor ~. who, in his prepared text, had been "on all sides of this issue" at • 
told the delegates that many of their an- previous conventions, depending on • 
cestors "came through this port." whether his candidate had a majority of , 

Mr. Carey, who took a leading role in the delegates. . . • • 
the fight against the proposed delegate One of the major 1mtants in all three , 
rule, spoke in last night's debate, urging delegations was not th~ rules struggle but 
the delegates to demonstrate that the the quest for guest passes to the conven- · 
conventiqn is - "more than a livestock tion. At the. New York Kennedy caucus, 
areQa in. which sheep and. catt}e are list- which was closed to reporters, the Stat~ 
lessly herded about." ·: · . _ ·.. . . ·, _. · . Senate minority leader, .MaDm!d .Ohren-

. • · · ·· .! · • ·stein, was overheard assuring the Ken- , 
Defenders of the rule were Gov. ~lla T. nedy delegates that he would make very I 

Grasso an~ Senator Abraham A. Ribicoff effort to obtain more passes. The Carter ! 
-~;~~cut. :11e s_enator als~ spoke _in ~r:.cus in New York ~as open to report. , 

Governorcareywas apparently unable Several Ne'Y York Democratic county, 
to convince any of the Carter de.legates, leaders threatened, perhaps facetiously, ! 
even in his home state, to follow his lead. to keep their delegatesJ>ff the floor for the , 

Even before the vote, President Carter crucial rules vote last night, unless ticket I 
apparently signaled his displeasure over allocations were increas·oo. They were in
Mr. Carey's role in the rules stI1Jggle by creased early in the afternoon, only a few : 

· ~:<=ld.ing to land at N.ev.:ark International hours before the convention opened. · 1 



about ho d it was to get the Carter 
___ ...:;::;;.... ___ .;:a ______ l forces to accept even the most justifiable I 

Ha+-n''ard v. Cart·er: of positions: "They only gave up what they t 
I V couldn't refuse," I 

It would be easy to dismiss this com• I Platform wars plaint as dissembling. since the continuing 
platf~rm fight so clearly s·erves the inter• That Won't Die . est of their candidate and since the Carter 

By SuzANNE GARMENT . people on the committee did have the . 
If you wanted to find Senator Edward votes. :Yet there was a real edge of griev· 

Kennedy's platform staff on the eve of the ance in the Kennedy voices, and in one 
Democratic convention, you had to maneu· way It was not hard to sympathize. The 
-ver your way through the hubbub of Ken• comprehensive platform proposal they had 
nedy headquarters at the Wi:.ldorf Astoria, produced for their Senator had been, mer· 
where utility tables and supply cabinets its uf the planks aside, a coberent and so
and Kennedy post~rs ~d soft drink refrlg• phisticated document-just as their papers 
erators wer~ movmg m to -.camouflage the and law review articles must have been . 

. pseudo-Persian splendor of the Starlig~t The Carter product read like-well, the 
Roof ballroom. If you happened to walk m Carte adminis' • ti ·ts lf r tl bit 
bearing the freight of a Harvard education . r tra on 1 - e -• a it e con· 
of a certain era, you immediately recog.i tradictory and flat-footed and ~spired. 
nized among the paraphernalia an old Har· The Kennedy staffers on convention eve, 
vard hand-then ~other one, and another. when asked about this, still remembered 

This was no . accident. One Kennedy the difference quite well. 
staffer counted up. and said that of the sev· ·-. The Cart~r performance had been so 
en-man issues -team, five were Harvard uneven, various of them explained, be-
1:,aw School graduates. and four of those cause Carter people "didn't give a damn" 

, five wer~ law-review ~tors. Wblch _piece : about the Issues. Because their view of the 
of ~or social_ s~tistics may not be irrel~ · world was _so fragmented. And because 
vant m e~launng why the Democratic "they're just not competent." Even the so- _ 
platform fight has been so long, and why · - . . 
the Kennedy forces have pushed so hard to call~ move to th_e nght m the co~try was 
extract the concessions they've been get· · an 1SSUe of skill more than ideology: 
ting. . .. , . , "People want competence. It was Carter's 

From the ti.me the platform committee incompetence that made the move to the 
first met to draft the document in Washing~ . right credible.'_' · 
ton back in June, It was clear that the pro- * * * 
cess of accommodation wasn't going to be . You listened to all this sm~ cu --.., 

easy. At one of the closed meetings where stuff and felt pinned in a time warp. To
reporters weren't intended to be, the night these bright young men are going to 
smoke-filled room did not exactly ring with try to put . their economic plank in the 
the sound of secret deals being hammered Democratic platform, calling for wage and 
outTh d 1 te f tifi. d b lad b. price controls and forbidding the govern· 

e e ega s, or e y a en uf· talc · all · th 
fet table were working th 1 1 t . ment to e any action at , ever, at , emse ves n o a . 1 t This wh1l 
state of bug-eyed late night exhaustion. may mcrease unemp oymen ' . e 
Stuart Eizenstat, holding the fort for Prest· · everybody else is already argwng about 
dent Carter's platform draft, sat even· the precise shape and size of the tax cut. 
voiced as they came to him repeatedly. · . ; There are two possible outcomes totw. :.:.v--+__, 

* * * · -: , fight: the Kennedy people will lose in the 
Sometimes he ced~ voluntarily, occa· ; convention or they will somehow win and 

. sionally . he lost, more otte~ he held the · make their party more vuinerable to de
line . . Did someone · want to _ co?le out ! ,feat by· the Republicans in November. This 
against .mandatory retirement? Fine. Burl . · · . · 
on the big debates of Jhe evening; Petei+ ·~ the _end product of the proud preoccupa· -
Edelman would propose for the Kennedy: tion with issues and_ coherence and compel- _ 
forces and the Carter people would simply~ · ence., · · ,. - ·· - · .. 

. vote him down. There was not much Quib.J . . It m~t have been irresistibly tempting 
bling; the whole exercise was less remin· r to these -high-quality activists to look on , 
iscent of negotiation than of ballet. ·; · 1 Jin:ucy Carter's people and performance ' j 

. * * * . : '. . with contempt Tempting to think that lib- '. 
!\ow, on the eve of the convention, a! eralism was basically alive and well that 

platform planner and Carter sympathizer . · , . '· 
remembered the drafting with some bitter· ; oniy Junmy Cart:~r. -~ presenta_tion of it had _ . 
ness. "We closed the hearings to the press : gotten the doctrine ·into trouble, that things 
because . we thought tt· would encourage could be fixed by superior skill, that you 

. people to work out their differences. In ret· could build the successful liberal political 
rospect I would have opened them," the . organization if only you had enough intelli· 
planner continued, in order to put some gence and class. 
constr~ts o~ the Kennedy'people's delib- These are the convictions of people who 
erate mtransigence. somew:iere inside think that they are the 

o.-er at the Waldorf, needless to say, . . . 
d.dn't h •t th t -- Th K ed ones who have the nght to be runrung the 

you 1 ear 1 a way. e enn Y I ad f th 1 · 
·ct th eed th t th had be lit country nste o e mot ey crew now m ru es ere agr a ere en • . . . 

tle compromise: that whatever negotia· . office. They are the same convictions, you 
. . . .have to suspect. that animate Edward M. 

tions went on m W~~mgton back in June Kennedy himself. If in fact Jimmy Carter's 
had been more a shifting mix of stonewall· d Jin h t bee . t tt f tech· 
ing, coercion, playing to the galleries, and ec e_ as no n J~ , a ma er o . 
theft of delegates. But the complained nique, if we are looking at powerful cur· 

Y rents carrying the country's opinion away 
from the Democratic Party's directions of 
the past 20 years, such people will be the 
last ones to see or admit it. 
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Heedirtg Carter, Delegates1 
President, in Personal Note, Asks ~ 

Rejecti~ $t.!,., M~~?J:iiX Plank j~, 
ByWARRENWEAVERJr. . I ~ 

The Democratic National Convention that a President had dispatched such a ! 

· completed its 1980 platform yesterday, communication to individual delegates [ 
. defeating, at President Carter's per- at a ·party convention in an effort to in- ! ~ 
· sonal behest, a proposal to halt deploy- fluence their decision on a single plank : 
'. ment of the MX missile system_.. in the platform. . i · 

At the climax of a long afternoon of The MX system, which would be built ( . 
debate, the delegat~ rejected, by a in the Utah and Nevada desert, is de- · • ~ 

· vote of 1,874 to 1,276, a charge by critics signed to shift the missiles along a i 
of the Administration's military poli- track of launching sites so that they , 
cies that the proposed $60 billion mobile would not provide a fixed target for the 1· 

· missile system would be "counterpro- Russians. . . ,-.. • 
ductive" and would produce "new risks Aside !.rem · the missile debate~ the (/l ... 

· which outweigh apparent military ad- Carter floor managers moved success- . TI'\ 
vantage." fully to reassert the President's control ! · V ~ 

The victory for . the President gave over the platfo~ on which he will seek I . ,-.. • · 
his backers a virtual clean sweep on the re-election in the fall campaign, seizing i t----A 

· convention's second day of · platform the initiative from backen; of Senator : (b · 
· writing. The carter forces "failed to Kennedy and other critics of the origi- \ • 

block only _one relatively minor plank nal draft who won several victories on ii t-,4 _. 
to which they objected. Tuesday. H 

Carter Resumes Control · In an afternoon of sporadic debate, ...., 
. the delegates ~efeated minority planks \ ~ 

On Tuesday, by contrast, supporters that would have committed the party 
of Senator Edward M . Kennedy sue- and its Presidential candidate: 
ceeded in defeating · the President in CJEnding special tax treatment given t-4 • 
three contests on the economic planks the oil industry through allowances for H 

• of the platform, and other Carter crit- depletion and intangible drilling and ...., 
· ics pushed through planks, against the . development expen_ses. · · ,-.. • 

President's wishes, on equal rights for fJOpposing the levying of higher UJ_ 
.. . women and abortJon. gasoline taxes or oil import fees -such 
• · . Mr. carter resumed control of the as the one proposed by President car~ · ~ 

platform process no~ only through ef-f ter- "to artificially increase the price ...., 
, forts_ on the ~o~vent1on floor but al~o of gasoline.,, ·· _ . ._ n • . 

-~i::ou~ subrm~ ~o the delegates his · CJCreating a new system of Federal ' 
ObJections to proV1s1ons they approved supervision of oil companies to achieve rf'r-\· 
yesterday. A_ new _rule adopted_ only what its authors called "energy a~ ~ ""'f 
~onday reqwred him to take this ac- countability;'' _ _ . . . ' 
tion. . CJAn immediate freeze on testing and . J . ~ 

I~ effect, the rule gave the President .· deployment of nuclear . weapons and U 
a kin~ of v~to ~wer o~r the _Platform, ' delivery system~. · ~ 

. enabling him .to decide which of its t'\ , .· . 
· planks he would accept as the basis for Carter Is Allowed a Rewrite ~ 
his re-election campaign. · · The delegates approved by vrii~ vote · · 

The Carter Administration rolled out a minority plank imposing "a Jriora- r-t-
its heavy.artillery for the MX missile torium on the acquisition of competing ~ 
debate. The Secretary of Defense, Har- coal companies and solar energy com- 0 .. 
old Brown; a former director of the panies by major oil companies." Some ..,_. 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agen- who were attenting the convention in · I 
cy_, Gen. George M. Seignious; and neutral roles were convinced that this a 
Representative Jim_ Wright of Texas, proposal, too, had been voted down, but 

. the House majority leader, all spoke Senator John Glenn of Ohio, in the 
· • against the proposal to change the plat- chair, ruled otherwise . . 

form. · · The new co~vention rule requiring 
Handwritten Message President carter to express his differ

In addition, the President's agents 
circulated on the floor copies of a hand
written letter on White House station
ery dated yesterday and signed 
"Jimmy Carter." The author said he 
was communicating with the delegates 

• "as Commander in Chief of the Ameri
can armed forces." 

"It is crucial, " the President wrote, 
"that our strategic nuclear forces not 
be. vulnerable to a pre-emptive Soviet 
attack. The MX missile system is our 
optimum means of meeting these vital 
goals. 

"We Democrats must demonstrate 
to our nation and to the world that we 
are committed to defending our coun
try, and to concluding a balanced nu
clear arms control agreement. There
ftfte, it is very important for you to vote · 
NO on minority report 20 + ;23." 

!t w~5 helieved to be the first time 

ences with the platform adopted by the . 
convention · originated as an effort by 
Kennedy strategists to weaken the 
President's chances for renomination. 

_,., As circumstances shifted, however, 
. the rule enabled Mr. Carter, in effect, 
to rewrite the platform to his own 
specifications, eliminating any ma
terial that the delegates had added 
over his objections as long as he did not 
regard its retention as politically help
ful to his campaign. 

While Senator Kennedy was a candi
date for the nomination, his supporters 
believed they could weaken the Carter 
cause by inserting planks in the plat
form on the floor that the President 
would feel required to repudiate before 
the delegates chose a nominee. Such a 
repudiation, according to the Kennedy 
strategy, would divert votes from Mr. 
Carter to Senator Kennedy. 
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I 
As Humphrey, as Stevenson, as Kennedy ! 

At first, he was the Kennedy of 1980. Echoes of his : 
brothers resonated last November as he announced his 

. candidacy: "Fear spreads that our leaders have r~ 
signed themselves to retreat. This country is not pr~ 
pared to sound retreat." Time, in other words, to get 
the country moving again. 

Later, the public cam·e increasingly to see him as 
the Humphrey of 1980, champion of liberal orthodoxy's 
whole menu of programs. He urged wage and price 
controls, recontrolling oil and natural gas, a Marshall 
Plan for cities. Two young black men standing in the 
back of a crowded Methodist church in east Los An
geles made it explicit. As the Senator was saying, "If 
we could reconstruct bombed-out Europe after World 
War II;:lhen ... ," one said to the other, "Sounds like 
Humphrey to me." · 

And then, Tuesday night, in the din of "We want 
Ted I" and the whirl of blue placards, Edward Kennedy 
became the Stevenson of 1980. It was one of the great 
emotional outpourings of convention history, a 
memorable speech, delivered with affecting intensity, . 
in a losing cause. Recall Eugene McCarthy's stirring 
1960 speech. Then, it was a Kennedy who wanted dele
gates to be bound by their pledges to the voters; then it 
was the challenger who wanted them freed, to vote 
their consciences. The faithful shouted their lungs out 
against the odds: "We w~t STE-ven-sonl" That 
demonstration could not have seemed any longer to 
John Kennedy than Tuesday night's demonstration 
must have seemed to Jimmy Carter. 

• 
There is another parallel, and it is more important. 

Senator Kennedy's speech, however splendid, was not 
an acceptance speech; the Senator did not win the 

· nomination; and the convention is not representative of 
the country. In this year of the Endless Campaign, 
. Democrats had !:)lenty of chance to cheer for ~d vote 

for and nominate Edward Kennedy. They did not do so 
-- just as, in 1960, they cheered, but turned away from 
Adlai Stevenson. 

The reason this year is not, certainly, that Jimmy 
Carter is so strong. Nor is it only that people have , 
doubts about the Senator concerning Chappaquiddick 
and the "character" issue. A big reason Senator Ken
nedy did not win is that many people f~ed his an
swers to social problems are too liberal, by which they 
mean, obsolete or too expensive or both. 

One can regret the turn to conservatism in Amer
ica; one can rail against it; one can work to reverse it. 
But through much of his campaign, the Senator 
pressed on as though it didn't exist. _An undiluted gospel 
of social welfare may produce shouts of approval in 
black churches or at white senior centers. If it had 
wider appeal, Jimmy Carter would surely know how to 
preach it. Toe task of politics is not just to assert but to 
create that wider appeal, first within a party ~d then 
the electorate. 

In recent days, Senator Kennedy's words have 
taken on a more realistic tone. Where he once urged 
wage and price controls, or new controls on petroleum, 
he has lately been saying that in the '80s, the nation 
needs "rtew combinations of answers" · on energy and 
the economy. In his Tuesday speech, he pointedly said, 
"The commitment I seek is not to outworn views, but to 
old values that will never wear out. Programs may 
sometimes become obsolete, but the ideal of fal-mess 
always endures. " 

Thus Mr. Kennedy finally devised an honorable 
and effective end game. Whether or not he later stumps 
energetically for the Democratic ticket, he has already 
begun campaigning brilliantly against the Republi
cans; it will take Ronald Reagan some time to get the 
arrows out of his back. There is a measure of Demo
cratic unity in that, and also an opening for a new polit
ical persona: the Kennedy of 1984 . 

' 

l 
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Does the 
By tion (Le. reduced trainin retirement 1 

___ costs, higberproauclivity; and more compe-
The financial plight of United States mill- tent individuals rising to the top). 

tary families is a subject frequently discussed An equally significant benefit for the mill-
in public forums of late. Even Pr~sident Car- tary w~uld be the strong boost in morale such 
ter has belatedly acknowledged the need to a step would produce. Few military members 
increase the compensation due servicemen or their families now have a firm conviction 
and women. Unfortunately, present proposals that · their labors and uncommon sacrifices 
to increase various allowances and per diem are recognized and appreciated by the people 
rates will benefit only some military person- and government they serve. 
nel, primarily under special conditions such · What does the long-suff~ring US taxpayer 
as during travel between duty stations. . derive from this solution? The immediate re-

The real need is to restore the damage suit would almost certainly be a marked de
v.Tought by inflation and to provide money for c~se in the number of discharges and resig
food, utilities, and other basic essentials. nations. by the skilled uniformed personnel 

Understandably, there are economic and . the US obviously.needs given recent trends in 
political realities with which the President the international balance and use of blunt 
and Congress must deal, no matter what their military force. · , . , 
personal feelings toward the condition of mill-

1
. • ~e overall federal expenditure for this ac-

1

1 

tary families. Additionally, most Americ~. tion would be the smallest the government 
including those in uniform, want to see genu- · could make for the desired result. No addi
ine fiscal restraint on the part of the govern- tional pay appropriations would be needed. 
ment as a counter to debilitating inflation. There would be no increase in downstream 

There is a potential solution to this seem- L · .. , -~--

ing dilemma. As with most hwnan answers. it .retirement costs. 
is not perfect, it is not even new. There would be a loss of revenue to the US 

I propose legislation exempting all active · · TJ;"easury and realignments in the federal 
duty military pay from federal income tax. budget would be required. Increased compen- · · 
The long hours, disrupted personal lives, and · sation for the military will have a price; I am 
grinding family separations are an already simply suggesting the lowest price. 
heavy tax on military personnel. Nobody should think that this would for-

What benefits should come from such leg- i ever end all military pay and retention prob
islation? First, it could be done quickly, with I tems. It would help and would create a 
no requirement for increased appropriations : breathing space to permit detailed study of a 
for military pay. It need not be retroactive ! wide range of compensation alternatives and 
and should not extend to military pensions. provide the time for the legislative and fiscal 
There need not be any exemption from state · give and take necessary to bring them into 
or local taxes or social security taxes. Only being. 
income from military compensation should. The US Nary is currently short more than 
be exempted; all other income should be 20,000 key skilled personnel. An additional 
taxed normally. 20,000 individuals are serving on voluntary 

The increase in monthly salary from this one-year extensions of their obligated ser- ! 
proP9sal _would not be large for very junior vice._ Those on 'extensions include some 1 
personnel, but all services are currently man- reacting to the downturn in the economy and 
aging to recruit adequate numbers at existing many others who are waiting in good faith for 
pay scales. The increase would be significant a much promised sign of understanding and 
' , .. mid-career personnel, precisely the highly commitment on the part of the Congress and 
ski ~ :-11up the services are losing by the 1 
thousands. the PresidenL - ; 

Undeniably, seruor-cnlisted and officer Recently the crew. of the ship on which I , 
grades would benefit substantially. Far from serve was briefed on procedures for applying · 
being a detractor, this factor would be a posi- for food stamps and for obtaining rent sub~i
tive incentive toward longer careers, harder I dies under local welfare programs. This was 
work, and increased competition for promo- in preparation for our imminent return borne 

· - ·-- after six months at sea. . 

Commander Frederick J . Glaeser _is 
currently serving aboard the aircraft 
carrier USS Saratoga in. th~ Mediterra
nean Sea. 

If there is no rapid and significant re
sponse to the obvious disparity between un
usual self-sacrifice and abysmal compensa
tion, the months ahead may well bring more 
news of ships unable to sail for lack of crews. 
Those less·than-proud ships which do get un-
derway would comprise our first "welf~ 
fleet," hardly an instrument to effectively re
present .and defend US interests around the 
world: .:·. · 



oscoe Drummond 

· W ashlngton 
There is no evidence that the Russians will 
pushed out of Afghanistan or negotiated 

1t of Afghanistan as far as one can see 
ead. 
It is well to pay close attention to what the 
viets say to their allies and to be wary of 
at they say to their adversaries. 
You can take it for granted that_. when 
scow reassures the,East Europeans that it 

lS no intention whatsoever of abandoning 
fghanistan, it means exactly what it says. 

But it is also well to realize that when Mos
lets the .United States and its European 

· es think or hope or guess that there might 
• some give if we would turn our attention to 
tente, the diplomatic road may contain 
falls. '-
When Mr. Brezhnev talked with Helmut 

idt recently he told the German 
cellor that a political solution might be 
ible, but he had already intbnned his al
in Eastern Europe that there would be no 
doning of Afghanistan. 

Chancellor Schmidt was representing the 
ews of the West when he made the ·plea to 

Moscow-settles down for a IOng staJ · ' 
the Soviet president that he "could contribute we help to conquer Afghanistan _by preventing 
significantly to reducing the dangerous crisis the rebels from obtaining weapons with which 
if you could state that the announ~ed with- · to carry on their resistance to the presence of 
drawal of some Soviet troops from Afghani- . the Russian troops. 
stan is the beginning of a continuous process Can it mean other than that the West would 
which will go on to complete withdrawal." be keeping in power in Kabul a regime taking 

It is at this point that Mr. Brezhnev said orders from Moscow and, in effect, doing 
yes in words but not in substance. He did this Moscow's work by demobilizing the Afghan 
by asserting that any settlement which would freedom fighters? · 
permit Soviet withdrawal would have to be This is why it is wise _to believe that the 
"based on the proposals of the present Af- Soviets are telling the truth when they inform 
ghanistan government." · · their East European satellites that they are 

Here is the cat.ch. Compare the two not abandoning Afghanistan. · 
positions : 

What the allies - at President Carter's ini-· This ls why-it is wise to be wary when Mr. 
· tiative and at Chancellor Schmidt's initiative Brezhnevi wants us to believe that the pros
in his talks in Moscow _ are proposing is that . pect of a negotiated withdrawal could be just 
they . would guarantee the neutrality of Af- around the corner. 
ghanistan and help establish a transition ar- It isn't. The evidence is that the Soviets 
rangement during the process of staged with- want to resurrect de~ente and eat Afghanistan · 
draw al. · too. · 

What Mr. Brezhnev in his reply to Mr. · Because the Russians avow they will not 
Schmidt is proposing is ,that the West play a "abandon Afghanistan" and are prepared to 
part in guaranteeing the continued existence negotiate "withdrawal" only , under terms 
of the pro-Soviet regime in Kabul which Mos- which would leave them there in contral ...,. 

· cow has' installed by force of anns; and that this does licit mean that 'the' time ·wnrnever 

come when they may decide that the price of 
occupying their Afghan neighbor is too high. 

Senate Votes Measure That Bars 
Surprise Searches of News.rooms 

Politically. diplomatically, and militarily, 
the attempted conquest is costing the Soviets 
dearly. The Afghan freedom fighters. poorly 
organized and poorly equipped, are bravely 
forcing the Soviet Union to pay a very high 
price for trying to bring this fiercely indepen
dent people to heel. To date they are not sue-. WASHINGTON, Aug. 5 (AP)-A bill to 

prohibit surprise searches•of newsrooms 
by law-enforcement officials has been ap
proved by the Senate and awaits action 
by the House. 

pie Senate passed the measure by 
voice vote yesterday. It would require the 
police to obtain a subpoena when they 
seek from the news media information 
that might be related to a crime. The bill 
would prevent the authorities from get
ting a warrant to search the news offices 
without advance warning. 

The measure pending in the House is 
broader. It would extend the protection 
against surprise searches to anyone who 
was not a suspect in a criminal investiga
tion but was believed t9 have evidence. 

. ceeding. The cost in casualties is considerable 
and the price in enmity throughout the 
Islamic world is high. · 

The Russians are uncomfortably aware 
that some of the East European communist 
government leaders have been cnUcizing the 
Afghan invasio·n. The 3ov1ets know that dur
ing th~ recent Vienna meeting of Secretary of 
State Muskie and Foreign · Secretary Gro
myko, one East-bloc official remarked not 
sotto voce: "Call it what you Like , when you 
put troops across someone else's frontier, it is 
invasion, whether it is Russia in Czeclloslova
kia or Afghanistan, the Chinese in Vietnam. 
or the Vietnamese in Cambodia." 

The end of the tunnel 1n Afghanistan i ~ not 
yet visible: · ·· · ·· · · · · · • , 
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The Ne-w Strategy for Nuclear W ar: __ How It E 
By RICHARD BURT gain an advantage by striking at Amert- ducting nuclear operations, a subject of nOW'lflDDnlwec1./jm, 
Sp8cla11oner-iewYar1<nm. can military targets. He was therefore at- extraordinary delicacy and profound con-

WASHINGTON, Aug. 12 _ Just before tracted by the idea that the best way to do.. sequence to the Soviet Union, to our allies tr-:f.tl,,,;',frrn~wfl!,..! 
Jimmy Carter moved into the White this was to threaten the survival of Soviet and our own people." 
House in January 1977, be asked Harold leaders and military forces. A participant in the earlier phase of the 
Brown, who was to be the Secretary of Mr. Brzezinski, according to his aides, study noted the Republican platform 
Defense, to study the feasibility of reduc- was more concerned about the Soviet called for a nuclear strategy of the sort 
ing the nation's strategic arsenal from Union's possible use of its nuclear power , 
1,800 long-range missiles to about 200. to blackmail the United States in political now approved, and suggested that ~-

Three and a half years later, the Penta- crises. Thus he is said to have emerged aa carter might have been interested in d&
gon is embarked on several weapons pro- a strong advocate of programs that might fleeting conservative criticism. 
grams designed not to reduce, but to bol- enhance American bargaining. White House aides said the timlng 
ster strategic power. Two weeks ago Mr. Officials said that support for tbe merely reflected the fact that neither Mr. 
Carter approved a nuclear targeting United States' capacity to make pinpoint Bnezinsld nor Mr. Brown had had ~ 
strategy that gives priority to being able strikes led Mr. Brown and Mr. Brzezimld time to f~ ~ the issue. , 
to strike at mflitary and political targets _to persuade the J>resident, in e,u-ly 1979, 
in the Soviet Union rather than cities. to approve the proposal for a new mobile 

The new policy, contained in a docu- missile, the MX. The missile, scheduled 
ment known as Presidential Directive 59 for deployment in the late 1980's, not only 
has aroused controversy in part becaUR designed to escape a first strike, but 
Secretary of State Edmund s. Muskie has the accuracy needed for such strikes. 
was evidently excluded from its formula- Following Mr. Carter's decision, in 
tion. The few officials familiar with the May 1979;:s!fprove the MX, Mr. Brze
decision say that it provides insight into zinsld P in several interagency 

. how the military posture bas changed meetings for a Presidential directive that 
over the years and how Secretary Brown would incorporate the new strategy. Ac
and Zbigniew Brzezinski, the national se- cording to officials, Mr. Brown, at that 
curity adviser, have become intellectual point, was not convinced that such an 
companiom on security matters. order was needed, and the State Depart-

Policy Evolved From lffl Plan ment was also ske!>tical. 
The new pollcy evolved fro According to some officials, it was this 

plan, known as National Secu:f tya ~ lack of support that led Mr. Brzezinski to 
sion Memorandum 2-42, formulated in the shelve the idea. An aide to Mr. ~rzezin
final months of the Ford Administration s~, however, asserted that attention was 
That memorandum called for missil~ diverted by the Iranian hostage crisis in 
capable of threatening civilian and mill- November and then the Soviet interven-
tary targets in the Soviet Union. tion in Afghanistan. 

But during the 1976 Presidential cam- Revived by a Narrower Group 
paign, Mr. Carter voiced skepticism over The strategy issue did not again rec-
the idea of being able to undertake selec- veive attention until June, in discussions 
tive nuclear strikes. As late as December that now involved oniy a handful of Pen-
1978, be said at a DeWS conference that his tagon and White House aides. In addition 
approach to deterrence was based on the to Mr. Brown and Mr. Brzezinski, they in
principle "that any attack on us would re- eluded Walter Slocombe, a Deputy Under 
suit in devastating destruction by the na- Secretary of Defense; Gen. Jasper A. 
tion which launched an attack." . Welch of the Air Force, who coordinate 

~-:,, . According to officials, both Mr. Brze- military policy at the White House, and 
i@ zmski and Mr. Brown, by the end of.1977, Gen. William E . Odom of the Army, who 

·1/.•.~ ~~~~":==~fa:::;_ is0M; ~;ezinsdkiG·•s military assistant. 
sive retaliation. A major factor behind c s sai . eneral Welch and Gen-
the re-evaluation, the officials said, was a eral Od(!m S1!bm1tted a draft <;>f ~e pro-

.. study of the military balan repa.red posed directive to Mr. Brzezmski, who 
ll' by Samuel P. Huntington, ~!assoc!- then sent it to Mr. Brown for comme~t. •~ 

ate of Mr. Brzezinski, which conclud.ed late J~y, Mr. Brown ~d Mr. Brzezinski 
that the Soviet Union did not accept that are ~d t<;> have met with Mr. Carter and 
theory of mutual deterrence.. the directive ;was approved. 

Pinpoint Stra•....., Led to MX Plans were set in motion for informing 
. . -a., allied governments of the change and for I On the basis of the study, Mr. Brzezin- having Mr. Brown announce the strategy 

ski Is said to have asked Mr. Brown to re- in a speech later tltis month. But the Gov
examine nuclear war plans. Aides said ernment was caught off guard when re-1'8 Mr. Brown aske_d Leon Sloss, a State De- ports on tµe policy appeared in the press. 
partment ai~e, m early 1978 to study the Officials acknowledge that questions 
issue . . Working with a small team, Mr. concerning the strategy remain to be an

rOV- Sloss 1s said to have devel?ped many of swered. One is why the study, after being 
res the ~cel?ts associated with the recent shelved, was revived in June. 
red directive, mcluding the importance of se-

lected political and military targets. T1mlna Criticlz.ed by Kissinger 
im- These conclusions are said to have im- Henry A. Kissinger, the former Secre-
ty pressed Mr. Brown and Mr. Brzezinski taryofState,saldhereinaspeechtoday : 
eft: for different reasons. According to his " I do not believe that the middle of an 
ov- aides, Mr. Brown was interested in con- election campaign is the appropriate mo-

vincing the Soviet Union. that it could not ment to announ~ a new strategy for con-

~ -Warn Against Sanctions op Israel 
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Aim~ng Missile~, and Dodging Them 
Unanswered Worries About Nuclear Targeting 

I 

· The carter Administration's new nuclear war 
stratea, hasn't even been formally announced yet but 
already it is creating political· fall-out. The Soviet 
Union berates"nuclear adventurism." Defense ~ 
tary Brown ba.stily reassures the allies that the United 
States has "no desire to fight a nuclear war." And the 
White Bouse failure · to consult Secretary of State 
Muskie leaves the impression that hawks in the De, 
tense Department and National Security Council have 
somehow sneaked a dangerous policy past the Presi
dent. We'd like to think there is less here than meets 
the eye. But from what is known so far, the new strat
egy carries implicit dangers. The Administration has a 
lot to explain. 

• 
The heart of the new policy is apparently a new tar

geting plan that places less emphasis on massive de
struction of cities and industries and more on military 
tarpts, oomrn•od posts and political headquarters. 
The goal is to allow a more flexible nuclear response to 
potential Soviet aggression, something short of the all
out spasm of destruction that is usually relied on to 
deter war. Indeed, there is an implication that limited 
nuclear war could be fought for a prolonged period. But 
until more is known, it is hard to judge how substantial 
a cbanae the new policy represents. 

For many years the United States has had an abun
dance of nuclear warheads aimed at a variety of Soviet 

targets, including many military facilities and com
mand posts. The targeting lists have been continuously 
revised as the number of warheads available bas 
soared past 10,000, and accuracy has improved. Thus 
the new strategy may simply represent an evoluti~ 
ary development from the past, not a major shift. 

But there are dangers. Is the United States now 
seeking a "first strike" capability that would enable it 
to eliminate the Soviet intercontinental missile force in 
a surprise attack? That seems to be the Soviet interp~ 
tation. If so, extensive debate is in order. Such a strat
egy could lead the Soviets to place their mtssile forces 
on hair-trigger alert, increasing the possibility of a cat
astrophic misunderstanding. 

The fiexible response strategy - allowing retalia
tion short of all-out destruction of Soviet society - also 
raises problems. It could deter some kinds of aggres
siorl and, should war break out, limit the damage. But 
the notion that nuclear war can be kept limited and, in 
-some sense, "won" is not only dubious; to adopt it may 
actually increase the risk of nuclear suicide. 

Finally, what will the new strategy do to arms con
trol? Already, some strategists are arguing that the 
new targeting policy makes ft imperative for the 
United States to produce the MX missile plus other ad
vanced weapons and command and control systems. 
President Carter has a duty to explain how he will 
achieve the fiexibility and deterrent effect he seeks 
without turning the arms race into a marathon. 

Unanswerable Questions About Wh~m to Shelter 
Nuclear strategy aside, there is now the matter of 

Presidential Directive 58, ordering more effective pro
tection for Government leaders in case of enemy at
taclt. With a peculiar sense of timing, Admlnistration 
officials were disclosing it, clumsily, just as Jimmy 
Carter was busy fighting off Senator Kennedy's last 
convention attaclt, 

· The motive cited by wmamed officials, "continuity 
of government," is surely worthy. So long as a nuclear 
war remains a grim possibility, prudence requires 
Washington to develop evacuation and shelter plans. 
Cavernous hideaways have existed since the E isen
hower years. Some officials were dispatched tO'one, in
side a Virginia mountain, durins the Cuban missile 
crisis. And these contingency measures should be peri-
odically reviewet' . · 

What is troubling about the anonymously disclosed 
information about Directive 58 is how callous it looks to 
the public. People who know little of the strategic chess 
games that the Pentagon plays with the Soviets are left 

Mr. Koch's Best Bet 

to mutter about generals interested in saving them
selves. 

Who shalf be saved if there is nuclear war? It is an 
imponderable question, a terrible question. Consider a 
story about the late C,hief Justice Earl Warren. Given a 
special pass admitting him to a secret relocation site of 
Government, he asked what arrangements had been 
made for Mrs. Warren. Answer: no wives; there was 
room for only 2,000 in the shelter. It is said that Mr. 
Warren replied, "If she's not important enough to save, 
neither am I." And he returned the pasa. 

Why raise such moral complexity, especially amid 
the clamor of a political campaign? Discloatna eva~ 
tion directives cannot add much to the credibility of the 
American deterrent. But it inevitably raises questions 
about which officials and which generals are judged 
important enough to be saved, by whom, and at whose 
expense. The Administration may have to think about 
the unthinkable, but if it's going to think out loud, then 
let it be with better grace. 

Balancing one budget is only a steo in the riRht di- ine need. Many were started as a result of orders or 
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Says -U.S. Seeks:.-.S_upremacy I 

By ANTHONY AUSTIN · cl°"'IY followed by Western dipl~afs Passagos In Russi.,; military Utera. I 
. spec:1a1toTbeNt'WYortnm. here. · . · · ture thal contend that the Soviet Union 

MOSCOW, Aug. 14 - The Communist To Judge by the criticism of American can defeat the United States ln a nuclear 
Party paper, Pravda, accused the'United policy, the Soviet leadership is in a state war while remaining a viable society 
States today of Intending to gain military of alarm. But the consensus among the stem, according to the Western analysts 
superiority over the Soviet Union and diplomats ls that the expressions of from three considerations: · ' 
blackmail it with a .. nuclear club." shocked SW1)rise are largely feigned__ First. ideological commitment to ·the , 

The charge, made by Pravda's senior Soviet Thlnlclng ls Interpreted Leninist dictum that a war betw~ capl-
foreign-affairs commentator, Yuri reasoning f 11 • . ta1ist and socialist states is certain to be 
Zhukov, capped a rising chorus of Soviet The goes as O ows · The dis- won by the socialists· second fear for the 
,condemnations of the new American nu- closure of the new policy cannot have morale of the Sovfet inned f~rces should 

1 clear war strategy, which favors pinpoint been a bolt out of the blue. Tbe move was it be admitte3 by the high commi:nd that 
strikes on military and political targets foreshadowed in Defense Secretary Har- victory in nuclear war was meaningless 
rather than mass attacks on cities. old Brown's defense-posture report_ to and, third, theiiecesslty for mllit■ .-v · ' 

Congress in January. Even earlier, · · -.r con-
Tbe commentary was coupled with a Soviet experts noted greater American tingeDcy pla,nning, no matter bow skepti-

new appeal for _negotiations limi~ n~ priority being given to military targets cal many of the planners are about the 
clear weapons m Europe, including the together with the nuclear threat to dties. realls~ of the_Ir scenarios. · 
so-<:alled forward-based American sys- What the Russians see now is a predict- SpreadofIJmltedWarFeared 
tems. l;he idea was first broached in June · abl hift of basis in targ ts 0

• • Th · tha. th Am. ,by Leonid 1 Brezlm th Soviet l d es emp e · ·_ . e concern t e new erlcan 
t H 1 ut Sclu:nldt ~ • ~t,;,..,, we:t c;'!• ~ That. th!5 evolution in American strate- doctrine would reduce the Soviet tlrilon's 
0 e m . • e _ - . •• gfc doctrine is a cause of ~me concern fighting ability by increasing the·danger 

man Chancellor· . . _ here ls entirely possible., even probable. · to its · missile arsenal may, therefore,· 
ReallsticBaslsforSolutlonSeen Those in the mllitary establishment take second place here to another-am-

Such talks, Mr. Zhukov said, could pro- who beJ:ieve it is possi~le to fight and.win cem. This ls the fear that in some re
vide a basis for solutions to the overall . a nuclear war must~ that Amene:an giooal_ military conflict, say, in ~urope, 
problem of nuclear arms limitation. ·· emphasis on disarming the Soviet Umon Amencan leaders, putting faith in their 

On the new nuclear doctrine MI: rather than destroying its urban.centers own "limited nuclear war'' scenarios 
Zhukov said: .. The aim ls to ~ mru: could limit its ability to wage such a war. might may be more. willing to strike at 

superiority for the United States, H_ow many bold such views in the politi- military targets in the Soviet Union. 
and, on that basis, to exercise world cal leadership is .a matter of dispute. If the Soviet reaction to the new Amerl
domination, blackmailing all and sundry ~ by recent military writing and the can policy 'is, indeed. taking these forms, 
with tlie help of a nuclear club." . ' pnvate assurances of Soviet dvillan ex- then the shift could be said to be bavillg 

His article intensified a press cam- perts, the Western diplomats believe that its intended effect of enhancing the deter
palgn portraying the United States as lg- lew Soviet leaders think nuclear war can renL On the other hand. it could also be 

· noting pleas for rescuing d~tente and be stopped from getting out !)f control . argued that it would put more pressure 
pressing.for global dominion with its shift . Though Soviet press comments are not on the Soviet Un.Ion, in some future crisis, 
in strategy. Thi · campaign has been regarded in Western circles as neces- to use its.missiles in a first strike. on the 

· . ~ a faithful reflection of . official theory" that •"!f they. don't use them, 
· thinking, it was noted that Tass, in .one they'll lose them.!! •_,_,. " - ~ -- c; • -,~ . · " . 

polemic, denied that the Soviet Union had ·· "We're in a clrcular·~argw:neat, .. • one 
a''pre-emptivenuclearstrike"~ Westenl analyst said.. "A move \ly one . 
. ••It ls well known that all the efforts of side that can be said to increase tbe cred
the Soviet Union in the intematiOMl ibllity of its deterTent can also be said to 
arena are aimed at insuring that there undermine that deterrenL Moreover, we 
sbould'be neither a first nor a second nu- don't really _know .what the Soviets are 
clear strike, that there should be no nu- tbinJdnl QI' what their own doctriDe is. • 
clearwa.r,"Tasssaid. '. ~~-:- :.: ,;.::~•w r-..< . • : : y,"e'reinthe~ofmytbology.'.t:-. -. · ' -~ . . ·.. . . . 



Henry Brandon: Nuclear strategy and Mr::' 
. . . I 

readiness to risk its own 
.cities in defense of a 
limited . Soviet attack 
against NATO in Europe 
also contributed to this 
shift. So did the enormous 

· progress both sides were 
making in improving the 
accuracy of their missiles. 
·- With American forces 
spread thin around the 
globe and with the need to 
maintain American cred-
ibility a botit containing a 
serious · Soviet threat 

_ against. say;- the Persian . 
_Gulf. high American-offi-
cials began to say that the 

However much the allies hence l~ss -surprised ....: 
at times complain about than the Americarl sec re
the lack of consultation be• tary of .state, but the sh'ift 
tween them and the United of strategy had been in the 
States. they do not seem to making gradually over 
be as surprised as was about five years. Discus
Secretary of State Edmund - sions about the so-called 
Muskie when he lamented ; "counter\'ailing strategy" 
the failure of the Depart• . among allied governments 
ment of Defense and the · and th.eir experts in this 
White House to keep him : field had been going on 
abreast of a new presiden• :Within NATO and outside it · 
tial directive shifting the :ever since it became obvi
emphasif of targeting pus that the_ Soviet Union_. · 
American' intercontinental with it~ powerful heav·y 
missiles from cities to mili-. ICBMs, was · acquiring"· a · 
tary objectives, from all: Jii:st-strike ~apability as 
out nuclear war to the , _:.American nuclear superi• 
possibility. _at least in ority dwindle·d to rough 
theory, of a limited _nu- equality. · . -
clear war. ·· · 

It may be difficult to un- ·_. \ Do~b~'among the aflf~s ·: 
derstand why the allies about the credibility of the -' 
were better briefed - and U.S. deterrent and U.S. 

· United States. ·in case of 
:i. such .• a . -thrust; would 

counter-attack at a point of 
i~ownchoosing.· ~ · _ 
· As Secretary of Defense 

Harold Brown put lt: .The . ✓ . • . '· . . -. ... . 

major break with the past. aspect is why this gradual yond· this number, it not 
Th~ shift began in 1974 · strategic shift, which did only would il'iject a serious 

· when James Schlesinger, not represent a sudden . strategic instability but 
then secretary of defense. . change in policy, had to be 'also would create the 
set in motion a first partial codified in a new directive suspicion that the United 
shift by including a - and at this_ particular States was aiming at a first• 
greater number of military - time, when it is bound to • strike capability; An un• 
objectives in his target list.· - ap·pear to be· a ploy to si• · · ea~ situation· could then 

Presidential Directive 18 Jenee Republican criticism develop in wh_ich either 
and the defense P,osture of the Carter defense side might be tempted into 
statements by the secre- policy. a first strike. · " 

Soviet leadership "must 
u_nderstand that if they 
choose some intermediate 
level of ;escalation, the · . 
United 'State·s · ·could, by 

, ~ore limited responses, 
impose on the Soviets an 
unacc~bly high cost in 
terms of what the Soviet 
leadership values most ..:.. 
political and mil-itary con
trol, military p6wer both 
nuclear and conventional 
and the industrial capacity . 
to sustain military opera
tions/'_ , · · -.. . -

A number of eartier 
decisions pointed in the 
direction of this shift in 
American strategic think• 
ing . . The new . directive_:'"! 
therefore, was -more a·con:·· 
firmation of a trend than .a .. 

expert studies on how to 
-improve it .. • 

tary of defense in ·1979 and 
1980 also were part of a 
continuing evolution of 
the rethinking of Ameri-

We now have it on Secre
tary- Muskie's authority . ' 
that he had .not been 
briefed about this new and 
important policy directive 
and that the State Depart• 
ment had not been able to 
make its voice a<:1equately 
heard in the policy· deliber• 
ations. Muskie's revfla-

What will be important _ tions are pohtically damag-
is to restrict the number of . What surprised the allies_ il\i and t iiPy Intl.her 

can strategy. · · 
President Carter's deci

·sion to go ahead with the 
mobile MX missile was per"" 
haps the strongest indica
tion that the United States 
was adopting a counter~ ._ 
force strategy,.for better or 
worse. The only puzzling 

American warheads tar- - _'and even many i t he · embarrass the American 
geted on the Soviet Union Cai tel aamm1stra t1 .ill_ ~tiona1 secuurn pr oc~ses 
to about 3,500.high-quality 'about the new d~ res uve.. ~tore fhe "-'--·- · There •is 

.warheads. This number-;,~·.,was not the d1rect1v .£QOd reason to assume that 
would allow each of the b e t1m1 Pre;1dent Carter 1s exceed- . 
essei::itia.J _ targets - tbe· · _ · and the lack of ~ng Y unhap abou Aa.v.: 
tween 1,600 and 1,800 --o: to dJWlllilhicahon that seems rn as e sign 
be -covere~ by '-two w'iir:, . ,o coutinae ~ithm }be oa• Pre . · e 59 
heads. If, however, the ' tional secunty policy ma- be ore It had been-shown 
United States wei::e to go be- chinery despit~ all sorts or to me secretary ?f state. 
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US: New Arms Trans£ ers 
THE US HAS announced the following Letters of Of, 
fer for defense equipment within the past week. 
Countn lh .. ' 111 

Dcn m" rk 62 M220A I TOW la undwr, . ~40 Bf;M -7 1 A TOW,. $~.7 
h.1·aL·I 100 GBl ' -I S glid1..· homh unih IRoL·k\\dl) $1S. I 
b.ra L'I \. 2S Ml'IOAI hr idg1..· hl\cr, \\ith hridgL::-. $22 .7 
Ju n .Ju n 2Y Ml IOA2 SP ho\\it 1,.: r !-o $ 1Y .Y 
J u n .tin 7~ MIOYA 2 1s.=;nin1 SP ho \\il l l't"'.'. $46 .~ 
Mu ru ,.·,,:o 24 Hugh\.'!'. S00~1D J),•(e11der hL·lh:oplL' I" :-. plu :-. $4S.0 

logi,tiL· ,u11po rt . tra in ing . ;1n1111unition , l ' l l ·. 12 to 
ht.· 1..·4uipp,:d \, ith TO\\' , 12 in gun !-< hip n111l iglir.1 -
1ion. 

MonK.TO 20 F-SEIF a ir..: ra lt (Norlh rop l plw, inl1·;.1 - $ 170.0 
!\l r u..:1ur1.· ~1 11d trai n inc . 

Mun -.:n1 t, O\'- I0A B ni11, ·u COi~ .:1ir,: r a ll {Rrn:k\\1 . .' IIJ $ 17 .S 
plu :-. suppo rt .-.1..· n in ·., . 

Saud i An.1hi.1 Con :,,, tnH"t ion -.c .. •n ·in·:-., King A.hdul..11.i, Mil. $-.07 .0 
Anitkm, 

Samii Ar" hia ,o M220AI TOW l"'""' h,·,·, . 1,000 BGM -71A l-12 .7 
W W 111 i:-. :-.il1..·~ lHug h1..•:,,,1 rlu, ,1 ndlli ;.1n c.:qu ip1111..·n1 

S<.1uJ i Ara hi <.1 1,000 CBL'--~l't n 1t1n i1iun., , _r:.;l il GBl ' ,7 1 $ 120.0 
m u n it ion :-., '\ ,-U S GBl' la :- 1..•r gu id 1..· d hon1h :-.. tit'IO 
AIM -4P S itlt' 11 -i11dC'r AA.\h. 4 1ti ACl\1 -t,;\A 
.\la n ·, id .. 

The US Defense Department supplied th 
following notes with the released LoAs, which are 
expected to win Congressional_ approval. 

Israel: The GBU-1 Ss are to be added to reserves 
of that weapon 'already in the Israeli inventory . 
GBU-15 is a 2,000 lb bomb fitted with glide and 
guidance devices, to be used again~t high value 
targets. _ 

Morocco: The supply of this equipment "does 
not mean the US favors a military solution to the 
Sahara dispute. We do , however, believe Morocco 
must be able to def end itself while efforts con
tinue to find a wa~• for negotiated settlement in the 
dispute". 

Jordan: The howitzers will be used to modernize 
and complete the equipping of existing field ar
tillery battalions of the Jordanian armed forces. 
Jordan has 73 M 110 se rie s howitzers on hand or 
on order, and thi s order will complete acquisition . 
"This ·is a necessary part of it s conve rsion to the 
present fou r d ivis ion armored/mechanized force 
structure." Jordan has I 56 MI 09 howitzers on 
order or on hand . The MI 09 purchase will com
plete acquisition of the type. 

Saudi Arabia: The TOW systems will be used as 
d)art of the equipment for two mechanized 
brigades now being forme d by the Saudi Arabian 
ground forces . With the Dragon missile they will 
provide the main AT defense for these units . ■ 

US: 1980s SAC Plans, B-1 
STRATEGIC A1R COMMAND Commander General 
Richard Ellis told the US House of Represen-

Wed11 esdav, January 30, 1980 

tatives Armed Services Committee in late January 
that "an adverse strategic imbalance has 
developetl" vis-a-\ 1is the USSR, "and will continue 
for some years to come". 

To overcome that imbalance, he added, the US 
should begin development of the General 
Dynamics FB-111 B/C rather than the discontinued 
Rockwell B-1. 

In detailing how he came to "this gloomy assess
ment" of the declining US strategic strength, 
General Ellis said his analysis was based on com
plicated computer ~urveys of US-Soviet strategic 
strengths in 1977 (the base point of "rough 
equivalence"); the current time; 1985; and 1989. 
The specific details of the computer analyses, con
tained in a lengthy statement given to the Com
mitte, were not divulged. 

General Ellis noted that the I 977 earlv-1978 
base point was a time of "rough .,~ategic 
equivalence". At the present time, however, l 
General Ellis added that "I can only state that, by 
today's measurements, an adverse strategic im
balance has developed, and will continue for 
several_ years to come". -

'This in1balance," he added, "exists not onlv 
when our forces are in a day-to-day alert posture 
(the worst case) but also when fully generated (the! 
best case)." 

"This gloomy assement", he continued, "does 
not mean that strategic nuclear war is imminent. 
SAC can and will continue to have the war fighting 
ability to inflict massive destruction on Soviet 
economic and military targets under any condi
tion of war initiation. However, it does mean the 
Soviets can undertake peripheral political and 
military actions without considering the nuclear 
consequences to the same degree that was 
necessary in the early and middle years of the last 
decade" . 

"Programs approved in the FY 80 budget," he 
said, "will begin to ease the imbalance after 1985. 
To ensure this trend continues and to improve our 
posture in the early Eighties, SAC believes certain 
actions are required ." 
► First, the MX, Air Launched Cruise Missile, 

and Trident programs must not be allowed to slip 
further and, where possible and practical, should 
be accelerated. 
► Second, immediate steps are required to · 

bring an improved or new manned strategic 
penetrator on-line as soon as possible . "According 
to our analaysis," the General said, "such a 
bomber would not only help to correct the serious 

748 Military Wide-Door. The rugged,sure-footed 
multi-role military carrier.,~ 

BRIT7SH AEROSPACE ~ □ 
Richmond Road. Kingston upon Thames. Surrey KT2 SOS = un.quallsd In I~• rangso, asrospacs prograrnrn•• • 



L 

PAGE TWO - Defe11se & Fureig11 Affairs Daily Wed11esdm·, Ja1111wy 30, /980 

decline in US retaliator\' rnpability between now · South Africa: Air Force Chief 'Confident' 
and 1985 , but also close the gap earlier than cur
rent program s in both the alert and generated 
case. 

Thl' General noted that two options had been 
considered: the B-1, and the McDonnell Douglas 
"stretched" FB-111 B)C. He said that to modify 
FB-11 lA and F-U ID aircraft with new engines 
(prnbabl~· General Electric F-I0ls developed for 
the B-1 ), enlarged weapons capacity , and greatly 
increasi:d ran ge, would allow the US to regain 
stra tegic balance by 1986. 

A start-up of the B-1 program would give a force 
of 100 B-ls bv 1987, were the go-ahead to be given 
in October of 1980. 

General Elli s said that based on the operability 
dates, and on the secondary factor of cost (FB-
111 B/C ,vould haw a favorable cost factor relative 
to the B-1 of 2.5 to I for an "equally capable" 
force). SAC was recommending the stretched 
FB-111 "as the best near-term fix". 

In additional testimony, General Ellis sought to 
draw emphasis to the conventional capability of 
the US manned bomber force, a capability, he 
said "often overshadowed by our traditional 
asso~iation with nuclear deterrence". He said that 
in response to recent Soviet activities, SAC "has 
developed a nd made avai lable to the,national com
mand aut horities new conventional options for 
use in peripheral crises an d contingencies". 

The General said that the "many unique 
capabilities" of the manned bomber make it 
"ideal" for supporting contingency operations 
like aerial minela~·ing, sea-s urveillance and recon
naissance, psyc11ological warfare, and rapid force 
projection. The Boeing B-52 can be delivering 
"massive firepower on the battlefield in support 
of theater commanders" in as little as 48 hours of 
notification . "It can fly such a mission," he' said, 
"from bases thousa nd·s of miles from the target 
area, although it is more effective to operate from 
forn.:ard area bases \\'hich have been upgraded for 
bomber use a nd ha ,·e pn: positioned war reserve 
materials . Th is is parti cu la rl y true in the Midd le 
East and Indian Ocean area , where we are al the 
end of our supply lines." 

In closing, the General said he supported the 
Carter Administration's efforts to find base 
facili ties in the Indian Ocean area, calling for 
bases "capable of accepting the entire spectrum of 
US military aircraft" . 

Of related Congressional interest, Rep Robert 
Dornan on J anuarv 24 introduced a resolution 
before the House calling for the accelerated pro
duction and dep lo~1ment or the B-1. ■ 

IN 111s FIKST formal spl'ech as Chid of the South 
African Air Force, LiL'llll'nanl Gl'naal AM Muller 
recently expressed his great nmfidl'nce in that 
fighting arm . 

Gen Muller, who took his appointment on 
December 1, 1979, has indicated to the Air Force 
that he will be focusing his attention on teamwork 
within the service and with the Army and Na\'y. 
He pointed out that the Republic has done well in 
counterinsurgency (COIN) operations within and 
outside its borders. 

He pointed out that (aside from Rhodesia)" . . . 
WL' are the onlv coun trv in the world that is suc
cessf ullv con~balling. this type of guerilla 
,varf are:" Gen Muller attribu tes this success Lo 
the tough training in all three fighting arms, an in
nate ability to learn quickl y from combat ex
perience, and the technical expertise and self. 
sufficiency to keep ahead of the enemy. 

But, he stressed that' in the end there is no 
substitute for fighting experience, •,simulator 
tra.ining notwithstanding. He also pointed out that 
COIN warfare calls for increasing cooperation 
among all parts of the Air Force, and especially 
among the three services. "We mustn't see our 
role as an isolated one," he said. 

Gen Muller also indicated that there is a shor
tage of pilots in the SAAF which is being closely 
watched. Pilot training in South Africa is known to 
be intense and exacting, and it is unlikely that 
s tandards will be reduced. Presumablv. sav 
observers, wider recruitment and greater ·efforts 
at retention will be made. 

Meanwhile, there is continuing talk of the 
possibility of a new basic trainer for the SAAF. 
Currently, the ancient US-designed Harl'ard is us
ed in this role . But while the SAAF could probably 
go on rebuilding its fleet of these aircraft in
definitely, it is like!~· that a newer, mere fuel
efficient aircraft is being sought. A possible can
dida te is the Italian SIAI/Marchetti SF. 260, which 
also has a light COI role. But there is some 
speculation that the Republic is planning to unveil 
its own indigenous trainer aircraft sometime in 
I 981. Such an aircraft would probably be similar 
to the SF. 260, with a turbo engine and COIN 
capabiity . 

finally, Brigadier L H l{obertson, SM, has been 
appointed Depu ty Director-General Resources, 
SADF. He is replaced as Commanding Officer 
Western Province Command by Brigadier S J van 
der Spuy, former CO of Eastern Province Com
mand . ■ 
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.. · - · · Fact Sheet # (a::mt.) 

"Vice Admiral M. S. Holc:arb, Director of Navy Program Plamling, testified before 
the Seapower Subcx:mnittee that the lhited States would have to spend $10 to $15 
billion nore than the carter Administraticn has recx:::mreded for the 5-year period 
fiscal years 1981-85 in order to achieve a 550-ship fleet." (Source: Fep. Paul 
Trible, Ccngressional Fecord, 3/3/80, W• Hl493-4.) 

en U.S. ability to quickly deploy a 4500-man brigade to non-NA'ID areas: " 
it ¥.Ould have to be light-anred. 'lb nove a nechahized or an anrored brigade an 
equivalent distance would tie up nost of our airlift capability for a ccnsiderable 
tine." (Source: John Fialka, "Brown Says U.S. May Face ''fuming Point' in His
tory, " Washington Star, 1/29 /80 , p. A6. ) 

"Our existing nobility forces cannot rreet the deployrrent cbjectives ~ have set 
for FY 1982 for NA'IO or for sare nan-NA'IO contingencies." (Cepart:ment of I:efense 
Armual FefX)rt, FY 1981, p. 208.) 

President Carter stated in his March 14 nessage to the Cbngress that" ••• 
the I:efense I:epartrcent will not be inmune fran budget austerity. In particular, 
I will require that departrcent to make savings that do not affect adversely our 
military preparedness." (Source: "Text of President Carter's Staterrent on the 
Naticn' s Eccnany," New Ym::k Tines, 3/15/80, p. 34.) 

John I.ehman, Olainnan of the defense panel of the Fepublican National Omnittee, 
urged a real grcMth of 20. percent in defense spending for FY 1981, as a first 
step ta-lard correcting the shortfall problem of the previous decade. I.ehrran 
testified before the Senate Budget Omnittee that an add-on of $30 billicn is 
needed in FY 1981 "if we are to nove to close defense 9afS•" (Source: William 
KuCEWicz, "How 'Feal' Is the I:efense Increase?," Wall Street Jounial, 1/29/80.) 



· Fact Sheet # (cont.) 

"Vice Admiral M. s. Holcomb, Director of Navy Program Planning, testified before 
the Seapower Subccmnittee that the United States 'WOuld have to spend $10 to $15 
billion nore than the Carter Administraticn has reccmreded for the 5-year period 
fiscal years 1981-85 in orrer to achieve a 550-ship fleet." (Source: Pep. Paul 
Trible, Cmgressional Pecord, 3/3/80, pp. Hl493-4.) 

en U.S. c\bility to quickly deploy a 4500-man brigade to non-NA'IO areas: " 
it WJuld have to be light-anred. 'lb nove a nechahized or an a.mored brigade an 
equivalent distance would tie up nost of our airlift capability for a ccnsiderable 
tine." (Source: John Fialka, "Brown Says U.S. May Face 'Turning Point' in His
to:ry," Washington Star, 1/29 /80, p. A6. ) 

"OUr existing nobility forces cannot neet the deployrrent c:bjectives ~ have set 
for FY 1982 for NA'IO or for sorre non-NA'IO contingencies." (I::epart:rrent of I::efense 
Annual PefX?rt, FY 1981, p. 208.) 

President Carter stated in his March 14 nessage to the Cbngress that" .... 
the I::efense I::epa.rtrcent will not be imrnme fran budget austerity. In particular, 
I will require that departirent to make savings that do not affect adversely our 
milita:ry preparedness." (Source: "Text of President Carter's Stat:errent on the 
Nation's Eccnorey," New York Tines, 3/15/80, p. 34.) 

John I.ehman, 01.ainnan of the refense panel of the Pepublican National Ccmnittee, 
urged a real grCMth of 20 percent in refense spending for FY 1981, as a first 
step -tc::Mard correcting the shortfall problem of the previous recade. I.ehrnan 
testified before the Senate Budget Ccmnittee that an add-on of $30 billicn is 
neered in FY 1981 "if we are to nove to close defense gaps." (Source: William 
Kucewicz, "HCM 'Peal' Is the I::efense Increase?," Wall Street Journal, 1/29/80.) 



I 

f 
I 

I 

Fact Sheet # . 

1 IEFENSE: 
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I 
'MR. CARIER AND HIS AIMINISTRATICN VS. MILITARY OFFICIAL AND AlJI/ISOffi 

I. Seriousness of our D:fense Shortoomings: 

A) Troop D:ployrrent: °VE lack adequate airlift capability (See Brown quote 
of 1/29/80 below) 

B) Ship:Jtri.lding Program: Mr. carter has under-funded Navy ship::milding if 
he really hof€d to attain an adequate three-ocean fleet (See quotes by 
Admiral Hayward and Vice Admiral Holoolro below) 

C) Strategic Programs: Mr. carter has allowed an adverse strategic balance 
to beccxre unprecendented (See quote by SAC Carmander-in-c'.hief Ellis below) 

II. Discrepancies in Arrerican D:fense Evaluations: 

"At present there are excellent grounds for confidence in the U.S. strategic 
deterrant." (Source: D:partrcent of D:fense Annual !€port, FY 1981, p. 85.) 

"It can also be said with sorre oonficence that a state of rmitual strategic 
deterrence is currently in effect. It follo.vs that nuclear stability ¼Duld 
probably prevail in a crisis as W=ll. 11 (Source: D:partment of D:fense Annual 
!€port, FY 1981, p. 85.) 

"'lhe Navy will oontin"LE to be the rrost powerful on the Seas. 11 (Source: "U.S.: 
Brown Sets Budget O:mtext," D:fense and Foreign Affairs Daily, 1/31/80.) 

"A strong and balanced Navy is essential to our national defense . . . . 'lhe 
planned Navy program will enhance current readiness and fund a program of rrod
emizaticn that will ensure the effectiveness of our forces in the future." 
(D:partrrEnt of D:fense Annual Report, FY 1981, p. 85.) 

"An attempt by any outside force to gain control of the Persian Gulf region will 
be regarced as an assault on the vital interests of the United States of Arrerica 
-- and such an assault will be repelled by any :rreans necessai:y, including 
military force. " (Source: State of the Union Address, 1/23/80.) 

"'lhe rapid depl oyrrent forces W= are assembling will be extraordinarily flexible 
• • • • Our forces will be prepared for rapid deployrrent to any region of 
strategic signifi cance." (Source: White House ~ssage to Congress, 1/21/80.) 

"At the present tine, however, ... I can only state that by today's rreasure
rrents, an adverse strategic imbalance has develof€d, and will continue 
for several -years to ccxre. (Source: Gen. Richard B. Ellis, "U.S. 1980s SAC 
Plans, B-1," D:fense and Foreign Affairs Daily, 1/30/80.) 

oc~ 
"We are trying to rreet three-ocean requirerrents with a one-and-a-half ~navy." 
(Source: Richard Halloran, "Capability of Ships for Navy D:bated," New York 
T.ures, 2/10/80, p. 21 quoting Admiral 'lhanas B. Hayward, Chief of Naval Opera
tions.) 




