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Americans have just been treated to yet one more example 

of how this Administration resembles the Tower of Babble. Unfortunately 

the reulting fog and confusion this time serves to cloud the facts 

of the most critical issue facing the nation - our national security in 

a very dangerous world. 
I 

In what many military experts think is the best example of 

wishful thinking this year, President Carter assured a Tennessee audience 

this week that the United States has"clear naval and air superiority 

in the whole region" referring to the Persian Gulf. This claim goes hand 

in hand with V.P. Mondale's assertion last month that "Militarily ... we're 

the strongest nation on earth." 

Unforunately someone has forgotten to tell Secretary of State 

Muskie about this significant military development. Muskie told a Notre 

Dame audience today that the U.S. must not pretend that it can capture 

military superiority. The VEEP said, "Such superiority may sound grand 

in speeches. But the Soviets will no more allow us to gain such a position 

than we will allow it to them. A search for superiority would simply 

create a massive, dangerous new arms race." Won't Muskie be surprised 

to know we have done the impossible! 

Defense Secretary Brown on the other hand apparently did get 

this great news. The only problem in his case is that Defense Department 

studies fail to show this new American superiority, which like the 

"stealth" aircraft is apparently invisible. 

In recent weeks Brown would have seen reports showing six 

out of ten Army divisions in the U.S. are not combat ready, half of the 

country's first-line warplanes cannot fly, and only 6 out of 13 U.S. air­

craft carriers are combat ready. For good measure he would have learned 

today in the Washington Post that the navy has fewer nuclear sub-

marines at sea than at any time since 1967. 

What is a defense secretary to do when the figures don't 

match the Presidential Rhetoric? The answer is simple.Brown fudges them! 

A memo from Maj. General James H. Johnson, a senior operations officer 

on the Pentagon's top military staff disclosed that Brown has decided 

not to send to Congress a periodic report on the combat readiness of 

the Army, Navy, Air Force and Marines. Instead the report will be redone 

to stress what Brown calls "the positive factors of our readiness 11 

rather than any shortcomings that might be politically untimely. 



Let's review this for a moment: 

1. Carter says we are superior. 

2. Muskie says if Reagan tries to make us superior, he 

will spend the nation's wealth. 

3. Brown says the figures don't show us superior - so 

let's change them. 

These muddled views would be nothing more than another humorous 

example of the confusion which reigns supreme in the Carter Adminsitration 

if it wasn't for one simple fact: they touch on the most critical issues 

facing this nation. 

The Carter Administration knows how to read. They have seen the 

polls that show the American people want military superiority in order 

tp pres-erve- uur-marg-in - of·-· error and keep us out of-war. What the Adminis­

tration doesn't realize is that you can't get superiority by wishing for 

it or by "Jimmying" the figures to show false improvements. 

President Carter recognized the unfortunate facts nearly a 

yaer ago when the election was still too far away impact his rhetoric. After 

grandly announcing in his "State of the Union Address" that we would 

defend the Gulf against any threat, Carter told news editors, "I don't 

think it would be accurate for me to claim that at this time or in the 

future we expect to have enough military strength and enough military 

presence there to defend the region unilaterally." Sad but true. 
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The Arrerican Broadcasting Corrpany (ABC) news depart.mant and the 

Associated Press (AP) wire service have b::>th reported that Secretary of 

Defense Harold Bro,.m has ordered military staff officers to "errphasize the 

positive rat_her t_}ian the negative" in u.s. military assessments of unit 

readiness. 

Secretary BrCMIIl also decided to withhold from Congress a _periodic 

report on the readiness of the Army, the Navy, the Air F'orce am the 

Marines. 

These rroves reportedly were disclosed in an internal rrerrorandum from 

Major General James B. ,Johnson, Vice Director of t_he ,Joint Military Staff 

for Operations. 

Secretary Bro,.m's denands are consistent with the Carter 

Administration's decision to "jirrmy" the numbers in the rrost recent Pro.iucer 

Price Index to hide the truth from the Arrerican people by making it appear 

that the econorrq is not as bad as it really is. 

Before that, the Administration sought to mvert attention from the 

worsening Carter defense record by leaking military secrets to the press 

arout the developrrent of the Stealth aircraft. Secretary BrDNn was directly 

involved in that sad episode, arrl for the very sane purpose - to make it 

appear that the administration's record is rot as disastrous as it really is. 

Paid for by Reaga n Bush Committee. Uni ted States Senator Paul Laxa lt. Chairman. Ra_v Buchanan. Treasurer. 
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And no.v this latest secret mem::> demandinsi that only "Good News" be 

permitted to flo,..r to the p.1blic regarding the state of our military 

preparejness. Besides t.he clear political implications of his directive, it 

also suggests an effort to try to lull the people into a. sense of false 

security--at a. tirre w"'.n.en t.1-ie facts cry out for attention. 

I cannot overemphasize the gravity of such a radical depa.rture from 

standards of integrity and professionalism always upheld 1:¥ the American 

military in reporting m readiness. Secretary Bro.vn's demands for v.ihat 

arrounts to "Gcx)d News" arout our state of prepared..riess is notJ1ing less than 

the injection of partisan political propaganda into what hitherto had been 

considered statements base<."l on professional analysis. It is a dangerous 

atte.rrpt to delude A.rrericans into thinKing we can preserve world peace 1 when 

in reality, we rray not ce able to. I can think of few more irresponsible 

actions than ignoring genuin,:'! ,,;eaknesses in our rrargin of safety p.1rely for 

the sa"l(e of winning a few votes. 

Professional 1nilitary men and warren should rot ce ordered to accentuate 

the positive or the negative. They should ce expected to d::> what t.hey have 

always done--tell t.he t~1th to the Congress and to the A.rrerican people. 

Yet, no.v, this administration apparently wants to hide the truth. 

For the first time in Arrerican history t11ere is apparently an atte.rrpt 

to enlist the American military a:1 one side of a partisan political 1:,attle. 

I cannot think of any move rrore cnnducive to the rontinuing erosion of 

professional standards and morale at every level of our military forces. 
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What is perhaps even rrore disturbing is that a presidential appointee 

should order military staff officers to wit..~hold from t11e Congress a report 

on military preparedness until a "positive" note is found. 

Thus, \ve are faceo with ·..mat arrDunts to a oombination of a11 atterrpt to 

propagandize the people and to mislead t..he peoples ' elected 

representatives. 

Yesterday, Secretary Bro,m. gave us a glit)lJse of vm.at B1e administration 

believes is "positive" rep:xting in our state of preparedness. His speech 

was chilling in its implications for t..he future of balanced and reliable 

reporting on our state of readiness. In effect, Secretary Bro,.Jl1 perforrne,1 

an instant re-write of recent history. 

He said, among other things: 

" ... C>Ur intercontinental ballistic missiles, subrrarine-launched 

oollistic missiles and strategic bJm'oers are fully combat ready." 

But he has already admitted p.1blicly t11at our land-based ICBM force 

cannot survive a nuclear attack. Hew t..rie land-based ICBM's can m "combat 

ready" and vulnerable to a first strike at t11e sarre time was mt explained 

by Secretary Brown, perhaps because that contradiction does not fit into t..he 

"Good Navs" a:mcept. 

Secretary Bro.vn said we should include t11e strength of our NATO forces 

in any assessment of our overall strength. This is true. But at t,1,e same 

tun: we should realize t11at the forces of t11e Warsaw Pact na.tions are also 
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strong and gro,,;ing stronger. Secretary BrCMlll. discusses this strength bf 

saying that these forces are not "reliable." 

Arrerican soldiers will take small CDmfort from Mr. Brawn's undocumentec'l 

reassurance of the reliability of forces which outnumber us, which are 

equipped and trained to fight and which cb rot a:mfuse cheer-leading wit..ri. 

true readiness. 

No rmtter ho,., many attempts to accentuate the positive are rrade, cold, 

hard, unhapp-y facts rerna.in: 

-Six out of ten Army di visions in the U. s. are mt o:xribat ready. 

-'I'vvD of the three divisions c:mmitted to the Arny's rapid deployment 
force are arrong those mt oornbat ready. 

-Only six of t.hirteen U.S. a.ircraft carriers are oornbat ready. 

--I!alf of the oountrv's first-line warplanes cannot fly. 

-The Cormander in Chief of SAC says the U. S . does not have the forces 
necessary to sup]X)rt the Administration's new targeting strategy, and he 
( Gen. Ellis) has told Congress that where we had a three-to-one advantage in 
relative forces rreasures in 1976, today "no U.S. edge exists in any of these 
same measures." 

-During the past 13 years, the Soviet Union has increased its 
strategic forces by around 1,000 ICBMs, by rrore than 60 nuclear ballistic 
missile subs, and is in the process of mrrpleting over 300 Backfire 
supersonic 1:xxribers. The U.S. in t..hat sane pericrl has addai not one new ICBM 
launcher, not cne missile sub, and mt me strategic tomber. 

--President Carter, on January 29, 1980, admitted: "I don't think it 
would he accurate for rre to claim that at this time or in the future we 
expect to have enough military strength and enough military presence there 
(the Persian Gulf region) to defend the region unilaterally." 

Secretary Bro:.vn explained this lack-of-readiness problan away by using 

the follo.>1ing example: "~ tank," he said, "may be declared mt 

'operationally ready' if it needs certain rraintenance. But, in many cases, 
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that sarre tanl<, in the sarre condition, would 1::e usable-and would 1::e used-­

if we were suddenly at ,-var. " 

In otJ1er words, in '1r. Brc:wn's rrost startling admission, this 

administration's defense policy is expl -Lcitly base::3. on usir¥3 military 

equip-rent wl1ich is rot properly rnaintainec1. This is a tragic p'.)licy. I 

would remind him t..hat t..he earlier rescue attempt in Iran faile::3. largely 

because our helioopters were mt properly ma.intained, and eight U.S. 

servicemen lost their lives. 

Our defensive capability has sunk so low under the Carter 

administration's neglect, that we naw must resort to a patchquilt defense 

whic.h would greatly increase the danger to the lives of i\rrericnn fighting 

pers0n.nel and substantially reduce our chances of success. Mr. Bro,.m 's 

rationalization Lhat the Soviets have problems too is hardly reassuring. If 

our only chance for preserving the peace depends en possible wealmesses in 

the Soviet military establishment, then the threat to peace is great indeed. 

Secretary Brawn should realize he is head of the Department of Defense 

and not the Minister of Wishful Thinking. 



-· 

DRA.F'r (;,JFG) 

0ctoher 10, 1980 

The Arrerican Broadcasting Conpany (ABC) ne-ws department and the 

Associated Press (AP) wire service have both reoortei that Secretary of 
~ . 

Defense Harold Bro.v:n has ordered military staff officers to "errphasize the 

f:X)sitive rat.c'l.er t._han the negative" in U.S. military assess:.rnents of unit 

readi::-1ess. 

Secreta0.1 BrONn also decio.ed to withhold from Congress a. pericxli..c 

ceport on the readiness of the A.rrny, t ... he Navy, the Air For~ an.i the 

i-1arines. 

1'hese 11DV_es .c2portedly 'vere ,1isclosed in ':In L~ternal r;einrandurn from 

Major General ,James B. ,Johnson, Vice :Ji.rector of the ,Toint Military Staff 

for Operations. 

I cannot overemphasize the gravity of such a radical departure from 

standards of integrity and professionalism always upheld 'ry the American 

:ni li ta.ry .in reporting en reaciiness. Secretary Brawn's c9.e'1l:3.nds -for •,mat 

arrounts to "Happy '.'Jews" a'oout o ,.1r state of prep,3.redness is nothing less t..han 

the injection of partisan p:)litical propaganda L1to 1..;hat h.i..t"hert,:) 'riad 1)een 

c:Jnsi,1ered :;i::.atements based en professi:::>ilr-:i.l ':ln-:1lysis. 

Professional mi. litary rnen an<'l vrorren should mt ::e ordered to accentuate 

t.he pJsitive ,x the negative. 1l1ey should 02 expected to rJo wh::i.t they have 

ahvays done---t2l l t..i1e truth to the Congr,~;:;;:c; ,-1,--i,1 to the i\r:-eri.c,1n people. 

For the first tine in Arn,erican history t...'1ere is appa.rently an at.terrpt 

to enlist tJ1e l\rrerican mi. lLtary on one side of a. partisr1..n r,x)litical h3.ttle. 

l cannot think of any ,rove nore con(lllcive to t.he continuing erosicn of 

professional :3ta.n,1an9.s and rror;:i. le .-:i.t ,~very level of 0Ur military forces. 
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What:. is perhaps even ,nore ,'l.isturbing Ls tha.t a p n ~s L,1enti.al .::i.p_rx..1 L1tee 

should order milit<1ry staff officers to withhold from the Congress a report 

en military preparedness until a "positive" note is fowid. 

Thus, we are faced with what arrounts to a mmbination of an atterrt)t to 

propagandize t..he people and to deceive the peoples' elected 

represen-L:::i.tLves. 

Yesterday, Secretary Brown gave us a glinpse of what the administration 

bel ieves is "p::,sitive" rep::irting in our state of prep;iredness. His speech 

·,:as chilling in its i.1nplications for the future o f .-:ela.r1ce(1 i'UV'l reliable 

repo rting on our state of readiness. In effect, Secretary Br0vvn performe,i 

an instant re-write of recent history. 

He said that ''many of the a llegat.ions of U.S. weakness in the area of 

readiness are misleading". This, of course, suggests that if "many" of 

these charges are misleading ~ are mt-but Secreta01 Brawn did oot tell 

us which re_fX)rts of lack of readiness are accurate. 

Instea,1 he said, arrong otJ1er t.hings: 

" . .. our intercontinental ba 11 istic missiles, subrn=i.rine-1.::i.unched 

bal listic miss i l,:':!s and strategic mrnbers -:tre fully mrn1Y.:J.t ready." 

3ut he has already adrni.tted publicly that 0 11r l and-based IC.-13i.'vl fore~ 

c.=i.nnot survive a nuclear at tack. RON the Vmn.-has2d ICBM' s can 'oo "cx,rnba.t 

r eady" and vulnerable to a Ei..rst strike at t1te sarre t.Lrre was not explnin81'l 

':)y Secretary Brown, P=rhaps 'r~cause that mntracht i..o(l ties mt fit into t-.he 

'"nappy news" concept. 
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Secr etar-_1 Bro,..m saLd we shoulc'l. include the stcengtJ1 of our ~ i\'TO f orces 

in ::tny assessment of our overall strength. This is tr,1e. Rut at t,'-,e same 

tLrne we should realize that t.""le forces of the Warsaw Pact rations are also 

strons. Secretary BrONn niscusses this strength bf sayirg that these ' forces 

are not "reliable". 

Arrer-Lcan soldiers will ta.l<e srna.11 ,:::omfort from Mr. Bro,m' s undocumente<i 

ceassurance of the reliability of f orces vihich outnum'oer us, wh id1 are 

equipped and trr1.ir:1ec1. to fight and which cb rot O:)nfuse cheer-leaning wi th 

true readiness. 

?'10 rra.tter ho.v many atte.rrpts to a.ccentt1ate the _fX)sitive ace t1ade , colc'l., 

hard, unhappy foct.s remain: 

-Six out of 10 Army di visions in the U.S. are mt cnnbat reaoy. 

-1\,,,Q of the t.'-lree divisions comnitted to t..11e Army's rapid deployment 
force are a.rrong ~,ose rot combat ready. 

--One out o f l3 U.S. aircraft ca r r-Lers a.re oomba.t .ceady. 

·--IIalf o f the cnuntry' s fi rst-1 ine warpla.nes cannot fly. 

-1".n.e CorrrrarYler in Chief of SA.C says the U.S. :ioes not have the forces 
necessiiry t o support tJ-1e i"\.n:rninistcation ' s new tiir<Jet.Lng stc:1tegy, r1.nd he 
(Gen. 8 llis) has toln. Con.<Jress that ,,.here '--ve hact ;,. three-to-one 'i<i w .1.ntaJe in 
relati. 1,e forces ,reasures in 1976, tmay "no n.s . 8dge exists iri =my of these 
sarre measures. " 

-During the [)<3.St 13 years, the Soviet TJ ruon has -Lncrer.1.sect Lts 
:;t categic focces ty around l,000 ICBT,1s, by ,rore than 60 nuclear ooll-Lsti.c 
rnissi. l ,:! subs, iin:i is in the process 0f corrpleting sorre 300 Backf-Lce 
supersonic ron1:>ers. Tl-le U.S. in that sarre perio:3. has adr1e'l. ,10t one new ICBM 
;_,,uncher, not me a:'l.ditional mi.ssi.L'! sub, and rot one str,=i.tegi.c ~nmber. 

--Pr-esi<lent Carter, on ,January 29, 1980, ,:.1.drnitte<i: "I don't think -Lt 
would 1-:>e accurate f0r rre to claim that ,=i.t t-.his r.ime or. i.n me .foture -ve 
expect to have enough military str enJth and enough rni.lLt ary presence there 
(the Persian Gulf region) to ~1efend the region unilaterally." 

Secretary BrOtJn should r-ealize he is head of the Dep;i.rtnent o f Defense 

and not the ;v1.inister for Wishful Thinking. 
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the three divisions committed to the Army's rapid / 
ent force are among those not combat ready, _/· 

.:---..,_-~--~._..,..,.,...-~~~ ......... _..,....,,.~ . ..,.. 

q{ --Six out of 10 Army divisions in the U. s. are not combat ready. 
• tff 

u. J. aircraft carriers are ~combat ready 

--Half of the country's fir~t-line warplan~s cannot fly .. .., 

--Secretar Brown has admitted publical 
up'ln w 
calm 

/] / I ICB ~~---.,.., 

J 

a,; trate - P -
atta ..!!.c 

could be des ~~~?"sf'~eff,.~~ ~ 
' Soviet sur 

--The Commander in Chief of SAC says the U. S. does not have the 
forces necessary to support the Administration's new targeting 
strategy, and .he (Gen. Ellis) has told Congress that where 
we had a three-to-one advantage in relative forces measures 
in 1916, today "no U. S. edge exists in any of these same 
measures." 

--During the past 13 years, the Soviet Union has increased its 
strategic forces by around 1,000 ICBMs u by more than 60 nuclear 

-~ · ballistic missle subs, and is. in the process of completing 
some 300 Backfire supersonic bombers. The u. S. in that same 
period has added not one new ICBM launcher, not one additional 
missle sub, and not one strategic bomber. 

-1· Pres Carter, on Jan. 29, 1980, admitted: "I don't think it 
would be accurate for me to claim that at this time or in the 
future we expect to have enough military strength and enough 
military presence there (the Persian Gulf region) to defend 
the region unilaterally." 

CB ~~~ ~ () l t I ts- v I 

I !} fvwi-~ ../.· (.~ (" :t f '} 

t We are applaled by this attmet to re-write kci:::s:t:~a::¥cke-f~nre 

the feats to suit some preconceived notion of "positive" slanting. 

In effete, this attmet o have "happy news" is in and of itslef a 

contributing factor to the contuning deterioration of militray standrds 

that has cahieved suh rapidty under the presnet amdnndtion. 
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VULNERABILITIES OF CARTER'S DEFENSE RECORD 

• Cut $38 billion in three years from President Ford's projected 
defense budget. 

• Delayed the MX missile by at least three years. 

• Shut down our Minuteman III ICBM production line. 

• Cancelled the B-1 bomber. 

• Slowed down the Trident submarine and the Trident II ballistic 
missile programs. 

• Slowed down all three cruise missile programs (air-, ground-, and 
sea-launched cruise missiles). 

• Deferred any decision on enhanced radiation weapons (neutron bomb). 

• Cut naval ship-building programs in half. 

• Vetoed a nuclear aircraft carrier. 

• Allowed our armed forces to fall far below their recruitment goals 
and our military reserves to fall 20 percent below necessary 
war-time preparedness levels. 

• Cancelled a fleet of Advanced Tanker Cargo Aircraft. 

• Jeopardized alliance cohesion and credibility with his vacillating 
policy stands and his failure to meet commitments or to consult 
in a timely and meaningful manner. 

• Promised to adhere to the terms of an unratified and inequitable 
strategic arms limitation treaty (SALT II). 

• Asked for a 5.4% real increase in defense spending when he 
had turned it down four months previously in favor of a 3% increase. 

• Called for an increase in military compensation (3/80), signed 
a bill calling for a modest increase in compensation, when he 
had lobbied against any increases two months previously (5/80). 

SOURCE: The Carter Record, published by the RNC 



i:Jxc·erpt-s ~-rom ~ecretary Brown's Add1 
Special to The New York Times 

I 

Too Many Are Leaving 
But th«e is no doubt that too many of 

our senicr enlisted men and women 
have been and even today are leaving 
the service. Pay is the most important 

( WASHINGTON, Oct. 9 - Following 
are excerpts from an address today by 
Secretary of Defense Harold Brown to 
the El Paso, Tex., Chamber of Com-
merce : 

what enables us to get 30 full years of 
use out of each carrier. A few of our 
carriers are being given a much more 
radical and time-consuming overhaul 
- under a service life extension pro­
gram - so as to extend their useful Ii fe 
to 45 years - a considerable return on 
our investment. 

I factor . Wben the All Volunteer Force 

Many of the allegations of U.S. 
weakness in the area of readiness are 
misleading. They describe readiness in 
terms of some ideal standard, as if we 
were to be faced with the prospect of 
fighting pieces of paper. They tend to 
ignore the shortcomings of our poten­
rial adversaries, making it seem as if 
readiness posed no problem for them. 
Obscuring the differences between 
peacetime and wartime, many of these 
press reports misunderstand or misin­
terpret the "readiness" ratings, which , 
are actually status reports. 

I was introa.iced in the early 1970's, one 
of its prernises was that military pay 

• would be linked to non-Federal civilian 
pay, in order to make the military serv-

Let me note first of all that our de­
ployed strategic forces may have to be 
able to respond in minutes to a surprise 

D
uclear attack. And even by this de­

manding standard, our intercontinen­
al ballistic missiles, submarine­
aunched ball!st!c missiles and strate­
gic bombers are fully combat ready. 

As for our conventional forces, much 
has been made of the current readiness 
ratings of our armed forces - espe­
cially our divisions based in the United 
States. But let's look at the problems of 
our potential adversaries. Critics fail 
to point out that roughly two-thirds of 
all the divisions of the Soviet Army 
would be rated, by these same stand­
ards, as being in our lowest readiness 
category - C-4, "not combat ready." 
That does not mean that those divisions 
are useless; it merely means that it 
would take the Soviets some time to get 
them ready for war. Some of our divi­
sions (but not two-thirds) would also 
take as much time to make ready for 
war. But that doesn't mean they are 
useless either. Those who think it does 
had better discount the bulk of the 
Soviet Army, 

Other Factors Cited 
There are other factors that, while 

not overestimating them, we should not 
ignore either. There is a tendency to 
compare Soviet and U.S. forces alone 
But in practically all contingencies 
and especially in Europe- there woul 
be allies on both sides. The NATO alli 
are all voluntary members of the coal 
tion. The European members of the al 
liance contribute 60 percent ot NATO' 
tactical aircraft, 75 percent of Its 
and 80 percent of Its manpower. In a 
war, they would be fighting to defend 
their own freedom against invaders 
~m the East. But the Soviet Union's 

[

Warsaw Pact allies are captives of 
their coalition. They would be fighting 
not to defend their freedom, but to fur­
ther the conquests of their oppressor. 
No one can say what their reliability 
might be under such circumstances. 

. . -· - ·- -
There is also a tendency to compare 

NATO and Pact forces In terms of 
static measures, like number of tanks. 
But this kind of shorthand obscures 
other important differences between 
them. . 

There have also been a number of re­
ports charging that less than 50 percent 
of our tactical Jet fighters are fully 
"mission capable." The implication is 
that these airc~ft would perform 
poorly during wartime. 

The 50 percent figure Is based on the 
peacetime mission-capable rates, 
which are a poor indicator of wartime 
capability. Combat deployment in- , 
ors what must be done to a unit so .that 
it has all of the personnel, equipment 
and training it should, before it actu-
ally enters combat. 

During the past four years, the 
C-rating system has undergone a num­
ber of changes, and we have made the l standards tougher. So, one cannot di-

[ rectly compare a rating today with onel 
of some years ago - a point that som~ 
repons have not made clear. I 

A recent report alleging that, on the · 
basis of the C-ratlng system, "only" six 
of the Navy's 13 aircraft carriers were 
combat ready is also misleading. The 1 

unstated implication was that more - 1 

even all - of the carriers should have a ; 
combat-ready C-rating. This, however 
Is an impossible standard, because n~ 
one has yet designed an aircraft car­
rier - or any other ship, for that mat-

~ ter - that never needs maintenance or 1 

a crew that never needs leave or addi­
tional training. It is no surprise - and 
should be no cause for alarm - that at 
any gien time, a certain number of ~ur 
volves substantial changes to normal 
operations - for example, peacetime 
fiytng training ceases while aircarft re,. 
pair and combat preparation receive 
op priority. 

It should be recognized, as a general 
point, that in time of national crisis we 
will be able to - an~ we will - appl}'\ 

., 
resources to correct deficiencies and • • 
rapidly upgrade the readiness status. 

We do have to make readiness im­
provements, and the C-rating system 
helps us to Identify and alleviate the 

, ;,roblems. For example, the Army re­
cently announced that it is reallocating 
several thousand seasoned noncom­
missioned officers from over-strength 
units abroad to stateside units. The 
C-ratings will help tell us which units 
here have the greatest need for NCO's. 
That is what a management tool is sup. 
posed todo. 

In part, the ratings have been misun­
derstood because, while they are a 
peacetime management device to iden­
tify problem areas, they are not ex­
actly applicable in a wartime setting. A 
tank, for example, may be declared no 

• "operationally ready" if it needs cer­
tain maintenance. But, in many cases, 
that same tank, in the same condition, 
would be usable - and would be used­
if we were suddenly at war. 

The major readiness problem e 
now have is a shortage of experienced 

illtary personnel. Much of this short-

ice financially competitive and thus 
more attractive as a career. Initially, 
military pav was raised to accomplish 
this. But, since 1974, military pay has 
fallen farther and farther behind civil­
ian pay - in terms of real purchas~g 
power. So, today's NCO's are making 
career decisions in the light of several 
years' erperience of losing real pur-
chasing power, especially compared 
with thei' counterparts ln the civilian 
sector. 

• 

But here too we are :naking progress. ► 
Next year - with the President's Fair • 
Benefits Package, including the Nunn- ~ 
Warner Amendment with a variable I' 
housing allowance, and the 11 .7 percent I' 
pay raise - the increase in military I' 
compensation will at least offset this I 
year's rise in the consumer product $ 
index. And the gap between military 11 
pay and pay in the civil sector will oar- • 
row significantly for the first time ~ 
since 1974. This long overdue correction 
should have a tangible and positive ef­
fect both on recruitment of high quality 
men and women and on retention of ex­
perienced personnel in critical skills. 

Improvements In Recruiting 
There are some other good signs on 

the personnel tront. The Military Serv­
ices now have more than 99.6 percent of 
their total authorized personnel. As of 
the end of August, we had recruited 
8,000 more high school graduates this 
fiscal year than last. We have made 
significant improvements in the per­
centage of recruits who complete'their 
first term of service. 

Another less tangible, but still very 
important, factor in the attractiveness 
of the military as a career is a mark­
edly changed attitude towards the mili­
tary in this country. We went through a 
difficult period in attitudes toward the 
military and military preparedness 
during the late 1960'5 and most of the 
1970's. But that is for the most part, r 
believe, behind us. It is my perception 

• that the American people today not 
only recognize the economic hardships 
our military men and women face, but 
also they understand better the role of 
the military In our society and they ap. 
preciate and take pride in the contribu­
tions that men and women In uniform 
make to our country's strength and 
well-being. One other piece of P.vidence 
in this regard is the remarkable re­
sponse of American young men to the 
new registration program. 

I, for one, am deeply proud both of 
those who now wear a uniform and of 
those who have demonstrated their 
patriotic willingness to serve when and 
if our country needs them. 

Our forces today are ready. To guide 
our readiness improvements, we have 
recently toughened the standards for 
our C-ratlngs. We have taken great 
strides over the p~t four years in logis-

To name only two, NATO designs its 
forces to repel , not to launch, a tank in­
vasion. And its ground forces are de­
signed and deployed to take advantage . 
of the classic principle that the at­
tacker needs at least a substantial nu­
merical edge to overcome the natural 
advantages of prepared, but mobile, 
defense. 

ge is due to a history over most of the 
970's of inadequate pay for our men , 

tics and maintenance, mobility, train­
ing and personnel. Tomorrow's readi­
ness, I assure you, will be even better 
than today's. 

Recently it has been alleged that 
many of our Army divisions, Navy 
ships and Air Force squadrons are not 
ready for combat. These reports, which 
are based on references to the military 
"C-rating" system. are extremely mis-
leading. . 

The C-rating system 1s best under­
stood as a peacetime planning and 
management tool designed to identify 
problem areas, particularly resource 
deficiencies. It is a systematic way to 
tell unit commanders and their superi­
carriers are undergoing scheduled 
maintenance and are thus not combat 
.ready, or that a certain number of our 
sailors are assigned to shore billets in 
peacetime. 

These periodic shipyard overhauls 
and other scheduled maintenance are 

d women in uniform. This is not a 
ew problem; we have not just recently 

short of senior enlisted personnel. 
oday's Navy petty officer shortage­

about 20,000 - is approximately the 
same siz:e as it was in 1976. The number 
of Army NCO's in grades E-5 through 
E-9 has actually increased by 16,000 in 
the past four years, while the total 
number of soldiers in the Army has re­
mained constant. 



Quotes from 
John Collins, Senior Specialist in Defense, Library of Congress, Mt J&.o 
U. S. -SOVIET MILLITARY BALANCE, 1980 _, ~ 

~ ?I our active status strategic reserves are too few to fight even a 
modest war in the Middle East without accepting risks that uncover 
crucial interests elsewhere. Even "best case" forces would 
probably prove insufficient ayainst serious opposition by Soviet 
Armed s ·ervices, whose abilities to project offensive power beyond their 
frontiers have improved impressively in recent years. 

p. 400 
U. S. nuclear strategy disregards defense. The American people and 
production base are exposed completely to ballistic missile attack. 
Their ability to survive a full-scale nuclear assault by the Soviet 
Union is nearly nil. 

p. 401 
Our Armed Services possess reduced abilities to discourage attacks 
on the United States, defend the country effectively if deterrence should 
fail, and safeguard associates whose security is closely linked with 
our own. 


