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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.

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 "

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 supréme 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

T tp preserve our margin-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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NEWS RELEASE
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Ken Towery
Friday, October 10, 1980 703-585-3630

STATEMENT BY RICHARD V. ALLEN
CHIEF FOREIGN POLICY ADVISOR TO GOVERNOR REAGAN

The American Broadcasting Company (ABC) news department and the
Associated Press (AP) wire service have hoth reported that Secretary of
Defense Harold Brown has ordered military staff officers to "emphasize the
positive rather than the negative" in U.S. military assessments of unit
readiness.

Secretary Brown also decided to withhold from Congress a periodic
report on the readiness of the Army, the Navy, the Air Force and the
Marines.

These moves reportedly were disclosed in an internal memorandum from
Major General James H. Johnson, Vice Director of the Joint Military Staff
for Operations.

Secretary RBrown's demands are consistent with the Carter
Administration's decision to "jimmy" the numbers in the most recent Producer
Price Index to hide the truth from the American people by making it appear
that the economy is not as bad as it really is.

Before that, the Administration sought to divert attention from the
worsening Carter defense record by leaking military secrets to the press
about the development of the Stealth aircraft. Secretary Brown was directly
involved in that sad episode, and for the very same purpose — to make it

appear that the administration's record is not as disastrous as it really is.

Paid for by Reagan Bush Committee. United States Senator Paul Laxalt, Chairman. Bay Buchanan. Treasurer.



And now this latest secret memw demanding that only "Good News" be
permitted to flow to the public regarding the state of our military
preparedness. Besides the 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 time when the facts cry out for attention.

I cannot overemphasize the gravity of such a radical departure from
standards of integrity and professionalism always upheld by the American
military in reporting on readiness. Secretary Brown's demands for what
amounts to "Good News" about our state of preparedness is nothing less than
the injection of partisan political provaganda into what hitherto had been
considered statements based on professional analysis. It is a dangerous
attempt to delude Americans into thinking we can preserve world peace; when
in reality, we may not be able to. I can think of few more irresponsible
actions than ignoring genuine weaknesses in our margin of safety wmurely for
the sake of winning a few votes.

Professional military men and women should not be ordered to accentuate
the positive or the negative. They should be expected to do what they have
always done--tell the truth to the Congress and to the American people.
Yet, now, this administration apparently wants to hide the truth.

For the first time in American history there is apparently an attempt
to enlist the American military on one side of a partisan political battle.
I cannot think of any move more oonducive to the oontinuing erosion of

professional standards and morale at every level of our military forces.



What is perhaps even more disturbing is that a presidential appointee
should order military staff officers to withhold from the Congress a report
on military preparedness until a "positive" note is found.

Thus, we are faced with what amonts to a combination of an attempt to
propagandize the people and to mislead the peoples' elected
representatives.

Yesterday, Secretary Brown gave us a glimpse of what the administration
believes is "positive" reporting in our state of preparedness. His speech
was chilling in its implications for the future of balanced and reliable
reporting on our state of readiness. In effect, Secretary Brown performed
an instant re-write of recent history.

He said, among other things:

"...our intercontinental ballistic missiles, submarine-launched
ballistic missiles and strategic bombers are fully combat ready."

But he has already admitted publicly that our land-based ICBM force
cannot survive a nuclear attack. How the land-based ICBM's can be "combat
ready" and wvulnerable to a first strike at the same time was not explained
by Secretary Brown, perhaps because that contradiction does not fit into the
"Good News" concept.

Secretary Brown said we should include the strength of our NATO forces
in any assessment of our overall strength. This is true. But at the same

time we should realize that the forces of the Warsaw Pact nations are also



strong and growing stronger. Secretary Brown discusses this strength by
saying that these forces are not "reliable."

American soldiers will take small comfort from Mr. Brown's undocumented
reassurance of the reliability of forces which outnumber us, which are
equipped and trained to fight and which do not confuse cheer—leading with
true readiness.

No matter how many attempts to accentuate the positive are made, cold,

hard, unhappy facts remain:

——5ix out of ten Army divisions in the U.S. are not combat ready.

—Two of the three divisions committed to the Army's rapid deployment
force are among those not combat ready.

—Only six of thirteen U.S. aircraft carriers are comoat ready.
—-Ijalf of the ocountry's first-line warplanes cannot fly.

—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 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 more than 60 nuclear ballistic
missile subs, and is in the process of completing over 300 Backfire
supersonic bombers. The U.S. in that same period has added not one new ICBM
launcher, not one missile sub, and not one strategic borber.

—--President Carter, on January 29, 1980, admitted: "I don't think it
would he 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."

Secretary Brown explained this lack-of-readiness problem away by using

the following example: “A tank," he said, "may be declared mot

'operationally ready' if it needs certain 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."

In other words, in Mr. Brown's most startling admission, this
administration's defense policy is explicitly based on using military
equipment which is not properly maintained. This is a tragic policy. I
would remind him that the earlier rescue attempt in Iran failed largely
because our helicopters were not properly maintained, and eight U.S.
servicemen lost their lives.

Our defensive capability has sunk so low under the Carter
administration's neglect, that we now must resort to a patchquilt defense
which would greatly increase the danger to the lives of American fighting
personnel and substantially reduce our chances of success. Mr. Brown's
rationalization that the Soviets have problems too is hardly reassuring. If
our only chance for preserving the peace depends on possible weaknesses in
the Soviet military establishment, then the threat to peace is great indeed.

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

and rnot the Minister of Wishful Thinking.
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October 10, 1980

Statanent

The American Broadcasting Company { ABC) news department and the
Associated Press (AP) wire service have both reported that Secretary of
Defense Harold Brown has ordered military staff officers to "emphasize the
oositive rather than the negative" in 1J.S. military assessments of unit
readiness,

Secretary Brown also decided to withhold from Congress a periodic
report on the readiness of the Army, the Navy, the Alr Force and the
Marines.

These moves raeportedly were .lisclosed in an internal memorandum From
Major General James H. Joﬁnson, Jice Director of the Joint Military Staff
for Operations.

I cannot overamphasize the gravity of such a radical departure from
standards of integrity and professionalism always upneld by the American
military in reporting on readiness. Secretary Brown's demands for what
amounts to "Happy NMews" about our state of preparedness is nothing less than
the injection of martisan political propaganda into what hitherto had been

onsidered statements based on professional analysis.
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Professional military men and women should ot e ordered to accentuate
the positive or the negative. They should te expected to Jdo what they have
always done——tell the truth to the Congress and ko the American people.

For the flrst time in American nistory there is apparently an attempt
to enlist the American military on one side of a partisan political battle.
T cannot think of any move nore conducive tn the continuing erosion of

professional standards and morale at every level of our military forces.






Secretary Brown sald we should include the strengthh of our NATO forces
in any assessiment of our overall strength. This is true. Rt at the same
time we should realize that the forces of the Warsaw Pact mations are also
strong. Secretary Brown discusses this strength Yw saying that these ‘forces
are not "reliable",

American soldiers will take small —omfort from Mr. Brown's undocumented
reassurance of the reliability of forces which oatnumber us, which are
2quipped and trained to fight and which do not mnfuse cheer-leading with
true readiness.

No matter how many attempts tO accentnate the positive are wmade, cold,

hard, unhappy facts remain:

—3ix out of 10 Army divisions in the 7.S. are not ooubat ready.

—Two of the three divisions committed to the Army's rapid deployment
force are among those not combat ready.

—One out of 13 U.S. aircraft carriers are combat ready.
~-lalf of the muntry's first-line warplanes cannot fly.

—The Commanier in Chief of SAC says the U.3. does not have the Corces
necessary to support the Administratcion'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 1976, today "no U.S. =dge exists in any of these
same measures,

—During the past 13 years, the Soviet Union has increased its
strategic forces by around 1,000 TCBMs, by mors than 60 nuclear mallistic
missilae subs, and is in the process of completing some 300 Backfire
suparsonic bomers. The U.S. in that same period has added not one new [CBM
lancher, not one additional missile sub, and not one strategic homber.

-—President Carter, on January 29, 1930, admitted: "I don't think it
would ne accurate for wme to claim that at this time or in the Ffiture we

expect to have enough military strength anil enough military presence there
(£1e Persian Gulf region) to defend the region unilaterally.”

Secretary Brown should realize hme is head of the Department of Dafense

and not the Minister for Wishful Thinking.
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Special to The New Yaork Times
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:

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
tighting pieces of paper. They tend to
ignore the shortcomings of our poten-
tial 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.

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

uclear attack. And even by this de-
manding standard, our intercontinen-
tal ballistic missiles, submarine-
launched ballistic missiles and strate-
gic bombers are fully combat ready.

" As for our conventiona!l forces, much
has been made of the current readiness
ratings of our armed forces — es
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 th

Soviet Army.

Other Factors Cited

There are other factors that, while i

not overestimating them, we should not
ignore either. There is a tendency to

But in practically all contingencies
and especially in Europe — there waoul
be allies on both sides. The NATO alli

tactical aircraft, 75 percent of its
and 80 percent of its manpower. In
war, they would be fighting to defend
their own freedom against invaders

from 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 aiso 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 i
them. l
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. _

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 is best under-
stood as a peacetime planning and
management tool designed to identity
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

e |

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 life
to 45 years — a considerable return on
our investment,

There have aiso 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 aircraft 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
standards tougher. So, one cannot di-
rectly compare a rating today with one'
of some years ago — a point that somes
regorts have not made clear. |

recent report alleging that, on t
basis of the C-rating sygtetgn. ‘‘only”’ s?:
of the Navy’s 13 aircraft carriers were
combat ready is also misieading. The
unstated Implication was that more —
even all — of the carriers should have a
combat-ready C-rating. This, however,
is an impossible standard, because no
one has yet designed an aircraft car-
rier — or any other ship, for that mat.-
ter — that never needs maintenance or
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 our
volves substantial changes to normal
operations — for example, peacetime
flying training ceases while aircarft re.
pair and combat preparation receive

p priority.

It should'be recognized, as a general
point, that in time of national crisis we
will be able to — and we will — apply,

-

mourca.to correct deficiencies and -
rapidly upgrade the readiness status.

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

. problems. 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 tooi is sup-
posed to do.

In part, the ratings have been misun-
derstood because, while they are a
peacetime management device to iden-
tity problem areas, they are not ex.

« actly applicable in a wartime setting. A
_ tank, for example, may be declared no|

“‘operationaily 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 we
now have is a shortage of experienced
ilitary personnel. Much of this short-
ge is due to a history over most of the
970's of inadequate pay for our men
d women in uniform. This is not a
ew problem; we have not just recently
short of senior enlisted personnei.
oday’s Navy petty officer shortage —
about 20,000 — is approximately the
same size as it was in 1976. The number
of Army NCO's in grades E-5 through
E-8 has actually increased by 16,000 in
the past four years, while the total
number of soldiers in the Army has re-
mained constant.

LLUVWIL S AUQA:

Too Many Are Leaving

But there is no doubt that too many of
our seniar enlisted men and women
have been and even today are leaving
the service. Pay is the most important
factor. When the All Volunteer Force
was introduced in the early 1970’s, one

| of its premises was that military pay
" would be tinked to non-Federal civilian

pay, in order to make the military serv-
ice financially competitive and thus
more attractive as a career. Initially,
military pay was raised to accomplish
this. But, since 1974, military pay has
tallen farther and farther behind civil-
jan pay ~ in terms of real purchasing

power. S0, today's NCO’s are making °

career decisions in the light of several
years’ erperience of losing real pur-
chasing power, especially compared
with their counterparts in the civilian
sector.

But here too we are making progress.
Next year — with the President’s Fair
Benefits Package, including the Nunn-
Warner Amendment with a variable
housing allowance, and the 11.7 percent
pay raise — the increase in military
compensation will at least offset this
year's rise in the consumer product
index. And the gap between military
pay and pay in the civil sector will par-
row significantly for the first time
since 1974. This long overdue correction
should have a tangible and positive ef-
{ect 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 front. 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 lmprovements 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's and most of the
1970’s. But that is for the most part, I'
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 evidence
in this regard is the remarkable re-
sponse of American young men to the
new registration program.

1, 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-ratings. We have taken great
strides over the past four years in logis-
tics and maintenance, mobility, train.
ing and personnel. Tomorrow’s readi-

than today’s.

ness, I assure you, will be even better
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