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CALCULATING DEFENQE

',.THE ECONOMIC COSTS AND- REWARDS

_OF U.s. MJLJTARYtEXPENDlTURESg;

’ nPr¢tesSor5WaTter,Go1dsteﬁn: o

At‘amrough abbroxrmatlon, the Unlted States has spent $2 000 Blﬁn;d.
{on mllttary outlays and procurements dur:ng the Cold War years.
VajMeasured in terms of 1978 do]lars thns Flgure NED equal to the tota]
;lcurrent«vafueioﬁ~a11 goods and servnces b the GNP PUb]lC op|n|on L

‘fo has been prodded SO~ often by mllltary arguments and alarms that At

longer questlons the costs and: sacrlflces that must be pald to

7ma|ntain & “superbpower“‘defense caoabxilty lndeed candmdates-
= compalgnlng for po]ltlca] offlce have often been wrutten off asiﬁ
f;unrellable or."as’ woolly headed ldeallsts lf they suggested that the ?:"
i=;defense budget was too large., 1972 Senator McGovern ‘Was: abused.
fby the mass medla, the labor unlons and busnness For’suggestlng thatf’:
::r ”peace d|v4ded“ of $25 B mxght be Found--once the Vletnam war came;;-”
:'~:tokan end---and that the sav1ng cou]d be most useful]y dlverted to
Aiﬁdfnonvmllltary purposes / Ml Carter came.close to repeatlng hlsutac-h?g‘ﬁ

7‘I7€t|cal error dn the 1976 e]ectlon | he began to conJecture about ‘g 5‘}£%:'
‘3cut ln m|lntary spendlng i h;s furst appearance,vbut e retracted’
:the‘conJecture when a storm’of opp051t|on threatened hrs‘campalgnv
tﬁ~}0n enterlng the Wh|te House he soon changed h|s mxndv -lnstead of

hcuttlng defenseroutlaYs he qunckly realnzed the po];tncal benefwts%tw'df

'lw that cou]d be galned by augmentlng the Pentagon S: approprlatlons




X2 S

- BUt*aysetioF’duestionsrstTII remaln to be ratsed even IF“' t is -
Afpolltlcally unfashlonable to do so. ,Fsrst does the U .S. gafnaanwfl”:
'1,effect|ve return on the |nvestments that 1t has Yavqshed-forﬁthirtyjfr'i

j;years on the armed forces7 Second 1|s there any way to- test bhe‘

conventnonal wnsdom, that the U S has xmproved LtS natlonal securlty

fhtand 1ts lnternatlonal leadershlp by spendlng heaVIly on mllltary
rkpfhardware and personnel? Thxrd could greater advantages have been
ff‘gathered by boost|ng lndustrlal growth and soc1a1 welfare whlle

bdown gradlng the outlays of the defense establlshment?

lt IS dlffncult to agree upon an obJectlve technlque to- cal-» o

}culate the opportunlty costs and the 1ong term rewards that are

ﬁlﬁder}ved from defense spendrng.: Most of the prevalllng forms of
q9=dﬁcalculat;on are hedged around WIth subJectlng and emotlonally charged

h‘agassumbtlons., The most ev1dent of the assumptlons:can be brlefly

."“fllsted

*{ﬁ;ir?;lf $2 000 b|ll|on had not been spent bY the u. S.'én defense;
‘ibtjthe |nternat|onal order would have been fundamentallY a]tered:;f
'UThe forces.of communlsm would sureIY have expandedbacr055‘ &
‘the:worldd'and the. ”balance o“teer“”;W°9TdfhaYeTbee”;"eéfiU"“

3 placed by waves of d o tabilizing: C°”f Vict=-=or b Y nucl ear SR

f;war.

f?ifzifflf the U S. ”had not‘asserted s nuclear hegemonltgfhe;;ﬁgfx'}‘
V'“hWestern alllance would have fragmented.long ago {iPowerful

rndbstrral natlons”would have procured (or even: used) the|r
:‘OWUinUclear»force55,and the bl-polar strength of the rntenﬁ{tru

'"fnationa1 order would have crumb]ed |nto -ai. competxtlve, an-“-f?“




"archlc dlsorder

7Ch“1;wfﬁad the~U.S;~not eqﬁnpped ttselF to polxce the’ world order,p"
;TAf:?fi@:*'f;:rr’t:the preservatlon of natlonal soverelgnty and economlc growthf .

kfﬁf‘wouldLhavevbeen savagelyflmpalred.vThough the U S mlght

R

"«thave ganned materlally by retreattng |nto an’ affluent but
{ffortress Amerxca,7|ts beneflts would have been short hﬂved;hg;j—

‘”,:ERlval “super“ or “mlddle“ powers would have rushed to: fill
';%{the vacuum created as the.hegemony of U S bower deterxor;?~}f;r
f~iated the ensunng chaos could only have underm:ned Amerlca-s}fw)

‘i-iwealth and |nfluencef,ﬂ

Obv10usly,the defect of these“assumotlonslls thatlof readlng
f?;{hlstory backwards.; Dlsorder IS‘pOS|ted as the sole alternatlve out;l
ihcome to. establlshed’behaVIorbi lt s not. asked’whetherwatbetterxoutj;!ig
?come‘mlght have materlallzed ;f fewer mllltarv'prlorltles:had*beehJ;'h*'-
"tfpursued. Nor are the folIQWIng questaons raxsed WOuld the dynamicsifg}
eioonfﬂwct«reduced lf the U S had stretched ltS economlc rather thanuh
djlts m;lxtary.pre emlnence? Would the enJoyment of polltlcal llbertles
i:*:and socual welfare around(the world order have been enhancedk:fAthej;f?

Vf?costs of war preparatlon had been curtalled?

There IS no ponnt :n rehearsnng the arguments waged between the

3fCold War and the “rev1saonlst“ schools of htStornans s:nce they,_too,ﬂfﬂ7
w“lf;are lmmersed ln subJectlve assumptlons No ‘one, can defxne what mlghtﬁ{f

‘ﬁhave happened lf the . S (or the Sovnet Unlon) had unllaterally

fﬁchanged |ts behaVlor over the last thlrty years,.nor can one argue

—*Zthat an lmproved set of outcomes would have emerged 'f the leadlng

‘:(powers had turned from ‘a threat to an exchange nexus |n conductlng




thexr-affalrs...At a txme when the cost.of arms transfers From;d“
the rlch to the poorh( oughly $50 B a: year) exceed;theiyalue‘of
%*f{'.ﬁfifall:economlc'ald it s flttxng to ask RS o
o What were-the actual economlc opportunlty‘costs.that the U ng;‘
o Forfelted by putttng 50- hlgh a prlorxty on‘mllltary |
‘“fn‘:spendlng? B & | » .

What are the cost beneflt calculatlons that we stlll make to-V*';'”

day,'“to secure peace by preparlng the war”‘7 ‘f'?{.f
What Changes mlght profltably be. made in the years ahead as L
;de Amerlcan resources become more: stralned and ‘as- the rewards .

‘.oﬁ~war~becomeLmore~unreal7A"

ﬁ'hﬁﬁThe economic costs of fulfllllng 3 super power rolehi_degfﬁ

The U S economy has devoted 5 of GNP to the support of mllltary

‘5]ihoutlays |n the last two decades. At present flgures, the mtlltary
”fblll comes to $125 B whlle the cost of new |ndustrral plant and
j“equlpment pald 1978 came to $150 Bt ln the early years of the

"';ﬁ:Cold War the proportlon had reached 15/ of GNP tbut as the tensnons

fifggenerated by the Korean War, the mnssxle ”gap the Sputnlk scare, gif}f
'L‘Taand the Berlln confrontatlon dlminlshed the burden oF defense

Af(:_spendlng stablllzed at 5/ ;1

Naturally, as. GNP rose rapldly ln the e

”El960$, the slze oF the outlay mounted accordlngly'ffCOHVersely, as

‘ff;ﬂnflatlon w:dened the gap between real and monetary growth |n the
““&jl9705’ the purchaSIng power in. the armedwserVIces budget began to‘u
Piizdecllne.a a1t should be noted too,'that the proportlon of Federal
ufﬂ}reyenues allocated to soctal welfare purposes—--ln the Form oF dlrectfﬁh
‘:Fapayments to‘thellndlgentvorzlndrrect subSldles and program Fundlng--?iia

”fiaccelerated rapldly whlle the spendlng on defense experlenced a re-fwt‘l
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vlatlverset;back The changlng proportlons of c1v;l and»mllitaryg‘Lhzgif
expend;ture are shown lnuFrgure»l fbut |t must be added that thep"

tlncluslon of Soc:al Securlty fund:ng |n the Federal budget after'

"a¥ul970 sent a sudden up- turn to the curve: of butter over guns.,?fn“'h'

l979 flgures, 5/ of GNP: and 237 of Federal spendrngywere»v

"el_allocated to-a total obllgatlon authorlty (TOA) ofu$l25]7rBLtor~i.najﬁﬂé

W:the:U=S D fense budget.ngl lt i's: planned to ralse the F!gure toaff~5»:“Z

:§*1$l35,5“8 xn FY 80 and by an added $l0 B ln each follownng year

Hfé;untll FY 84 the obllgatlon for the sxx years FY 79 -84 w1ll there-§#~‘7h

7}}fore amount to $907 B thle conJurlng w1th these astronomlcal
‘Zflgures,;thnee lmportant quallflcatlons must be class&fxed

ffTheilevel\of rnflatmon~|n the U S economy IS currently

“Ffirunnlnérat l3i£é£lf the purchasnng power of the defense
;iff;abproprxatuonhls tos be preserved the FY 80 84 Flgures
hiwrll have ‘to. be oreatly |ncreased A commltment ‘to* NATOif'i:”i
t[to‘ra,;e‘}eal outlays by 3/ has‘already been made by Presrdent

hﬁfTCanter, so the TOA llsted above iP5 already out of date

yﬁfiDefense outlays are’ lnvarlably smaller than the. TOA rTen
Ypercent of each year s obllgatlon falls to appear in the
%ﬁ:Flnal outlay of expendlture, as a reSult i sum of $73 B»ln-jff

'%fib“unexpended balances” has accumulated ln;theﬂPentagon suffﬂ7

723.reservo;rfor future spendlng ;Slnce many weapon programs

”;requnre a- decade or: more for completlon thelr outlays havef?73

)fto be stretched over many years

3;-'The defense outlays of the U S must be compared to those
‘”1Q'rfunded by u. S -adversarles and allles Ault lsadhffrcultnto;kf>*u
ﬂlpextrapolate an: accurate*and up to date comparlson as: the lJf-'*

5fdollar keeps changlng value agalnst other currencnes,,f~"‘
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’_durTngSFY"71479*theuyen'and.the‘deutSChemathgaLnedfnearlyf,ﬁ
.:50% agalnst the dollar,@whnle the real value of the Sov1et
'7druble remalned lmplauSIbly constant Most of the NATO alllesyﬁ

‘~ftoday spend between 3 and 5% . of GNP on” defense, the SOV|et s;é;

Rt N

hexpendltures ln 1978 dollars are shown-on a- graph derlved
_:from ClA sources.ln Flgure ll‘;:if | ; .
lt’ls a- strlkxngvfact to recall that whlle the U SV ﬁfé&a?ééftal?ﬂf
u*ﬁspend $907 B for defense”lor.more lf an |nflat|on |ncrementvxs to
‘tbe appended each year), lt cont|nues to lose ground as.an economlc
;force i world affalrs. Amerlca s GNP growth rates’have lagged far
&_ibehlnd those of its rlvals, such as.Germany or Japan, that deploy
'gtewer resources orvPaD for defense. “AS the polltlcal partleSMLTnexti%

tf'up for the 1980 electlons many Congressmen have called For a masslve'uﬁ,

**lncrement ln mllltary»approprlatsons; even’current prOJectlons‘hold L‘w*f
mithat GNP wtll not galn but actually fall 2? below Zero: ln the re-tc'71T“
‘17ce5510n predzcted for the early 19805. But other.economlc factors

?iémust be consxdered too, The lncrease labor prOdUCthlty (measuredf;7

‘:gln.outputfper“manhour) irs: ssgnflcantly smaller than the product:vxty

7fifigasns that have been regxstered iri Japan or the European Economlc Communxty (ECC)ij‘iff

'*'ffThe awesome defxcnt in the U S. balance of external accounts contlnues to stsr L

T?»the anxletles;oflthe Western world The deflcxt has mounted year

,after year; |n§contrast ‘to. the balance of payments surplus recorded;}f=ff

Tﬁby our less mllltary allles The deflclt has huutﬁthe power and

“‘,prestlge stand:ng of the U S :xn several consplcuous ways

VVSLTTPQ* The value of the dollar has fallen sharplys|nce 1971 thlskl;clj

has llmlted Amerlcan leadershlp '1&”summ|t' dlplomacy,i:

tf[lnfnegoiuatlnguburden- sharlng agreements in NATO anddn:ffﬁ;j*:
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argu1ng wnth the Organlzatlon of Petroleum Exportlng Countrles (OPEC)

: cartel to stabllxze the prxce of crude 0ll

'”;2.,3The share of: export markets enJoyed by U S manutactureswf'
"fghas:constantlwaallen, and the earnlngs generated by U‘S‘
'exports have Falled to match the soarlng prlce of |mports
;lespeCIally ‘of: onl lmports WhICh must now fulfll 45%joﬁt";lﬁj,ﬂ

-{;ugslfoll~needs)

T

*The drtve ‘to ‘réstore. the value of- the dollar has prompted e

“;a txght money pol:cy and aldetermlnatxon to lower the
i}waederal defxcnt from $37 B to $30 B |n FY 80. aThese.'.

‘”iretrenchment pollc:es, whlch are strongly urged by Forelgn:;“:
"ﬁgﬁcreditors and tradlng partners, WJLl probably lead to hrgh f;:xl

rﬁ-levels of unemployment, a prolonged recesston wand to- a-

. A - '“14—.
'gv;falterlng level of capltal |nvestment 1n basac lndustrles.*

lflt lS unreallstlc to argue that one ssngle factor, the expend:ég
7f3ture of valuable resources for defense purposes, has crsppled the

_prowerful leadershlp that the U S exerted lmmedlately after World

o“wngLllls But the case can be made that the expendlture exerc1sed
~ia”crltlcal~lmpact Two mllllon young men - and one- mxlllon c1v11|ans

l(many of whom are skllled workers) were wnthdrawn from a. vntal gei,,"

mxtln the work force.(fThe cost of flnanc1ng Ulr' forces»and'

fh}gxgantlc bases around the wor‘i“

'*f thlrty years,'added sxgnxfl-ngrq
'¢,cantly to the deflClt |n the external accounts., By one account
'>fgi_the last elght years of the Vuetnam war was $l67 B thls s:mply

b*hrepresented the gap between potentlal and actual GNP 5

Another economuc opportunlty cost must be conSIdered xn thlS

The utnlnznng of 40/ of the natlons s R&D for mllltary 5Q€r*

;pprograms tended to be a hlndrance and not a help---as xt xs often
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fargued---to the modernlzxng of h|gh technology !ndustrles lt lsi;?r‘
';gtrue that the technologxcal spnll-over from mllltary RsD ln the
»}gflf[;€f hl950s and l9605 was benefncual to the aerospace,;nuclearﬂahd“

!}g electron;cs |ndustr|es and ‘to- the mults-natlonal Fﬁrmsr(SUCh'as-j“fo

S

J?fk}} 7Boelng;fl GE or ITI) that set out to enlarge thetr share of the.fim"”

’:ﬂféworld S markets But |t can- not be clalmed that the $80 B in. m|l|-f:,f

"fitary R&D planned for FY 79 84 w1ll help develop new lndustrlal pro-;ffafi

l *fcesses, product llnes or export markets.,‘Currently, mOSI‘leltaryﬁéiu;i:

V";RSD i's. ear marked for specnallzed and prOJect specxflc purposes,‘L}?

‘Vasuch as: nose coneenglneerlng for the MX m|ssxle or radar tracklng

: 7fﬁéby nuclear‘submarlnes.l These expendltures dolnot boost Amerlca s
{'{:}sclentrfwc leadershlpirn commercnal appllcatlon, ln»many;cases;raSrjU577‘

uthhe Japanese lndustnlalrsts~argue,:they deflect scarce resources and

:ﬁiskllls from v1tal CIVI] programs.‘

last factor must be lncluded whlle calculatlng the magn‘tudegis"'”

‘;5% costs and rewards |nvolved ln U S defense spendtng ‘ Amerlca skk
‘ ﬁ;leadershtp ln\world affalrs decl»ned ln Pronortlon to,landfasiawr'

ld?juconsequence or ltS fallxng econonlc performance._ The “summltﬂv'§f7f
’Gi*heetlngs ‘of - Western leaders-becomeulncreaSIngly unresponsive to U ﬁg'}1"
';’A|n|tlat|ves---whether |n trade.negotlatlon, the handllng of Mlddle;fﬁ}fr

hEast affalrs,,or U S efforts to constraln the transfer of nuclearﬁ*fﬂ

ftechnology to the Thlrd World---a ethe dollar weakened and the
‘Téybalance of payments deftcnt grew.i Anerlcan attenpts to‘co ordlnate:b;:fﬁ
{bWestern onl polncy or: the stabolxzndg of currency exchanges were ;dl.“;;
Eiisharply crlthIzed and{ln sohe cases flatly reJected The onset otﬁrft7?

fflnflat;on ;n the l970s was attrlbuted across the world to: the U S

va‘ambltlon to secure a guns plus butter budget durlng the V|etnam war,~f,5




' “ﬂhdangerously ”overheated“ pace xlf 1nflat|on has stemmed |n the flrst

When the Bretton Woods and the Smlthsonlan agreements to flx exchange‘
: rates fell through most U S ,allles became resentful or- hostlle
inThey refused to tug the world out of a recesslon as'“locomotlve econ-?im}

'omles;; so- long ‘as. the . S cont|nued to draln one quarter of the,"

world = onl supplleS‘and ltS domestxc economy forged ahead at ‘a

‘;;lplace from Amerxca s- lack of monetarY d'SC'P"“ev they 'ns'Sted on

5f!fquestlon|ng whether thelr own |nflat|onary burdens were the necessary

f'fprlce to pay for shelterlng under Amernca s “nuclear umbrella.

;,;Accordlngly, they took whatever measures they could afford ian,ﬁf‘*

d?ﬁithe tarlff and currency wars waged by the EEC “to: separate thelr

hycurrenCles from the burdens 1mposed by U S .economlc wastage.A
ln short 1f i's- falr to call ”the Amerlcan century that brnefﬁ;;

Mf;perlod when the U S.'was the pre emlnent power zn mllltary and eco-fjfif

“ﬁfnomnc affalrs (between 1945 and 1971) there IS not reason t° SUPP°53.77

'“iﬁthat xt could have lasted lnto the l9705. The mllltary pre emlnence

'~;wof Amerlca remanned relatlvely lntact but ltS economlc strength and
~%flts polltlcal leadershlp were severely challenged As a falllng

ksuper power, the U S had pald a hagh prlce to malntaln ltS nuclear
= : o
*and m|l|tary mnght.u lt had cost at least $2 000 B to create the U S

'-1

)Ufwdefense and nuclear deterrence structure,:but the reward for dolng

'l

ffso~waskrncrea51ngly questloned lt appears htghly probable that the

'j;guestlonxng w1ll contlnue in: the 19805.; As the U S acqulﬁ§5;&§5§}Yeh
:7¥|ncrements ln stateglc flre power and .‘1ts tactlcal deployméhts;;htha;
' lxkely to manlfest a greater feebleness.ln 1ts economlc stahdxng =
ffand ltS polltncal potency The spec;flc trade off between ltsbiif‘;ii

ihfmllltary lncrements and the consequent retardlng of domestlc growth
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iwas lllustrated ln a graphtc chart prepared by Professor Seymour

u;V“ﬂeJmang Hss trade off costs were ca}culated ]973 but they areij_

o T e L

.Stlll perttnent (as Flgure IFI reveals) rnwthewtnﬁ}atrqnary~srtuatxonfﬂﬁ

h.;l,gxof ]979 7

S

U

7hfijQWhat does: the milltary budget buy7

of the ToA for FY 79 of $125 B, more’ than one thlrd goes to :[i>.te’

‘ffhtary personne] thelr housung and pensxon payments,manother thlrdffﬁ
iﬁﬂﬁfgoes to R&D plus weapons procurement programs, thus leav1ng $38 B foerS
p'doperatlons and ma:ntenance.m These flgures can 3150 be d'V'ded by

:«serv:ce rather than by functtona] category the army recelves 25?

\i‘gthe navy 33/ the alr force 28/ and “other“ takes 146 of the TOA
':VfFY 79 and the FY 79 84 A thlrd lelSlOﬂ can be classnfled accordxngu
i¥<to program mlSSlOﬂ.j F;Gure &V below reveals that a sharp change Pne

?ﬂﬁspendlng patterns w1]1 be phased lnto the ”mlSSlon“ budget by FY 84 72

: FIGURE ;

DEFENSE AUTHORITY BY MISSION
(ln b:l]lons of current dol]ars)

—-9-——Pr° ran ————-—FY 3. FY 84 _FY 79~ 84“ | FY 79- 84;’*.1;”‘*

fkifgStrategtc , _
L Generall Purpose T g
A ’=J¢Jgence o

: 74,::‘,1” }' 3,,97'%:1, L
338 ko
62»~ R Y 2
907:’{;T.:».;t‘i_ S

fomﬁ

‘ju

_v“,l_\)-—‘f -

:‘K,j_q

The resxdual categorles in thls budget |nc1udeASUpp11es m n(tfenahcef,'f1

v,]tralntngfandwsupport they are prOJected to rncreaqe by an average RETUPETHS

‘viof 25% over the perlod The empha31s place on the bulld up of
?}strateglc forces isi 1mmed1ately strlk}ng., It 1s more than tw1ce the“ﬂ .

;jlncrement allocated to eeneral purpose forces——most of Wthh are




'”‘-xlenlargement of Amerlca - nuclear deterrent capablllty has been

iﬁj create a moblle m;ssxle (the MX) Force of 200 ICBMs that are to be

B ?THellcopters others R ,:jn, .f‘_TA S 5007

'x¥t3"jf"

~f’deployedvasftactlcalnformatlons |n the NATO theater or ‘as; naval

'fun:ts to pollce tnterecontinental:sea.lanes' ThlS means that the

accorded a- vastly more lmportant role e future spendlng than the
;_malntenance of tactlcal/conventtonal strengths lnacentral Europe

. orthe: hngh seas"

%”f The |mportance of strateglc bunld up can be percelved 1n Ergure e

The maJor procurement programs for FY 79 are set out at a

"fcurrent total of $155 B ThlS tncludes the fundlng of weapons programs,

‘*such as Trxdent submarlnes, combat shlps and flghter alrcraft lmany

'fbof whach wull not enter serv:ce untll the late l980l The chart

'f*‘does not: lnclude the $33 B that the Pres'de”t wants to spend to

”5“deployed---each |ts own ”racetrack“ of 23 Stlos---ln 4600 under-

S ground bunkers.;ﬁwffwf:;'b
| FIGURE v

MAJOR PROCUREMENT PROGRAMS
(1n bllllons of current - dollars)

*Q program';jdfﬂ;ﬁ:;;:vp,::< ﬁ'””T'N’ of Unlts Total caét«mli~

~Tr|dent nuclear (SLBM) submarsnes o ‘u',tlhl' . j'. f $24 B

-, Guided-missile destroyer= Qvgrl,ﬂgvf:f »—j"l6'~‘u'-“”“f:fl. H;lh, TR
L+ . Combat frigates:. G T e e B2 e e T T
'ﬂ'ffﬁAttack submarlnes ;ffjgafgf; S BEe s e s 0 e
e P T l5, 16, “18s: ’m”wfziﬁ’:g,yf“ & 0l1v7;fjﬁﬁ;fg,»'f”«
»j?‘Tactlcal air defense weapons o T l7 Q00
CMXes Battle- tank.. 0 T k23 e

=
SnEo s

- .Air-taunched . cruise. m1551les ?;a;;fa. 3, A“Zf“li“;‘

lﬁ;AllOWIng for the cost dlfferentlals .n‘hhiisip%ices ( g 1 oetween the

!’GTSLBM or the F—lh)-llt must now be asked why the U S, :mllltary heaVIly
T7,prefers to strengthen ltS strateglc rather .than3tts,naval or: tactxcal/

‘zfﬂconventlonal force strengths.:_r"l




The strateglc deterrent force.t'

~The: v, S. nuclear “umbrella” i's- composed by three dtfferent force

’hetructures The B- 52 bomber force, the SLBM submarlne fleet and the
l‘Alandlbased lCBMs ins underground stlos Under the SALT l.treatresif;‘
‘ lthese ”offens:ve“ deployments ‘were: strlctly llmlted :astiguce Vlfshomstf
;fproulaxon was also made to establxeh two defenslve ABM syetems but‘ EED

"7?both natlons d;scovered that it was¢tooﬂco§tlYﬁt°dbU‘ld’th?m**

CCFLGUREL VI

. The SALT 1 Agreements.. ' .

- Soviet:Union " ‘7'Unlted§5tatesi;lf{

R SLBMs. CifldfTiff ”}<=‘i_,ﬁ‘ S aiyifjséi'”i}[i?fd*~5',fjf71d:.

7$ubmarrnéiﬁ.?f3ffrﬁfQ575¥f7ﬂ'“[ffw_,;"{62:f7f¢‘fji’fﬁi‘}f”14??f"“

ifl'of Forces.. The 349 agtng B 52 bombers wall be refltted at a cost of

l.The ABMTreat Y

’7jflnterceptor stssles\5n]p}fﬂiftagfffiiéﬁﬂLl*i{hli”/' f;f;o20Df;sG~"'

“”tUnder l97§ Protocol

S:tes l},J;flr,lfjfiffﬂr 2ﬁ;ic fi:: lfijtl‘j;"r" _ {:flﬁt"'
lnterceptor MlSSlleS ;ij!éfil“r'f”i*lﬁﬁjr' ﬂ'fl;"h"h? ullOOf

"ll;” lnterlm Agreement on- Strateg:c OffenStve Arms”ﬁ

4lnclud|ng Modern Large

Balltstxc Mtssnles (MLBMs) n?fﬁgjl3£;"“

Present plans call for the U S.‘to expand and modernnze nts trlad
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"]512 B and thelr llves W|ll be prolonged untll 1990 half of them

>‘w¢llvcarry 800 Crunse msssnles and the other half wnll remalnua5~ﬁ

'tg;penetratlon bombers., Slnce the dec1s|on was made to not bUlld the

vi'the U S ‘arsenal |n thIS century Amonc the SLBM forces at: sea,l
‘T{the l0 POlGFlS and 3l Poseldon submarlnes are; due to be phased out

;;of servnce ln the l9805, and l4 Trldent subs w:ll eventually be

s i

“.;ffphased |n. As a result, the 656 Submarlne Launch Balllstxc Mlssles (SLBM)
: llaunchers ln the oceanS'depts (l6 per boat) today wull fall to. 360 by l990

lihg;but the number of multlple |ndependently- targeted vehtcles (MlRVs) they carry WIll

sitargeted warheads (MARVs) that carry a greater y;eld (ln terms of

izbfjmlsslles wnll be placed ln 4 600 new snlos in order to assure the

,gii“surv1val rate“‘of the lCM forces lf the Sovtets should alm a Crlp-i::
Tih'npllng flrst strlke to knock them out of aCthH
The emerglng balance of strateglc force strengths ln the 19805

.7igbetween the U S and the USSR has been portrayed ln Flgure Vll

}’ljfhf’ “throw welght,ﬁ and EMT lS the destructlve power, measured

CoB=1, the twenty years old B 525 wull be:the last*heavy*bomber‘fhwlf;fﬁ;,ﬁ

ifTremaln at a: total count.of.5 100 warheads. On the land snde,.the U S»*'
f;has placed 054 lCBMs in hardened sxlos ln the Rocky Mountalns.;13U0§<‘

;fﬂof the Mlnutemen lCBMs w1ll be up graded w:th multlple maneuverably-~v“

;}kxlotons of TNT equtvalent) and that enJoy an hlgher accuracy (measured@xﬂ

'jlxn CEP cnrcular error of probabllltY) 5‘ln addltlon, 200 moblle MX 7t§{l

c;brlef explanatlon of the terms ln the far left column should be notedﬁfﬁ,
~ Missiles lsunchers are first. Categorlzed as: “del»very vehlcles,‘ the -

”ii;:number of MIRV or’ MARV warheads they carry i'sd then llsted,as;thelrﬁfﬁ.,*

l?”force loadlng,; the yxeld of total TNT sn-kllotons'eqUTyalent;lsfffﬁ"

equ1valent megatonage,‘ plus total yxeld and the CEP accuracy he;ivﬁ

_four vertlcal columns are.- self explanatory, the f|rst st accurate for;ﬁ?
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Tf;ftoday, but the aecond and fourth aeSLme that the SALT ll:treatyfmtjle~h
3be ratnf:ed and fully 1mplemented.;:(lf ss not the Secretary of
ifDefense calculates that column three w:ll add $30 B more “tor the next

dj}ﬁffew m:lntary budgets )i o ' | | E |

FI GURE VI I

o STRATquc*FoRcEs;oriIHE-’U.S;, ANDJU.S‘.‘S.R;'.IFIOR""(SEiECTEbeAIQENDAk«YEARS AN

.. Calendar Year .

1979 e 1985 e 21988 S 1990"
wnhSALTI 3 wnhSALTII AfpﬂfwmhmnSALTII ‘wnhSALTII

" Category Us T UssR US... . USSR U.s.i:., - USSR USs: U.s.s.R’.i‘tf‘,;?'ff'”

e Dchvery vehlcles Ch
. ICBM.. .j11054241p

1416 .7 .1,0547 1238 .-;"1-,_354} 1518; L 850: T 1,300
.';;L SLBM' . i 656an 0 95007 648t o 1904 o 6487 1,220.."}»’5_ CoTT440 .0 900 T
e B°mber= S 34907 L 01808 03007 1080 - e .2.300«»:,:«:’-;»:;190: SEULT200 L 5000
- Total v 02,059 2 515‘4.?‘ So2002 022500 52,002, 2.923 T LT94 N 22500
.ﬁf%nm 1,5».f‘l» TP S 77- R L R
xoadmgs ‘;:;,9',200,.,3 4900,;,__ 7107007 < 9,900 % -,'10 7oo 12 soo‘-_;’r;; {.’!-712;500}{3‘"’: 8 1.1’.000?_; L
,'.f’fMlssde -~f"‘;"1 S TN S - ". TR " “ v L
o throw-wclght 1900 50001*”}"»‘:.; 21500 < 5,600 2.150:-:-"? g © 12,400 5°°°§‘ N
£ {hrow-wexghl : 3 300 f

;.5,500"':'»_1?' C. 3800 7 62000 - 3800; 7600 {-P-i‘f4,1oo e300
!‘_gs'.'nzoo;fi L 44000 ‘_7,’800« L4 400{;.,.5; ~_,x»o;’z‘oo:~:js. B F"s.oqo_,- SR 9»,000,;,;;

‘4_ﬁfn5 ;nterences haue'been‘drawn trom thle chart ‘OOSSlb]y
ahivast-error;; Fnrst that U S forcerplanntng‘ doctrnne has moved iﬁ?‘f
 ;f;recent years from superworwty- t0v‘auffrc1ency,zdto; essentlal equiyfﬁ}
ihatemqefaf?,and now to: the expectatlon of 'nuclearrlnterlorlty. "anceﬁjﬁ

ﬁE"neWﬁTrrdent;,Br524Cru15e,fand moblle MX systems W‘]] ”Ot e de-uﬁfiV

ypdoyed unt[l ]990 -the Sov1ets wn]] enJoy a- cons;derable advantage ?nffg
chrow welght and EMT whether the U S ratlftes the SALT JI treaty f‘tih

Qfor not

Thls p05|ts,of course, that the numbers count~fs the sole realltyfﬂ
fqn nuclear deterrence It makes the lncredxb1e assumptlon, so;perva?if?
felve among m:lltary men, that force “capabllltxes cangaloneydetenmrnef

ﬂ;the rlsk taklng and the polltlcal wrjk;that¢determ+ne?aimationﬁeg,f“”im'
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FI GURE VI I I

Acnvs NAVAL FORCES OF THE U .S. AND U S S R FY 1969-—1979-: S

FY 1969

Shlp Type

o - FY 1979.:

"_— U,S_:;:'V? .

USSR

Usi U.S.S;Ri S

RN An'craft carriers . —
L Surface combatants

_ i 20 .
:_—_Nuclear submarmes L

6

. 279:.: Lol
L
- Conventional’ submarines - ... 77
- natrol combatants ___ gt

Th1s tota] of,—.;U';S naval

under constructwn" categomes. S

165
[ St AR

R
© 140

129

dep]oyments can be chv1 ded mto current]y actwe and

/ FY‘1979'~'1

Under' -

COnSthﬂOﬂ

S Total e

G- ShipTyper
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... submarines. * .
5 Aftack submarines. . :

- Aireraft carners 13 o
"o Cruisers S ]

: .ﬁDestro)ers s
.. . Frigates.:
-, Patrol- -

L Amphxblous

- Mines S SRR
- Auxiliaries?". . .. ¢

L Total i o

‘3;19mﬁmﬁemq,
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kstrategrc ‘lﬂfentions.h Torcompound ‘the: profundxty oflthxs error,hllh
.”llt ise secondly apparent that U S strateglc doctrlne |s movxng fromnlff

a Clty bustlng (counter value)vto a}pre emptlve (counter force) de-?7f;
';affployment ln other words‘ rnnstead of relylng on ‘a’ mutually aSSUFed-Ql:
ﬁﬂ{.deﬁtTUCtlon (M AL D ) f each other ’s” soctetxes, the U S and the. v S L

:fg;ﬁ{ would also llke to knock out the adversary s. mlssale launchers

’Lfand SI]OS’,asﬁweT-;‘ Hence the 96/ xncrement |n the spendlng’on
‘ﬁfistrategtc ratherlthan conventlonallforce in FY 79 84 ~and the strfdentfi’
VU,oppos|t;on to the SALT Lvtreaty, on the grounds that a deterrent
1'”cred|ble” only so long as a. numerlcal advantage“has;been}galnedgln;iflf
'“iblllxons of TNT equnvalent tonstsljfaizr : e |

: f,Conventlonal and: naval forces.u,;-"”

. The calculatlons of force deployments in NATO or at sea are’ less

le,dramatlc than the mega murder calculated by strateglc doctrxne.thh-ﬂqnff
:ffortunately, the lnten5|ty of‘error ln draWIng pollcy rnferencesqathﬂt;f
v?the tactlcal level is- not comparably reduced. More anx:etles are
‘?*:falsely recetved and crash programs.urged at conventlonal force levels;
YEg;perhaps because af”llmxted war” ln Europe or.at sea can Stlll 1y
zhcenVlsaged wh;le a full;scale'nuclear exchange canvnot.

The contemPorary strength of the U S anduthe Sovreffnavles isgj‘x'

T;fpo\trayed ln F;gure Vlll In FY 79 the total fleet comprlsed

QAAOLShlpS and the Sovnets had 769 the-Sov1ets had commlssxoned
._;nearly 900 more small ShlpS and thce the numbervof large (below),;
:Tf{shlps and twnce the numberbof large~(beﬂow) sh!ps xn actxve.serv1ce:hfbv
A The most heated argumentsrover the navy budget have focussed‘oqgiﬁ»l
m{la hOt.UOlILlcal |ssue”that JUSt happens to be strategxcally qulxotlcie

‘Lfshould the asrcraft carrler fleet, |t decllnes ln Utlllty, bn'ﬁ
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equ;pped thh expensnveznuclear'or70|l-f1red carrxers7. Hard-l;nel
advocates ln the Congress have fought the Presndentls reluctance to
T;;authorlze the constructlon‘of mammoth Iglgantlcallylexpenslve; nuclear;ll
g‘carrlers.a They have |gnored the vulnerabxllty of capltal shlpSntoEFQv.cf
sw:ft small craft carrylnglsurface to= surface mnsszles.- ln callxng

ffor as larger navy they have also lgnored the fact that a Sovtet attackii“

fhon Western 0|l tanker flee“s or on the sea lanes to the Persnan GUlf

’3f“would have to be treated as a: maJor casus bellx. There |s no way

blffwhxch the U S can hope to pollce |ts far flung ocean shlpplng w1th-f*5

f_out resortlng “to. the threat of nuclear attack To bunld an- extensnve’f
‘ijnavy today lS>t0 |ndulge |n’a hlstorlcalranachronlsm.néThqureat5U{eifl:
Arboat battles of WOrld War ll-wrll not bevrepeated agaxn. Nor;can;}he}J*;
“ fﬁU;Sﬂrresort to gunboat dlplomacy by landlng marlne strlke forceslkm?jﬂ’f
V‘lthe OPEC countrles or by bulldlng expensrve new bases 1n theylndlan‘w

‘7Tf?tﬁe lncreased bUlld up of conventlonal land and tactlcal ain?i
'.tlforces, especxally in the European theater, ds equally open to

th?f’crltlclsm.~ thure lX demonstrates the xnferlor balance between the :;Tf

f,fforces deployed ln recent years by NATD and the Warsaw Pact

’Many of the NATO governments have expressed alarm at the grownng QT

m:d:sparlty of force strengths, |n addltlon, they have poxnted to the

vffof medlum range ;MLBM) mlssnles that the Sov:ets

Ahﬁxhave targeted on‘Western Europe ‘ Eut“the;error |n NATO's stressful
rffcomplalnts can be qunckly spotted There lxttle beneflt that the
7€f€falter|ng economles and the tensnon wracked socletles of Eastern Europe
"i;couldhga|n by launchlng conventlonal ,”llmrted“war’ﬁlncurshonsdyntofét‘

'?fijthe§WesIf5,ThexU.S deployment of 7 000 tactlcal nucleanhweapons;has*fgf
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v'ﬂodema”d for a 3 real lncrease “in defense spendnng and burdensharlngsgbbb

f’fsecure sufftcnent psychologlcal sntrsn51c galnil'

‘~an :ncrease Ln |ts hard currency outlays7

“never“beenAreduced. lf the Warsaw Pact armnes bunched up: the;rlix
'forces to prepare an assult they would be immed;ate]y spotted and

.they wou]d be cr;txcally vu]nerable to é ”llmlted tacnuc“ attackt

fa Of course, the NATO leaders can usefully maneuver by voxc:ng ;

thexr doubts that the U S.xw1]] ever?”putnlts“owntcrtnes

'T;by resortlng to 2’ strateglc nuclear exchange---to stop a- Sovset thruspg‘
' V;Jnto Europe-e—at Lan tlme when the\numbers of U S miss:le deploymentsl
';have falled to keep pace w1tn the Sovlets relentless |ncrease.w:w‘-'(h‘
"f}(indeed many of the NATO and'Gaulltst leaders refuse to acknowledge-L
yithata maJor part oF the Sovxet arsenal- reserved for ‘a p0551b1e
,'dbsecond front war wnth Ch(na') But thns does not resolve‘the questlon%FLf

jregardtng worstvcase~tntenttons'

For what SPECIFIC purpose would theﬁwarsawﬁPactucommlt-aggressfflb

3;|on by trylng to.- ut|llze |ts conventlona]/tactlcal advantage?

: On a more realrst:c Ievel sxnce the U S has acceded to the NATO

i;ffwhat are the polttical or”, the technlcal bpne.lts that the |ncrement£”

VJT;WIII actual]y buy7

G:ven the! $8 B costs a]ready a]]ocated For new U S weapons de= -

B ployments |n Europe,las thure X deplcts, would a 10 addltlon

‘o Justlfy such
]] : R

‘.on the*lwne§~f




FIGURE X

JV“FY 79 FUNDS FOR NATO FORCE PROCUREMENTS

S FY 1979
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'F-3proyeutheTr‘“Catch 22“ proposntlon that ar super power that taxes:

: x-?3 : ‘.

‘f&fWhat |s an“opttmum>defense budget tor the U. S in“the 198057

o The onus of‘argument in. the budget debate has always been trust
1'f?on laberals, doves and cr|txcs of . the Pentagon.A~Perhap5‘L‘ xsutwme‘;e
i:to reverse the trust and ask i At.what po:nt can-a super power forefui

ﬂffect ltS alllance leadershlp and tts:pokltrcaT ascendancy by spendlng

;ftoo many of ltS scarce economlc resources on the rllusory»numbers;gameSf

'jrof I'catchtng up“ thh mllltary adversarles7

The argument was raTsed ln the earlxer pages that the U S. Tostjnﬂ%
'fpower and prestlge ln the 19705 as ltS economy contxnued to weaken.di];i;
>y“f50bv;ously,,the tlme has come to determlne the optlmum m|x‘ot guns-;éff74
hé]?iand butter that wtll .reverse the loss of Amerlcan‘standxng;t Ef. thejftnfl
v;”}5/ lncrease |n mllltary spendlng recommended by Henry Knssmnger and%;ffh'

”?Senator Nunn---as the bargaan\ng prtce to be paid For the SALT tfifia‘*

1gtreaty---were carrled through the Congress wsll exther have to ralse

*}tax revenues or to slash soctal and economlc programs at home.mpTheﬁfﬁu"
”'consequences of e|ther actlon, when |nf1at|on tops 13%fand‘unemployment{;

ngs movcng toward 8? could be po]ntlcally dlsastrous., Were the mllv-;“*i

"tary 1ncrease to be flnanced lnstead by enlarglng the Federal deftcut

;the contempt of Amerlca s allxes would soar to new: hetghts. French

”and German Gaulllsts already refer to the U S as the Falterxng econo-‘{g;

>fmlc glant that has lost ltS polltlcal w4ll lf the Amerlcan GNP

:xshould conttnue to fall---whlle the Congress uses SALT l to tntensnfy3j

’:?(not,reverse) the nuclear arms race---the NATO leaders wlll sxmply

(fltself to prepare for war‘|s llkely to Iose the real contest of the

‘fcentury, the competltlon to explo:t the economlcs of peace.;,[:;. f?5f”
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lndlcatorslof“futuré ¢hange'

The U S lS not l;kely torpreserve the mxlltary prlorltles andiiP 
'vh'doctrlnad rlgldltles of the Cold War era through the remarndervof
UthlS century i‘They have become too costly; unreward|nglandcontre~ji
:, duiory for the domestlc economy to bear. A brxef factor analysls

fican lndlcate why change wnll eventually occur.

“fyli—fThe UtllltXApf mllltary arsenals and garrlsons lsatasi,ﬂifffff¥~

::fi'decltnnng---though
fflnterventton ln the Mlddle East or Latin Amerlca is not
"”J_really plauslble, whtle the conventlonal defense of Europe;f"“

r*%'lost»all semblance of reallty twenty years ago.¢f

'2@2:35Clty bustlng,and deterrence doctrlnes are: based uponia
: id:m%n'm”m assured destructlon capabll;ty that no adversary
5f{can afford to take llghtly, even uf |t trlples lt own‘
Qicounter force capabllltles and lts nuclear stockpllesy;gg'w
: ;the rush to buuld Trldent moblle MX and other systems
’?>WIl] create further wastage and alarm,:lt wall nelthertﬁf
?:hstablllze the'“balance of terror“ nor umprove thevcredr-::)x
hb‘l'tY Of an: alllance leader's-“umbrellap‘i7f: i

'3.dfThe domestlc opportunlty cost to the U S in acceleratlng

'5;jthe arms race could be crlppllng lf |ndustrlal resources;ﬁ

hhfexport earnlngs, skllled manpower and R&D are deflected

a:r151ng magnltudes to mllltary purposes,,the economy could

:be severely weakened Th|s mxght rnJurefAmerrca;s lnter—”-—ﬁfi

ffnatronal standlng more heavnly than a Feared cutback oF 5/{fyffi

td:( ; pernaps 20% ln mllltary outlays would ever provoke

_lt wxll never totally dlsappear fArmedﬁf ’
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‘;43"“Compet|t1ve hco-existence“ xs a. war game- that :s‘ﬁo:*
'longer reserved to super powers Alltance members and
i maddle powers can play |t aggresstvely to promote thelr:ﬁ

1 Jeconomrcwandrpolrtlcal advantage. So too can the OPEC

.fcartel or natlons struggllng---llke Braznl Nigerla,
Egypt or lsrael---to agaln a reglonal hegemony ‘ The a- SR
L bllxty of_a super power to deter them by enlarglng

fﬂown mxlutary arsenals |s nelther psychologtcally credxblesft°

’“nor economlcally effectnve.gﬂgfou

;/As it enters the lSBOs;&therefore, the U S (looks more and

U'dfmore lxke “ar muscle bound glant. The ponnt wa's: made by McGeorge

ef,EBundy, “a- predecessor of Henry Klssrnger lnrthe Whlte House who now>’
”i?greJects hlS successor -5 alarmlsm, that the U S nuclear;commmtment:sfh
wi&ils ln ‘no. way lmpalred by an apparent |nferlor|ty ;h}fhéﬁﬁuhsérfa%v}f?ﬁ‘
lef;weapons in serv¢ce : The maxn purpose of a’mxlxtary butld up,~hd%&‘h
‘“fflnsxstedl was to’allay false fears at home and among allxance ,,,,,,
.felectorates;;'To'straln For‘ USuable.superlorlty.rxs‘not technlcallyffgf
’;necessary,‘nor‘ |t polltxcally useful The cost “is, exorbltantwt-;t;‘

‘and the beneflts galned ‘aresin: reallty counter product;ve.J%f:V' ’

Th|s startl|ng admussnon by the Natlonal Securlty advnsor ;.'

riﬁto JFK and LBJ leads to a stark conclusron.; The anaology can be.fi

fdrawn between the nuclear guarantee provnded;to the Western worldfzf
,iby the U S and the malntenance of the dollar as: the world's only
‘treserve currency.; More than 70 ,lnternatlonal trade IS negotxated

<’f|n dollars and no oiher currency lnkely to fulfll |ts reserve role.%g:

B
i'~f-7',‘j-By goxng short agatnst the dollar, NATO allxes and Japan can cheapen :l
|
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:fxts worthvand thus promote'thelr own>trad|ng advantages.’;freasUryb"
V::OfflCla]S in. Washrngton recogn;ze the dllemma. But so” ]ong"as:they;
fclnng to false ambltlons of global 1eadersh|p and reserve power,.theﬁf
{economyﬁwrkkanever'recoupants»ba51c:strength.u lf |t remalns hooked
:?tovout moded concepts of ftnancral---or mxlltary---domlnance the
1;Ut§iﬁw1il undermzne and not extend lts own. strength

vThls concluston does not.mean that the U S should retreat‘rntof?;g;
|solatlonlst po\ncy- To‘try and de coup]e ltself from*the*nucteang‘
Tipower balance o¥ from the monetary balance ln world trade would be k
7;utterly destructzve;h But to suppose that the pursult of m|1|tary
l'-:"‘f‘-.leadershlp |s reason enough to turn a bllnd eye on: domestlc consnder-%h
;atnonsﬂls>even more llloglcal As -al super power in the 1ate 20th. I
ydihcentury, the U S _can not hope‘to lmprove Ftse economxc productlvnty;;%;3"

vtfto stablllze the role of the dol]ar, and to expand |ts m:]ltary

i@arsenals s:multaneous]y.u Choaces and pollcy trade offs must be made;fw

LQ;The threat of lnflatlon, the wor]d ox] shortfall and the deva]uatnon;jff
“VZOF economtc powerpcan no Ionger‘be dlsregarded These threatsvare{*}7h;
}gmore serxous thanﬁthe mllltary pern\s that mlght emerge ln the nuclearf*
'dparms'race,‘ln thexconvent:onal force balance ln Europe, or Jn“therékws;f

d‘security?dJTemmasfthat-are‘mounting in- the Muddle East and inftheuy;

‘fiThrrd World.; A new max in. economlc and defense brrorxtles mUstnbe5'

.:}oundrcf the U S {xs to contrrbute‘more effect;we]y to‘the'securlty
't;and the economtc growthEof the world order.h‘Dtvxstve hagglxng for
'aijzjor a»5 llncrement.tn defense spendsng w‘l] enhance nexther seéuEIQV
’ity nor stabn]1ty.weButrtheJproblemsremalnsg‘unfortunately, that we do

“;not know how to advance th|s argument Sk an electlon year. Ihe;massquf
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media, the Congress and public opinion are deeply conditioned by -
the appeal for military machismo that the ¢alculation of opportuﬁity

cost and‘regards,has fallen into disuse.



: -’,N’o'TE»si- <
dn-a p|oneer1ng effort Professor Bruce Russett of Ya]e Unlverslty;}

attempted a- systematlc study of the economlc opportuntty cost of

m;lttary spendxng - What Prxce Vrg\lance7 The‘Burden59of Natronafﬂ

; Defense (New Haven - Yale Unnversnty Press,tl970) HIS quantl—x4-
ftatlve'anafysrs compares theifactor cost of defense outlaysr
‘rivthe economles of the 15, natlons 1n NATO between 1950 and 1967
*?2 fhe economlc and the mllltary/data 1n the follownng paaes has

'fbeen drawn from var\ous sources Joseph A Perlman (edw)

ffSetttng Nat»ona] Prlorltles The 1980 Budget (washxngton

riAmerLcan~Enterpn1se lnstltute, ]979) Lawrence J Korb The .

1980-1984 Defense Program (Washangton Amertcan Enterprlse

f"Instntute, 1979)E'The Mxlltary Balance (London 'lnternatronak

e»?lnstxtute for Strategxc Studxes, ]979) Annual Yearbook of WOrld

BfArmaments and D|sarmament (Stockholm:m~Swedrsh lnstttute for

’”{TPeach Reasearch lnformatuon, 1979)

;;3¢‘ Data drawn from the annual Defense Report and the Budget Regort }y}

publlshed by the U S Dept of Defense and the Congressnona]
: Budget Offlce, 1979 and 1980 L | | o
DAQ;:Economtsts and dovernment off:clals dlsagree strongly over thelrf? ?
'ﬂabred|ctlons of future behavsor.f Whether the U S, recess1onwwrlLf:
“”fbe shallow and brlef or prolonded and dGEP,TlS a>subJect of
“:}itheoretical dlspute.s The laggsng behav10r of the U S ;economfv?;w
:ﬁin contrast’to the performance of the EEC and Japan s vandly;»

;:portrayed in a set of charts appearmngvln?Fortune (]3 August 1979Xf

‘-and Busnness Week (3 September, 1979)

'f5 See Robert Warren Stevens,.Vasn Hopes, Gr:m Realttxes ffhe}?ij;f;;

S

"reconommcuconsequenceS'of‘the‘Vretnam War3(New~YorK:“mNew;View%ﬁ~”*'




‘”*,polnts, 1976)7: 158 67 : He calculates the grownng gap

'lbetween a potentlally full-employed GNP and the actual GNP

1~rlgures reported n constant dollars.! He notes that the war -
d';w95jPaldyforfthce?oVerVTonce=bycdivertxngneconomlc:resourcesy;a?fﬂ
{andfsecond in the needless recesslon that resulted the flrst‘:u
'f fyfloure came to $140 B whlle the second was: roughly *costed at
:1 1F£ﬁ$]85 . ‘ , , L e . : _ S
HPTLSee Franklln A Long;’”Technoloolcal lnnovat:on‘for the u. S

"”t;CIVIIIan Economy, inn Walter Goldsteln (edr) Plannlng Polltlcsflﬁ?

Viifand the Publlc lnterest-(New York Columbla Unlverslty Press, éfu‘w

>1978) ﬁ He notes that of the $38 B spent ‘on: RaD |n FY I976"5345flﬁ
T:came from Federal sources and the maJor share went _togDefensefg S
'iand Space.

"ﬂThe Permanent War Econo;y Amerlcan Capltallsm in Decllne

i-(New York Slmon and Schuster,‘l974) pp.,ZOU Ol
"**:The 190 000 pound MX m155|les w|ll carry ten MARV warheads, each u‘f

fo accurate enough to,”take out“ a hardened SOVlet mxssrle s|lo.wf

Of course, the Sovnets w:ll now have to bulld racetrack“ systemsﬁ}
';ln order to multlply thenr own- s:lo numbers.,‘lt |s certaln that,se*

’%;Congre5510nal opponents of SALT f w:ll lnSlSt that the verlfl-f:fﬁ

ﬁcatlon of Sovnet mlSSlle numbers wnll then be 1mpossuble---as

“"*there wull be so many more holes:to store them ih. Somewhat

Jﬁllke the Antl Ballxstlc Mlssnles (ABM) race that SALT ] was deSIQned to
ﬂ}fcurb, thlS new splral of arms raclng was encouraged rather than dlscouraged---fi;
by the negotlatxng process for an’ arms control agreement.i:7f¥f"“w

The llterature on war games,;nuclear rlsk tak:ng and “annnh;la—i&*fV

tory credablllty” IS too extensxve to be documented here ”ﬁTheff
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';fpublﬁcatrons |ssued by the Pentagon and 1ts academlc apolog:sts, o

:such as the Comm;ttee on the Present Danger, are*rep]eteéwrthﬂf5p-f

;"Talarmsst readlngs of the numbers game. They assert that anylm"':'

':xfpower (other than the U S ) that ganns a numer;ca] super,f:‘:;“ﬁx

"Q.E,Thls fancnful and mordant :maglnation was appropraately cal}ed

“ﬂﬂA study done by an lndependent organlzatlon, the lerary of

'"“TQCongress, Ponnted out that any U S. xnvas:on of the Persnanif:rn‘
J;f:‘and U, S 'supply facxlltles before ‘a. ]arge U s force could be

lrtito:retalfate ¥n:some: manner.‘ Congressuona] sceptlclsm has been
Niffiso sharp stnce the Shah of lran fe]l that*pTans to bun]d a U S

v‘h}?naval.base in: the Indlan 0cean or the Gulf have falled to move

i{lﬂforward *“'“vf.

‘ﬂjgperce;ve,\1ronlca11y,

‘rflor1ty‘ ,launchers:or'EMT wull» e~lmmedmatelyatemptedmtoiuse,rtgi1T

crackpot realism” by the late C erght Mtl]s

ﬁ_Gulf wou]d be doomed to- fails (the New York Tlme, August 25, 1979)

:Guerllla Forces cou]d easnly blow up on] reflnerles, plpe llnes

‘g”rushedw y,yand_before »t rushed the SOVletS WOU]d be certaln

TflA llvely scenarto of mega murder appears |n the flCtIOHal work SRR

 of" Genera] S|r John Hackett and h|s co]leagues, The Thlrd WOrld
wi?War (New York _ Macml]lan, 1979) ‘ Thefrealxstlc threat that they

7comes not from power crazy Communtsts seek-"

“{lng to ‘score dec15|ve vxctorles but from a]armlst and'bumbllng

‘%generals who are obsessed wnth thelr own war flghtlng capabllltlesﬂ‘
37and the need to look touqh Today, Central Europe is more densely(

: : L
i

'fipacked wuth soph:sticated weaponry and hlGh]y armed'forcescthanﬁ:

'f'any other part of the world lt s ay remarkable supposut|on

Jx»fthathpeaeeiwﬂll be malntalned only lf thesr dens;ty |ncreased-—-5




.

), WY

by l%’ "

7

P

&

X=31

to the peint, ﬁresumab]y; where they fall over each other in con-

fusion; that ueuld‘tr01y provide:a.“forward“defense”‘strategy

" in which tacnucs could no longer-preserve a "firebreak' to delay.

12..

the use of heavy nuclear weapons.

‘Bundny:astonishing»remarks.were'made to the lnternat{enal institute

. of Strategtc Studxes.:'(The"Newadrk Times, 18\Septembergtl979).

 He added that the JFK and LBJ admlnxstratlons talked about numberl-

fca] superlorlty” prtnc1pa11y as a. ”reassurance to ‘the Amerlcan

‘_publtc and as- a means of wardsng off demands for stlll 1arger'b

fforces.ﬁ ‘He flatly reJected the demand for a 5% incrementsf‘

lssued by Henry K1551nger, as well asghxs Judgmentjthatnthe’credim

ybllzty of the U S nuclear commitment to Europe, defense would be
'rather undermtned xf the increasefwere«not put,through;‘ His
.sceptical arguments can be valldated by s&mply countxng the war- -

7heada.that‘are already Wn:place=tn.the,U.S, today,,

A S e - ces w
L e e .

. Current U.5. Strategic Delivery C:_xpability:

No.of Total Total Tot_al Circularr g
R , :  warkeads delivery ~ vield per- delivery- error ) :
ce No.of  per capability - delivery <3p3- - proba-- =
Sl T Sehicles - delivery  (mo:of  vehicle bl}ll)x bility”
Vehicle: - " deployed venicle  warheads). (MO (Vi) (muters)r
.7 MIRVed vehicles. - o I R
“ Miputeman il . .- $50 - 73 1,650 - ‘051 - i-gg gig;
. PoseidonC-3.. <496 10 4,960 - 04 L :
'.’Sub-wxal L 1,046 6610 .4,73'
-1 v : ‘ oo R T
t‘sosnz flRledveh:cles w1 4300 d : 2o 1,500 | - - | ' %
Tiaen oS4 1 T prr
© Minuteman 1l 450 T 450 1.2 noos
" PolarisA-3 - 1603 40 06 _ )
| Subotal - % 53 L ~
Cfotal . - 010 T 11894 | S5
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