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It is a mark of a professional journal not only to inform in the factual sense but also
to serve as a forum of emerging ideas that stretch understanding in new directions

or challenge existing concepts. In our lead article, Francis Hoeber undertakes to
puncture some of the myths associated with the defense budget. Regarding the
competition within the federal budget for defense or social services, he points out that
“There is a tendency to forget that the most important social service that a government
can do for its people is to keep them alive and free.” In a symbolic representation of
these ideas, our cover, by Art Editor William DePaola, depicts myths being

assaulted by truth.

Donald Clark, a frequent contributor to our pages, introduces an argument counter
to the conventional wisdom that nuclear proliferation must be held to a minimum.
On the contrary, he indicates in his article “Could We Be Wrong?"” that nuclear
proliferation may actually improve international stability and the prospects for peace.

In a somewhat related vein, Colonel David Cade suggests that Russian military strategy
places decreasing reliance on the use of strategic nuclear forces, which serve as an
uncrossable threshold, while at the same time striving for clear superiority in

general purpose forces.

“Men are not only determining the goals women should accept but they also determine
how women will and should feel and how women will react in various situations’’ writes
Major Patricia Murphy in “What’s a Nice Girl Like You Doing in a Place Like This?”
Despite_her assertion that women have not reached their full potential in a traditionally
masculine Air Force, Major Murphy appears to compete quite successfully in this
environment. Congratulations are due for her forthcoming promotion to lieutenant
colonel—below the zone!

“The old order changeth,” and after three years as Editor of the Review, Colonel
Glenn Wasson has been posted to the western ramparts as Fifth Air Force Director of
Information, with offices at Yokota Air Base and Tokyo. We shall continue to draw

on his expertise as one of our Advisers, just as we shall rely on the continuing support
of old and new contributors to keep the Review both viable and vital.
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OR many years, and particularly
L since the late 1960s, the budget of the
F U.S. Department of Defense has been
a favorite whlppmg boy of many public
opinion leaders in this country—colum-
nists, demics, members of Congress,
libe iticians, and so on. Itis the belief
is writer that for little or none of this
ime have the advocates of cutting the
defense budget represented a majority of
the American public. Itis not, however, the
purpose here to debate or attempt to prove
the point. Rather, the intent is to examine
he premises behind the attacks on the
efense budget and some of the reasons for
eir popularigy.

t will be argued that the case tor cutting
iﬁe defense hudget—-and often for reduc-
ing or eliminafing specific items within
that budget—x‘s based largely on myths
about the budget or about the national
defense which that budget underwrites. It
will be further argued that it is important
to" expose and ana]yze these myths
because, asyinis0 many areas of human
activiry, the myths tend to divert public
and. ‘congressional 'débate from relevant
1ssues of rational decxswn making.

Myt.hs of course, do not just happen.
They are created by people. They start as
arguments; assertions, or simply as
stories, and it'is through repetition that
they becomewmyths. The original state-
ments may or.may not have been true, but
the term “myths’’ implies that they are not
true now. (If they were once true, the facts
may have changed during the period of
repetition or justification of the evolving
myth.) Once statements have become full-
blown myths, their easy repetition and
uneritical acceptance can become mis-
lleadrmg and dangerous.

One may well ask, Why so many myths
about defense? Why is the defense budget a
scapegoat? The reasons are historical,
psychological, political, and complex.

Their explication is beyond the scope of
this article; we will content ourselves with
a brief listing of some of the contributing
factors.

Historically, this nation has been
largely isolationist—and blessed with a
physical remoteness that permitted it that
luxury. Its roots also gave Americans an
abhorrence of standing armies and of the
strong central power they symbolize.

The aftermath of World War I—virtually
a national hangover—and the suffering of
the citizens’ army brought a resurgence of
1solationist sentiment and the Senate
defeat of U.S. membershipin the League of
Nations, albeit by a “small band of willful
men’’ who prevailed over an ailing

president.

The 1920s saw the birth of a genre of
antiwar literature (e.g., All Quiet on the
Western Front, Good-bye to All That, A
Farewell to Arms, etc.) and a theory of the
““Merchants of Death’’—arms cartels
“selling” wars. The 1930s brought eco-
nomic isolationism, ushered in by the
Smoot-Hawley Tariff Act and politicized
by disillusion with the Versailles Treaty,
tolerance of Hitler, grateful acceptance of
“Peace in our time,” and finally America
Firsters and opposition to aid to a
beleaguered Great Britain.

The shock of Pearl Harbor and the
political wizardry of FDR turned World
Warllinto a “popular war,” and atits end
the United Nations was hosted and
enthusiastically joined, in atonement for
the League debacle.

But there was also an initially un-
popular president's use of the atomic
bomb, which spawned a generation of
guilt-ridden scientists, whose Bulletin of
the Atomic Scientists and Federation of
American Scientists have lent an aura of
intellectual prestige to the antinuclear
arms movement. Two unpopular wars,
McCarthyism, and the century-overdue
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civil rights progress have added to the
ranks of the post-World War II guilt-
ridden. The unprecedented necessity for
maintaining large standing U.S. forces
since Korea has provided a target for the
vocal but still minority anti-arms groups.
Inflation has fed their arguments and
their ranks.

The synthesis of these and other factors
into an adequate theory of public opinion
on defense is a monumental task that the
writer leaves to others. For present
purposes, we only note that we can see
many motivations for the myth-makers
and at the same time that public opinion
polls have long and consistently shown
large majorities, however diffuse and
unvocal, supporting national defense and
the necessary spending to provide for it.
We examine, therefore, some of the major
myths currently prominent in defense
budget debates.

Myth number one:
Defense is nonproductive.

That defense is nonproductive is the oldest
and most basic myth with which we must
deal here. In Isaiah’s mountain of the
Lord’s house, nations “shall beat their
swords into plowshares, and their spears
into pruninghooks.” Tomany of his host of
readers, [saiah seems to imply that swords
and spears are nonproductive, but plow-
shares and pruninghooks are. But Isaiah
specifically referred to days to come, when
“nation shall not lift up sword against
nation, nor shall theylearn waranymore.”
Those days have not come, however, and
nation still does lift up sword against
nation.

It is a curious and arbitrary distinction
that says that defense against the swords
of others is not productive, but defense
against the elements is. Were the rude
cabins of our forefathers productive, but
their stockades not? If we must make such

a value judgment, would it not be better to
say that Martin Luther’s “wine, woman,
and song,” or today’s “whatever turns
you on,” are productive, and all the other
things that one does—necessary defense
against the obstacles that nature and man
place in the way of one’s enjoyment of his
discretionary income—are either non-
productive or only indirectly productive?

But the point is not whether one or
another latter-day interpreter of Isaiah or
Martin Luther is semantically correct, but
rather that the belief that defense is
nonproductive prejudices choices both
between defense and nondefense and
among alternative defense expenditures or
alternative weapon systems. Indeed, if one
believes that defense is nonproductive,
then one cannot logically invoke cost-
effectiveness comparisons in opposing a
particular weapon system. The problem is
atmost that of establishing priorities asto.
which weapon system to oppose first. To
cite a recent example, some of those who
opposed the B-1 bomber during the debate
of the past two years, invoking the
arguments that cruise missiles offered a
cheaper, more effective alternative, are
now opposing the cruise missile on various
grounds, such as that it represents a new
step in the arms race, that it raises
verification difficulties that jeopardize
arms control negotiations, and even thatit
may be less cost-effective than earlier
claimed.?

To deny that arms are nonproductive is
not to assert that all arms are productive.
There should indeed be rational choices
made on the merits of each case. Some
arms may not be productive at all in a
given environment that includes the
weapons and doctrines of potential enemy
forces as well as the other weapons and
doctrine of the United States. Other
weapons may be productive, but less so
than some alternatives.



Reciprocally, the theology that non-
defense goods and activities, or some
subset thereof, are always productive is
similarly indefensible, though not neces-
sarily absent in national debate. If one’s
theology holds that all dams are pro-
ductive, one may be reluctant to make
comparisons among them and may be
tempted to vote for every dam that is
proposed—and it has been suggested that
there is a dam constituency that does just
that. The examples are legion. It is a
widespread belief that hospitals are good,
but the history of the Hill-Burton Act has
shown that the building of hospitals can
continue to the point where some of the
hospitals are nonproductive. Indeed,
because competition among hospitals is
highly imperfect, empty beds lead to
higher perday charges, and excessive
beds are counterproductive. In short,
categorical judgments about productivity
are not productive of good decision-
making.

Myth number one was succinctly re-
jected by a high British officer of World
War Il in these words:

It is customary in democratic countries to
deplore expenditure on armament as con-
flicting with the requirements of the social
services. There is a tendency to forget that
the most important social service that a
government can do for its people is to keep
them alive and free.

DEFENSE BUDGET MYTHS 5

Myth number two:
We must shift our priorities.
Closely related to the myth of the non-
productivity of defense is the slogan of the
1960s: “We must shift our priorities.” It
has a much more moderate and reasonable
sound. It does not deny that defense may
have utility but simply asserts that we
have been spending too much on defense
as compared with some other activities.
The slogan gained popularity during the
Vietnam War, with, it must be added,
considerable justification in the eyes of
most people today—though not so in the
early years of that war. But theslogan also
became the call to armsofthose opposed to
arms, not just the Vietnam War. It is still
heard today—although the priorities have
long since been dramatically shifted.
Table I shows that the implicit priority
of defense has declined in less than two
decades to about half that assigned toitin
the 1950s. This is true when defense is
measured in terms of share of the GNP, of
the total federal budget, of all government
expenditures, or of the total labor force.
Yet, the cry is still heard that “we must
shift our priorities.”

When the myth was still a statement
with elements of validity, the United
States had unquestioned strategic nuclear
superiority that provided a deterrent to
large-scale war and, in particular, to

Table I Department of Defense budget. as a share of selected national measures

1957 FY 1964 FY 1968 FY 1977 FY 1978 FY 1979
Department of Defense
budget as a share of:
tfederal budget (outlays) 55.5% 41.8% 43.3% 23.8% 22.8% 23.0%
gross national product 10.0 8.0 9.3 5.2 5.2 .1
labor force NA 83 9.9 4.9 49 49
net public spending 38.3 279 29.5 15.6 15.2 15.2

Source: FY 1964 10 1979 from Department of Defense press release, 23 January 1978. 1957 calculated

trom Economic Report of the President. 1977
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violent conflict between the superpowers.
Risks of defense budget cutting could
therefore be accepted. In contrast, today
the U.S. strategic nuclear superiority is
gone, and by the 1980s superiority will
have swung to the Soviet Union. The
author argues elsewhere that this new
reality carries grave risks for the security
of the United States against coercive
diplomacy by the Soviet Union as well as
against actual war; he calls for a shifting
of priorities back toward defense, where
greater expenditures are needed to make
up for serious deficiencies accumulated
over the last decade-and-a-half! It is
appropriate to add here that the shift in
priorities has had much to do with
permitting the Soviets to pass the United
States in strategic nuclear power.

In the early 1930s, Norman Thomas was
fond of pointing out that “the cost of one
battleship would pay for five hospitals,”
reflecting his own priorities. From 1931 to
1933 (if the author recalls the dates
correctly), not one hospital was completed
in the United States, not because battle-
ships were built but because of a lack of
demand during the Depression. Battle-
ships and hospitals were entirely un-
related, except by rhetoric. Even today, the
choices are seldom direct. With unemploy-
ment hovering between 6 and 7 percent
and plant utilization in the neighborhood
of 85 percent, an increase in the defense
budget would not have to come out of one’s
favorite social service. An increment of
over $40 billion, if required, could be
supported by a cut in unemployment of
less than two percentage points.

Myth number three:
The arms race—usually meaning the strategic
nuclear arms race—drives the defense budget.

.It was noted earlier that national defense
1s not nonproductive if it serves to provide

national security against external threats.
The obvious fact that this statement may
appear true to other nations quite natu-
rally gives rise to the view that military
preparations are a competition among
nations, or at least among the major
nations of the world, which today means
primarily the two superpowers. The
popular metaphor for this competition is
that of a race. “Arms race” theory goes
back in a formal sense to Lewis Richard-
son.® The arms race concept has been
popular in this country for almost three

decades because of several factors.
After World Wars I and II, the United

States essentially demobilized. In the first
case, the country did not remobilize until
after the outbreak of World War II and not
in a serious way until after the attack on
Pearl Harbor. In contrast, the post-World
War II demobilization lasted less than five
years.

Demobilization was the most popular
activity in our war-weary country in 1946,
when the national theme was “bring the
boys home,” and the GIs still overseas
spent this time counting the days they
were short. But the Soviet troops were not
demobilized then and only gradually in
the late 1940s. A chaotic Soviet homeland,
needing time to reorganize in order to
rebuild and assure jobs, did not need the
potential further disruption of several
million young men, tired and hungry,
returning to who knew what mischief if
they did not have jobs and food. Moreover,
the continued presence of these armed men
in Eastern Europe provided the highly
visible power with which to gain and
consolidate Soviet hegemony over the
Soviet sphere of influence, the satellite
buffer states. In Churchill’s vivid meta-
phor, they rang down the Iron Curtain. In
1947, the extension of Soviet hegemony
southward was only prevented by the U.S.
takeover of the support of Greece and
Turkey from the exhausted British under



the Truman Doctrine, with the $400
million emergency appropriation that
preceded the Marshall Plan. In February
1948, the fall of the democratic Benes-
Mazaryk regime in Czechoslovakia com-
pleted the conquest of the Soviet satellites.
Meanwhile, though we did not know it yet,
the Soviets were carrying out their own
“Manhattan Project” to develop the atom

bomb.
Still, in the spring of 1950 we were

debating a $13 billion defense budget. It
was not until after the June attack on
South Korea that Congress passed the
$100 billion plus defense authorizations
that initiated the partial remobilization of
the Korean period.

It may be argued that remobilization
would have taken place to some degree in
any event, as a consequence of the Cold
War, the formation of NATO in 1949, and
the Soviet acquisition of the atomic and
hydrogen bombs in 1949 and 1953, respec-
tively. However that may be, after the
Korean War the United States continued
to maintain, for the first time in its history,

DEFENSE BUDGET MYTHS 1

large peacetime military forces.

For obvious reasons, public concern and
debate over these large military forces and
expenditures have been dominated by the
strategic-nuclear end of the spectrum of
potential conflict. The overriding danger
in the second half of the twentieth century,
in the minds of most people, is the risk of
nuclear war. It is widely held that such a
war would inevitably be a holocaust, or
even the end of civilization. Indeed,
nuclear weapons are generally believed to
make large-scale conventional war highly
unlikely (at least as long as the United
States maintains essential equivalence, or
parity). The emphasis on Strategic Arms
Limitation Talks (SALT) during the past
decade has further focused American
attention on strategic arms.

This strategic nuclear emphasis has
prevailed even though the strategic forces
have never represented more than 27
percent of the total Department of Defense
budget (1961) and currently are less than 8
percent.® (See Table II.) The defense
budget is actually dominated by so-called

Table 11. Department of Defense budget by major program. FY 1977-79

Military Program

strategic forces
general purpose forces
intelligence and communications
airlift and sealift
Guard and Reserve forces
research and development
central supply and maintenance
training, medical. other
general personnel activity
administrative and associated
activities
support of other nations
(excludes MAP)

Total

Total Obligational Authority
constant FY 1979 dollars (in billions)

Proposed Distribution

FY 1977 FY 1978 FY 1979  FY 1979
$106 $ 98 § 98 7.8%
431 451 46.9 37.3
8.4 8.3 8.3 6.6
1.7 1.7 1.8 1.4
6.7 70 6.7 5.3
102 - 1BGhsnedliliO 8.7
126 127 128 102
257 255 260 20.6
2.3 2.4 24 1.9

2 3 3 2
$1226 $123.7 $126.0 100.0%
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general purpose forces (conventional and
tactical nuclear forces), currently exceed-
ing 37 percent of the budget, or almost five
times as much as the strategic forces.
Conventional forces are costlier than
nuclear forces because they must be far
more numerous; people tend to forget that
nuclear bombs were invented because they
would be cheap!

Nevertheless, in the era of U.S. nuclear
force monopoly and then superiority, the
strategic nuclear weapons properly domi-
nated national security debates. The
United States could afford conventional
inferiority in Europe after World War II
because its atomic monopoly deterred the
Soviets (even when, as wenow know, there
were no atomic bombs in the stockpile—a
unique, successful U.S. bluff). The Soviets
regarded their conventional forces as at
least partially redressing the correlation of
forces while they developed and deployed
their own nuclear forces. (It was more than
three decades before Brezhnev declared
that the correlation of forces had shifted to
favor the Soviet Union.)

This nuclear preoccupation was rein-
forced by the ‘““massive retaliation”
doctrine of John Foster Dulles, subsequent
concepts of nuclear deterrence, and the
generalized fear of anuclear World WarI1I
(not as dissimilar from the 1930s fear of a
conventional World War II as the present
generation- is wont to think). The nuclear
emphasis and the concept of an arms race
were further strengthened by the priority
assigned by the Soviets to overtaking the
United States in the acquisition of nuclear
technology and weapons stockpiles.

Moreover, the arms race metaphor fitted
the obvious fact of U.S.-Soviet competition
in the postwar world. It derived added
credibility from former Defense Secretary
Robert McNamara’s ““action-reaction”
theory in the 1960s. This theory held, in
essence, that whatever one side did, the

other side would take measures to offset.
When he decided against deployment of
the first American antiballistic missile

(ABM) system in 1961, McNamara an-
nounced publicly that the reason was that
the Soviets would simply build decoy
ballistic reentry vehicles to overwhelm it.
(He did not even ask a quid pro quo for the
unilateral cancellation. An early oppor-
tunity for strategic arms limitation may
have been missed.) When the start of the
Soviet deployment of an ABM system
around Moscow was announced, McNa-
mara said we would offset it by building a
multiple independently targetable reentry
vehicle (MIRV) capability into our Po-
seildon submarine-launched ballistic mis-
siles (SLBMs) and Minuteman III inter-
continental ballistic missiles (ICBMs).
There were in fact multiple causes of the
development and deployment of U.S.
MIRVs.?

Considerable experience and theory
have shown that many factors, including
technological, bureaucratic, and political
imperatives, enter into both U.S. and
Soviet defense spending decisions. Never-
theless, because some cases appear to be
largely action-reaction phenomena, refer-
ence to the spiraling arms race seemed
credible. (Note that the term “spiraling” is
always used to imply upward, not down-
ward, motion.)

The concept of the arms race or the
spiraling arms race has not provided a
valid model for the postwar U.S./Soviet
competition. If there has been arace, it has
been more on Aesop’s model of the tortoise
and the hare?® The trends of U.S. and
Soviet military expenditures and deploy-
ments have certainly not been parallel.
The Soviet Union did not demobilize after
World War II, as the United States did, nor
did it match the U.S. Korean War build-up
(whether because it did not think it could
afford to or because it did not think 1t



needed to, with North Korea and the
People’s Republic of China acting as
Soviet proxies, or for both reasons). Nor
did the Soviets parallel the U.S. rise in
military expenditures in the Vietnam War
(perhaps for similar reasons) or cut back
after the Vietnam denouement. Rather,
the level of Soviet military forces held
remarkably steady in the first ten to fifteen
years after World War II, and their
military expenditures have been growing
by a fairly steady annual percentage in the
1960s and 1970s, as shown in Figure 1.
This chart reflects the latest official data
available. Several qualifications need to
be made. First, it does not extend back to
World War II because, while there is
general agreement on the relatively steady

Figure 1. Comparison of U.S. defense outlays and
estimated dollar cost of Soviet defense programs

180 =

.o B N -~ ——
«** ® excluding
.o. SEA increment
a
80
y
01 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 | 1 1 1 1 1 ! 1 J

1960 62 64 66 68 70 72 74 76
calendar year

Notes: 1) To improve comparability, US data include non-DOD
defense programs (e g.. Depariment of Energy . Coast Guard)

: 2) Retirement costs have been excluded
Source: Department of Defense Annual Report FY 1979

DEFENSE BUDGET MYTHS 9

Soviet trends discussed above, detailed
estimates are not available. Second, the
rate of growth of the Soviet budget is
probably underestimated.® But even at the
conservative estimate of about 3 percent a
year, it will stay well ahead of the
announced U.S. goal (agreed with NATQ)
of an annual 3 percent increase.!?

THE comparison of strategic
force expenditures is even more unfavor-
able to the United States. Soviet expendi-
tures for strategic forces rose from double
those of the United States in 1967 to triple
in 1977, reflecting the above-noted build-
up toward Soviet strategic superiority.!!
The Soviet expenditures include more for
strategic offensive forces (largely for
ICBMs and SLBMs—but their lower
expenditures on bombers do not include
the Backfire bombers assigned to other
missions but usable strategically against
the United States). The figures also
include the medium and intermediate-
range strategic weapons for “peripheral
attack” (vs. Western Europe and China)—
the SS-4, SS-5, SS-20, and some Backfires.
While outspending us on offensive forces,
the Soviets also spend heavily on strategic
defensive forces. They maintain and
steadily modernize vast air defenses,
including more than 10,000 surface-to-air
missiles and 2600 interceptors, while U.S.
expenditures are nominal—only for main-
taining since 1974 some 150 old F-106
interceptors. The Soviets also maintain
the Moscow ABM, while we dismantled
our one treaty-permitted site at Grand
Forks over two years ago. Not included in
the comparison but bearing on the stra-
tegic balance is civil defense, on which the
Soviets have been estimated to be spend-
ing over $1 billion a year in the 1970s as
compared with less than $100 million by
the United States.
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The CIA/DOD comparisons cited here
have often been criticized because they are
computed in dollars, at U.S. prices. There
is some merit to the criticism; as every
student of index number theory knows,
comparison in rubles would make the U.S.
expenditures show up more favorably.
However, we are interested here in com-
paring expenditures for the observed
forces, as seen by the United States.
Moreover, we cannot compare ruble
expenditures directly, because there is no
real or market-established exchange rate
between the dollar and the ruble, and we
cannot compare the costs of given forcesin
rubles because we do not have ruble prices
for Soviet weapon systems. But the trends
of the Soviet defense expenditures in
rubles are consistent with the trends
shown here.!?

If one is interested in comparing the
burdens imposed by defense expenditures
in the respective countries, then one
calculates the figures for each country in
its own currency. We have already seen
that U.S. expenditures are only about five
percent of the GNP. CIA estimates for the
Soviet Union are 11-13 percent, and many
students believe this to be on the low side.
For strategic forces, the Soviet figure is of
the order of three percent of GNP, com-
pared to less than one-half of one percent
for U.S. strategic forces.

That there are neither parallel trends
nor a spiral arms race in strategic weapon
deployments in the 1960s and 1970s has
been authoritatively documented in terms
of numbers of weapons as well as expendi-
tures by Albert Wohlstetter et al.!3

However, the myth persists. Whatever
validity it may have had in other par-
ticular cases—in earlier periods, e.g., the
British-German naval competition before
World War [, and in local regional areas,
e.g., the Israeli-Egyptian/Arab competi-
tion—it is not valid for the superpowers

today. Nevertheless, it continues to
obscure rational analysis of what the
United States may need to do for its
contemporary security in the face of
observed Soviet strategic and general
purpose force build-ups and reflected in
Soviet budget trends.!"

Myth number four:
The $100-plus billion defense budget
goes mostly for weapons.

Strategic systems get the headlines, but
other weapons that come in large units,
such as ships, fighter aircraft, and tanks,
also get a great deal of attention. “Arms”
has more frightening connotations than
“forces.” The post-World War I image of
sinister arms merchants foisting their
wares on an unsuspecting people was
reinforced by the famous passage in
President Eisenhower’s farewell address:

In the councils of government we must guard
against the acquisition of unwarranted
influence, whether sought or unsought by
the military-industrial complex. The poten-
tial for the disastrous rise of misplaced
power exists and will persist.'®

Eisenhower said many other things in
that speech, emphasizing the threats to
the country and the importance of resolute
defense, but it is the phrase “the military-
industrial complex’ that caughtthe public
eye, or rather ear, and stuck. It conjured up
images of fat-cat lobbyists selling non-
productive weapons. The public over-
looked the simple fact that one aspect of
the checks-and-balances principle on
which the American government is organ-
ized is that of competing claims—by
“claimant agencies” within the govern-
ment and claimant industries pressing
their own interests (“lobbying”) from the
outside. Clearly, there are many other
claimant ‘“complexes”—a health-indus-
trial complex, an agriculture-farmer
complex, a housing-urban-local-govern-



ment-industrial complex, and so on. As we
saw in discussing the shift in priorities
over the past two decades, the military-
industrial complex has in this period been
one of the less successful competitors.

Let's look at the facts. Arms appear in
the defense budget under the heading,
“Procurement,” which includes all sorts of
nonweapon supplies that the services buy.
But even with these inclusions, this
category is only 25 percent of the FY 1979
budget. If we consider research and
development (RDT& E—research, develop-
ment, test and evaluation)as animportant
stage in the budgeting for arms, and, even
more than procurement, dominated by
weapons, we can add another 10 percent.
Thus, the hardware and new technology
that constitute the cutting edge of defense
account for at most 35 percent, or just over
one-third of the total budget. (See Table
II1.)

In 1964, procurement and R&D
amounted to 44 percent, a 25 percent larger
share of the budget. Why has the share
going to create military muscle declined?
The first cause is an increase in the
allocation to manpower costs, up from 47
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percentin FY 1964 to 52 percentin FY 1979
(after peaking at 62 percent in FY 1973).
This startling increase has occurred
despite a 22 percent decline in the size of
the armed forces, from 2.7 million men in
1964 to 2.1 million currently (with a peak of
3.5 million during the Vietnam War).
Manpower costs include the pay and
allowances of military personnel, the pay
of civilian employees, and military retire-
ment pay.

These increased manpower costs are
not, as commonly believed, primarily a
result of the post-Vietnam creation of an
all-volunteer army. Rather, they stem from
congressional legislation in 1967 estab-
lishing “comparability pay” (government
with industry) and tying military raises to
civilian civil service raises.

The problem was further compounded
by the rapid growth of retirement pay,
from one percent of the defense budget in
1962 to over 8 percent currently. This
growth, which is expected to continue,
stems from the combined effects of two
factors. First, the retired military popu-
lation has been growing rapidly, as the
generation of young officers who stayed in

Table III Department of Defense budget by appropriation category, FY 1977-79

Appropriation Title

military personnel

retired pay

operation and maintenance
procurement

RDT&E

military construction

family housing

civil defense

revolving and management funds

Total

Total Obligational Authority
constant FY 1979 dollars (in billions)

Proposed Distribution

FY 1977 FY 1978 FY 1979 FY 1979

$ 293 $ 289 § 287 22.8%
9.5 9.8 10.2 8.1
36.4 371 38.1 30.2
30.8 320 320 254
12.0 121 12.5 99
2.7 20 2.7 2.1
1.5 1.5 1.6 1.3
A A A A
.2 .2 A A

$1226 $123.7 $126.0 100.0%

Source: Department of Defense FY 1979 budget press release, 23 January 1978
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after World War Il has reached retirement
age. Second, the above-mentioned pay
raises and cost-of-living escalator clauses
in the pension system compound the rising
trend.

Pensions should not, in fact, be included
in the military budget at all. They
represent not a cost of maintaining the
armed forces but a social-policy decision
about the transfer payments that should
be made to a given class of citizens. This
was implied in the pioneering Moot Report
in 1972'% and is beginning to be recognized
in proposals by the Defense Department
and in Congress to lump military pensions
with other government pensions, in a
separate budget category (which should
include Social Security pensions and
perhaps some other transfer payments, if
the disastrous tax scheme for Social
Security could be reformed—but that is
another story beyond the scope of this
article). A second step, generally men-
tioned in the same breath, is possible
reform of the escalatory provisions in the
retirement laws, early retirement policy,
and peculiar vesting arrangements that
give zero pension before twenty vears, thus
encouraging an inefficient service pat-
tern—get out early, after up to eight years
or so, or after twenty years and retire with
a pension.

Moving retirement costs out of the
defense budget would increase the clarity
and accuracy with which the federal
budget reflects both national defense
policies and national transfer-payment
policies.

A less important but still significant
item that increases the defense budget
without enhancing national defense has
been the inclusion of Military Assistance
Program (MAP) funds. Currently running
at $1 billion a year, MAP represents less
than one percent of the budget, but as
recently as five years ago it was about two

percent. The FY 1979 budget finally
recognizes that, while military assistance
to other nations may involve national
security considerations, it is not properly
part of the defense budget. The new federal
budget proposes that MAP funds be
transferred to the international affairs
budget.

Budgetary reforms may in time give a
clearer picture of the share of weapon
procurement in the total budget. This
share may also rise somewhat, after more
than a decade of disinvestment in the
stock of arms. There is increasing recogni-
tion of the need to redress the strategic
balance in the 1980s and the current
conventional balance in NATO, as Presi-
dent Carter agreed with NATO allies in
July 1977 and Secretary Brown recognized
in the presentation of the FY 1979 budget.
Nevertheless, weapons are unlikely at any
time in the foreseeable future to dominate
the defense budget. We have already seen
in Figure 1 that the magnitude of the
Soviet defense effort exceeds that of the
United States by a steadily widening
margin. currently estimated at about 45
percent. The same CIA report'’ estimates
that Soviet procurement is about 75
percent above that of the United States,
and the dollar value of Soviet RDT&E is
“substantially larger” than that of the
United States and growing.

Myth number five:
Ten-foot Russians
are a perennial DOD budget-time trick.

Soviet military budgets are not a reason
for matching U.S. defense budgets. How-
ever, the very real Soviet threats that their
expenditures reflect must be taken into
account in U.S. planning. Moreover,
because the development of modern
sophisticated weapons involves several
years of R&D lead time, and their acquisi-



tion several years of production and
deplovment lead time, current defense
budgets must be based on estimates of
threats 5 to 10 years in the future.

It was noted in the discussions of the
arms race myth that, far from exagger-
ating the size of the Soviet threat,
throughout the 1960s and the early 1970s,
the official predictions of the Soviet
strategic forces were below the numbers
that turned out to be actually deployed.
This was true in part because of bureau-
cratic reaction to a considerable hue and
cry about the politically generated allega-
tions of a “bomber gap” in the 1950s and a
“missile gap” in 1960 (candidate Kennedy,
not DOD, coined the “missile gap” in his
debates with Nixon).!8

It is important to remember that there
was a revolution in intelligence tech-
nology in the early 1960s. For observation
of the Soviet deployments, and most
especially of ICBMs, we had to rely in the
1950s on overflight by the high-altitude U-
2 aircraft. Aerial photography is in-
herently a slow process, in the sense that
coverage from an 11- or 12-mile altitude is
limited, and it is not possible to photo-
graph in any realistic length of time an
area so vast as that of the Soviet Union.

One must assign priorities to areas to be
photographed, by educated guesses based
on very few clues. With the advent of
satellites carrying cameras and other
sensors at altitudes of one to several
hundred miles, coverage could be vastly
multiplied. It was then that we could get
accurate counts of Soviet silos as well as
many indicators of other Soviet military
deployments. One such deployment, it
might be noted, was the several hundred
Soviet medium- and intermediate-range
ballistic missiles (M/IRBMs) in Western
Russia, targeted on Western Europe.
Although the public was told there had
been no missile gap, a more accurate
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statement would have been that there had
been no ICBM gap. The Soviets, who
always put a strategic priority on Europe,
had started their ballistic missile program
with the simpler and cheaper medium/in-
termediate-range missiles and deployed
them to hold Western Europe hostage
before they started their ICBM deploy-
ment against the United States.

We must pause here to note an anomaly.
It is precisely this revolution in the
technology of intelligence that is credited
with having made feasible the SALT 1
agreements of 1972. Those agreements
included the Antiballistic Missile (ABM)
Treaty and the Interim Agreement on
Strategic Offensive Arms. (The latter
expired on 3 October 1977 but at time of
writing is being kept in effect by mutual
agreement, pending further negotiations
on a SALT II treaty.) Both agreements
specifically provided that verification
would be based on *‘natiunal technical
means,”’ meaning primarily satellite-
borne cameras and other sensors. It
further provided that neither side would
interfere with these national technical
means of verification. Since 1972, it has
become increasingly apparent that these
satellites do not guarantee verification as
fully as had been thought or alleged. This
is true for three principal reasons:

1. Soviet development and initial de-
ployments of mobile missiles (the SS-16
ICBM, and the SS-20 IRBM that consists
of the two first stages of the SS-16 and can
be readily converted to an intercontinental
SS-16 by the addition of the third stage)
make the counting of missile launchers
highly uncertain.

2. The Defense Department reports of
some nine Soviet antisatellite tests in the
last two years and the decision to increase
R&D programs to catch up with the Soviet
technology in antisatellite capabilities
indicate that the Soviets are acquiring a
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capability to interfere with U.S. ven-
fication as well as potential wartime
reconnaissance and control on very short
notice in time of crisis or actual conflict.

3. SALT land SALT II proposalstodate
limit numbers of launchers but not
numbers of missiles. It has been alleged by
retired Major General George Keegan,
former Chief of Air Force Intelligence,and
others that the Soviets already have
several standby missiles for every launch-
er (silo) permitted in SALT I Interim
Agreement. Such missiles can be kept
concealed until time to use them. Much
had been made of the Soviet capability for
relatively rapid reload of silos because of
the cold-launch techniques for the SS-17
and SS-18.'9 But back-up missiles could be
launched from ‘'soft”’ launchers, which
could be mobile or concealed in various
ways. It would even be possible to launch
missiles from inside warehouses or fac-
tories, with rapidly removable or opening
roofs.

All of these possibilities of avoiding or
evading our intelligence are reasons why
the United States may underestimate, not
overestimate, Soviet strength, with or
without SALT agreements. There are no
further revolutionary developments in
intelligence presently foreseeable to
overcome these possibilities.

Finally, the CIA stated in 1976 that they
had underestimated the Soviet defense
expenditures in 1970-75 by 50 percent,2®
and there is considerable evidence that
they may be underestimating the rate of
growth since that time, so that further
Soviet budget estimates will be on the low
side.?!

In short, the Defense Department has
not been exaggerating the Soviet threat in
order to justify appropriations.22 That they
are alleged to do so at budget time simply
reflects the fact that it is at budget time
that the Congress and, therefore, the press

pay attention to the statements about the
threat, and indeed, the principal DOD
official statement, the Annual Report or
“Posture Statement,” is deliberately and
properly a part of the budget-planning
cycle.

The Russians are not yet ten-feet tall, but
in their strategic forces they are as tall as
we are and still growing, which we are not.
In general purpose forces, they have long
been known to have larger ground forces
than we, and both President Carter and
Secretary Brown have recognized in their
1979 budget that the Soviets have been
modernizing these forces to the point
where we must increase our R&D and
procurement efforts in order to catch up.In
naval forces, they are generally believed to
be of about our size and, again, to be still
growing, while we are not. Indeed, the FY
1979 budget cuts back severely on naval
programs to resume growth. The U.S.
Navy has fewer ships than the Soviet
navy, although still greater tonnage. The
numbers of ships in both navies are
declining, but the Soviet tonnage is
growing and U.S. tonnage is declining.
Many of the smaller Soviet ships are faster
and more heavily armed, and in particular
they have a several-year lead over the
United States in the deployment of ship-
launched antiship-guided missiles with
both conventional and nuclear warhead.
In tactical aircraft the United States has
long been considered superior, but the
Soviets have been rapidly modernizing
their tactical aircraft and are producing
them at approximately double the U.S.
rate.?3

The Russians are not ten-feet tall. But
they may well be six-foot-six, and that is
enough stature to command the respect of
most of us average-sized mortals. But old
myths die hard. The author cannot resist
citing a curious and rather grudging
recognition of the slow but overdue demise



of this myth in a review of the book on the

FY 1978 defense budget that he coedited:
This second annual U.S. defense budget
survey by the National Strategy Infor-
mation Center is a straight-forward hard-
line approach to the military balance. Its
conclusion—the U.S. needs to increase its
dangerously inadequate investment in
defense—is not new, but acquires more
plausibility with each year of the Soviet
military buildup.®?

Myth number six:

We cannot afford more for defense.

Ever since the first large U.S. peacetime
defense budget following the Korean War,
there have been allegations that the limits
on the defense budget areeconomic, rather
than being dictated by the requirements of
providing for the common defense. Presi-
dent Eisenhower even suggested at one
point that a billion-dollar increase in the
defense budget would be tantamount to
letting the Soviets tempt us to “spend
ourselves into bankruptcy.” As former
Secretary of Defense James R. Schlesinger
has said, “Each of usis entitled to his own
opinion, but not to his own facts.”?> One
may feel that the priorities should be
different or that the defense budget is
adequate at some given level, but nothing
in the history of the 1950s, 1960s, or 1970s
validates the judgment that we are
pressing economic limits. As we saw in
Table I, the defense budget has been
declining ever since the 1950s, by all
relevant relative measures, i.e., in pro-
portion to GNP, the federal and total
governmental budgets, and in share of the
national labor force. Even the temporary
peak for Vietnam did not return us to the
relative shares of the Eisenhower years.
Meanwhile, the rate of unemployment
(averaging out the peaks and valleys of the
short-term business cycle) has been
steadily upward since the Eisenhower
years.
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Despite all of these statistics, many
people assert that the myth is validated by
the bottom line: that defense has caused
inflation. But here, too, the alleged
correlations are inverse. The inflation
argument was refuted in 1972 (before
inflation became really severe!) in the
Moot Report, as follows:

Inflation in the U.S. has been most severe
since 1968, a period when Defense programs
were being massively cut back. [President
Johnson’s failure to propose timely tax
increase for the requirements of the Vietnam
War may properly be assigned some of the
blame for accelerated inflation in this
period, but this is not the same thing as
ascribing the inflation directly to the defense
budget.]

The aircraft industry—20 times more
dependent on Defense than U.S. industry in
general—shows productivity increases
nearly double the average and has the best
balance of trade record in the U.S. economy.

Inflation has been the most severe in those
industry sectors where the Defense input is
the smallest, and conversely. For example,
the greatest inflation by far (76.4%, 1964-71)
i1s in construction, where defense accounts
for less than 1% of the business. Five sectors
have had above-average inflation, and
defense accounts for less than 1% of the
business in four of them, and 2.7% in the
fifth. According to Department of Commerce
figures, inflation on state and local govern-
ment purchases has been much greater than
on defense purchases.?®

Inflation has, of course, accelerated
since those words were written—while the
defense budget has continued to decline in
real, constant-dollar terms as well as
relatively. The major causes are well
known, although not all of them are yet
well understood: the monopoly (more
properly, oligopoly) prices of the OPEC oil
suppliers’ cartel following the 1973 oil
embargo; the worldwide increase in food
prices, triggered, though only partially
caused, by low world grain crops in the
early 1970s and the Soviet wheat pur-

chases; raw material scarcities; ‘‘in-
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dexing” or contractual tying of wage rates
to cost of living indexes in union contracts
and federal pay scales; economic events in
other countries; the overvaluation of the
dollar, in the late 1950s and the 1960s,
under the fixed exchange rates of the only
partially implemented Bretton Woods
Agreement of 1944; and so on.

Several techniques are used to reinforce
the myth that we are spending all we can
and to support the ¢ “ument by maxi-
mizing the apparent costs of defense. High
on the list of these techniques is one that
was mandated by Congress in 1972: the
requirement that future costs (e.g., for a
weapon procurement program that will
take several years) be presented to Con-
gress in ‘‘then-year’ (current) dollars
instead of constant or real dollars at
today'’s prices. This practice is supposed to
help Congress “know whatitis commiting
itself to,” but in fact it is highly deceptive,
even pernicious. Inflation rates cannot be
accurately predicted and should not be
projected for this purpose. We can only
understand costs in terms of today's
dollars. If prices go up, so will government
revenues, as will personal incomes. Future
costs should be discounted, that is, less
highly valued than costs that must be paid
today, both because the future is uncertain
and because we can earn interest on
money that does not have to be spent until
later. In short, future costs are less onerous
than present costs. “Then-year’ costing is
equivalent to using a negative discount
rate that makes such costs look more
onerous.*’

Opponents of a particular weapon
program are also fond of putting it in the
worst light by cumulating costs over its

Notes

1. Nuoffense to my feminine readers intended Oneisconstrained to
quote accurately; perhaps today Luther would have referred to “wine,
person, and song.”

lifetime—for some systems, such as ships
and aircraft, for as long as 30 years. If this
is combined with projecting inflation,
adding maintenance, modernization and
operating costs, and sometimes even
“loading” on other costs for items that
would be bought anyway (new ammuni-
tion, replacement tankers for aircraft,
etc.), the costs can be made to sound
horrendous, as was done in the organized
campaign against the ‘“24-billion-dollar”
B-1 bomber. What really matters, of
course, is what we must spend each yearin
relation to what we earn. If a $6000
automobile were advertised as costing
$35,000 over the next ten years, including
repairs, tire replacement, gas, insurance,
three new CBs, etc., all at projected
inflation rates, how many of us would buy
it? If we were told it would cost $1200-$1500
a year in today'’s prices, or X percent of our
current salary, we could decide rationally
whether we could afford to trade in the old
jalopy, which is currently costing us, say,
$600 a year and ‘“won’t last forever.”%®

But 1F BY what we can afford is meant
what we can expect the Executive to
propose and the Congress to approve and
fund, then what we are talking aboutis not
economic limits but the limits of political
leadership and political will. In view of
what has been said and cited here about
the growing Soviet military threats, the
declining U.S. preparedness, and the
potential use of the Soviet forces for
political purposes,”* I would strongly urge
that how much national defense the
United States can afford is how much it
needs and has the political will to provide.

Arlington, Virginia
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and outside the federal government

today as to the nature and extent of
what is commonly referred to as the
“Soviet threat.” Some would have us
believe that the “Russians are coming,”
and to support this contention cite im-
pressive evidence of a massive military
buildup aimed primarily at the United
States and its Western European allies.
Others—just as scholarly and experi-
enced—take the opposite approach, claim-
ing flatly that there is no Soviet military
threat to the West. This school generally
contends that the new military hardware
and occasional saber rattling are merely
normal characteristics of the Russian
mind-set. A popular corollary is that the
Soviet Union is so weak economically that
it could not mount an effective sustained
threat against the West, which will be able
to hamstring it in a technological and

T HERE is a lively debate both inside

...military power has always
been regarded as the main
guarantor of Russian (and
Soviet) security.

economic sense for the foreseeable future.

What are we to believe when we read and
hear such disparate arguments from
legitimate experts? As is usually the case,
the answer is probably somewhere in
between the two extreme points of view
just described.

In this article, it is hoped that a careful
review of Russian military strategy will
sharpen perceptions and help each reader
make up his own mind as to the nature and
extent of the Soviet threat. “What are the
Soviet motives and the underlying his-
torical legacies behind them? Are there
explanations for the recent military
buildup other than preparation for an
attack on the U.S. or its NATO allies?”

These and other questions must be
addressed with an eye toward objectivity
in attempting to calibrate the Russian
military posture, encompassing bhoth
capabilities and intentions.

Threads from the Past

A brief look at the Imperial Russian
politico-military heritage and some of the
pre-1945 lessons learned by the modern
Soviet regime will provide a useful
background for understanding present-
day Soviet military posture.!

Three major invasions of Russia (the
Mongols in the thirteenth century, Na-
poleon in 1812, and Hitler in 1941) have
had a far-reaching effect on the Russian
mind and military thinking. The invasion
by the Mongol Golden Hordes, who held
European Russia in virtual bondage for
nearly 200 years, was particularly cata-
strophic. Because of the occupation,
Russia was virtually cut off from Western
Europe for those two centuries, a time lag
from which the Russians never recovered.
The brutality and terror of the Mongols
stunned the Russians, who nevertheless
successfully learned from their conquerors
how to employ the weapon of fear. More
important, however, the Russian psyche
was forever ingrained with an invasion
complex and a sense of insecurity and
inferiority, which was reinforced by the
two subsequent invasions with resultant
ramifications to the present time.

This invasion complex has given rise to
what is described as a “garrison-state”
mentality, characterized by a need to
create buffer zones on the Russian pe-
riphery to reduce the vulnerability of the
homeland to attack and keep foreign
influence and power as far away as
possible from its borders. Closely tied to
this notion is the internal use of coercive
force in the form of secret police to keep the
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Russian populace under control and stifle
perceived subversive threats to the co-
hesion of the empire.

Another significant czarist trait was an
inclination toward opportunistic territor-
1al expansionism for a variety of reasons
over the centuries: trade, pan-slavism, a
missionary style, religious and ideological
thrust, and simply the desire to accumu-
late power for power’s sake. This drive
traditionally relied on the use of the
military instrument in an offensive mode,
an interesting dichotomy when compared
with the defensive orientation of the
“‘fortress mentality” described earlier.
These seemingly contradictory facets of
the Russian politico-military heritage
have been the twin driving forces behind
Russian (and Soviet) military strategy
down to the present day.-

Two other important military legacies to
modern Russia were a strategy of aggres-
siveness and a continental outlook. In
order to protect the homeland and extend
its borders, it was necessary to wage war
on the enemy's territory and destroy his
forces.’ As a land-locked country for most
of its history (lack of warm water ports),
Russia has had a military outlook that
was basically continental in scope, with
military interests largely restricted to the
empire’s periphery. In this regard, Rus-
sian military power was never success-
fully projected beyond the Eurasian
continent until relatively recently.

Military setbacks have also had a
lasting impact on the Russian (and Soviet)
military mentality. During the reign of
Peter the Great, the limits of Russian
expansionism became apparent for the
first time, resulting in direct confronta-
tions with the great powers and losses on
the battlefield. These and subsequent
military defeats suffered by the Imperial
Army—particularly the 1905 debacle
against Japan—added to the Russian

inferiority complex, as did those absorbed
by Soviet armies in the 1918-20 civil war
and the 1940 invasion of Finland. Such
setbacks often forced Russia to accept
coexistence as a substitute for further

Ultimate domination of all of
Europe is a clear Soviet goal.

expansion oraggression, but also served to
make Russian collective will more deter-
mined. In a related vein, the deep-rooted
invasion fear—particularly the World War
IT or Great Patriotic War experience—has
taught the Soviets to maintain an effec-
tive, well-prepared military instrument
that will never again be caught off guard
by a surprise attack or allow the homeland
to be invaded.

Even today, the day-to-day impact of
World War II on the Soviet way of life must
be seen to be fully comprehended by a
Westerner. The horrors of the war and
Russia’s 20 million dead are kept vividly
alive by the regime; new monuments to
war heroes and hero cities are still being
dedicated, and the militarization of society
has glamorized paramilitary training for
young people—all of which bears witness
to a paranoia over defense of the mother-
land. To the Russians, the 22 June
syndrome (the date Hitler invaded Russia)
has a far greater significance as a never-to-
be-forgotten watchword than does 7
December for Americans. In this regard,
the watchful eye of ‘“Father’” Lenin
exhorting his countrymen to *“‘be prepared
and be vigilant™” can be seen on banners

and billboards everywhere. _
From a broad historical perspective,

military power has always been regarded
as the main guarantor of Russian (and
Soviet) security. This has bred a tendency
to depend on numerical and physical
preponderance—both in terms of troops



and weapon system—to solve any military
problem.* As in other elements of Soviet
society, the penchant for bigger and better
comes through loud and clear.

The Revolution in
Military Affairs

The explosion of a hydrogen bomb by
the Soviets in the summer of 1953 was
destined to have far-reaching effects on
Soviet military strategy and thinking.
Perhaps most important, the possesion of
thermonuclear weapons released the
Soviet leadership from an unadmitted but
long-standing inferiority vis-a-vis the
West. particularly the United States. Thus
the Soviet armed forces had a new
orientation, a new arm to strengthen the
military instrument in the pursuit of
national objectives.”

In theimmediate postwar period, despite
a large, well-equipped, and widely de-
ployed army, the Soviets were incapable of
offering any real match to the United
States as a world power. By the mid-1950s,
although the Soviets realized their po-
litico-military vulnerability to the U.S.
strategic nuclear bomber force, the avail-
ability of the hydrogen bomb, coupled with
a modest delivery system in the form of a
growing intercontinental bomber fleet of
their own, gave the Soviet leaders a fresh
outlook, which became known in the Soviet
military lexicon as the ‘“Revolution in
Military Affairs.” This outlook was
strengthened by the development and
testing of intercontinental ballistic missile
(ICBM) delivery systems in the late 1950s.

By 1960, the strategic military impli-
cations of the growing arsenal of Soviet
nuclear-tipped ICBMs led Khrushchev to
adopt a new total war defense policy,
which postulated thatin any future armed
conflict with the West, an initial exchange
of nuclear strikes deepinto the adversary’s
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territory would be the decisive factor. The
new strategy placed heavy reliance on
strategic forces and intimated that con-
ventional or general purpose forces were
largely outmoded or downgraded since
future wars would no longer be fought on
the frontiers. This posture was institu-
tionalized by creation of the Strategic
Rocket Forces, which soon had eclipsed
the Soviet army as the most essential
element of the Russian armed forces.
Concurrently, combat-ready conventional
forces—notably naval aviation, tactical
air forces, and army divisions—were
reduced in considerable numbers. Strong
opposition to Khrushchev's policies,
particularly the de-emphasis and reduc-
tion of conventional forces, rapidly
developed in both party and military
circles. By 1961, Defense Minister Mali-
novsky had become perhaps the most
articulate critic of the new strategy
theories—although probably with Khrush-
chev's tacit approval since the premier
was already beginning to lose supportona
broad front in the Soviet power structure.
Malinovsky acknowledged the primacy of
nuclear missiles, but advocated their
distribution to all branches of the armed
forces based on range and usage, and
asserted thatconventional forces were still
needed to complement and supplement
strategic forces. As a result of the internal
pressure, Khrushchev was forced to

...for the Soviets, strategic
parity with the U.S. is essen-
tial, and, indeed, there is a
perception in some quarters
that they may be striving to
achieve strategic superiority
(or what they would term a
“useful margin of strength”).
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modify his new defense policy and sus-
pend the reduction of conventional forces.
Malinovsky’s views subsequently were
reflected in an important collective work
entitled Military Strategy, first published
in 1962 under the leadership of Marshal V.
D. Sokolovsky. The book, updated in 1963
and 1968, recognizes three categories of
war: wars of national liberation, limited
war, and general war. According to the
authors, the Soviets are committed to
support wars of national liberation,
ostensibly by application of conventional
military forces; while limited wars are
admitted to exist on a hypothetical basis,
such wars between superpowers are
regarded as impossible since any conflict
between them would inevitably escalate to
total nuclear war.” The essence of the work
relates to general war, which is regarded
as the culmination of the historical
struggle between opposing socioeconomic
systems, each pursuing decisive political
goals. The main thrustis that general war
will begin with a surprise attack on the
Soviet Union. and, although nuclear-
tipped missiles will be the decisive factor,
victory can only be assured by the
combined use of all types of forces.

The book also documented for the first
time a broad shift in Soviet strategic
outlook from primary preoccupation with
continental land warfare and peripheral
military interests to a focus on strategic
warfare on a global scale. This, of course,
meant that Soviet military strategy must
give more attention to combating a non-
European adversary.

Before the nuclear missile era, Soviet
military strategy regarded an enemy’s
armed forces as the principal strategic
objective of general war. With the advent
of intercontinental delivery systems, the
principal strategic objective of total war
became destruction of all aspects of an
adversary’s national strength—including

military, political, and economic power
centers throughout his entire territory. (In
a tactical sense, however, the Soviets
remained committed to annihilation of
enemy forceson the battlefield.) From 1963
to the present, Soviet strategic military
thinking has remained essentially as
presented in the Sokolovsky book. More-
over, there is every reason to believe that
this thinking enjoys a general consensus
not only with the military but within the
party hierarchy as well. Brezhnev, who
succeeded Khrushchev in power in 1964,
proved to be a proponent of the combined
arms concept and continued to push foran
upgrading of conventional as well as
strategic forces. In fact, his apparent belief
that an armed conflict between the
superpowers would not necessarily esca-
late to total war provided a measure of
doctrinal justification for the combined
arms policy.

As early as the mid-1960s and on to the
present, Soviet military writings stressed
that the study of history shows that
victory in war can only be achieved
through offensive actions—assuring com-
plete defeat of the enemy.? In the nuclear
age, this rationale has been expanded to
incorporate the thought that decisiveness
is the most important characteristic of
offense in a thermonuclear war, advo-
cating surprise nuclear strikes to defeat
the enemy. While the official Soviet
position is that the Soviet armed forces
only fight wars imposed by the enemy,
Russian military authors clearly empha-
size the necessity of being able to thwart
an anticipated enemy attack by having a
capability to fight, win, and survive a
nuclear war.? According to this line of
reasoning, only by having a war-winning
capability can Soviet strategic forces serve
as a viable deterrent to the West. Based on
their World War II experience, total war,
although catastrophic, is indeed thinkable



to the Soviets in the context of Western
miscalculations, misunderstandings, or
irrationality.!® Even Marxist-Leninist
ideology now embraces the notion that the
West, in the death-throes of capitalism,
may launch a last-gasp thermonuclear
attack.

Soviet Grand Strategy

Since the end of World War II, Soviet
long-range national objectives have
remained remarkably constant despite
periodic changes in tone and style and
evolving strategic nuances. Key objectives
include a constant strengthening of the
Russian defense perimeter, domination
over all of Europe, and increased Soviet
influence and prestige worldwide—par-
ticularly in regions which are important to
the economies of Western industrial
countries.

...there is increasing evidence
of a trend toward dual purpose
forces and weapons that can
operate effectively in a nu-
clear or conventional environ-
ment.
Bolstering the defense perimeter entails
several aspects: an Eastern Europe that
remains under tight Soviet political,
economic, and military control—a vital
geographical and ideological buffer whose
frontiers and political systems are un-
challenged by the West despite a Soviet
willingness to tolerate a certain level of
expanded East-West cultural and eco-
nomic ties; continuing military and
poljtical containment or even isolation of
China and a series of bilateral treaties or
other sponsorship relationships with third
world countries on the periphery of the
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Eurasian landmass to provide for develop-
ment of a viable infrastructure for pro-
Soviet or socialist forces.!

In political and military terms the
Soviets regard Europe as a single geo-
graphic entity over which they feel a
historical mission to exercise hegemony if
not suzerainty. Ultimate domination of all
of Europe is a clear Soviet goal. For
Western Europe, this would mean the
harnessing of economic and technological
strength for support of Soviet progress, not
an occupation—which is the last thing the
Soviets would want (their Eastern Europe
satellites already give them enough
headaches). This grand design for Western
Europe probably entails a series of
bilateral agreements to facilitate Soviet
influence on foreign and domestic policy
formulation, leading to a reduction of
defense expenditures and force levels and
elimination of the defense link with the
United States.'

In this regard, a good case can be made
that Soviet decisions concerning force
levels in Europe are influenced by a belief
that Western European perception of
Soviet superiority will eventually lead to
policies favorable to the Russians con-
cerning technology transfer and trade if
not outright political sympathy.'*

Finally, the Soviets hope to limit
Western options in important areas such
as the Middle East and Africa and to take
advantage of weak points or vacuums in
Western or third world areas of influence.'!
This aspect of Soviet grand strategy
includes many-sided efforts to gain some
measure of control over the sources and
supply lines of the West's strategic raw
materials. By undermining the influence,
prestige, and power of the U.S. and its
allies, the Soviets hope to substitute their
own—thereby “proving” the continuing
viability and relevance of Marxist-Lenin-
ist ideology.
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Present Soviet
Military Strategy

Under Brezhnev, Soviet military stra-
tegy has become more and morerefined. In
his fourteen-year tenure, Brezhnev has
shown a clear appreciation for the risks of
nuclear war as well as for the application
and use of force short of war—including
extensive military and naval exercises,
large-scale provision of arms and other
military assistance to selected countries,
various forms of intimidation, and publi-
cizing scientific and technical achieve-
ments with military overtones. Of course,
land-based and submarine-launched stra-
tegic nuclear missiles have become the
protective umbrella under which all Soviet

...although the Soviets may
be satisfied with strategic
parity, they probably will
maintain their drive toward
clear superiority in the area of
general purpose forces to over-
ride perceived U.S. advan-
tages in other areas, primarily
economic and technological.

politico-military actions are taken.!'S In
this respect, for the Soviets, strategic
parity with the U.S. is essential, and,
indeed, there is a perception in some
quarters that they may be striving to
achieve strategic superiority (or what they
would term a “useful margin of strength”).
By the mid-seventies the Soviets had
developed and deployed an entire new
generation of ICBMs and SLBMs. More-
over, they are continuing to put emphasis
on high-yield warheads while mounting a
concerted effort to improve accuracy and

other qualitative missile performance
factors.

In Soviet eyes this strategic force
modernization effort must be just subtle
and low-keyed enough to preclude full
mobilization or unleashing of the U.S.
technological and industrial base in a
strategic trumping effort, which the
Soviets deeply fear. Moreover, it must be
remembered that even strategic parity
cancels the overwhelming strategic pre-
dominance the U.S. has enjoyed since
World War I1.

Perhaps even more important, however,
since the nuclear deterrent has reached a
rough equivalence on each side, the
Soviets in the 1970s have given every
indication that they are seeking clear
superiority in the area of conventional
forces. A tremendous buildup in the level
and quality of conventional weapon
systems has been coupled with an effective
projection of military and naval forces
beyond the Eurasian continent for the first
time in Russian history. Soviet blue water
naval operations have increased world-
wide, particularly in the Mediterranean
Sea and the Indian Ocean. Moreover, the
level of Soviet forces in Eastern Europe
provides an offensive capability ap-
parently well beyond that required to keep
the satellites in check. While there are
many who see this as a prelude to a
Warsaw Pact attack against NATO, a
strong argument can be made that this
overkill of forces stems from the deep-
rooted insecurity and weakness that the
Soviets have always tried to mask from the
outside world. Given the 22 June syn-
drome, the massive Soviet military build-
up opposite NATO can atleastbe partially
explained as a knee-jerk reaction to a
perceived invasion threat across the
Central European plain—the route used by
both Napoleon and Hitler. Moreover, the
Soviets perceive that the principal U.S.



military strategy since World War II has
been to encircle the U.S.S.R. with bases,
maintain a capability to project force
anywhere in the world, and follow a
propensity to engage in military actions
on foreign soil—a posture which the
Russians regard as a serious threatto their
national security.

Within the past several years, numerous
developments involving conventional
forces have indeed resulted in a strength-
ening of the Russian defense perimeter to
counter both U.S. and Chinese presence,
political influence, and military power.

Specifically, these developments include
an increase in Soviet naval efforts to
confront U.S. nuclear deployments on the
Russian periphery; the extensive buildup
of Soviet military capability opposite
NATO and along the Chinese torder; and
the expansion of worldwide force pro-
jection capabilities such as airlift, sealift,
and sea control. The use of Russian
military cadre and Cuban surrogates in
peripheral areas such as Africa—while
widely regarded as an opportunistic ploy
to gain power and influence at the expense
of the West—can also be thought of in
terms of an extension of the Russian
defense perimeter. It is interesting to note
that despite the expanded Soviet view of
the world and their role in it, the heritage
of a continental military tradition—with
emphasis on peripheral matters—con-
tinues to run strongly through Soviet
strategic thinking.

As we have already seen, modern Soviet
military strategy holds that coordinated
use of all types of military power is
necessary to achieve Soviet politico-
military objectives.!® This goal requires a
flexible military establishment affording
selective reliance on a whole range of
weapon systems. In this vein, there is
increasing evidence of a trend toward dual
purpose forces and weapons that can

RUSSIAN MILITARY STRATEGY 25

operate effectively in a nuclear or con-
ventional environment. It must be noted,
however, that the Soviets traditionally
have experienced a long lag time in
fielding a military capability to match the
particular international politico-military
situation for which it was developed. This
has often led to weapon systems and force
employment concepts that are out of tune
with the existing environment.

Pervasive in modern Soviet military
literature is a clear concept of victory atall
levels of conflict. Over the past decade,
there have been increasing indications of a
shift in the Soviet view toward the
possibility of a limited war between the
superpowers—particularly in the context
of a European conflict. Present force
preparation developments and military
writings reflect a growing interest in other
force options short of an all-out nuclear
exchange, i.e., tactical nuclear options and
conventional options.!”?

The Brezhnev leadership clearly recog-
nizes both the limits and potentialities of
military power and is prepared to manipu-
late or bargain to improve the Soviet
position. In this light, the Soviets are not
averse to negotiating for strategic arms
control or disarmament measures that
would reduce the danger of a nuclear
holocaust while preserving Soviet stra-
tegic parity with the West at the very
minimum. Indeed, peace is precisely the
modern form of warfare the Soviets have
chosen.'® At this juncture, probably only
two sets of circumstances could alter this
decision in a strategic nuclear context: a
direct threat to their national survival or a
severe infringement of their superpower
status, which is extremely important to the
Soviet psyche as “ideological proof”’ that
they finally have become a dominantactor
on the world scene.

This brings up the subject of détente in
the context of Soviet military strategy.
First of all, it must be remembered that
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détente is not a new concept. Lenin, Stalin,
and Khrushchev each used the political
expedient of peaceful coexistence with the
West when such a policy was in the best
interest of the Soviet Union, specifically to
gain time or advantage for a particular
purpose. In the most modern sense, détente
to the Soviets embraces the need to avoid
or reduce the likelihood of strategic
nuclear war. What the Soviets hope to get
out of détente is to neutralize threatened or
actual use of nuclear weapons by the West
and cancel U.S. strategic options while
upgrading Russian nuclear capabilities
and conventional military strength.
Despite widespread notions to the con-
trary in the West, détente to the Soviets
does not mean suspension or abandon-
ment of the ideological struggle against
the capitalist system. Hence, Russian
support of wars of national liberation, use
of surrogates, as well as threatened or
actual use of conventional military forces
are all fair game to the Soviets under the
framework of détente. From a political
standpoint, détente in the Soviet view has
moved them closer to their key national
strategic objectives. In Soviet eyes, then,
détente is a tactical expedient that serves
to accelerate the continuing shift of world
correlation of forces in their favor.

The Near-Term Future

A good case can be made that the
military instrument is now the only
instrument of Soviet national power that
is generally effective on the world scene.
Although the Soviets will take advantage
of any perceived opportunity or weakness
to achieve strategic superiority, at least
rough strategic nuclear parity between the
two superpowers can be expected to prevail
for the foreseeable future. As indicated
previously, the Soviets probably will
studiously avoid giving the impression of

trying to achieve strategic superiority.

In this light, while the upgrading of
strategic forces will continue to receive top
priority by the Soviets, nuclear weapons
probably will become less and less of a
usable instrument in superpower “power
politics.” Henry Kissinger goes one step
further by asserting that nuclear weapons
are becoming a less plausible factor in

...while the upgrading of
strategic forces will continue
to receive top priority by the
Soviets, nuclear weapons
probably will become less and
less of a usable instrument in
superpower “power politics.”

regional politico-military affairs as well.!®
Hence, it is reasonable to assume that the
Soviets will continue their buildup of
conventional forces to more effectively
project Russian power and influence on a
global basis. Thus, although the Soviets
may be satisfied with strategic parity, they
probably will maintain their drive toward
clear superiority in the area of general
purpose forces to override perceived U.S.
advantages in other areas, primarily
economic and technological. The Soviet
navy is likely to be employed more
assertively as an instrument of inter-
national political influence and to protect
expanding Soviet overseas interests.??
This intensified conventional force projec-
tion probably will be coupled with more
support of client states and use of sur-
rogate military forces to test the relevance
of deterrence in lesser conflicts around the
world.

As Henry Kissinger so aptly put it, the
Soviets have no preconceived master plan



for military strategy and the use of the
military instrument of power; rather they
seem to be accumulating as much poweras
they can to avoid a repeat of the circum-
stances surrounding the Great Patriotic
War and will employ such power and
influence whenever and wherever the
opportunity presents itself.2! Ultimately,
peripheral areas of the world—peripheral
to the Eurasian landmass and the North
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feel no immediate compulsion to supplant
the United States as the world’s foremost
political, economic, and military power.
When it is in their best interest, the
Russians can indeed be patient.

Irdaklion, Crete

technological development, and the armed forces' combat inateriel,
with due regard to theconclusions of military science and the views
of the probable enemy
Moreover, there is no comparable Western usage of the term “military
doctrine.” Note that the above definition is not compatible with the
usual Western definition of military strategy or “grand” (*'national’’)
strategy. For a more detailed discussion on the nature of Soviet
military doctrine, see Sokolovsky, pp. 42-43 and Grechko, pp. 10-16.

3. Michel Garder, A History of the Suviet Army(New York: Praeger,
1966), p. 17.

4. Malcolm Macintosh, “Soviet Military Policy,” Soviet Naval
Develupments: Capability and Context (New York Praeger, 1973), p.
58.

5. War and Army, 1972, Soviet Military Thought Series (val. 2)
published under auspices of USAF, pp. 250-60; sce also Garder, p. 140,

6. The current Soviet view of “deterrence” is somewhat different
from that held in the West: to the Soviets, deterrence is meaningless
without a viable capability to defend the homeland should war
avoidance fail. See John Erickson, *“The Soviet Military, Soviet Policy
apd Soviet Politics,”” Strategic Review, Fall 1973, pp 24.25.

7. Sokolovsky, p. 200.

8. Ibid., pp. 292, 297-98.

9. Macintosh, p. 61; see also Leon Gouré, Foy 1). Kohler, Mose L.
Harvey, The Role of Nuclear Forcesin Current Soviet StrategytMiami:
Center for Advanced International Studies, 1975), pp. 89.

10. Sokolovsky, p. 288.

11. Avidgor Haselkorn, “The Soviet Collective Security System,”
Orbis, Spring 1975.

12. John Erickson, “"European Security: Soviet Preferences and
Priorities,” Strategic Reuview, Winter 1976, pp. 4041,

13. John Erickson, "Soviet Military Capabilities in Europe,” Journal
of the Royal United Services Institute for Defence Studies, March 1975,

14. Macintosh. p. 67.

15. Ibid., p. 65.

16. Sokolovsky, p. 16.

17. General Lt. Z. G. Zavyalov, " The New Weapon and Military Art,”
Selected Soviet Military Writings 1970-75, Soviet Military Thought
Senes (vol. 11), published under auspices of USAF, pp. 210-11; see also
Grechko, p. 6; see also The Revolution in Military Affairs vol. 3
(Moscow: Soviet Military Thought Series, 1973), p. 137,

8. Garder, p. 209.

19. Henry Kissinger, lecture to students and faculty of National
Defense University, 26 May 1977 (Permission to use granted by Ir.
Kissinger on 14 October 1977).

20. Robert G. Weinland et al., “"Admiral Gorshkov's *"Navies in War
and Peace,”’ Survival, March' April 1975, pp. 54-65: see also Grechko. p.
3; see also Admiral of the Navy S. G. Gorshkov, *"The Experience of
History and the Situation Today,” Sowtet Press Selected Translations
no. 765, May 1976, p. 21.

21. Kissinger, op. cit.



COULD WE
BE WRONG?

DoNALD L. CLARK

“no nation that
possesses nuclear
weapons has ever
had its borders
seriously
attacked by
another nation”




The spread of nuclear capability threatens U.S. security and increases the
chance of nuclear holocaust. The NPT and the IAEA are the major
international instruments for controlling the spread of nuclear weapons.

U.S. Department of State,
Bureau of Public Affairs, August 1977

From the moment the atomic bomb was dropped on Hiroshima, the main
question before the world has been whether the human race is intelligent
enough to survive.... At least seven nations are manufacturing nuclear
bombs and a dozen more know how to make them.

“Arms and Madness,” [Norman Cousins|
Saturday Review, July 26, 1975

Although | don't exactly love the H-bomb, it comes close to my idea of what a
bomb should be. ... In the more than 25 years since it became popular, it has
never been used against anybody. A person could get fond of a bomb like

that.
Russell Baker, New York Times Magazine,

ANY now argue that the most
dangerous issue facing the
world is that of nuclear prolifer-
ation, and that contention is widely
reflected in the great amount of recent
press and international discussion.!
President Carter apparently shares this
belief and is even willing to sacrifice more
potential efficiency in the battle for energy
in an effort to stop, dampen, or slow
proliferation.? Additionally, this is the one
subject on which both U.S. political
parties, the most renowned scientists, the
military, the public, our allies, and
enemies all seem to agree. Though the
means to ensure nonproliferation may not
be agreed on, nearly unanimously, the
leaders proclaim proliferation to be bad,
and nonproliferation, indeed an extension
of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty
(NPT), to be good.
However, a growing number of reason-
able and responsible people are ques-

July 31,1977

tioning that near unanimous opinion.?
The purpose of this article is not to
advocate proliferation but to expose the
reader to the logic and thought on that
other side of the question. Nonprolifer-
ation seems so logical on the face of it, so
moral and proper, that perhaps most of us
have tended to approve of it with little or
only cursory consideration. Reading this
article may make the decision tougher—
indeed, it might even raise the issue to the
level of some otherinternational dilemmas
where the right or best answer is not quite
so clear. Above all, it is designed to force
the reader to go beyond gut reaction and
think the issue through. Readers may—I
am tempted to say probably will—con-
tinue to support NPT initiatives, but I
suspect they will do so with slightly less
assurance, while feeling more confident
that they have considered the issue in
depth. They may also conclude that
nonproliferation could be counterproduc-

F2)
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tive to the very conditions it seeks to
promote.

the question

The Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty was
signed in 1968 amid great fanfare pro-
claiming that the world now had a means
to avoid nuclear holocaust. It has since
been signed or ratified by more than one
hundred nations. These ratifications seem
to be a giant step forward, yet nuclear
weapons have proliferated in both total
numbers and number of possessors and
may be on the verge of even more rapid
growth and expansion. In fact, the NPT, to
date, simply has not achieved its avowed
goal. Tonga, Zambia, and similar third
world nations have rushed to the signing
table, but most of the nationsthathavethe
technology or technological potential and
the financial ability to produce nuclear
weapons have not been so eager to sign;
and two possessors, France and the
People’'s Republic of China, have not
signed. The list of nonsigners is impres-
sive. The Federal Republic of Germany
and Japan are the only nonpossessor
nations with true nuclear potential that
have signed and ratified, and they ratified
only some six years later after pressures
were applied by the U.S. and the U.S.S.R.¢
Significant nonsigners or ratifiers include
Brazil, Israel,* South Africa,** India,
Pakistan, Bangladesh, and Egypt among
the nonpossessors;®> France, the People’s
Republic of China (PRC), and India are
among nuclear weapon possessors. The
question we have to ask is Why? If
nonproliferation is so clearly in the best
interests of the world, why are such key
countries not responding to this call for
what we see as sanity?

“Some now are convinced that Israel has added nuclear weapaona to
her war stocks.

*“The U.S. and U.S.S.R. recently joined forces in an attempt to
pressure South Africa to turn away from nuclear development. The
verdict is not yvet in

the answer

Nuclear weapon possession is, after all,
most valuable. Why else would the U.S.
and U.S.S.R. possess thousands of war-
heads when the weapon has only been
used twice more than thirty years ago?
Why else would the United Kingdom,
France, the People’s Republic of China,
and India, at increasing degrees of
sacrifice, devote the enormous amounts of
investment (manpower, money, and re-
sources) necessary to enter the nuclear
club, even while the latter three were being
pressured, sniped at, and criticized by the
superpowers for so doing? Could it be just
for the right of membership in the
exclusive nuclear club? Could it be just for
a seat of power on the Security Council of
the United Nations? No. (Note that the
People’s Republic of China was denied her
seat until she acquired nuclear weapons.)
As important as it may be to join the
nuclear club and enter the ever less
effective and weakened Security Council,
those reasons alone would not appear to
justify the expenditure of the six “haves.”
Nuclear weapon possession must be
perceived to offer something more. I
suggest that that something more is quite
evident and that it becomes more evident
as proliferation increases. It is, in a word,
“security.” There is one self-evident and
undisputed fact associated with nuclear
power possession: no nation that pos-
sesses nuclear weapons has ever had its
borders seriously attacked by another
nation. True, nuclear possession may not
be the sole reason for this, but, if we
consider the evidence of history, it appears
to be significant.

In the early days of the nuclearera, soon
after World War II, many proffered the
conclusion that atomic weapons made war
unthinkable. That early premise failed to
come true. Since 1945, wars have occurred
around the world—in the Middle East,




Korea, Southeast Asia, Latin America,
and elsewhere. These wars have involved
possessors of nuclear power, either di-
rectly, by proxy, or in the weapon supplier
role, but they have never involved the
sovereign territory of a nuclear nation.®
Thus, although all wars have not been
prevented, one could posit that nuclear
war has been prevented and, further, that
superpower or nuclear possessor wars
have been prevented. This leads to the
consideration that nuclear weapons may
provide what nations have long sought:
perfect territorial security. If even the
possibility of that utopia comes from
nuclear possession, it could readily ex-
plain why nations want them, in spite of
the expense and why nations decline to
sign a solemn treaty of self-denial. Surely,a
nation that is able to attain a weapon
system which has even some possibility of
guaranteeing security should not forego
that option, for is that not the first and
primary goal of every government? Would
the U.S. sign the Nuclear Non-Prolifer-
ation Treaty if we were a nonpossessor?
Considering the history of the nuclear
era, I would additionally suggest another
possible conclusion: that the proliferation
of nuclear weapons has actually made
them a more effective deterrent while
simultaneously diminishing the likeli-
hood of their use, a most incongruous and
unique occurrence. Remember that when
only one nation had nuclear weapons, it
used them in spite of what, at least in
retrospect, seems to have been ques-
tionable cause.” But since that near-single
use and the acquisition of similar weapons
by other states, all have foregone their use
in spite of provocation and opportunity.
Thus, it can be argued that weapon
possession by a single state is most
unstabilizing, at least for all the others,
but as more acquire the weapon the less
likely it will be used, except in the
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theoretical last ditch effort to ensure
survival.

discussion

If this is true, nuclear weapon holders, in
the current state of weapon technology,
have both the ultimate defense and, at the
same time because of nuclear prolifer-
ation, an almost useless offensive weap-
on?® On the surface, this combination
could tend to achieve what the early
prophets of nuclear weapons foretold, a
nuclear guarantee against war. Further, if
the foregoing is true, it follows that the
proliferation of nuclear weapons, instead
of threatening war, actually increases the
probability of preventing war. This
conclusion suggests the following hy-
pothesis: If no nuclear possessor need fear
attack, then the only place there can be
wars is where nuclear weapons are not
possessed, and if such places are dimin-
ished through nuclear proliferation, then
war potential is also diminished. Thus,
nonproliferation, our sacred cow, may be
counterproductive to the very purpose for
which we have established it, or, in other
words, proliferation may be more likely to
eliminate war than nonproliferation. A
key point is that “proliferation” has
changed this powerful offensive weapon
into one that can be used only in a last-
ditch defensive role.

Let us turn for a moment from the realm
of pure speculation to the facts of recent
history. The U.S. and U.S.S.R., in spite of
numerous crises, have avoided war with
one another, and at least one significant
reason for that could be because they both
recognize the exponentially increased
risks to them as a result of nuclear
weapons. In fact, a study of their relations
can detect that as their nuclear arsenals
have become more equal, they have
become more and more prudent and
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cautious in their relations with one
another; while when one side had a clear
advantage, they were even more at odds.

But specific wars have occurred, even
involving the superpowers—the U.S. in
Korea and Vietnam and the U.S.S.R.in its
invasions of Hungary and Czechoslo-
vakia. Additionally, the U.S.and U.S.S.R.,
by proxy and supply line, have been
involved in three Middle Eastern wars and
other even smaller onesir. Angola, Yemen,
Dominican Republic, Ethiopia, Zaire, etc.
In fact, it is the contention of many
concerned voices in the world that these
indirect superpower confrontations in
nonsuperpower wars present the greatest
danger of leading to superpower nuclear
war as the result of escalation, miscal-
culations, etc. On the evidence available,
one has to conclude, then, that nuclear
weapons, if they are preventing wars
between the possessors, clearly are not
also preventing wars among nonpos-
sessors and further conclude that this is
dangerous. However, we seldom ask, could
those small wars also have been prevented
had the lesser powers possessed nuclear
weapons?

The 1968 Soviet invasion of Czecho-
slovakia presents an interesting example.
The Soviets are noted for a strong
conservative bent in international affairs,
especially as to involving Soviet forces
outside the U.S.S.R.” In 1968, Soviet
generals were able to assure the party
leadership that (1)organized Czech mili-
tary resistance was unlikely and, (2)even
if it occurred, it would be squashed
reasonably rapidly and with, say, at worst,
10,000 to 40,000 Soviet military casualties,
a relatively undramatic loss possibility of
professional soldiers in a country with
millions. But what if those Soviet generals
faced a proliferated world and knew that
Czechoslovakia possessed, say, just 10 to
20 Minuteman missiles or their like? Now,

their worst-case analysis would have to
indicate that an invasion of Czecho-
slovakia could mean the loss of several
million at-home Russian civilians in an
overnight holocaust. The “pucker” factor
goes way up, and the conservative deci-
sion-maker is forced to re-evaluate the
gains versus losses of his decision to strike
or not.

The same applies to the Israel/Egypt/
Syria triangle and similar African, Latin
American, and other rivalries. Thus, is it
not reasonable to ask if proliferation
might not mean less chance of war—
rather than an increased likelihood?

the fanatics

By now you are surely saying, but what
about all those wild-eyed fanatics around
the world? Surely nonproliferation is valid
if it means preventing [di Amins, Black
Septembers, el-Qaddafis, and the like from
acquiring nuclear weapons. This is a
strong argument and on the surface makes
sense to most of us (if we are not Ugan-
dans, Palestinians, and Libyans). But, like
so many of the apparent truisms of
nonproliferation, examination of the issue
reduces the definiteness of the initial
conclusion. Wild-eyed fanatics have, in
fact, had nuclear weapons and for some
reason (possibly the fact of proliferation)
chosen not to use them. The world may be
shocked by the actions of Amin and el-
Qaddafi, and even of the Black Septem-
bers and other Palestinian terrorists, but
their actions pale when compared with the
murders, death camps, and unbelievable
horrors of Joseph Stalin. Still, even Stalin
resisted the temptation to use nuclear
weapons once acquired. Mao Tse-tung’s
record cannot match Stalin's—at least is
less well documented—but many have
thought him mad, unrestrained, and
callous toward life; yet he, too, proved quite
modest in the nuclear arena. Both these



men saw the value of nuclear weapons,
killed or caused the death of innumerable
lives just by diverting resources to acquire
the weapons,'® yet both showed restraint
after nuclear weapon acquisition.

The point is that no matter how badly a
nation might want to use its nuclear
weapons for evil gains, since proliferation
all they can realistically do with them is
point to them with pride and say, “don’t
tread on me.” They cannot (at least have
not) use them because once a nation
acquires such weapons no other nation
can afford to push so drastically that he
might have to use his nukes. But, simul-
taneously, without being attacked and in
ultimate danger of survival, the nation is
inhibited in the use of its weapons against
even a nonpossessor because it fears
retaliation from some other of the ever
growing number of possessors. Idi Amin
and such types may appear mad, butitisa
controlled madness. These powerful men
are willing to murder, harass, and torture
those under their control and too weak to
defend. They are even ready to tweak the
nose of superior powers up to the pointthat
it is not really serious enough to invite a
strong response. However, they do not
foolishly attack or push too far those
capable of squashing them. Few, if any,
who have risen to such absolute power
have ever attacked a foe when it was clear
that the foe or his allies would easily be
able to annihilate them. An Amin with ten
nuclear missiles under his control would
not be a very attractive alternative to the
world, but realistically, neither does he
add much to the threat of nuclear war. The
world feels helpless now to stop his
internal machinations (partly due to
nuclear proliferation), and if he had
nuclear weapons, the rest would be even
more deterred from interference. But,
conversely, Amin might then perceive
himself as less threatened and, therefore,
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determine it unnecessary to strike out
against his “imagined” threateners. My
point is that, bad as it might be even if an
Amin were a nuclear possessor, the only
likely change is that there would then be
less chance that any other nation would
decide to remove Amin—‘nukes” protect
the good and the bad equally, but due to
proliferation they offer only an unusable
offensive threat. Amin types are dis-
gusting aberrations, but no more so than
the world has faced before; and the
previous aberrations, once they acquired
nuclear weapons and faced the fact of
proliferation, actually demonstrated re-
straint about their use and protection. Itis
a hard fact to accept, but to much of the
world it was the U.S. alone that used such
weapons, and U.S. irrationality alone, as
recently demonstrated by ‘“Nixsonian-
like” paranoia over national security, they
most fear. The wild-eyed, fanatic fear may
be exaggerated—I hope.

inevitability

I say “I hope” because there is another
argument against support of the NPT
concept. Many of the world’s most re-
nowned experts in weapons, international
affairs, politics, and nuclear science are
now concluding that the battle is lost;
proliferation is inevitable if only because
science cannot be withheld, and the
science of nuclear weaponry is available.!!
I might add that it is inevitable also
because many see these weapons as useful.
But the point they make is, why fight the
inevitable? It is worth fighting even for a
lost cause if the cause is noble and correct,
butitis not worth the candle if the causeis
not clearly in the best interests of man
kind; and the points related thus far at
least raise the question that proliferation
might well be better for mankind than
nonproliferation so the candle’s value is
questionable. However, unmanaged pro-
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liferation is more dangerous than other
alternatives—one of which I will describe

later.

U.S. image

Another concept of the nonproliferation
policy that may in fact not be what we
think it is, is the image its support by the
U.S. creates. In the U.S., we instinctively
consider nonproliferation to be good and
support of the NPT to be respected and
proper. The failure of the NPT should have
warned us that they may not be univer-
sally true, but it did not. The truth may be,
however, that other nations, especially
those verging on nuclear capability and
properly desirous of its advantages,
consider the U.S. NPT policy to be
hypocritical and arrogant. They may well
interpret our platitudes about the evils of
nuclear weapons as merely propagan-
distic cover for our participation and
perpetuation in superpower world domina-
tion rather than a sincere desire to avoid a
nuclear Armageddon.

Think of it for a moment from their
viewpoint. What the U.S. may be perceived
as saying, in concert with the U.S.S.R.and
the world’s former pre-eminent colonialist,
the United Kingdom, is: We and our
powerful friends have accumulated these
super destructive weapons in numbers
that can threaten the world. We need them,
but of course you do not. In fact, in your
hands they could be most dangerous. For
us they guarantee freedom from attack by
any and all and near ultimate security, but
for you such a guarantee is not necessary.
Sign the NPT and if anything goes wrong,
we might decide to protect or punish you,
depending on how we interpret the
circumstances. Yqu should forswear such
weapons and even some of the energy
related benefits some aspects of nuclear
production capability might afford you,
since they can lead to weaponry. We, on

the other hand, will keep ours, even
constantly increasing the numbersand/or
the capability of them to destroy effi-
ciently. Now if that is the way many of the
nuclear have-notsjudge our nuclear stance
(this ignores the specialized economic
gripes the Germans, Japanese, and Bra-
zilians have made in recent months),'2itis
rather easy to see why they not only donot
sign on but, in fact, might harbor rather
strong resentment over the policy.

I would posit that our NPT policy—plus
SALT, détente, and related activities that
have brought the U.S. and U.S.S.R. into
close and frequent contact—could cloud
the view of much of the world concerning
the basic differences between the U.S. and
U.S.S.R. Partly because of this NPT
attitude, they might judge us as two
superpowers striving to achieve even
greater power and wealth while telling
others that it is bad for them to follow our
path.

However, I do not mean even remotely to
suggest that détente is the wrong ap-
proach, for I feel quite strongly the other
way. Yet as other nations observe summit
meetings with our President and the
Soviet General Secretary arm-in-arm,
toasting in champagne and concurring in
joint policies like the NPT, it could cause
the third world and even some of our
developed allies to wonder if the super-
powers are not becoming more and more
alike and conspiring to hold onto special
wealth, might, and status at everyone
else’s expense.

I suggest that instead the U.S. should
highlight the differences between ovr
system and the Soviet’s whenever pos-
sible. Agreements to reduce or limit
nuclear weapons and to exchange cultural
programs, etc., can easily be judged by the
world as progressive steps for all if they
diminish ever so slightly the superpower
threat of war, and they should continue.



But the NPT policy may be viewed through
others’ eyes as discriminating—an act of
inequality and even immorality favoring
the greats while depriving the weak. This
image is not consistent with the founding
of the U.S.; our founders called for no
entangling alliances, all people and
nations equal, and no plan for the U.S. to
try to dominate others. Thus,in spite of our
belief of its goodness, the NPT policy
might in the eyes of many be viewed as a
new kind of imperialism, one sponsored by
Communist and democrat alike. Is there
then an alternative, a middle ground that
turns us away from the lost cause while
simultaneously taking advantage of some
of the pros for proliferation? I suggest
there may be. It is an approach I call
‘“controlled proliferation,” which is de-
signed to lessen the risks of war, reduce the
costs of acquiring nuclear weapons and
nuclear energy, improve the U.S.image as
a leader and seeker of an equitable as well
as peaceful world, while simultaneously
avoiding for as long as possible—perhaps
indefinitely—proliferation to those most
unstable, undesirable states.

controlled proliferation

Under controlled proliferation (CP), the
U.S. would publicly withdraw from the
NPT for reasons of its failure, the clear
inevitability of proliferation, and the
possibility that proliferation may better
achieve the goal of lessening the danger of
war. We would then make it clear to the
world that, under certain circumstances,
we would be willing either to assist or even
grant nuclear weapon acquisition or
energy capability to certain have-nots.
The circumstances are, of course, the key,
and they would have to be carefully
determined,'” but as a starting basis I
suggest the U.S. might grant limited
nuclear weaponry:

e Where a government has a long
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history of stability and friendly relations
with the U.S. (Canada, Switzerland, The
Netherlands, as examples).

e Where possession of nuclear weap-
ons or energy by the state in question
would make the region more stable by
lessening the likelihood of war (Taiwan,
Israel, Egypt, Greece, Turkey).

e Where human rights are at an
acceptable level or have drastically
improved and are stillimproving (Canada,
Switzerland, Norway, Sweden).

e Where the recipient will sign a
treaty not to use such weapons except in
defense of his sovereign national territory
that has been invaded or attacked.

e Where the recipient will agree not
to add to the number of weapons supplied
by the U.S. or to transfer them.

In essence, the U.S. would consider
supplying a small number—10 to 50
nuclear weapons—to those nations in
which we determine it to be in our interest
and the world’s to do so, yet limit the
number given ordeveloped and theirrange
so the recipients and the world can
recognize that they basically have only a
defensive force; a force that would make an
attack against them too great a risk to
consider, yet a force too small to enable
them to initiate an attack capable of
totally destroying another. (Expert
opinion considers 200 to 300 warheads
sufficient to destroy any modern state.)!!

Think how this might be used to assist
U.S. foreign policy. What influence might
we gain over an Israel or Egypt to settle
their problems, if, instead of promissory
guarantees over which they have no
control, we could trade 10 Minuteman
missiles for a reasonable compromise
allowing a Palestinian state on the West
Bank. Israel and Egypt would remain
independent and now have control them-
selves over assuring the settlement. Yet,
the agreement would likely stand because
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the risk factor potential would then exceed
the desire forchange. We could also makea
U.S. force withdrawal from South Korea
result in increased South Korean security
rather than lessened.

What would the reaction to controlled
proliferation be? Obviously, the U.S.S.R.
would protest. Not because the U.S. policy
would be wrong but because without U.S.
participation in the NPT their chance to
dominate the world i1s lessened. Unfor-
tunately for the U.S.S.R., they trust no one
not under their control sufficiently to give
them nuclear weapons, and their natural
fear and insecurity plus their imposed
alliances are too fragile for them to follow
our lead within their bloc. Proliferation in
Soviet eyesis a far greater threat thanitis
to the U.S.

Those who sought such weapons but
could not or would not meet the U.S.
standards might also be unhappy. But, so
what? They are not very likely to be
cooperative with us now, and they just
might decide that meeting U.S. standards
of human rights and foreign affairs
conduct would be worth the effort if it
gained them genuine security—something
the offer of our friendship or money alone
does not assure thus provides little
leverage to the U.S.

HOWEVER, two serious con-
cerns remain. One, I have not refuted the
idea that proliferation, via the numbers
game alone, increases the chance of
nuclear weapons use. | accept that possi-
bility, but with this qualification—How
much danger is added? There are already
at least six nuclear nations and 40,000-
plus warheads in the world. Would 10 or 20
nations and another small fractional
increase in the total number of weapons
change that likelihood significantly (say,
at the peak, another 2000 weapons)? There

is a risk, but it might not outweigh the
gain.

The second concern is related to the first.
It deals with guarantees and their flim-
siness. How can the U.S. be sure a nation
that passes some carefully developed
criteria of friendship, stability, etc., will
remain that way? The answer is simple:
We cannot, but, frankly, that is also true
today. We have no such guarantees that
the current possessors, the U.S.S.R., the
People’s Republic of China, India, or
France, will not decide to attack tomorrow.
They are all more atomically powerful and
in some cases more likely opponents than
any logical recipients of CP would be—and
perhapsinthecaseof France, the U.S.S.R.,
and the People’s Republic of China, they
are even less stable—e.g., How many
governments in France since World War
II? What succession lines exist in the
U.S.S.R. and the People’s Republic of
China? In other words, in the danger area,
nothing new is added, but in the stability
area, perhaps there could be an improve-
ment. Under CP the U.S. would probably
not give missiles to a Uganda under an
Amin or a Libya under el-Qaddafi, but we
might to Belgium and The Netherlands;
Egypt and Israel; Hungary, Czechoslo-
vakia, and even Romania; Canada and
Iceland. Would the world be more explo-
sive or less so? I contend there is a
legitimate possibility it might prove more
stable, and in such a proliferated world the
U.S. would have to lead by example rather
than power alone—a worthy challenge in
a more equal world. It would be a danger-
ous gamble, but one that could enhance
peace and nudge the United States back
into the more traditional leadership role of
its past—leading by leadership rather
than power quotient.

HAVE we been wrong? Has nuclear
weapons’ greatest use to the world been



frittered away by a shortsighted policy
decision designed not to save the world but
to ensure a dominant position in it for the
current possessors for as long as possi-
ble—an inequitable policy hidden, as so
often in the past, by the cover of security?
If so, it will fail, and unfortunately the

Notes

1. In recent months The Atlantic, Atlas, Saturday Review,
Washington Post. Foreign Affatrs. Fureign Policy, and The Illustrated
Lundon News, to mention a few, have featured articles on the question
of auclear proliferanon. Additionally, the U.S. State Department and
U S. officials have spoken out publicly and in print citing the need for
nonproliferation and the connecnon between proliferation of nuclear
weapons and nuclear energy development.

2. President Carter has delayed develupment of the fast breeder
reactor 1in the U.S. and tried to persuade the United Kingdom, the
Federal Republic of Germany, and Canada to stop nuclear energy
agreements with other nations for fear they encourage the possibility of
proliferation. Mike McCormack. “How Not to End Nuclear Prolifer-
ation,” Washington Post, April 24, 1977, p. 5.

3. R. Robert Sandoval in " Consider the Porcupine: Another View of
Nuclear Proliferation.” Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, May 1976, p.
17, suggests nuclear weapon proliferation might have some
advantages. Another article rai1sing the question is: "Undue Alarm
over Nuclear Spread”” Wall Street -Journal, Qctober 15, 1976 by Ernest
W. Lefever, p. 12.

4. The West Germans were very slow to ratify the NPT and finally
did se by a slim margin only when the U.S. and Russia insisted that
German ratification was needed before the Berlin agreement would be
signed. Japan was equally slow, only ratifying in 1976. The issue is
frequently debated in Japan with an increasing number of supporters
oppousing Japan's allegiance to the NPT.

5. For a more thorvugh study of the possibilities and needs of
nuclear power development potentials, see Major Wayne Morawitz,
“Nuclear Proliferation and US. Security.” Air University Review,
January-February 1977, pp 19-28.

6. There have. of course. been the Sino-Soviet clashes over disputed
territories on their 5000-mile border.

7. In retrospect. we have learned that the Japanese would probably
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evidence shows it to be failing. Prolifer-
ation is occurring. The controlled prolifer-
ation alternative proffers a chance to
achieve the long sought grail—a world of
peace. Should we not consider it on its
merits without blind allegiance to non-
proliferation on instincts alone?

Bozeman. Montana

have surrendered without invasion vr the uge of atomic weapons.

8. Drew Middleton in “Thinking about the Unthinkable, Politics
and the Arms Race,” The Atlantic, August 1976, pp. 54-57, iz only one of
many international observers who argues that nuclear parity rules out
the use of nuclear weapons except in extreme emergencies.

9. Note that even now. when some experts claim the Soviets have
acquired nuclear and overall supeniority, the Soviets chooge to use
“proxies’ (the Cubans) for their African adventures.Ina 1970 articlein
the Air University Review(Januury-February), | predicted direct Soviet
intervention in Africa by the mid-70s.

10. The best chroniclers of Stalin’s madness and his obsession with
acquiring nukes are Aleksander I. Solzhenitsyn in several of his bouks.
including The First Circle and The Gulag Archipelago, 1918-1956: An
Experiment 1n Literary Investigation, Parts 1 and I1: and Robert
Conquest in The Great Terror: Stalin’s Purge of the Thirties

11. Nuclear Energy, Report of the Fiftieth American Assembly, Apnil
22-25, 1976, Arden House. This distinguished group joined many others
that believe, try as the world might, nuclear weapons will proliferate,
and that the knowledge to build iscommon knowledge and the costever
decreasing.

12. Daniel Yergin, '‘The Terrifving Prospect
Everywhere,” The Atlantic, April 1977, p. 60

13. Daniel Yergin in his excellent article, *“The Terrifying Prospect:
Atomic Bombs Everywhere,” The Atlantic., Apnl 1977, suggests
policies whereby the U.S. would use incentives to accomplish
nonproliferation. The similarity between the other goals tnonnuclear)
we list is interesting. The Commuttee for Economic )evelopment in an
88-page report issued in 1976 also urged a close connection between
other U.S. foreign policy goals and nuclear nonproliferation.

14. In a study, 1970 without Arms Control, the National Planning
Association indicated no more than 200 warheads are nevded todestroy
a large nation/ state.
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BSERVATION and analysis of
continuity and change provide

O an excellent means to assess the

strength and resilience of any institution,
and the Armed Forces of the United States
are no exception. The past several years
seem to indicate thatthe dominanttrend is
change, and little evidence exists to
suggest that this trend will be altered
significantly in the future.

The amount and degree of change
notwithstanding, much continuity exists
in the U.S. Armed Forces. In part this
reflects the bureaucratic nature of the U.S.
military and the role it plays in the
political, social, and economic interactions
of the nation, but it can also be argued that
the continuity of the armed forces is
primarily the product of the leadership
provided by the professional officer corps.
Obviously the officer corps is undergoing
change, but one could question whether
the rate and thrust of its new orientation is
clearly focused outward toward a re-
conceptualization of the role and problems
of military force employment in a sophisti-
cated and complex international environ-
ment or whether its predominant view is
introspective, based on the assumption
that straight-line extrapolations of exist-
ing strategies and force structures are
adequate for the decade of the 1980s.

But before attempting to determine the
extent and direction of change within the
professional officer corps, one must first
examine the salient variables thatidentify
the officer corps asa profession, such asits
corporate nature, its fundamental beliefs
as expressed in its professional theory,
and its professional ethic, which regulates
the behavior of the corps. After defining
the profession in terms of its variables, one
can then suggest the thesis that the officer
corps is faced with a serious professional
dilemma when tasked to pursue a strategy
of deterrence or war-fighting, given the

existing international and domestic
environment. Moreover, because of emerg-
ing fundamental alterations in the
international system and some modifica-
tions in the domestic environment as well,
the officer corps may find it essential to
reassess the variables that constitute its
professionalism. More significant, the
nature of the changed international
system may require the professional
officer corps to conceptualize alternative
military strategies that could differ
considerably from the more traditional
strategic constructs of the past.

Professionalism Defined

Perhaps the most obvious variable that
identifies the officer corps as a profession
is its cohesiveness or corporateness. Like
the more traditional professions of law
and medicine, the officer corps reflects a
corporate character due to its requirement
for prolonged and specialized training and
education, reliance on an ethical code of
behavior, and an extremely strong sense of
group solidarity.!

Certainly a more important variable is
the professional theory that exists within
the officer corps. The theory consists of
fundamental assumptions and principles
pertaining to the organization of military
forces and how they are employed in peace
or war. In anideal sense, the theory results
from an analysis of past operational
experience and measured judgments about
technological influences. This profes-
sional theory serves as a wellspring for the
military doctrine, strategy, and tactics
that form the basis for all military activity.
It is in this area that the military finds
itself challenged during the nuclearage by
those nonmilitary intellectuals who argue
that the exponential increase in the
destructiveness of nuclear weapons and
the basic lack of empirical evidence

39
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pertaining to their use relegate military
judgment to mere speculation. Indeed, the
doctrinal and strategic literature of the
nuclear age is almost exclusively the
product of civilian theorists, with military
thought originating in the officer corps
conspicuously absent.- But perhaps more
significant is the fact that the officer corps
has yet to realize that the implications of
the existing strategy of deterrence, which
stems primarily from the civilian intel-
lectual community, pose enormous chal-
lenges to military professionalism—a
proposition that forms the basis for this
article.

The third and final vanable, the pro-
fessional ethic, appears to be of crucial
importance, for it reflects the values and
norms that regulate the internal relation-
ships of the officer corps as a group and
govern the relationship of the professional
officer corps toward its clients, the
institutionalized state and the society
within the state. As a group, the officer
corps stresses the pessimistic nature of
man and accepts a cyclical view of history.
Military force employment is justified by
serving the political aims of the state,
which is in continuous competition with
other states. This condition requires the
officer corps to be eternally vigilant and
well prepared for war. Threat perceptions,
therefore, are vital to the profession, for
they strongly influence strategy, tactics,
and weapon system preferences. More
important, threat perceptions are a crucial
element of the communication process
between the profession and its clients.

These values and norms are institu-
tionalized through training, professional
military education, and socialization,
which is a continuous function in a
professional officer’s career. And like
professional theory, the professional ethic
presents the officer corps with a challenge
of major proportions when examined in

the context of an emergent military
strategy that may go beyond deterrence.

The degree to which the professional
officer corps will alter its perceptions of
these vanables is a matter of conjecture.
That they must consider modification is
obvious, for certain emerging trends leave
the officer corps little choice.

Professionalism and Deterrence

Perhaps the most complex strategy ever
followed by the U.S. military is the
strategy of deterrence. It remains, since
World War II, as the dominant concept of
military force utility and continues to
serve as the foundation of U.S. national
security policy. That notwithstanding, its
implementation creates a conceptual
challenge for the professional officer corps
and requires it to consider some funda-
mental adjustment in its thinking. For
example, military planners traditionally
assess a potential adversary on the basis
of his capabilities, not his intentions. Yet,
‘“...deterrence is about intentions—not
just estimating enemy intentions but
influencing them.”* Despite its tradition,
the professional officer corps accepts this
salient fact that is stated clearly in the
official doctrine of the United States Air
Force.

Deterrence is a state of mind brought about
by the existence of a credible threat of
unacceptable counteraction to an enemy’s
hostile actions. The intent is to deter an
adversary—to prevent an act by fear of the
consequences—or to impel him to take some
action acceptable to the United States.*

But in an analytic sense, this theoretical
construct poses some difficulty for the
professional officer because it raises
fundamental questions about his status as
a professional. The problem stems not
from the theory. which professional
officers accept as valid and promulgate as



doctrine, but from the operational uncer-
tainty of the doctrine. By definition, the
professional is required to combine his
theoretical beliefs with practical appli-
cations in order to assess the true value of
his professional expertise.> But an empir-
ically precise assessment about the
efficacy of deterrence is made with great
difficulty, if at all, and the void that results
effectively denies the officer corps an
element of assurance so vital to its well-
being.

The deterrence strategy further com-
plicates the issue of professionalism since
deterrence is based on perceptions thatare
inherently vague and implicit. One deters
by having the intention to deter and by
persuading one’s adversary that credible
military force exists and will be used
effectively if deterrence fails.® This
presents some difficulty to the profes-
sional officer corps because the deterrence
theory suggests that perceptions of force
capability can become more important
than actual force capability. Thus, it is
possible that force structure and readiness
standards necessary to maintain the
proper level of perceptions could be less
than that required for actual war-fighting.
Under such circumstances, the profes-
sional officer can be expected to respond in
a traditional manner, that is, he will seek
to apply those preparedness standards
that provide him a perceived degree of
certainty at the prudent risk level. Unfor-
tunately, when a presumed state of mutual
deterrence exists, the clients of the
professional officer corps could oppose
such action, since it could be misperceived
by the adversary as a move to gain a
military advantage. Thus, what the
officer corps sees as necessary to assure
force credibility can be viewed by his
clients as undesirable because of its
potential destabilizing influence. Like the
previously discussed operational uncer-
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tainty of the deterrence doctrine, this
dimension of deterrence effectively pre-
vents the professional officer from com-
bining theoretical knowledge with prac-
tical application and thus further ques-
tions his professionalism.

By contrast, and at a lower level of
significance, it appears that the strategy
of deterrence serves to reinforce the
attitude of the professional officer corps
toward war. As noted by Samuel P.
Huntington, the professional officer “...is
afraid of war. He wants to prepare for war.
But he is never ready to fight a war.””
Nevertheless, the deterrence strategy does
force the officer corps to modify the
perceptions of victory that continue to
command great influence and respect in
the training and education of the pro-
fessional officer. The traditionalist notion
is that

...winning requires not only the means but
also the ardent will to win, and the combat
officer has been instilled with this will. The
kind of military history he has read has
stressed those heroic episodes, especially
among historic captains of his own nation,
where the will to win has conquered over
considerable odds.?

One committed to a strategy of deterrence,
by contrast, merely would define victory as
the absence of war.

Professionalism and War-fighting

It should be recognized, however, that
the demands for change placed on the
professional officer corps would not
disappear if the U.S. adopted a more
traditional strategy of war-fighting in lieu
of deterrence, largely because there
currently exist powerful domestic con-
straints on the levels of military force and
their use. Moreover, the prevailing and
anticipated lowered perceptions of inter-
national threat add another dimension to
the changing attitudes of the clients
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toward the need for military force. Col-
lectively, the constraints impede the
fulfillment of the professional ethic.

By definition, the professional ethic
includes the values, norms, and respon-
sibilities with which the officer corps
governs its interaction with the civil
government, the society, and the internal
relationships among the officer corps.?
The values that constitute part of the ethic
are of crucial importance, since they form
the basis for self-image and, moreover,
enable both the state and society to
evaluate the viability of the profession. It
appears obvious that such a value system
would include, at a minimum, patriotism,
ideology, and nationalism. The existence
of these values permits the officer corps to
establish an appropriate normative struc-
ture within the armed forces. The norma-
tive structure, its hierarchy of values, and
the corporateness of the officer corps tend
to provide group cohesion and enable the
officer corps to perpetuate the professional
ethic. Yet, more important, they allow the
officer corps to gain almost universal
acceptance of a war-fighting strategy
within the armed forces. But the effect is
limited to internalization, because exter-
nally the normative structure of the
professional officer corps has littleimpact.
Indeed, the value system of the clients
might differ appreciably, particularly
when the interaction between the military
and its clients is low, which it traditionally
is in the United States.!® Under such
circumstances, and particularly in the
absence of actual military employment
over a sustained period, the professional
officer corps might find it necessary to
emphasize threat assessments in order to
convey professional judgments to its
clients. Threat perceptions are vital in
such a situation, for they provide the
armed forces with a method of high-
lighting the risk and uncertainty asso-

ciated with decisions made by the clients.

But one must question the extent to
which the professional officer corps can
adhere to its ethical values necessary for a
war-fighting strategy, given the trend of
the views expressed by the elite and
attentive public within American society.
One analyst suggests that “... Americans
in general, and elites in particular, see
international affairs as less threatening
than they once did,... [and that] the cold
war view of threat no longer is a part of
most Americans’ political consciousness.”
Moreover, the evidence seems to suggest
that the shift is a major one and likely to
remain for some years.!!

In similar fashion, civil-military rela-
tions appear to be undergoing change.
Indeed, Huntington currently suggests
that the immediate future will be charac-
terized by “...less congruence and possibly
less interaction between the military
establishment and other social insti-
tutions.”!?

Under such circumstances it appears
unlikely that the professional officer corps
would convey high-level threat percep-
tions to its clients on a sustained basis,
and, therefore, one must question the
extent to which professional officers could
rely on threat perceptions as a valueinits
ethic. It is this condition that leads
Professor Huntington to conclude that
“the tension between the demands of
military security and the values of
American liberalism can, in the long run,
be relieved only by the weakening of the
security threat or the weakening of
liberalism.”"!

Thus, it appears that both a deterrent
strategy and a war-fighting strategy
present serious dilemmas to the profes-
sional officer corps; the former by prevent-
ing the professional officer from com-
bining his theoretical knowledge with
practical application and the latter by the



apparent divergence between client threat
perceptions and those that the profes-
sional officer must institutionalize to
satisfy his professional ethic. Independ-
ently, both strategies place a strain on
professionalism. But when it is realized
that existing American strategy is based
on the notion of deterrence and war-
fighting if deterrence fails, then the full
impact of the professional dilemma
becomes abundantly clear. Putdifferently,
the clients of the American military
require its professionals to maintain a
strategy which demands that the pro-
fessionals’ expertise remain unproved;
simultaneously, the clients ask the pro-
fessionals to remain prepared to imple-
ment a strategy that requires the insti-
tutionalization of an ethic fundamentally
at odds with that of the clients.

Perhaps the basic question is one of
strategic direction. Does there exist a
strategy that would provide for the
security of the state while simultaneously
permitting the professional officer corps,
with its attendant theory, ethics, and
corporateness, to maintain a positive and
intellectually respected interaction with
its clients? Or, alternatively, is it neces-
sary for the professional officer corps to
reconceptualize its theory and ethic, with
proper emphasis on both continuity and
change, in order to ensure a continuation
of the profession of arms?

Professionalism and
the Diffusion of Power

Perhaps the greatest challenge for the
professional officer corps in the last
decades of the twentieth century is to
conceptualize alternative military stra-
tegies that reflect existing concerns about
the utility and the role of military force in
international politics. A prerequisite to
that effort is serious introspection leading
to an objective analysis of how the
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profession wishes to define the variables
that constitute its professionalism. Ob-
viously such efforts might lead to con-
siderable change but not to the exclusion
of tradition and continuity.

The first task for the professional officer
corps might be to re-evaluate its de-
pendence on both professional theory and
practical application. In the existing
technological era, the latter chiefly
functions as means of providing a measure
of certainty and offers a sense of accom-
plishment. Practical application does not
appear essential for mature professionals
and, moreover, may not have validity due
to rapidly changing technology and the
constant flux of politico-military situ-
ations. This is to suggest, of course, that
theory and doctrine—and the resulting
strategy as well—can be accepted as valid
without empirical data to substantiate
their validity.!* The professional officer
corps can base its theory, doctrine, and
strategy on a continuing analysis of its
own capabilities and its professional
assessment of the threat.

With regard to its ethic, the professional
officer corps can give thoughtful exam-
ination to its values and norms and ask if
they maintain relevance for the existing
environment. It appears that the diver-
gence between the professional officers’
perceptions of their fundamental values—
nationalism and threat assessment—and
those of the state and society may unduly
and unnecessarily strain the linkages
between the two. Perhaps the professional
officer corps should recognize that its
normative influence, external as well as
internal, has less impact in today’s
relatively sophisticated and pluralistic
environment. Clearly, internal sociali-
zation has its limits, and the professional
officer corps should be aware that exces-
sive commitment to the war-fighting
values of the military institution is a
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dangerous movement toward a distinct
military ethos.

The strategic implications of a recon-
ceptualization of professionalism could be
a major significance. Deterrence can be
accepted in a total intellectual sense, since
the demands of the profession will not
require practical applications of theoreti-
cal constructs to ascertain their validity.

Likewise, a war-fighting strategy takes
on new dimensions since it would not rest
on a professional ethic that places primary
emphasis on nationalism and threat
assessment. Instead the ethic could stress
the return to the notion of territorial
defense and coercive diplomacy, concepts
which should be more congruent with the
clients of the professional officer corps.
This modification of the ethic makes it
possible to alter the war-fighting strategy
so that its orientation is directed more at
escalation control of conflict. The pro-
fession of arms then takes on the image of
what is referred to as a constabulary force,

...continuously prepared to act, committed
to the minimum use of force and seeks viable
international relations rather than victory,
because it has incorporated a protective
military posture.':

Although not in the tradition of classic
military force employment, the profes-
sional officer corps may have no choice but
to accept this changed orientation, if for no
other reason than the continuing and
fundamental alteration of the interna-
tional system. The emergence of a large
number of new states, with their attendant
nationalism, and the surfacing of deter-
mined sociopolitical aspirations are
accompanied by a diffusion of military
and politico-economic power. Given the
magnitude of the diffusion—particularly
the military dispersion that includes the
availability of conventional weapons of
unprecedented accuracy and the likeli-
hood of nuclear proliferation—the threat

to international order and security ap-
pears ominous.!#

For the professional officer corps, the
changing international system requires
an assessment of the role of force in such
an environment and an adequate strategic
concept. In a professional sense, appli-
cation of the deterrence strategy at levels
below strategic nuclear exchange and
classical conventional warfare in a
NATO-type scenario might have serious
limitations because of the enormous
difficulty in determining adequate force
structure requirements for a multitude of
potential adversaries. Likewise, a tradi-
tional war-fighting strategy may offer
little promise in such an international
system simply because the magnitude of
the threat conceivably could exceed the
resources that realistically could be made
available for a continuous war-fighting
strategy. Indeed, the challenges are
formidable.

A review of the implications of this
changing international environment
leads one American scholar to conclude
that

the paradox of the emerging international
system is that the need for more effective
structures and mechanisms to reduce the
likelihood of conflict will be greater than in
any previous era. But at the same time the
potential for exploitation of a variety of
conflicts for unilateral advantage will be
greater than ever. The broad interest of the
United States lies, of course, in helping to
shape a global system in which the prospects
for conflict will be diminished. For this
purpose American military power will
remain an indispensable ingredient.'”

IT APPEARS, therefore, that the response of
the professional officer corps must be a
strategy that offers military force struc-
tures of sufficient capability and flexi-
bility to apply coercive diplomacy in the
international system, while the political



processes work toward the establishment
of a new world order in which “...the
prospects of conflict will be diminished.”!8
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FAMILY POLICY

IN THE ARMED FORCES

an assessment

Dr. HAMILTON [. McCUBBIN
Ms. MARTHA A. MARSDEN
DR. KATHLEEN P. DURNING

Dr. EDNA J. HUNTER

R. CHARLES C.
MOSKOS, JR., in
his application of

developmental analysisto
the military establish-
ment in the United States
today, concluded that “the
overriding and clearly
dominant trend in con-
temporary military organ-
ization is the decline of the
institutional format and
the corresponding ascen-
dancy of the occupational
model.”' Such a concep-
tual shift implies not only
organizational conse-
quences such as trade
unionism and increased
use of civilian technicians
but also a gradual yet
distinct change in the
role of the military family from that of a
passive appendage to that of an active
component of the military profession.
Essentially, this shift departs from
traditional military values and norms
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underscoring a ‘“‘calling,” which overrides
individual and family interest in favor of
the higher goal of national defense.
Historically, members of the military and
their families have been guided by prin-



ciples of sacrifice and dedication to the
organization; their efforts, in turn, have
been partially repaid by an array of social
and financial supports signifying the
military’s intent to ‘‘take care of its own.”

The emerging occupational model of
military service, by contrast, is derived
from a marketplace that provides mone-
tary rewards for equivalent skills.* Within
this model, military personnel exert
influence in the determination of salaries,
working conditions, and benefits; first
priority is clearly given to self and family
interest rather than to that of the employ-
ing organization. The occupational model
gives legitimacy and weight to the service
members’ individual and family needs,
which are commonly suppressed within
the institutional model. Implicitly, the
occupational model stimulates the crea-
tion of programs and benefits more
responsive to family needs and more
equitable in view of the unique demands
placed on the family by the employing
military organization. Within this model,
such presently unquestioned realities of
military service as forced family relo-
cations, separations, financial hardships,
and fluctuating benefits may well become
negotiable contractual issues between
employee service members and the em-
ployer organization.

By viewing the changing military
system in terms of this emerging occupa-
tional model, we can better understand
and respond to the increasingly activist
role of the military family and appreciate
even more the family’s role in the military
mission. Within this context, military and
national leaders face an important and
difficult challenge: to make the family a
primary and integral component of mili-
tary policy. To meet this challenge
effectively, policy-makers need to: (1)
examine carefully and modify traditional
assumptions regarding the military fam-
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ily, (2) understand the dynamics of both
the changing roles of women and the
family within the military, (3)evaluate the
impact of existing military policies on the
health and stability of the family unit, and
(4) assess the impact of projected policies
on the family.

Assumptions Underlying
Family Policy in the Military

Not since Reuben Hill’s classic study of
military families' experiencing war-
induced separations and reunions, in
which he appealed for a “‘national policy
which deals with American families as a
precious national resource,” has any
serious examination of social policy and
the military family been attempted.® No
systematic, comprehensive effort has been
made to study the host of assumptions,
issues, and policies of the military system
that impinges on the lives of families of
career-motivated service members, in-
cluding both officer and enlisted personnel
from all branches of the armed forces,
collectively referred to in this article as
“the military family.” It appears now that
such an effort should be made in view of
increasing evidence that the family does
influence the well-being, performance, and
retention of the service member and thus
affects the overall functioning of the
military system. The following assump-
tions appear to be rooted in the historical
development of the military system. These
assumptions, although slightly modified
over time, remain basically unchanged,
influential in determining policy, and
perhaps not totally appropriate in the
emerging occupational model of the
military organization.

¢ The primary mission of the military
is the defense of the United States; family
concerns and needs are subordinate to this
mission.



e The military profession is far more
than a job; it is a way of life in which both
service members and their families are
expected to accept willingly such inherent
stresses as extended family separations
and frequent relocations.

e The traditional, supportive but
subordinate role of the military wife,
which has been strictly and comprehen-
sively defined by the system, must be
maintained.

e The tradition of the military to‘“‘care
for its own” means that programs and
benefits for family members are a reflec-
tion of the military’s interest in them, but
these benefits should not be considered
guaranteed rights.

e Relative to civilian standards,
military pay scales, allowances, and
benefits are fair, generous, and conducive
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to a comfortable standard of living for the
family. The unique financial demands of
military life, such as losses due to forced
relocations, do not need to be calculated in
the salary and benefits formula for service
members.

e Except in extreme cases, family
influences are not significant factors in
the recruitment, health, performance, and
retention of military career personnel.

e Because of immense logistical prob-
lems, family concerns cannot be con-
sidered in job assignments, career plan-
ning, relocations, and separations—
except in rare hardship cases.

e Family problems are outside the
domain of military policy. If they occur,
they can and should be handled within the
family unit, using limited help from
existing military and community re-
sources when necessary. Difficulties
within a family, particularly deviant
behavior of the spouse or children, reflect
negatively on the service member.

e It is improper for the family to
challenge the military system on policy
issues.

e Any data needed to formulate and
evaluate policies affecting the service
member or the military family are readily
available to policy-makers and are taken
into account when making or changing
policy.

A REVIEW of relevantresearch
casts considerable doubt on the soundness
of the preceding assumptions and sug-
gests that policies based on them may be
undesirably costly to the system. Al-
though costs such as the impaired func-
tioning of military wives, children, and
families may defy exact computation, they
are nonetheless real and are documented
in the research literature." Additional



evidence for the need to re-examine family-
related policies in the military may be
gained from a consideration of (1) the
changing and increasingly important role
of women in society, the military, and the
family; (2) the changing role of the
military family itself; and (3) the impact of
certain military policies on family life.

changing role of women

in society and the military

Within the past few years, the women'’s
liberation movement has provided the
impetus for a re-evaluation of sex role
definitions, policies, and attitudes that
had previously limited the options avail-
able to women in our society.” With
varying degrees of speed and success,
many of the economic, legal, educational,
and occupational barriers commonly
encountered by women are beginning to
crumble. The institutions of marriage and
the family, based on their traditional,
strictly defined sex roles, are being
critically examined by growing numbers
of women and men alike. The women’s
movement may be viewed as a strong
social force that legitimizes women's
interests outside the home and, by exten-
sion, legitimizes men’s interests inside the
home.? Stereotyped, traditional, and
inflexible sex roles are gradually becom-
ing modified, and the effects of these
changes within both the family unit and
the entire society are quite likely to be

substantial.
In an effort to keep pace with the move

toward equal opportunity for both sexes,
the military establishment has recently
begun to recruit more women and develop
more diverse career options for them
within the military services.® However, the
integration and full utilization of women
in the armed forces continue to be limited
by both legal restriction and societal
resistance.'® Nevertheless, it may be
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hypothesized that as women do become
incorporated more fully into the military
system, sex role stereotypes will tend to
erode as men and women relate to one
another in a variety of superior/equal/
subordinate job relationships. It may also
be hypothesized that service members will
begin to relate to their spouses and
children in a less sex-stereotyped manner.
Double standards of sexual behavior will
fade, and the military system itself will
gradually cease to be a “cult of mascu-
linity.”

The changing roles of women in society,
in the military, and in the family will
probably soon have profound effects on
the quality of military life. For policy-
makers, a host of family-related issues
come to mind and need to be addressed.
What is the expected role of the “de-
pendent” husband whose wife is a service
member? Or that of the ‘“dependent”
military wife who has a career of her own?
How will these changing situations affect
military job assignments, family moves,
and extended separations? Will members
of military families become less dependent
on the system, more assertive of their
personal and family needs, and less
willing to subordinate their lives to the
orders of the military establishment? Are
family problems and divorces in the
military community likely to increase?
How difficult will it be to recruit, socialize,
and retain high-quality military personnel
in light of these current and projected
social changes?

changing role of the military family

Slowly and often painfully, many of
today’s military family members, espe-
cially wives, are breaking away from the
bonds of military traditions and stereo-
typed sex roles to develop themselves more
according to their own wishes and abili-
ties. As they re-evaluate their educational,
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occupational, and other life goals, a
growing number of military wives are
beginning to question the complete sub-
ordination of themselves to the needs of
their husbands’ military careers.

The contemporary egalitarian family
pattern contrasts dramatically with the
traditional companionate pattern in
which the military community molded
family life to the requirements of the
profession.!! Until fairly recently, the
young serviceman often postponed mar-
riage because of his low salary. When he
did marry, the ceremony was often
conducted with full military ritual, and the
new bride was dramatically introduced
into the closed community that was to be
her entire life. Apparently, the strains of
military life were less disruptive in earlier
times because the family was enveloped in
a strictly defined, internally consistent
lifestyle.

The contemporary military family does
not really fit into this traditional frame-
work. Today, a service member often
marries and begins his career simul-
taneously, and his spouse is far less likely
to be actively socialized into the military
community. The contemporary military
family may also be a single-parent family,
with either a serviceman or a service-
woman at its head. Pregnancy is now
legally classified as a temporary disa-
bility, and the servicewoman may choose
to remain on active duty. In other military
families, both spouses are service mem-
bers, or perhaps the wife is the service
member and the husband the military
dependent.

During the Vietnam War, the strength
and changing role of the military family
were dramatically underscored by the
emergence of the National League of
Families of American Prisoners of War
and Missing in Action in Southeast Asia.!2
Composed of parents, wives, and other

relatives of American servicemen declared
prisoners of war or missing in action, this
highly visible and vocal group demanded
that the government (1) provide families
with a full accounting of their missing
husbands and sons, (2) end the war as
quickly as possible, and (3) pressure enemy
governments to do the same and provide
humane treatment to prisoners of war, as
guaranteed under the Geneva Conven-
tions. Backed by extensive publicity from
the media, members of the National
League of Families voiced their concerns
and demands to the Secretary of Defense,
members of Congress, and the President
himself—as well as to representatives of
the governments of North Vietnam,
Cambodia, and Laos. It is obvious that the
efforts of the National League of Families
had a significant impact on the military
establishment and the federal govern-
ment. Family services and benefits were
developed; legal support and tax benefits
were provided; and, perhaps most impor-
tant, military families were represented,
heard, and respected.!?

Within the context of an emerging
occupational model of military service,
increasingly composed of married service
members, several current and projected
policies appear to have especially unde-
sirable consequences for family life and,
thus, for the morale, recruitment, and
retention of high-quality personnel. For
example, cutbacks in programs providing
subsidized commissaries, low-cost hous-
ing, family health care at military facili-
ties, and supplementary services through
the Civilian Health and Medical Program
of the Uniformed Services (CHAMPUS)
are certain to affect negatively those
family-oriented persons considering mili-
tary service as a career.

Clearly, the conflict between the two
institutions—the military and the fam-
ily—over the same resource, the service



member, produces strains and dilemmas
for all parties.!* The considerable power of
the family in this conflict has been
underscored in the retention studies of
enlisted personnel and military academy
graduates, which reveal that family
influences, especially wives' attitudes
toward the military, are crucial factors in
determining whether service members
remain in the military.!®

impact of existing policies on family life

The military community of the future will
probably be characterized by all volunteer
personnel, increasing options for women
(both as service members and military
wives), diversity of family forms and
lifestyles, less commitment to the tradi-
tional military way of life, and increased
assertiveness of families regarding their
needs and concerns. Since these trends are
already observable, policy-makers would
be wise to examine carefully the impact of
certain existing policies on the lives of
today’s military families.

Service members and their families are
routinely ordered to make a major change
of residence approximately every two
years. For all but the lowest grades of
enlisted personnel, an allowance is pro-
vided for moving family members and
household furnishings to the new location.
Usually, however, this allowance is quite
inadequate, and the family is forced to
absorb the extra costs—along with totally
nonreimbursable expenses such as losses
incurred through buying and selling a
home on short notice, temporary family
lodging costs, extraordinary transporta-
tion outlays (e.g., automobile repairs), and
replacement purchases of household
furnishings at the new location.!® The
financial stresses associated with forced
relocation are serious and continual,
especially for families of enlisted per-
sonnel; service members frequently try to
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work on a second job to supplement their
family income.

Besides the high financial costs of
frequent relocations, military families
must also pay the psychosocial costs
associated with a nomadic lifestyle.!”
Isolated from the traditional supports of
extended family, close friends, and a
stable community, members of military
families, especially the wives and chil-
dren, often experience emotional and
interpersonal difficulties that seem to be
related to their rootlessness. For military
children, problems in school, with friends,
and at home have been noted.!® For the
military wives, frequent relocations make
serious educational or career ambitions
practically impossible.!® Although mili-
tary families may certainly enjoy such
benefits as travel, exposure to diverse
lifestyles, and close camaraderie with
other military families, the financial and
sociopsychological difficulties involved in
frequent, forced family relocations are
surely serious enough to warrant closer
policy analysis.2°

Family isolation. Because of national
and international defense commitments,
military families are sometimes relocated
in foreign countries or in relatively remote
areas within the United States. In such
situations, families frequently live close
together in enclaves of military quarters
and may become isolated from the larger,
nonmilitary society. Such “ghetto-iza-
tion,” in turn, may foster a lack of family
privacy, an extreme dependence on the
military system, a parochial view of the
world, and a distorted environment for
children.?! Although some families may
actually prefer these living arrangements
because of safety, convenience, and
economy, policy-makers would benefit
from a thorough review of family adjust-
ments and problems associated with this
social-cultural isolation.2?
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With American military personnel
assigned to duty in many parts of the
world, it is not surprising that a number of
their spouses are foreign-born. In most
military communities, a notable propor-
tion of servicemen’s wives are European,
Japanese, Korean, or Vietnamese. More-
over, because Filipinos serve in the United
States Navy, entire families may find
themselves placed in a culture quite
different from the one in which they were
born. For these foreign-born spouses and
families, the “double culture shock” of
adjusting to military life as well as to
American life is indeed difficult.?3

Although very little is actually known
about these mixed-cultural families, it
appears that they are often socially
isolated from other military families,
unsure of their English and reluctant to
seek help for problems. Furthermore, it
seems likely that their children may
experience special difficulties because of
their dual heritage and differing treatment
by parents, teachers, and peers. If these
somewhat isolated and vulnerable mixed-
cultural families are to become fully
integrated into the military community,
policy-makers must initiate research
documenting their specific needs so that
appropriate services can be developed.

family separation and reunion

Another major stress experienced by
military families is the periodic family
separation required by the system’s need
for a number of its service members to
serve aboard shipsatsea, in hardship duty
abroad, on special assignments, or in
actual combat. Although the nature,
frequency, and length are variable, family
separations share many similarities in the
dramatic role shifts and conflicts found in
the husband-wife and parent-child re-
lationships during the actual separation
and the subsequent reunion.2¢

The impact of father absence on chil-
dren’s adjustment is highly complex and
related to a host of intervening variables,
such as nature of separation (wartime or
peacetime, short or long), age and sex of
child, attitude of mother toward the
separation, quality of mother-fatherchild
relationships, family’s prior separations,
and availability of father surrogates
during the separation.?> Despite dif-
ferences in circumstances and coping
responses, however, it appears that the
stresses brought about by forced family
separations are considerable for military
children.

Although today’s military families may




display remarkable resourcefulness and
resilience in adapting to the strains of
geparation and reunion, the longitudinal
effects of family functioning under these
stresses have only recently begun to be
studied.?® How do family separations and
associated problems affect the health and
performance of service members? How
might family members be better prepared
for required separations? What is the
feasibility of making changes in the
nature of separations—e.g., shorter dura-
tion, more opportunity for rest and
recuperation leave with families, im-
proved planning of separations in careers,
and more meaningful family support
services during separation? Should the
military system actively encourage wives
to develop their own interests, skills, and
independence so that they may become
more confident and effective co-leaders of
their families? If so, how would this affect
family stability?

War and family life. Coupled with the
stresses of family separation, the fear and
reality of wartime injury, captivity, and
death produce a number of marital and
family difficulties, which have been
documented in studies of families during
World War II and the Vietham War.2” The
impact of war and family separation on
children’s emotional and social develop-
ment has also been examined during
World War II, the Vietnam War, and the
recent Israeli-Arab conflicts.?® While the
substantial stresses of war, separation,
and reunion may disturb even the most
stable of families, military families have
generally been discouraged from admit-
ting the existence of problems and seeking
help. The experiences of the families of
returned prisoners of war and men
declared missing in action underscore the
need to research key issues related to
wartime stresses and to formulate appro-
priafe policy responses.
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Legitimacy of Family
Policy in the Military

Although the nature and intensity of
these family stresses may vary, the
authors contend that they are substantial,
that they detract from the performance of
service members, and that they should be
examined much more carefully by military
policy-makers. This review of research
findings lends legitimacy to the next
logical and more complex issue: should
family considerations receive higher
priority than they now receive, and should
they become an integral part of the
military’s policy-making process?

The traditional viewpoint has been that
increased efforts by the military system to
help meet its families’ psychosocial and
financial needs are inappropriate, im-
practical, and unnecessary considering
the existence of federal, state, and local
assistance programs. Only in cases of
extreme family hardship, it has been
argued, should the military system inter-
vene; even then, its programs and services
should be strictly limited.

In contrast, the authors maintain that
military families, while certainly sharing
some problems with their civilian counter-
parts, are subjected to unique stresses and
problems that are not always amenable to
help from existing federal, state, and local
programs and that responsibility for
developing sound policies to minimize and
alleviate these stresses lies clearly within
the military system itself. If the goal of a
high-quality all-volunteer force is to be
realized, the system cannot ignore the
potent influence of the family on the
recruitment, performance, and retention of
military personnel.

Within both the larger American society
and the military system within it, there is
ample evidence documenting the need to
incorporate the significant role of the
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family into public policy review and
development. Major efforts have recently
been directed in Congress, toward the
improvement of family health and stabil-
ity.2® Family policy specialists are being
trained to analyze the impact of projected
public and private policies on families and
to assist in developing innovative and
sound family-related policies.?® Within the
military, the limited butincreasing body of
research about the military family and
women service members heralds a positive
trend toward clarifying the close relation-
ships among legislation, military policy,
and the family.3!

Re-evaluation of Assumptions

Given the needs of the present military
system and those of its families, how much
weight can be given realistically to family
considerations in the policy-making
process? Because the family is playing an
increasingly important role in the emerg-
ing occupational model of the armed
services, the authors contend that family
issues must be given high priority in the
development of both short- and long-term
military policies.

Clearly the traditional assumptions of
military policy-makers, and the policies
resulting from these assumptions, have
not reflected fully the important roles and
needs of the contemporary military
family. In contrast to those traditional but
no longer appropriate assumptions, the
authors offer the following assumptions
for consideration by policy-makers:

o The health and stability of service
members and their families are vital to the
accomplishment of the primary military
mission of national defense.

e The implementation of military
policies and the realization of desired

goals are greatly facilitated if family needs
and the projected impact of specific
policies on families become integral parts
of the decision-making process.

e To attain and maintain a high level
of personnel effectiveness, military poli-
cies regarding the recruitment, health,
performance, and retention of service
members must reflect a positive emphasis
on the supportive role of the family.

e Policies regarding pay scales, allow-
ances, and benefits must take into account
the financial and psychosocial hardships
of military life and their impact on family
members.

e Military-sponsored medical, finan-
cial, and social service programs and
benefits must be considered guaranteed
rights of the service member’s family in
partial compensation for the stresses
inherent in military life.

e To the greatest possible extent,
family considerations should be incor-
porated into personnel policies regarding
duty assignment, relocation, separation,
and career planning.

e Family problems are not outside the
domain of military policy; coordinated
services within the military system and
effective linkages to civilian resources
must be mobilized to offer appropriate
preventive and treatment programs for
family problems.

e Family members have the right and
responsibility to challenge, seek clari-
fication of, and attempt to change policies
that they feel undermine family stability.

o Systematic investigations of the
functioning, problems, and needs of the
military family are the responsibility of
policy-makers; knowledge derived from
such studies is an essential component of
policy-making and policy-review pro-
cesses.

These revised assumptions are based on



the premise that it is time for the military
system to recognize the family as a key
factor in the formulation and assessment
of military policy. Because precise or
coherent policy is far better than ambig-
uous or fragmented policy, the authors
propose the establishment of a family
impact commission or task force within
the military’s policy-making organiza-
tion.?2 This concept of a commission is an
adaptation of existing national and
international programs, which review
policy and develop impact statements
reflecting the present and projected
consequences to the family of existing and
proposed public policies. Nations such as
Austria and Sweden, for example, have
explicit family commissions that empha-
size the analysis and improvement of
governmental actions related to family
life.33

The proposed military-sponsored com-
mission would focus on policy analysis
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and the formulation of family impact
statements comparable to the existing
environmental impact statements man-
dated in the U.S. 1971 Environmental
Policy Act.** Simply stated, the ultimate
goal of the commission would be the
improvement of military family life
through policy-making and review. Fol-
lowing Sheila Kamerman’s guidelines for
the development of a family impact
statement, the commission would adopt
these immediate goals: (1) analysis and
clarification of the consequences of
military policies for families, (2) direct
communication of knowledge and re-
search findings to policy-makers, and (3)
assistance in modifying existing policies
and developing new ones that would
contribute to family health and stability.3>

TRADITIONAL military assumptions and
policies concerning the families of service
members must be revised in light of
evidence which underscores: (1) the
significant influence of families on per-
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sonnel performance, job satisfaction, and
retention; (2) the considerable stresses
inherent in military family life; and (3) the
changing and increasingly assertive roles
of women and families within the military
system.

Through the creation of a family impact
commission within the military, sys-
tematic policy analyses and recommenda-
tions could be carried out most effec-
tively. The authors contend that sound
policies concerning the military family
would improve the service member’s
performance, provide effective recruit-
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N 10 November 1976, Tactical Air

Command participated in the larg-
est, most complex and time-compressed
peacetime air operation ever conducted in
the United States. In just 90 minutes an
armada of more than 400 aircraft from two
services, six Air Force commands, twenty-
one bases, and nine states, flying specific
routes with precision timing, flew through
the Nellis and Edwards Air Force Base
range areas in southern Nevada and
California. By comparison, the largest
Linebacker II raid over North Vietnam on
18 December 1972, consisted of only 266
sorties—64 percent of the sorties in the
later operation. This massive air oper-
ation, or “Tactical Test” as it was called,
was designed to evaluate the E-3A Air-
borne Warning and Control System, more
commonly known as AWACS (recently
named Sentry).

Tactical Test was one of three separate
tests conducted by the Air Force Test and
Evaluation Center (AFTEC), during the
initial operational test and evaluation of
the E-3A aircraft. Tactical Test was
specifically designed to measure the
operational capabilities of two mutually
supporting E-3As in a dense, simulated
hostile environment (representative of a
mid-1980s projection) with extensive
ground and airborne electronic counter-
measures (ECM) employed against the E-
3A radar.

The initial operational test and evalu-
ation was an AFTEC responsibility, but
AFTEC requested that TAC, as the single
manager for the E-3A, provide the tactical
assets and manage force employment.
TAC, in turn, identified Headquarters
Twelfth Air Force as executive agent to
plan, coordinate, and conduct this tactical
test. Nine months later the test was
successfully and safely completed, but it is
not likely to be the last operation of its
type. Follow-on operations and large-scale

exercises will be needed in the future to
maximize headquarters staff and E-3A
mission crew training. Properly adapted to
readiness requirements, it also has the
potential to raise significantly the level
and quality of readiness training and the
combat capability of tactical forces. This
article, then, will identify major consider-
ations involved and problems encountered
in conducting an operation of this magni-
tude and complexity, and it will discuss
some key lessons useful to planners,
operations staff, and commanders. Some
background information will also be
provided to place events in proper per-
spective.

THE E-3A Airborne Warning
and Control System represents a man-
machine interface capable of conducting
surveillance of unprecedented quality deep
into enemy territory or of controlling
forces in both defensive and offensive
roles. The aircraft is a modified Boeing 707
airframe equipped with an aerodynamic
30-foot rotodome housing a highly sophis-
ticated advanced radar. In addition to
detecting and tracking aircraft at high
altitudes over both land and water, the
radar has the unique capability of being
able to “look down’ and distinguish
airborne targets from the ground clutter,
which confuses and saturates present-day
radar systems. Nine multipurpose con-
soles (MPC) provide the mission crew with
all control features and visual displays
required for surveillance, weapons direc-
tion, and battle management functions.
The on-board computer provides a data
bank on triendly and hostile forces and a
fully automated console control capa-
bility. In short, the AWACS is an airborne
surveillance platform capable of providing
service commanders and the National
Command Authorities with a real-time

59



60 AIR UNIVERSITY REVIEW

E-3A Tactical Test activities were
directed from the Tactical Air Control
Center (TACC) at Nellis AFB,
Nevada (below).... The test director
monitored these exercises on the TACC
flow schedule data boards (bottom).

intelligence assessment of the air, land,
and sea situation and an up-to-date data
base on which to make effective coordi-
nated force employment decisions.

The Honorable Thomas C. Reed, former
Secretary of the Air Force, commented on
the importance of this system to the Air
Force in an appearance before the Armed
Services Committee, U.S. House of Repre-
sentatives, in January 1976. Secretary
Reed stated:

The E-3A is our top priority general purpose
forces program. It is designed to provide the
improved surveillance and command, con-
trol and communications that are vital for
credible deterrence in peacetime and for
battle management in the event of conflict.!

Initially, congressional committee mem-
bers were apprehensive of the AWACS
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capability to meet design requirements
and survive in a hostile environment. For
that reason, Tactical Test was specifically
planned to confirm AWACS efficiency and
survivability for critics by placing the
system in the most realistic simulated
combat situation practicable in terms of
“enemy’’ forces and scenario.

Planning the Test

Two guidewords—realism and vali-
dity—pervaded the planning cycle. Test
decisions and plans were continually
evaluated and revised to ensure that test
conditions were realistic and the planning
factors valid. Only safety and peacetime
operational constraints limited test real-
1sm. A vital step in planning the test,
because of its size and complexity, was the
development of fail-safe procedures.
These procedures allowed rapid adjust-
ments to compensate for various emer-
gencies, including loss of command and
control communications. For example,
had total communications been lost from

th.'i'.

An A.-7 Red Force aggressor aircraft (top)
takes off from Davis-Monthan AFB, Arizona.
... A B-52 aggressor (above) dropped
chaff and directed jamming against the
E-3A radar to mask the Red Force raid.

ground-based command elements or the
AWACS, established fail-safe procedures
would immediately have defuzed the battle
and permitted th<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>