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June 23, 1976

SUBJECT: Comments on Forecign Policy Article, "Soviet
Strength and US Purpose”

The latest issue of Fcreign Policy carxies an
exchange of comments on tha toplc of “Soviet Strength
and US Purpose," (Attachment 1). The exchange featurecs
comments by Amos A. Jordan and R. W. Komer on an earlier

| Foreign Policy article by Congressinan Les Aspin, entitled,

/ "How to Look at the Soviet-American Balance," and Aspin's
rebuttal to their comments. Much of the commentary
focuses on CIA's military-economic analysis. This
memorandum provides comments on the main points made by
Jordan, Komer and Aspin.on that analysis and on other
intelligence issues, : '

Milita:y-Economié Issucs

Jordan accuses Aspin of devoting too much attention
to the "red herring of conceptual problems" in the CIA's
dollar costing methodology. He argues that it is "the
best comparative method available". Jordan and Xoner
dispute Aspin's contention that a comparison of defense
costs in rubles would show the US to be outspending the
USSR. Jordan guotes former DCI Colby to the effect that
a rough ruble comparison still shows the Soviet program
to be larger than ours. Aspin cites the former DDI,

~Dr. Proctor, as stating that the uncertainties in this
comparison are so great that this conclusion cannot be
supported. Further, he asserts that the ruble figures
in the CIA study are derived from a partial list of 1955
Soviet machine tool prices and that "...the cost of a
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T-62 tank is extrapolated from the 20 vear old cost
figurces for a lathe." Finally, he arques that because
some US weapons arx2 beyond Soviet technological
capabilities their ruble costs would be infinite.

Comment: The CIA did in faot make a rough ecstimate
of the ruble costs of US programs. At the recent Joint
Eoonomie Committee hearings we noted that a ruble coenparieon
wvould show the coste of Sovieat dafenga programs in 1975
exaecding those of US programs by about 30 percent, com- ,
pared to about 40 percent measured in dollar terms. Aspin'se
remarks on the conceptual problems of these comparigons
in general and of costing technologically advanced US
weapons systeme in rubles specifically are germane, and
illustrate the nacesoity to make rather arbitrary eimpli-
fying assumptions in this type of analyeis. Despite the
difficulties of estimating ruble costs for US veapons,
and tke inherent difficulties of international economic
comparisone, we oontinue to believe tkat the overall Soviet
military program i8 ourrently stgnificantly larger than
- that of the US. Aspin is8 incorrect in stating that ruble
cost cstimates are based on 1955 machine tool prices. In
fact, our ruble-dollar ratios are drawn from a large
body of price data, much of which is quite recent.

- Komer agrees with Aspin that “"gross estimates of
Soviet ‘versus US military spending can be misleading by
themselves" and further states that "they are necessarily
based on esoteric ruble/dollar conversion ratios". Ke
‘also claims that the CIA has made a "special correction"
in its dollar estimates to account for lower Soviet man-
power costs. Aspin denies that such a correction wis made
and correctly quotes Mr. Colby as stating that US compen-
sation rates are used in the CIA calculations.

Comment: Komer ie wrong on two points. Dollar cost
oomparteons are based for the most part on direat dollar
costing of Soviet weapons and programe; Aspin's reply
- that US pay rates are applied to Soviet manpower in dollar
cogte estimates t8 correct.
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Komer also takes Aspin to task for focusing on
growth in spending rather than absolutc levels and for
asserting that "only about half of the Sovict growth
in military svending of 2,7 parcent a yoar is thrcaten=-
ing tu tho US"., He charges that Aspin's analysis of tho
allocation of this growth to various mission catecgorics
is unsupported and that it must have been done"on the
back of an cnvelope". Aspin's response is that his basic
information came from the CIA. He also states that Soviet
defense spending is “"driven in part hy China's military
expansion which has averaged 8 percent a yecar recently.®

Comment: While Aspin probably did base his calcula-
tions tinittally on CIA's dollar cost data, we did not
supply him a br:akdown of growth by mission. We do not
know what basto sources or mathodology ha used. (Copiecs
of the information wve have eupplied to Aspin are in
attachments 2-4.) Aspin ig correct in gtating that some
Soviet defense programe are directed againat China, but
hie estimate of an 3 percant annual growth in Chingcee pro-
grams 8 not oupported by our analysie. Our cotimates
suggest that thae dollar ocosts of Chincee defensc progranme
have been rclatively stable sinoce 1972 and somowhat below
the peak level of 1971. ' ’

Other Issues

Jordan charges that Aspin errs in stating that one-
third of the Soviet ground forces are deployed in the
Far East. HNe states that the figure is in fact one-
fourth. Aspin counters by stating that his figure cane
from 1975 testimony by the former DIA Director, General
Graham, before the Joint Economic Committee.

Comment: Our eetimate supports Jordan. HWe do not
know how General Graham derived his figures. Our estimate
of the peracentage of Soviet ground force divisiong deployed
in varioue areas 18 given in the following table:

-3




Paroant of Soviat Inoluding Airberne Fxecluding Airvboyue

Divigions Deployad Diviafcne Divietone
Opposite NATO 58 57
Opposite China 25 27

Stratagie Resarve 17 16

Jordan also questions Aspin's statistics on miagsile
throw weight and bomber payload. Aspin stated in his
earlier article that the US has an advantage of 27 million
to 12 million pounds. Jordan says that the US figure is
overstated by a factor of three. Aspin's rebuttal is that
Jordan is correct if onc assumes that B-52's carry only a
15,000 pound payload rather than the 60,000 or 75,000
pound payloads which he says that some models can carry.

Comment: Our estimates are closer to Jordan's than
to Aepin's, (See table below.) In our estimates we count
only on-line (operational) bombers and missile launchaere.
This approach 18 more realistic than estimating gross throw
wveight totals. Also in the interest of realism we do not
use maximum payloads for either US or Soviet bombers.
Instead, we asribe to them nominal payloads which we
estimate would be oarried on typical operational missions.

On-Line Missile Throw Weight and
Bombor Payloade (Hillion Pounde)

us USSR
Mid-1976 9.8 9.6
Nid-1876 9.3 10.2




SOVEST STRENGTI
AN LS, PURDOSIS

In his acticle, “*How to Look at the Souy.
N:/\.mm'cau Belence, in TORLIGN POL..
1CY* 22, Les Aspin challenyed the view, p:;.'
lorward by Jenes Schlesinger and  some
mm.:bvrs of the wdninisteation, that the
Sou‘:rt Union wes ;'Ic-ariy outspending the
United States for defense. 1lis article, and
the public campatygn which Aspin subses
quw'u(y lounched, etteacted considerabile at-
teation and peovoled substen:iel disagrevs
nient. In the exchange which follows, the
Acting Assistant Seceetary of Defense Amos
Jarden and R. W, Komwr, a special assistant
to President Johnson, dispute A spin‘s fioures
os well as his conclusicns. In addition. Joe-
f{an comments on Lurl C. Ravenal's article,
Aftee Schlesingee: Something Ias 1o Give,”
wlnsh also appeaced in the last issue. The
ceplies of both Aspin and Ravenal follow in
one qf the most intcuse debates we have .ycr
published. Although the reuder may still
find no fc‘ngle, simple answee, there can be
no question of the impartance of this debote.
which has now become an integeal part of
the election campaign.—The Ediiors.

.
.

Amos A, Jordan:

L4 )
R!\hc ‘l'f"‘h; by Les Aspin and Earl C.
¢nal in the spring 1976 issue of FOR.
EIGN POLICY are important conuibutioI:s
to the on-again, off-again Great Debate
about the significance of American military
strcqg;h in the world. Although it is not
p({ss‘lhle to‘discuu both adequatcely in 3 bricf
rejoinder, it may nevertheless be useful to
compare their central theses and point up
some of their inadequacies, fest they become
accepted wisdom in opinion-making circles.
The or.veall theust of the Aspin picee is
clear: the statisties which the U.S. admin.

J2,

istration has been wsing about the welative
size of the WLS. anmd Soviet defense cituats
e belng distorted to seeve the Pentayen’s
putposes; morcover, even if Sovict defunse
budpets have been incteasing, we neel pat
worry particulatly, for only hatl of the pur
ported increases can be viewed as “threaten.
ing' *o the United States,

Althoush the facts force Aspin ta admit
that ULS. snd Soviet defense propram trends
are adverse to the United Statese--<the cen-
teal point of the article—bhe spends the buli,
of his cssay deprecating the significance of
this. The remaingdee of the article is devoted
largely to the red herring of coneeptual prob.
lems in the CIA's method of comparinge the
absolute size of the Soviet and U.S, defens:
program, Thus, he mastly igncres the data
showing that, for the better part of ¥ deeads,
in manpower, forse levels, equipment. and
vatious other measures, Sovict  military
steength has been increasing while outs has
been declining. instead he focuses on what
should have been a micthodalogical foatnote,
Although estimating what the Soviet pro-
gram would cost if it weee procuzed in the
United States, with the same manpower and
the same quantities and quality of equip-
ment, overstates Sovict resource inputs, it is
the best comparative methad available, Tn
any case, it is clear that any distortion in-
herent in the methad could not vitiate the
conclusion that the Soviet Union's overall
defense program is very much the largec of
the two. o '

Further, despite Aspin’s statenent to the
contrary, basing the comparative costing on
roubles produces the same conclusions. Since
the cata for rouble-based comparisons are
not as reliable as those for dollar-based anal-
yses (the intclligence community now has
vnderway a major cffort to improve them).,
a meaningful rouble compatison is difficult:
nevertheless, as former CiA Director William
E. Colby publicly stated a year ago, "a very
rough' rouble-based comparison indicates
that the Sovict program is indeed signifcant-
ly larger than ours.

33.
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Inoahort, Aspin's thesis that “the an<wer
to the question, ‘wha is soending more on
deferse,” depends on the price systera waed”
s contrary to the faats, as best non-Soviet
analysts can ascertain them. Exomination
of the quantity and quality of Sovist forces
frocuted tends (o confirm this judgament.

On the hey question of relative trends,
Aspin attempts tu miininiize the sipnificance
of the adveise changes he admits. e ad.
vanees—in the fiest instanee--two weak ex.
planations for Soviet increases which strike
him as less cataclysmic than the Ventagon’s
explanation that the Soviet Union is striving
for military supremacy: first, that recent
budget growth may be merely a reflection of

-pre-Strategic Arms Limitation “T'alks (SALT)
attitudes by Soviet leaders and second, that
it is a function of “intcrnal, burcaveratic/po-
litical factors in the Kremlin,” In his first
case, if the Sovicts were budgeting for four
new  intercontinental  ballistic  missiles
(1CBMs), one new intermediate tange ballis-
tic missile (IRBM), one new subaarine-
launcl:«d ballistic missile (SLBM), and one
new bomber, while—at the same time~-ne-
gotiating for arms controls with the United
States, [ can question whether it was a scarch
for stability which impzelled the Soviets to

- comiplete all these: expensive systems—and
to promptly begin the next generation of
several new 1CBMs and SLBMs which are now
under development (the latter systems un-
doubtedly conceived after the signing of the
1972 SALT agrecement),

Turning to Aspin's sccond, “bureaucrat-
ic/political™ explanation for rising Soviet
defense budgets, it is difficult to take com.
fort from the proposition that major Soviet
program and force increases mean little be-
cause they have occurred as a consequence of
Brezhnev's “trying to keep 3 majority for
détente in the politburo™ aad still maintain

his support in the armed forces. If the Sovi-

et armed forces with their preoccupation
with military might are so influential, con-
cern about the military balance would seem
doubly warranted,

J‘.

In a thivd, and, 0 Aspin, coucial, prog;;
to Lis atgument for deflating the signinon e
of ristng Soviet wilitvey budgets, e ideng.
fics “threatening”  aned vonthaeateoin,:”
mission categotics in those budaets with su..
jrsing precizion. In the abicnae of adoquate
rouble data, appatently e has used gl
dallar costing figutes he scorns ta manipul.e
the informadion with far mote paécision s
dpidity than watrantal, Theonghowe, b,
fiures are so obviously out of ling with
what we clearly know that his informaticn
base can be called into question. Thus, in
his discussion of throw-weight advantece,
he ebscrves that the United States b e
lead- =27 million pounds to 12 millien
poun:ls. T'he Saviet figuee is rotghly cerrat
but, including both missile threw-wai
and borber payload, UL, fipures are ove
stated by a factor of roughly three. In fact,
in teems of strategic systems, the Soviet Un.
ion not only now has a throw-weight ad-
vantage but will likely inceease its lead over
the next few years. Its advantage is focused
in the most dangerous aspect of thy equation,
namely, missile throw-weight, which holds
the potential for counterforce ot first-strike
use which bomber payload does not.

<
¢
!
‘

“We will continue to nead the ca-
pability to watch, lsten, and tolk,
perchaps even to mobilize, oo "

Aspin’s statement that roughly one-third
of Sovict ground forces are deployed in the
Far East and another one-third against NATO -
is also ertoneous. An analyst could only at-
rive at these figures by torturing the data so
that Sovict divisions opposite Turkey (which
are really anti-NATO) and [ran and in con.
teal Russia become “"Far Eastern™ divisions.
In fact, only about one-fourth of the Sovict
ground forces are in the Far East, and one-
half ace facing NATO—a very important
difference for defense planners. (Of overall
Sovict forces, fac less than 25 per cent 3te
committed against China.) His relatec ob-
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seevation that doviet Far Lastern deploy-
wents do pot thaeaten ULS, intorests (or,
indeed, Japan's), presumably bocause they
are anti-Chinese, not only ignotes the seeu-
tity intervsts and troop deployments of the
United States i Noetleast Asia but also
presuppases an unwattanted Soviet foree in-
ﬂckﬂni“t)’.

Indeed, apaet from data inadequacies, the
flexibility of Soviet forees and the variability
of Soviet marginal reseurce allocations over

. time are crucial weak points in his case, In
the past several years, foe nstence, the So-
viets have not put iucreased military ee-
sources into a build-up against Ching or in
other arcas Aspin delineates as “nontheeaten-
ing.” but overwhelmingly iuto “theeaten-
ing” strategic offensive aystems and asso-
ciated eeseaech and development (RGD), An
objective oliscrver can only «cho the con.
gressman’s sentiment that the overall So-
viet build-up should be placed in appro-
priate perspeetive.

Ravenal's critique of the American de-
fense postuce is not at all concerned with
st ch matters as analyzing the Soviet budget.
He is disdainful of the games critics such as
Aspin play. (As a guess, | suspect he would
find Aspin guilty of five of the seven “fudg-
ing and rhetorical ploys™ he cites.) Bven if
such critics are successful, Ravenal asserts,
“they will simply distort our defese pos-
ture or spread it too tain."” Instead, he calls
for a “more honest response,” based on a
forcign policy which narrows national se-
writy down to sceing *‘that our soil is never
invaded and occupied by a forcign power;
that our internal processes are never dic-
tated by the threat of another nation (or
nonnational group): and that Anwelcan
lives and proporty are not spent except in
the obvious and necessary defease of those
objectives.” Accordingly, *“we should draw

back to a line that,.. we must...and can

" hold as a defensive perimeter and a strategic

force concept that can be maintdined over

- the long haul.” The rcason for such a pol-

icy reversal is twofold: the world is too

Jé.

tntnactalile ot thie Lied dlata e \i\'u;;‘a .'-\
L as it did for a quaster century alter VW
Wae 1: militay wihdiawal is the coly
censible cotise bocawse the American peee
ple no longer wich to pay the (:\.\ls et pan
the tishs of being & major jnternational
power. . B o
While admiring this felicitons justapost
tion of arguments in which \-.xmn.\l w-
etraints and domostic iMperatives cestanes
to precisely the same ead. namely, _.'\\'.:"n.‘.\ n
withdiawal, one is tempted ash fugt it
about buth risks and cmu..ls thete no sige
pificant risk that withdtawing our o:‘nwn
military presence and c:nhic'nnf. our .\lu.\n}'cs
will lead to citcumstanses in \\'lnfh our m:
ternal processes €an in.lccd. l.)c d:ft.\:\-d .b,
others? Are we so sell-suffcient n an i
acasingly interdepondent world t.h.\t. we c.\:\‘
rish, leaving the foices :n'\':ufl. in it 'm ‘l'\.
shaped, or at leact Lisavily .u.xﬂtf'.-ncc'd. ~.\)
pations whose purpases are inimical to \-.ur
own? Could we remain {ree 1o pursuc y,q.l-l;
compatible with our values, by our own
processes, in an increasingly chaotic ot 1:'?:(5
tile world? Ravenal's citing of the 1..»,
isolationist argument is hardly helpful, since
we no longer have the British flcet and the
European balance of power to protest us.
Turning to Ravenal's treatment of costs
and his assumption that Americans ar¢ not
willing to pay the price of continuing m|l‘-
jtary involvement, it would hav'c been US‘\:
ful had be {ovused some attention on the
_costs of noninvolvement: What, for exam-
ple, might be required over the long ten w
defend an isolated, beleaguered :\m.mca or'
to deal with the likely losses of vital raw
material imports and markm{ )
Pethaps Ravenal’s pessimism regarding
the public’s willingness to bear dc'fcnge cm}u
stems in part from his exagperation o.f the
size of the bill. He gasps at 3 *$200 bxlhog
defense budget by 1985, yet any co.mpoun‘
interest table will show that if inflation rates
of the last few years—over 7 put ccfud?n;
aually—are assumed for the next decade, 3
$200 billion budget in 198% would be n¢
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higher in constant or “real” dallars than
today's budget and would surely epeesent
Less than 9 per cent of the gross national
proeduct, He dies admit that the Uwited
States s now paying less, both in relative
and absoluts ternts, for its militaey forces
than in the carly 1960s. (ladeed, he Will
is now actually snaller than at any time
since the Rorcan contlice.) But, samchone,
B2 has convinced Limsell that “defense is seen
by Americans as an increasingly intolerable
diversion of the national wealth,'” He is ap-
parently immune to the evidence of recent
congressional votes and national polls, (Gal.
Tup’s March 1976 poll shows that well aver
half the people think U.S. defense spending
is "too little’ or *about right.”") 1l dis-
poses of the legislature’s response to this
public awareness by observing that Congress
“abjectly concedes the substance of the ad-
ministration’s budgetary requests. .. ."
Proceeding. neverthieless, from the view
that e knows the risks and costs are too
oncrous, Ravénal shows how deep cuts can
bLe made in the defense budget. His starting
point is adoption of a policy of non-inter-
vention in both Asia and Europe (including
the Moediterrancan and the Middle East),
although he suggests that it would take some
time—-at least 3 decade in Burope—ta im-
plement' withdrawal. He ignores the fact
that Europcans, Asians, and others would
quickly move to discount the future, once
our direction and goal were known, so that
we would almost immediately have to start
paying the political and sccurity coase-
qucnces of our intentions.-He then procceds
to slash force structure, eliminating all the
units brought home from Europe and Asia
and cutting down total forces to something
like two-thitds the preseat levels, saving
$35 billion or $40 billion in the process.
The logical inconsistencies of Ravenal's
intended: rigorous analysis are staggering. If
he intends no commitments, no alliances,
and no tcoops in Eurape and Asia, if he
teally wints a nonintorventionist policy and
force program, why a halfway house, why

38.

MATALAIIL b STZAUIE TR VB et g e
pare fotees “lonsely otiented W /\:.'t..\ and
Eutope™ at all? Iy hisown logis, ll\\" 'lf.vf\-.k--
ly otiented” five and one lh.lld \If\'h:'qn.
thirteen and twao-thirde tactical air \\':.n:',
cquivalents, and X cantive l.\sk'f(m’c'. which
his approach wetains ought sx.mply tu l.\c
climinated, leaving only strategie redsrves in
the genetal parpose (orce structuee, Sueely a
littde is worse than nene all, l\'l‘ll';‘!l‘m', |u.
to inteivene in desperate €ases Wit e
quate forees, even inchuding the reserves.
Indeed, it is unclear how reserves i be ra-
tionalized under the Ravenal pelicy: a more
sensible conrse would e specifizally to struc:
ture a residuat foree desipned f-?( the de-
{case of ULS. tertitory against varous hypes
thetical threate —a force whici would un.
douh!cdly' fack very different frem the A
sidual strategic reserves left after throwang
virtually all clse overhoard.

In addition to these fundamental pmb:-
lems with the Ravenal thesis, there are saui-
ous shartcomings in his budget mc(hufi-.\logy
and calculations. Allocating the catire de-
fense budget to cither peneral purposs fOtC:?S
or strategic forces, as he does, 18 J“rcd‘uc.'.m
ad absurduwm of the useful id?a of “mission
budgeting.” The Lind of strain on com.mu.n
sense which the Ravenal method t.m.nls is
indicated by his allocating the r(:ured pay -
‘portion of the defense budget to cither stra-
tegic forces or genctal purpose for.ccs. a;
though it had anything to do \\‘fth cither ©
them. Some of the ather allocaiens ace not
much better; for instance, where the expen-
ditures serve a varivty of rr.issior_u. as does
much of the spending on intelligenee and
communications. Reducing these and the
.training base, for example, in proportion 10
cuts in European and Asian dcp.loymcr.'s is

difficult to justify. We will continue to reed
the capability to watch, listen, and t:x'lk.
pethaps even to mobilize some manpoxt‘cr.
pacticularly if Ravenal is scrious abouz-kf“, -
ing forces “looscly oriented™ to overseas
.m;?:tuming to the central Ravenal thosis
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that wy shaehd tuen cur backs on o diftivelt
waorld---specifically, that we shoeid pay no
atteation 1o Russian military jasture-—-we
find bim readdy 10 sarap the whale notion of
mititary baleacess After abzobing Ravenal’s
charge that the Aspine of the bwdpet debate
Usimply distott oue Cefense posture or spread
it too thin’” Aspin migl vselully impaet to
his Lecteaer bis grudging conciusion that
"numerizal compatisons {with the Sovivts]
are important™ and some of the inervase in
Soviet spending “is certainly threatening,”
We ase indebited to bath essayists for fur-
thee defining some of the iwsues fu the Great
Debate: to Ravenal for belping ws glimpse
the consequences of alandaning our alliances
and of uraing in un owselves; 1o Aspin
for showing the risks eatailed in making a
series of optimistic assuraptions about the
Soviet military build-up; and to both for
insisting on 2 motwe careful, broad-1anging
analysis of what we are doing or attempting.
But bath essayists might uscfully examine
what the American people seem to have
been saying on these matters tecently——
namely, that despite all the chaff that has
been blown i their faces, they have con-
cluded that we live in a dangerous. turbulent
world which requites us continuously to
tend to our military strength, and that de-
spite the constant temptation to shift na-
tional sresources from defense to social wel-
fare, “‘the most important social service that
a government can do for jts people is to keep
them alive and free.”

ALY Komer:

Lu Aspin often makes good sense in erit-
icizing our defense postu:e. But his attack on
comparisons of Soviet and U.S. difense
spending in the last fisue of FOREIGN
POLICY is not one of his better cfforts..
While accusing the Defense Departnient of
making meaningless comparisons. he in turn
tebuts them by using largely mcaningless
_comparisons of his own. In effect he plays

40.

oo .

: ot ey g

the same annthers e that hf har o th
Defense Department with plaving, -
T Y agree that groas estimotes ¢ el U
" ‘ \ \ S M L

viet versns ULS, nuehtary apande s ae d

S cayte e YRR
misteading by themsdves, Not iy as they
: KRN

y.

necvsatity basel an esatieie poathels :
conversion fatios, bt twy l"..\i"..',‘ ol the
whole staty. However, .‘\\p!f\&‘ ::-:'..,‘.\:‘.‘ O
what they do tell us is also quite :u..~.:....":‘~;.
He says that costing both ot B
dollar terms terds 10 OVOISIALY anviel ran.
power custs, whish are much.lh'-m '11:,.:?.
ours. But the CIA was not qt}x:c D Ao
as to ovalack this ohvious point, C:-x:x:.?‘:'.:
to wint Aspin chims, it didd mda 3o S
corrvetion for lower Soviet R s
Nor is Aspin tight in s'.uv:p,‘xl:.:v. \'.":.-::
the two tmedacts are cotparad 25 lc: ':'.\- :-.
raubles instead of dotlars, '.'t!‘.\- U pites (
is the bigger speader.” ’l‘hc :*.Iy m':,u..-t‘
U.S. estimate done on this basis, agem l.
the C!A, makes clear the  on the '\'unu.\'s;
Saviet spending still greatly exeees that ¢
Inited States. .
um()tl'n«tw:‘rsc. Aspin is qui:'v 'rZ-,:hz that in
any case “the crucial issue is what 'thc Se.-'
victs are spending their extia wu.l‘.cs 5\:&
and not just the total size of !}mt "‘.“"“‘f'
It is a pity that he lh\‘l} undcrmm.:s lusro;\:
argument by such dubious alloca’uongo; {
viet military budget changes }9‘04‘-.1 o &
varions mission categoties. "Hm i t:ns.i:.p;
poited by any hnown analysﬁ Iam t'am'\ m.’
with—classified or unclassified. He must
have done it on the back of an :nvclop:*. o
1 doubt that any qualified expert \\:‘L{‘:
agree with him that “oaly about '!n!f G{ _x, ;
Soviet growth in military 'spcndmg o' 2.7
per cent a year is threatening to r\mmlcg‘
or NATO. Since his artfu{ chart on p’.” i,
shows only the distribut'wn of cf:anf‘sci.:
Soviet defense spending, it also mccls :' -
ccals the total atlocations m\'olv-cd. é nl;.n-“
using the entire dccadf 1964-191-: ~“Cahinc;:-
he highlights the build-up on tu. unes
botder whilc obscuring the mowe r.ec“‘g loﬂ:
gtowth of Soviet strength opposite L:c;x v
True, the Soviet Union budgets for o
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forces that do eor direetly  thieaten the
United States. Dot the United States also
Fays forees that du not thivoten the Soviet
Union, Moteover, we spent a ool $190
Fithion o the ineremental costs ¢f the Viet.
nam wat, whivh, by Aspin's dhfiniition, sure.
Iy did not ditectly threaten Mescow, While
this was going down the drain, comparalite
Soviet outlaye were contributing directly to
the groveth in Sovist strenpth, Where does
this leave Aynn's arguanent?

Pechaps Aspin's best point, made in a
later press release, is that NATO veesus Waree
svw Pact (wir) budget compatizons are more
maaningful than those etween the United
States and Saviet Union alone. 1 agree that
il NATO spending exceeds- that of the
wi. Dat for reasons | pave in an carlier
FOREIGN POLICY article,! this toe s
grassly misleading. Tlete Aspin diseeggrds
his own admonition ta ook not unly at
totals tut at where the money gos.

In strong contrast to the Soviet-donmi-
nated WP forces, equipped and organized on
the Sovict maodel, NATO is only a loos: coali-
tion of 14 disparate national military estab-
lishments. “I'be resulting wasts, oveclap, and
duplication in NATO-country spending vie
tiates any comparison. For cxample, T A.
Callaghan conscrvatively estimates that NATO
wastes over $11 billion a ycar by (ailing to
consolidate research and development, pro-
curvinent, and support alone.? And the ad-
vorse impact on military capability through
lark of common training or doctrine, lack
of siandardization or even interoperability of
equipment and procedures, is even more
worrisome. In short, NATO's whole is ac-
tually less than the sum of its parts, which
makes gross NATO-WP budget comparisons
no more valid an index than those between
the United States and the Soviet Union
alone,

‘R. W. Konwr, "Trecting NATO's Sell-Inficted
Wound,” FOREIGN FOLICY 13,

'T. A Callughun, U.S./European Economic Cooptra-
tion in Military and Civil Technology (Aclington,
Ve.: EXAM Tech, August 1974), pp. 22-36,

q2.

Finally, we need lnadhy tely on e

i teengtent the groeth
y ol COMPATIsOns tu e _
bucts l . ampie bean

in Sovist milituy power. A mels bt
count will sufiice, In mert C.’\lq‘,uth.\.' ‘.1‘.
Soviet Unicn not only \:,n'.\ﬂy_o‘ul;'rn-.;\}\..\
us, but has far mote acive (h\‘mc-uf.. ahips,
aircraft, missiles, artillery, .\!\d the ld.f “.“-"."
oot Yonsistent with 2 defenive
stanee. True, “quality as \'.'.;l'| ac (,\“\‘11‘\
must b taken into avount. We dor \.h: ‘.
a technolopical ed inomany Loy reandts

i v ledzes that supeiiag nuay
Aspin acknowledest .
o her. And b alo

s are not irrclevait eit )
:;"t:;: that the tiend i.s wh.al is 1'1:(\‘51(11‘1.~“
tuthing. So while s‘.mm.s‘. his view ‘_‘ n t(
need sober appraisal, not just pumivi, gFames.
1 regeet that he invented oR
counter that of the Pentagest.

would

Les Aspins

Luet me address
Jordan and R, W.
my original article. ‘
The atticle’s first point W
o fotermining which suprpawWet
more on defense is ¢
compatison. Putting -
terms shows the Soviets $ps
and we all agree on that. .
tion contains a bias against
States.! Jordan dismisses (h.c N
‘tion of the dollar COMpArison
*methodolagical footnote.
But since the Pentagon relic
dollar comparison in

3 .
T Komer says the CIA mede “'a sgecial ‘Ft!r'mwr;
fowee Soviet nianpower €osls. Nat accceding
CIA. It does calculate Sovict ke

few other peesonnel costs like teoinuny,

vels for penaiont &

Qe S
Director Willum E. Colby hes testihed, Qe i

X . &, g*
cost estimates for persoanel are Jmf..!" rp/ S
U.S. compentation eales (o out rm'm‘.‘.l '.m iy
manpoute. Contpenranion edtes gre bav

i othing elewds:
and cllowwnces, tutivng, amd ¢luthing elle ) .

¢ of his cwu

he eriticisms of Amos A
Romar in the conlext of

as that the key
et spened

<

te currency wsed in t‘l:c
both budgets in doliar
nding Moid-—
But this cakula-
the United
vere Himitas
as 3 nuee
[ wish we couid.
.c heavily on the
jts appeal for maw

dor
e

e

but thi o

1913U.S., Congrests Joint Eca:::na:.rt'ur: .

mittee on Priorities cnd Economy

¢ Sovier Urniel -

i { Resourses in th e
é:ﬁf:-'ffw"s (Warhington, D.C.: U.S. Go:wz
Printing Office, 1975). pi. 1, p. 21
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money,? it is necesaary to elevate this humble
footnete 1o undascore the falladies of the
Pentagon argument,

Howe put bath defense budyets in rouble
terms, the United States would clearly he
outspending Russia, -Komer contests this,
saying the only detailed rouble comparison
shows Sovict spending “'still gieatly exceeds
that of the United States.” " Lere i indeed
such a study. [t shows the Soviets autspend-
ing the United Stawes by 10 por cent, Bt

the methodolegical footunte in this study .

reveals that the margin of crror is o large
that a 10 per cent lead is meaningless. Al
though Kemer doesn’t mention it, the rouble
fipures in this study are derived from a pat-
tial list of 1955 Soviet machiur tool prives.
In other words, the cost of a 162 wnk is
exteapolated from the 20-year-old cost fig-
ures fou a lathe, “The €14 itself nov: puts o
faith in the study, noting it has “significant
technical and ‘theoretical problems [which)
tend to understate the rouble cost of U.S.
programs.” 3
Komer and Jordan ignore the statement
in my atticle that many sophisticated Amcti-
can defense items simply cannot be made by
the Sovicts and that the rouble price of such
items is theeefore theorctically infinite. If
realistic rouble price tags were attached to
these weapons, thece is no doubt that a tou-
ble comparison would show the United
States as the bigper spendee.t
The second point made in my arnticle was
that Sovict defense spending has been grow-
ing by 2.7 per cent a year over the past
decade—not by, the tremendous amounts

! Dilene Seceetary Rumisteld, foe exemple, used his
dollor computison chart foue times duting his dudget
presentation 10 the House Aemed Strvices Commitice.
No otkxe chart euted such feequent attenticn.

' Edward W, Proctor, deputy CIA director for intellis
grnce, in Allocation of Pesources in the Soviet Union
aad China—1979, op. cit., p. 90,

———
! A narueal question is why the CIA dass these studies.
ll_ should be noted that the agency Joesn'y necesaeily
pick its own topics. It it otten told to make a cettain
study by onother agency which feels the study and the
CIA cochet will help well a point,
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. aofecmens ol
ainad by some Pentagon spab e

. Loy o
about Lalf the grovth s destingd x'.\( ‘
) et . oth e
Chinewe Luorder, patessal cnieyy i {

\ PETTT-RT IR
arcas that are not ditetly thrvatenting te 'h
L) o N [}

' i W * JO ‘-‘-“ \“ Ll
United States. Kenwr ard Jon .

dispute the fust potat, T an Inppy oo
but they do digpote lh“..\vfuml. ..
Komt says he lasu’t seen g x,,,
ta suppoit my COnasIens c‘(m.’c‘:n'.:.,“.‘(‘,‘.
nonthreatening spepde which . l\f
must have heer done e ll‘n‘ .‘.‘.'-.‘. "
envelope® Actually the bavie intormatin
comes from the CIAY L
Jardan suggests that the figwies h.:.\\ .'u
manipulated and says that only'l‘:y"" llﬂ:'..
ing the data” could an','nn:...:.-.g‘.....; e
roughly one-thind of the .u\.-‘." ,,,‘.
forces tace China. May I \‘hcn " ; " :{ L
chief tortuser l.iunmant.Cn: wial L..n:n:h:
Grahani, then ditector ul.l!w l?..-f'\-n-\]‘..;‘.:.‘
ligence Ageney, who testified, "You "..\w.‘ -';
third of [Sovict ground {orccs;l f.m:'\h - '.1.'.‘
against NATO, & thitd of them in th-.‘xi"u.c.:\‘
...and a third of them opposite Cn..\‘.\.' |
But the issue here is pot prease "“-r;l-hlfs-;
Whether the CIA ot Kon)cz is Elghl. W 1\‘1 i‘\\‘.
Grabam or Jordan is right, i u‘ot ;:‘\‘\ i‘n:
The point is that of the 2.7 p;: t‘ca oy
crease in the Soviet defense bue ,1,..(: ‘.“.h_\ﬂ
nificant part has gone to nonthreatening
s 1 . e
artThc third point in tl:? ongmalvlu.h‘.r
noted that the Soviets ate md\\:d pr.( “A\"\
a lot of tanks, ships. and ir:lll;‘r)--u\';‘:.
Komer appropriately calls a bean count.

3 U 1 ! . CX-
Ko"'h ‘Iw ‘i'f! ‘hf "'3;‘ o: ill‘n'dm ’Ct ¢(‘E.‘..f ‘. )
. by l" no! ] . ol .
efﬂdl(uf\' w’;“h ; e f"!"’( ol C‘S‘ . <. ("l

] aetine U.S.
erticle that eeal apending on P XTEN] i

article

.;:"r‘r:vh“ declined about 1 pee cent por eanum
past decade. . ’
| t Gog the roults by using e
P lso s ¢ dias the s by wsnd
l%:;n-‘b;: pf.r?od end by citing spc..-;hngi’ c;;.l s
cather thun totals. Komer ought to'_:.n .:',.'h"r :
to the Pentagon, for | wn rdpan';.'.?; tJ har o
laint that we gre being ovorafam. Ju-im vy
Som‘m inereased™ thete defense spondin i
cacs. The Pentagon picked the yedst. m'

Ynnnd the argument in teems of injreawss.

i H a4

rﬁmllﬂouuu in the Soviet Urivt 3
China—1975. op. ¢it.. p. 134.
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But the point is that many of their teans
have been sent to the Chinese Lorder and
that our beans are gencnally of 2 higler
quality than theis,®
Take shipe as one example, ‘They have
maze, They grind out dovens of sall ships,
But the United States has built more tons
of ships than the Soviets evay yer sinee
Watld War 1l The Uaited State SRR
tiates shin tonnage in a fow shitp tike the
buge eatricrs, cazh with more firepower than
the combined mizht of ever ¥y Saviet ship of
freater than 1,000 tons, If the low nun,.
“bers of ships in the U.S, flect is a preblem,
the fault lics not with the size of tlwe de-
~fonse budyet but with the way the Navy
- tlasipns its ships. .

Komer notes that it is production trends
rather than whole numbers that are “most
n disturbing.” Tends ate fmportant, g the
- Pentagon’'s figures on Sovist praduction rates
neatly chose a period, 1972-1974, that takes
in a2 hump ‘in Sovict preduction and a
trough in Ancrican production. In several
weapons areas, Soviet output dropped last
year while ours rose.® As Komer said, it's the
-2 trends that matter. ‘

Defense planning, of course, is based on
somcthing more sophisticated than bean
counts. In recent years we have ceased plan-

- ning to fight two and a half wars simulta-
" neously and have shified our forces 1o 2 one
and a half war strategy. At the same time,
the Russians have confronted China and are
presumably shifting. from a one-war to a
two-war steategy, The slow but steady in-
crease in Soviet defense spending is driven in
part by China's military expansion which

3

«?eaee

»
.

\
.
Y.

R

D e

*Joedan end I have enother boan count peoblem with .
chrow-w«;hl.a_nd bomber puyload, which be nys
comes to 9 million pounds oc onesthird whet | stated,
This is @ good exumple of what san Be done with
aumbees. His numbery ore right—if you essume that
exch Soviet mivsile cureics irs maximum poyload bue
exh of our B.323 carcies oaly 15,000 pounds. Bur
B524 can carry 60,000 pounds on some models end
73,000 pounds on others. I s2id in the ecticle thar my

, evleulation was based on the “maximun:™ payload.

R

- * Les Aapin, "Budget Time at the Pentagon,” The Na.
. tion, M“ ,q l'g‘g ’p.J""Of.n d”,n ¢
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fas averaped PO ERL A el Biee
The purpose of thiv fong exary &-'l
comtsy, is not toally 1o di.\:u'-':: lw“.\'.:.\.‘:.”
e Soviets e spendies o d.-‘.c(a'..-.' .\..'. ‘h;\
determine how o the Vhated '.\‘. n
shioutd spend on defense, . o
I'he Russiaas are ivcreasing theor defeane
budper by 2.7 per oL Pt yeaty I'-xu:
some pereentage which iconat lhrc.'h"m v :
the United States. Wit sheubd 'I'c n \-... .
rasponse? “Pa approve th-:. ]\x\‘udu.l_::.:,...r
pused Lo dget, which contuing a 1ol u"‘
of 7 per cent in overall dvlqvc s,.\.'n:...':';.
and 22 per cent in the weapons aceons,
would be an ovcrn‘aclion.. . N
1 shall cluse on Komer's opening -1 \n
He suppests 1 am playing a pumlbeers .:',.a-‘..'-:.
vat let's look at some history when we tet,
. imbars panes, .
! ll;::k in 129':9. Alten Dulle:, l:.c:t d::r'u.t::
of the 1A, arguad that lil:. S;.v.'-wh 1:.?.-. 1:‘
cently caught up to the United :\.l.\,'..-\ 1:\. .\..‘m
fense spending and he expested “the massive
build-up to continue.” 1! e
Twday the Pentagon argues llu: the \\ ;l
sians have only recently excesdad the l‘, n....\.
States in defense spending and S-:\:c’..\;l
Rumsfeld swarns that “the montentur o‘: 'l' i
build-up shows no sign of slackening. e
I expect that in :lr_\ot.hcr 15 )'cnr.s; «;(:
administration figure will step. forwsrd )\k
announce soleninly to the natien xh{.\‘t[‘t :;
Russians have just overtakea us in defense

(L

y fany’ peoottves erd ated
® Jocden sho questions the Rustians’ piotivss

sher ey Kadam
denice the rew assiles and l_lc.r]. g8l
:’Mﬂ:w‘r'l’t:durin; the SM.;I‘ l};g::«:'.‘!:n‘;;' :}x‘l"a h::
icle, the Russivny cleaely & Ut with 1oy
7;! ::!::l{{;;ur:n Jemaceasies, but in the lmu.;f‘l:.:‘l;: .‘.'. :
Rusuans have long been ploying a game c.‘ro.‘.‘.d, L
unth the United States. For uomplf: .rl’la ‘c.\.lr:\: e
SALT talky they weee trying to porfest t i ¥ vt
nology which w'e wvre olu;u!v do:xloy::zj.'_ﬂu‘:;t; ;"'.m.
budyeting foc a® leust one e dntinonii
::; ::;;afa‘c I:I:!S“é. theve newt xub.‘nanr.._ :!Jun‘.:: <.tl :
listic missiles, and @ new bomber duiing al;o r
tolks, Dy Jordan's logic our molves must

questioned.

1 steic Institued.
" tle;, addeess bifoce Edivon Electeic [t :
Nﬁ"gpg:u:l in The New Yorkh Times Apeil 7
1959,p.8.

o Neptit:
. Department, Annual Delente
m&fk{:&n Ny 1077, Junary 27, 1976, p. 4.
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spaadling and the womentum of their 1¢e

cent build-up will continue without aluck.
ening.
Where's the numbers ganie?

- Earl C Ravenals

b think we defenee critivs should be grate.
I {ful for the substantial, acticwlate rebuital we
have reccived feom the Pentagon at the hands
of Amos Jordan, His comments with 1efer-
" ence to my own article fall into four parts:
i1 He attempts to create a triangelar de-
i bate by pitting me agarnst Les Aspin. My
approach does diTee from Aspin's; hug jt
+ is not entirely incompatible. I applaud As-
. pin's approach for its insistence on (a) cool
aud precise intellipence about the adversary,
and (b) cfficiencics, whete we can gt them.

But, as for thuse cfiiciencics, there is a
limit to “casy,” *‘good” cuts. Of course,
there are still such expensive tarpets as the
B-1 bomber, the Trident submarine, and
some nuclear escort vessels. But for really
impressive dnd loag-lasting cuts in the de-
fense budget, we will have to face the ques-
tion of cutting missions. We can't do the
same job for significantly less.

Alsa, T acknowledge a Soviet arms build-
up. But I decline to play the game of
“"whether they get more rubble for the rou-
ble”—if for no other reuson than the fact
that next year the Russians may well fulfill
this year's exaggerated Pentagon estimates.

But why the Sovicts are doing this is not
3s clear as Jordan thinks it is. I happen to
think that, from their own point of view,
itis (a) domestically stupid and (b) inter-
nationally pointless—and that the Sovict
Union is quite as capable as other nations
of mindless and irrclevant force expansion,
In any case, their gairds are not our losses:
An increment in the Soviet force does not
automatically result in a decrease in our se-
curity, and is certainly not an incontestable
argument for a policy of arms computition.
The case for “matching the Russians”—in

q8.
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contract 1o the often :\\Inl\-ir.\l'l,c Ju.\'.y\_':shn':\
the last several years” Doteries lxl\s'uu' SMae
ments---is slopny .u}d cmnn:-n_..... .
. The point is that you can't just e x... \
scary numbers about st.ralc::xc nu:’\sxl:‘.(l:.-‘.‘.\‘.“.‘
weight and the lite. Yeu B O (.Jl;..
with some pretty wikl scenatios, s l::u“)\ 0
do that, you see that the 5\)\‘|c}s daie n: \.:e.
their advantages—cven douming ll.:-) oty
onc—any more than ve would v.u. bes
any advantage we had, in many <.\.~v:. i x.
is the overtiding fact about tne st
auclear balance, and, to a larpe extent, l
global arms competition in eencral. h. is no ;‘
“gensitive’ to swings in numbers in o any
md';";w reasons for cutting 1o ® ficss u.'.f
Ressians are that (a) we don’t n.-.«lv '.(-
mateh them; cnough s cu.;\uggh: out u.}.\.‘.‘..'-
ments are finite, aot relative or (‘.;‘.'x:-.?..'\.. 2
and (b), contrary to Jordan’s Sl:'ah‘hr 14 g
erence, $113 billion next year is 3 'of"ci
moncy, and $200 billion within g yq..‘u
will still be a lot of money, ‘(:\lso. mlisr.
rect the impression Jotd.m pives, th.:w' :n:
tagon for some reason "‘.f""““‘?" fc:f r..‘.;‘.\.n‘
nual increases, not just “'inflation.”™) “'i""?
while, in comparison with some of out ah-x'\s::
we are becoming a “'less developed co-.::".‘.‘;,
in many respects. The final .rcast?n-..r. (.x\.
is time to be blunt abom. this—-is lh;‘l” .:‘
the “damage.” if any, will tend to 24 o;
our allics and friends—some of w‘h:.\i:‘ a?.‘;
less our allies and friends than they '\'j ‘:..--.!.‘-
yeats ago, and some of whom al:'ca-...s‘ ;.;1.. \;
that we will defend them (a.n'cl md“:a .:m
good reason for cheir suspicions, f., ;
making other provisions or accommo\.mt r; .‘,'.
2. Jordan objects to my cost a.ctoun.l‘._;:
particularly my assigning all de.'cfase o'v.;:c.
head to identifiable misslons.. He 'f p:f::‘.'
ularly derisive of my allocating c\-.t':t h‘:
ment pay .to gencral purpose of i‘;o‘tj-
forces, *“as though it hafi am{-t'hm,... o <
with either of them.” Ull stick W u '}-
severe allocations. They awe not quu.tr‘.
“reductio ad absurdum™ that ._lprd':a.nl s\ti':“
What would he have us do with k!

19.




$4s aten. ALY TR Y TOTT R ¥ SEROrTIs e "y
some * Xlll.S(C“JGCOUS"'*\'\:d thcrc’;:;: ‘1'1.:::’
ca.ntrollal\l;%accouut? Whete did theee costs
arse, anyway? The Commerce Depariment?
Treasugy? Many years ago, in industey, |
learned that fisca! tespansibility begins w;th
t'hc attribution of all costs to specific p.:oduct
hm:s o1 profit centers—~that is, some cate.
gotics of output. No residual cop-out cate-
gories. It's about time the Defense Depart-
ment began to work the same way,
. 3.. Jou‘ian complains of the “staggering”
logical inconsistencies™ of scaliri;' down
global missions and still tctaining, ;s I do
half our force structure, Actually, I'm glaci
.{ordan thinks the forces | keep are still "2
s:zable._numbcr." I think they ire, too; and
.l occasionally have to apologize to my rad. -
!cal fn_mds on this same point that Jordan
1s making. My prudenc instincts tell me that
we would still want a *“second-chance”
force, a modest hedge against “‘unknown
unk{zoxwfns." a force commensurate with our
continuing importance in the world. Quite
the opposite of most critics, I'd rather have
- too many forces for a more modest schedule
of missions than too few forces to support
. 3 continuing global appetite,
4. I%y far the most important part of
| Jordan. s rebuttal deals with the concept of
strategic disengagement. Jordan js worried
- that my philosophy might become the “ac.
cepted .wisdom." That kind of subtle flat.
tery will get him nowhere: but a few words
are in order on this ultimate point of com.
parative foreign policies,
. Jor‘dm overstates my  position—viz.
turning in on ourselves,” * i ,
ba.cks on a difiicult world."” | thti:;cnxl:ug::
will be a “major international power” for
@he next 200 yeas at Jeast, even if despite
usclf, as before the Spanish-American war
\Vh'at [ am saying is that we would be bcs;
advised to keep our “power™ latent, In that
tense, I admit to Jordan's accusationthat |
Im “ready to scrap the whole notion of mil.
tary balances.” I think his criterion of
keeping [our citizens) alive and free” is

50.

e, but it shivuid lead (o 3 tite svg wl e
quircments—not a theoretically iufinite in-
surance bill ar an oper-ended competition
with some designated adversary.

Somcone, T'm afraid, will have to find
better words to describe our predicament. |
have rseferred to the “parvivius™ of the
evolving international  system~—the con.
straints of costs and limits, what is going 10
happer: enyway because three-quarters of cur
environment is beyond our control. It’s not
a matter of “isolationism,” certainly not a¢
a deliberate choice, 1 knov' my argument
is not congenial, and thus it offcrs a nice
target for thetorical rabbit puaches. Dut
what if | were to say that 1 wanted the
samc good things that Jordan wants to hap-
pen? What diffcrence would that make?
Foreign policy is not a matter of constiuct-
ing prefercnce lists and trying to hector the
countey and its legislators and intellectuls
into supporting them with donations of re-
sources, blood, and trust. We have to take
into account the cost side of the equation.
Or rather, whether we like it or not, Listory
will do our accounting for us.

What about this “increasingly interdepen-
dent world” that we are leciured on, it
scems, every other day? By this time, only
a fool would deay the many types of inter-
dependencics to which we are subject. Most
are unwished for, and represent vulnerabil-
ities that we should certainly hedge against.
But how? By creating military forces for

invasions of the Persian Gulf? 1 think our

government would be protecting our security
far better by climinating vulnerabilities than
by creating inicrdependencics. The real ques-
tion is whether our internal nrocesses are
more prejudiced by moving expensively to
meet ‘‘threats,” as we have been doing for
30 years and as Jordan suggests we continue
to do, or bv husbanding and reallocating
our resources—not to sclf-indulgences, but
to investments in economic competitivensss
and social wholeness—both requisites for
returning this country to an cthic of national
achicvement,

51




Abort ehe posabiline, of (:;xr. ("st.;-ltll;l;.i;;;
the entite international system. m“ ”ul(-
mabes me all the more Cradical” 1 suppose
aboag lu'o,‘u.\l'ng tmcasties for c.ljusu'n‘a 01:;
ewn nation to living in a world that s out
ul.(\ur contiol. 1 see na peal cumr.l.livio‘n i
t‘hts. We can solve our problems .!':‘l n'ln
tional sovicty, polity, and vconomy All:oux:l.
we aan't solve everyone else’s, Bul' w.* c“)
ml\jc them only if we 10D stressin 't \J:;
l».uﬂc(in;: aur own systeni by invitin{‘ I:
cizn confrontations, and only if our f:\wi-':
&

policy elites stop squandering the resources

am'l ‘lhc trust of the puople,
l!m brings me to a final point, ahout

public suppet. True, as Jordan o;)s‘cr\'cs
(!:c Amctican peaple Lately scemr ta have d~.
cdad that ihey don't want to be ‘w‘d :l
sround by the Russian, and thev tccjn; -d"k
posed 1o punish congressional rt'j);“;t")! 17 “
!a'r taiking and voting as if they f;'XL. c:'l“*‘s
wise. But this scason's vores nay b“ i
t{)bcmcral thing. \We also bave aniple c‘\' acr-‘
n:‘ncc. recent and historical, to the romr.'r’r)
\\. here will public support be when the ‘ Yl.
bills are presented? Can our cxccuti\'e.br‘am!
:m.d our miilitary confidently deliver 1:“
fh:ng facztcr than messy invo!vmn-*nts.anyc;
indefinite stalemates? Nog that I blame the
foe not b\:ing able to do better. In this @ .
the fau)t is in the stars—that s, the c.mc:-'

in i ¢ i
.‘p_ cons(r!huon of the international sys-
fM—not in oursclves. ’
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In FOREIGN POLICY 22, P'aer Sren
ton and Gralini Allison weote that 6
time had comw, to ““seize the opporaeiitu’
and testeucture the Amecicen intllicore:
comnuenity. ln the exclcnge thee toliva .
Wilitaae I, Colby and Weltee . Mandel,
comment on thete propose!s end Sreniern
and Allison reply.—1"he Editors, .

William . Callyy:

el
Lt

adeed we have an opportunity to rethini
and restructure Ametican intelligonce. \ vez
of intensive investigation by 2 presidontiag
and two congressional conmumittces, worll
side concern over semsational accounis of
CIA deods and misdeeds, and a seties of Cou-
stitutional confrontations bictween the ex-
ceutive and legislative bianzhes cannot dise
appear inta our history books without
changes in American intelligence.

The first and casiest action would be to
tinker with the organizational structuze of
intellipence. When in doubt, or under pres-
sure, reorganize; this is an old bureaveratic
ploy. It is also a tempting panacea for infi-
nite problems. With due respect for the idaas

Allison. but without agreement with mi2ay
of them, I belicve this opportunity showid
be scized in more important ficlds.
The fundamental lesson of the year of
investigation is that American intelligence is
~a part of and must operate under the Amer-
ican constitutional system. T'his perhaps ob-
vious fact for Amcricans is a stunning nov-
elty in the long history of intclligence. It is
as startling an idca to many developed de-
mocracics as it is incongritous to totalitarians.
It dotcs not reverse any carly American

33.




16 Kan 1906

MEMORANDUH FOR: Deputy Legislative Counsel, OLC

. : \
SUBJECT t Responses to Representative Aspin's

Questions on Estinmated Costs of
. Soviet Programs '

1. This memorandum s our response to the
questions posed by Representative Aszpin at our receat
meeting. ‘The answers below were drawn from our latest
estimate of the dollar costs of Soviet defcnse proygrams,
which was reported to the Congress in our publication
"A Dollar Comparison of Soviet and US Defcnse Activities,
1965-1975," dated February 1976 and its supporting,.
analysis. -,

: 2. These data as you know reflect our estimates
of how much it would cost in dollars to reproduce indi-
vidual Soviet military programs in the US. They do not
measure actual Soviet defense expenditures or theilr
burden on the Soviet economy. Neither.can the dollar
cost analysis alone be used to draw inferences about
the relative military effectiveness or capabilities

of US and Soviet forces. : .

Procurement of General Purpose Naval Ships

3. The estimated dollar costs of Soviet programs
for procurement of gencral purposc naval ships from
1971 through 1975 total about ten billion 1974 dollars.
Thic figure reflects total ship costs--that is, the
‘costs of the basic ship, armament and electronic
systens., It does not include costs for such items
&8 fuel, munitions, food, and medical supplies. Sub-
marine construction programs comprise about one third
of the total. Construction programs for major surface




combatants and minor surface combatants (includding
amphibious warfare shins) cach account for about oao
quartcer of the total dollar costs.® Naval auxiliary
ship programs account for the remaiader.

Costs of Soviet Forces Along the Sino-Sovict Bordor

_ 4. We are unable to provide @ reliable broakdorn

- of the cousls for Soviet forces deplcyed in responea o
the threat from China. Our data Lese is not currently
structured to provide such duta easily, and an extenzive
raescarch clfort would be requirad to calcvlate it. In
addition, it is difficult to define those forces which
‘the Soviets might have earmarked for operations agyainsc
China. Many of the Sovicot forces and weapon systomse-
like comparable US forces--can be redeployed to mect .
various contingencies. Consequently, it is at least
as difficull to estimate the costs of Soviet forces
designated for operations against China as it is tno
determine the costs of US forces earmarked for over-
scas operations. Our {mpraecsion is that the costs

of Soviet forces for operations against China probably
comprise on the order of one fifth of the total dollar
costs of Soviet defense programs. It should be under-
stood, however, that we have not actually done the
work that would permit us to stznd behind this im-
pression. S _ ,

Tdnk‘Costs

, S. The estimated procurcment cost in the US
of a single T-62 Soviet tank is $265,000 (1974 dollars).
This estimate does not include the cost 'of fuel, am-
munition or spare parts. The latest cost estimate for
the US M-60 tank could better be supplied by DoD.
Information available to us indicates that the cost
of the M-60 tank in 1974 was $297,000. : .

-

L4

¢  Minor surface ocombatants are thoée with full load
displacemants of 1000 tons or less.




6. Tha estimated total ship procureonent cost
for the sccond end subecquent units of the Kiov
class is about 2790 miliion 1974 Uz dollars., Oneo-
time costs associated with tho- lead ship of o clase
are cstirated to inercase the cost jor tha first
unit to about 335 nillion 1974 dollars.

Cost of the P Iniantrg_Combat Vehicleo

7. The estimated dollar cost for the ByP--
if procuvred in the US--is about $175,000 (1974

dollers).

ncting-Director
Strategie Rescarch
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- Doar Mr. Aepin:

CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY

WASBHINGTON,D.C., 20505
¢

Noycmber 28, 1975

The Honorable Les Aspin
House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

. This responds to your rcquest of November 6 for
information on the costs of Soviet defense progrems.
We are providing most of the data that you have re-
gquested.

As a note of caution, it must be emphasized that
the most recent estimates at the level of aetail you
specified vwere made at the beginning of 1974 and reflect
the Intelligence Community's cstimates and projections
of Soviet military forces and-activities as of that _
time. Since then there have been revisions in estimates
of Soviet military manpower, new information on the
production levels and unit costs of Soviet-weapons,
and new budgetary information on Soviet defensec
spending. We are in the process of analyzing the cost
implications of this information and plan to have ncw
detailed estimates completed by late spring.

We have made preliminary estimates of total de-
fense costs which incorporate some of the new informa-
tion but these estimates cannot be broken down to the
level of detail that you requested. Please note that
these preliminary estimates are expressed in constant

"1974 dollars and they compare with US spending for

counterpart programs as fo;lows:




Billion 1974 nDollars

. Projeclcd
. 973 2974 1975

Total Defense Activities' ‘

Soviel: programs 100 102 107

US Expenditures ' 85 82 79

Soviet as a percent of US 118% 12¢% 135%
Excluding Pensions

Soviet Programs : 98 99 . 105

US Expenditures 80 77 73

Soviat as a paraent of US 1235% 120% - 164%

. We regard these estimates as tentative, and they undoubt-
edly will change somewhat when we finish our complete upiate
in the spring. -

The estimates below are cxpressed in constant 1973
dollars. They were the basis for the testimony of the
Director of Central Intelligence before a subcommittee
of the.Joint Fconomic Committee this paat June. As in-
dicated above, they are now out of date in the light of
more recent information with which we are still working.
The estimates for strategic defense, strateglc attack and
peripheral attack forces are exclusive of costs for RDTLE
or conmand and support. Counterpart US expenditures are
shown for comparative purposes. (Estimates for 1973
are not available.) :




Billion 1973 Dollass

1964 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1870 1971 14972 1973 1a74
© Total. Defense _ _ | ‘ ‘ ;
Soviet 71.6 72.8 %5.5 78.4 82.4 83.9 86.6 87.4 88.4 91.8 03.2
us 86.8 83.8 100,4 107.1 108.8 106.3 ©3.5 83.8 81.3 78.9 70.0
Of which:
Strategic Defense Forces _
Soviet 5.4 5.4 5.4 5,6 6.4 7.2 6.9 6.8 6.3 5.6 5.c
US. 2.1 1.7 1.4 1.4 1.5 1.8 1.6 1.8 1.5 1.0 .1
Intercontinental Attceck Porces‘ | , .
Soviet 3.1 3.0 5.3 6.5 6.7 7.0 6.9 5.6 4.6 5.5 5.9
us 7.0 4.7 4.4 4.0 4.8 5.2 3.7 3.7 4.0 4.0 3.9
'Petipherai Attack Forces | .
Soviet 3.0 2.8 2.6 .2.4 2.3 2.1 1.9 1.9 2.1 2.1 2.2
The estimates above include the costs of KGB border
guards and MVD sccurity troops. The annual dollar costs
for: these forces are estimated to be about 3.5 billicn
dollars for the years 1964-1974. As you know, the US
defense outlays do not include a counterpart for these
forces._ ‘ - )
- We cannot provide you with estimates of the costs of
Soviet forces in Czechoslovakia or in the Far East. Our

comt accounts are not structured to produce expenditurss
o this kind of geographic basis,




© Q. -,

X hope this Inforaation, although heavily caveated,
wil) be of use to you., Tt is the best wa hava avall-

able at the present tim?.

% s
1]

L)

S eees

GEORGE L. CARY
Legislative Counscl
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MENOPRANDU;{ FOR TIIE RECORD

SUBJECT: Transmittal of information to Conyressman Aspin

L . A r]

l. I provided the following information to Mark
Kleimann of Coagressman Acpin's Staff in answer to quus-
tions that he prescnted to the Dircctor of OSR yesterday
.morning. The questions weres

-=-Is the threce to five percent incrcase
in Sovict hardware spending expected
o continue?

--Js the increase in the number of Divi-
sions in the NATO guidelines zrea a
result merely of a reorganization of
the forces that were alxcady there or
does it mean that there has been an
incrcase in the forces?

Defense Spending

2. I informed Mr. Kleimann that the three to five
percent rate of grouwth that the Secretary of Defense
‘has been using rclates to total military spending rather
than military hardware. I pointed out that

--The three percent refers to the
long-term trend in spending,

=-This trend follows a slightly
cyclical pattern resulting from
the deployment of succeeding
generations of ICBMs,

--Sovict spending is now in the exspan-
sionary phase of the present expendi-
ture cycle, N

--The five percent refers to the
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present rate of growth, and

--this expansionary phase is
expected to end in 1276 or
) 1977 with the completion of
the current ICBM deployment:
programs, at which time Soviet
spending will level off at a
new platcau.

3. T then pointed out that spending for hardware
is also cyclical but varies much more widely., Yor azamplc,
the rate of yrowth ranged from minus ceven percent in 197)
to plus ten percent in 1975. Weapons Acquisiticon costs
(investment plus RDT&E) varies less--beiween minus threo
percent and plus cight percent--beccause R&D exponditures
run gencrally counter-cyclical to investment expendi-
tures,

Manpower in the NATO Guidclines Area

4. I told Kleimann that Soviat ground forces in
the NGA increased from about 340 thousand men in the
mid-60's to about 475 thousand at present and that the
number of Soviet divisions increased in 1968 at the
time of the Czechoslovakian invasion but has not increascd
since. I explained that about half of the manpower
incrcase since the mid-60's resulted from the divisions
introduced in 1968,

‘e




