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The Defense Program: Myths 1d Realities
Myth: The nation "can't afford" this much defense.
Reality:

- The proposed Defense budget requires 6.3 percent of 19¢&
GNP, and 7.2 percent of 1987 GNP.

- his is a substantially smaller share of GNP than the
nation spent in the 1950s and 1960s (8.9 perc .t). And the 195
and 1960s were prosperous years for the United States: Per cap
GNP grew 59 percent in real terms.



Myth: Strategic forces are gobbling up all the money; little
will be left for conventional forces.

Reality:

- Strategic forces will require approximately 15 percent
of defense spending over the next five years.

- It's considerably less than we have allocated in previous
strategic buildups. Direct costs associated with the strategic
buildup of the early 1960s, for example, consumed over 20 percent
of the total defense budget.

- The bulk of our investment funds in FY 1983 will go to
conventional forces. DOD is requesting approximately $60 billior
for R&D, procurement and military construction associated with
conventional forces, and approximately $15 billion in these accoir~%s
for strategic forces. The FY 1980 budget divided investment fun
in about the same proportion, spending about $30 billion for conv 1~
tional investment (in FY 83 dollars), and $7 billion for strateg:
investment.



M-+h: The proposed defense program is unbalanced. In particu. ,
i. neglects airlift and sealift forces.

Reality:

- The proposed budget adds substantial resources for both
airlift and sealift.

- The program (through FY 1987) procures 50 C-5 aircraft
for outsize cargo, and 44 KC-10s for oversize and bulk cargo.
Together with the revamped Civil Reserve Air Fleet Enhancement
program scheduled to begin in 1984, this increases our airlift
capability by over 40 percent, adding 17 million ton-miles per
day of airlift.

- This increases the airlift we need to achieve our mid-
term objective of being able to deploy the Rapid Development Joi t
Task Force to Southwest Asia and subsequently reinforce NATO.

- Additional programs are planned for early completion beyond
the current five-year plan.

- Nor does the proposed budget ignore sealift.

-~ It funds acquisition and conversion of eight fast
container ships (SL-7s) in FY 1981-83.

-~ 1t adds six more near-term prepositioning ships to
preposition additional supplies for the RDJTF at Diego Garcia,
for a total of 13.

-~ It provides for several ammunition depot ships for
the RDJTF, with funding starting in FY 1983.

-- It accelerates the Army's Logistics-Over-The-Shore
program (critical to our ability to unload sealift in austere
locations), adding $60 million in FY 1983.



Mv+h: The proposed budget improves air and naval forces at the
expense of land f rces.

Reality:

- Budget shares for the military services FY 1982-86 are
about the same as they have been for years.

- Because the Army started out with smallest share, of coul e,
its budget increased less than the other services in absolute
terms.

-~ Army faces a particularly large bill for modernizing
its equipment -- acquiring a new tank, a new fighting vehicle,
a new attack helicopter, two new air defense systems, and a new
light armored vehicle in the next several years.

-- Thus, the Army's budget did not permit any force expan-
sion. -

-~ But the Army will be readier, able to fight for a
significantly longer period, and equipped with much more modern
equipment. ‘

- Moreover, significant Air Force and Navy expenditures
support land forces.

~- Airlift and sealift are needed to move land force
units to the theater. Airlift has been significantly expanded,
and sealift programs accelerated.



Myth: The proposed strategic program is misguided and excessive.
It buys unnecessary air defenses, and a B-1 bomber that we don't
need.

Reality:

- A key part of the strategic program is the improvements
in communications and control systems. These systems are essential
to the effective employment of our forces and to the credibility
of our deterrent. The planned program ends many years of under-
investment in these systems,

- The strategic program also increases the capability of
our TRIAD -- bombers, land-based missiles, and sea-based forces --
to survive and retaliate after a Soviet first strike. Today =--
abstracting from the inadequacies of our communications and control
systems -- surviving U.S. forces could do significant damage in
retaliation against Soviet economic installations and fixed military
facilities that had not been hardened against nuclear attack.
But we would have little firepower left in reserve after such
an attack, and we could not attack effectively hardened or mobile
military targets. Our program is designed to correct these defi-
clencies, thereby strengthening deterrcnce.

- From an historical perspective, in the mid-1970s and prior
years, the U.S. had a larger peacetime arsenal of strategic forces
than did the Soviet Union -- however one measured the strategic
balance. That is not true for most measures of the balance today.
The proposed budget halts these negative trends, but it does not
fully reverse them in the near term. It is important to remember
that the Soviet strategic buildup has a great deal of momentum;
they have hot production lines for all major systems, which could
enable them to expand significantly their forces in the 1980s.

- Our proposed air defense programs are designed primarily
to deter surprise bomber attacks on our military forces. We are
not attempting to provide a comprehensive defense against massive
air attacks on urban-industrial areas, similar to the air defenses
the U.S. had in the late 1950s and early 1960s. But over the
last 15 years or so, air defenses have been allowed to deteriorate
to the point where our radar warning networks could be easily
underflown or circumnavigated by Soviet bombers, and the aircraft
we use for interceptors (principally F-106s) are aging and are
not outfitted with modern radars or weapons. Hence our proposals
to improve North American air defer

- Is the B-1 bomber needed? Couldn't we save money by going
directly to the advanced technology ("stealth") bomber?

-- In the end, a one-bomber program would cost about
as much as a two-bomber program. With a one-bomber program, we
would have to modernize and maintain more of our aging B-52s,
and ultin Ly buy a new cruise missile ¢ rrier to replac the



B-52. The B-1 will be configured to carry out this mission, and
i1l transition to a cruise missile carrier in the mid to late
1990s.

-- Only with the B-1 can we get significant near-term
additions to our bomber force. The advanced technology ("stealt ')
bomber will not be available until the 1990s.

-- These near~term additions to our bomber force are
necessary if we are to reverse the adverse strategic trends within
this decade.
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In a very real sense, this progress is a direct result of the efforts of this
Committee. I speak for every man and woman in the Air Force when [ say that

we are most grateful for your continuing support.

In terms of our nuclear capability, the President's announcement in
October of a comprehensive strategic modernizatic;n programwas a significant
step toward redressing the strategic imbalance with the Soviet Union. The Air
Force has the responsibility to implement the bulk of this program. In terms of
conventional forces, the priority emphasis that has been placed on improving
the readiness and sustainability of our tactical and airlift forces is bearing
fruit. The recent airlift decision is designed to give this nation the capability
to meet the Soviet threat head-on, wherever it occurs. Our FY 83 program
contains the blueprint and funding profile to implement these programs.

General Allen will address them further in his remarks.

Ultimately, however, the actual combat capability and, thus, the
deterrent value of the Air Force depends on having adequate numbers of highly
qualified, motivated and technically competent people--military and civilian,
active and reserve. The most advanced weapon systems in the world are useless
unless you have the people competent to operate and maintain them. For this
reason, it is people that are my number one priority. [ would like to disc

with you briefly what has been accomplished and what remains to be done.

I
the opportunity to travel to more than two dc_:n Air Force bases on two

continents to talk with our men and women, to learn of their needs and






which began in Fiscal Years 1980/81 has continued into Fiscal Year 1982.
First-term reenlistments rates are up nearly 20 percent and second-term

reenlistment rates are up nearly 15 percent over the previous fiscal year.

Officer retention has also improved. Retention among pilots today has
increased by nearly 30 percent over the previous year and retention among our

engineering officers has increased slightly over 30 percent since FY 79.

We also find that fewer people are retiring voluntarily. During FY 81, 25
percent fewer officers and nearly 20 percent fewer enlisted retired. In fact,

the current retirement rate is the lowest it has been since the early 1970s.

These gains result from a new appreciation by the citizens of this nation
for the oontributions of the men and women in uniform. My officers tell me
that they now wear their uniforms where they never wore them a few years
ago. These improvements also are the result of the compensation gains
provided by the Uniformed Services Pay Act. And for that we tip our hat to
this committee. With your support, we have been able to restore pay
comparability through last year's 14.3 percent pay raise for officers and the
10-17 percent raise for enlisted personnel; provide a cost-of-living allowance
(COLA) for singles stationed overseas living in government quarters; provide
advance travel payments for dependents in PCS moves; repeal the overseas
dependent ceiling, which had been set at 123,000; increase the Aviation Career

P o
years of service and are in operational flying positions; increase and expand
hazardous duty incentive pay; and finally, increase the Serviceman's Group Life

Insurance (SGLI) to $35,000.



I need to add a note of caution however. My concern is that the gains
that we have made may be fragile. The improvements in recruiting and
retention obtained this past year are largely untested in a strong economy with
low unemployment rates. If the efforts which we in the Air Force and you in
the Congress began in the past two years are to be sustained, much remains to

be done.

For example, we face a significant challenge in the recruiting area. We
know that the recruiting function will become more difficult in the future as a
result of the decline in the number of young men and women eligible for
service. The number of 18-year-old males eligible for military service will
decline by 14 percent by 1986 and by as much as 22 percent by 1992.
Unfortunately, this will occur at the same time that countering an increasingly

sophisticated threat will require more highly qualified people.

The problem therefore is not only Quantity, it is also Quality. The Air
Force must compete for skilled people. For example, the shortage of engineers
is a national problem. By 1990, we project a shortage of more than 114,000
engineers nationally. Within the Air Force, there is, at present, a shortage of
approximately 1,000 military engineers, a shortage that is expected to continué

through 1983.
There are similar shortages among our civilian employees. Currently,
to continue to exist for some time. Despite reduced employment levels and the

civilian pay limitations, however, we have been able to maintain a high quality

civilian work force.









To conclude my opening remarks, permit me to add a personal note. I
believe that in tﬁe past year we in the Air Force and you, the members of this
committee and this Congress, have made significant progress toward restoring
the defense capability of this nation. The FY 83 Air Force budget and program
builds upon that effort. I look forward to working with you this year as we have

in the past to make this goal a reality.

Thank you.
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GENERAL ALLEN
OPENING REMARKS
HOUS ARMED SERVICES COMMITTEE
10 FEBRUARY 1982
Mr. Chairman, members of the Committee, I welcome the

opportunity to appear before you this morning with Secretary
Orr to support our requests contained in the FY 1983 Air
Force budget. As signified by our joint statement, the
Secretary and I are fully in accord on the priorities and
programs presented and on the challenges confronting the A~
Force. In my opening remarks, I would like to underscore a

few points of particular significance to the future capabil :ies

of the Air Force.

Before turning to specific programs, I would like to
thank the Committee for its strong and consistent support of
our defense needs. Because of your support, we are making
significant progress toward building the Air Force we must
have to counterbalance the unrelenting growth in Soviet

military capabilities.

With the program before you, we will be acquiring
capabilities that will help us to regain an adeguate strategic

nuclear balance, forces with the flexibility and effectiveness

any nuclear conflict. Our general purpose forces programs v 11
strengthen our ability to deter and, if necessary, to defeat
Soviet aggression in key areas of interest. 1In concert with
our allies, we will be improving our collective ability for

strong forward defense in Europe and Korea and for an






In short, while we have begun to make progress in
im; »ving our ¢ 3e ¢ pabiliti over tI past : vy 5,
we have not yet cltc ed the gap. Our adversary has not
waited for us to catch up; he has continued to build. And,
all signs indicate that, despite the economic hardships
imposed on‘the peopl of the USSR by the Kremlin's single-
minded devotion to the accumulation of military power, thi

unprecedented effort will not soon abate.

The Soviets have not accumulated this awesome military
arsenal solely for defense of the Fatherland or even their
swollen empire. Their military forces far exceed those
required for defensive purposes. Instead, these growing
forces are designed to support the Kremlin's unmasked aspi itions
for imperial expansion as demonstrated by Moscow's continu 19
brutal occupatién of Afghanistan, its scarcely veiled dix 'tion
of repression in Poland and its sponsorship and milit ry
assistance to so-called "liberation" movements around the

globe.

We must recognize that we are engaged in a protracted
conflict with the Soviet Union. Our views of the rights «

men and nations are inextricably opposed. Soviet actions

There will be no guick solution to the fundamental differe :es
that divide us, no quick fixes to the defense challenges t it

lie before us. The U.S. and its allies must maintain the









wWith last fall's Congressional approval of the B-1B
program, we are moving out smartly to bring this vital
program in on time and within cost. We are confident we
will meet the cost goal of $20.5 billion in FY 81 dollars we
have set for the B-1B program and have ir tituted extraordinary
management procedures to that end. We signed contracts with
Rockwell last month for production of the initial aircraft
and our first B-1B squadron will enter operational service

on schedule in 1986.

The B-1B will incorporate advances in design and avionics
that will make it highly survivable against both existing
and projected threats. It will include a combinatioh of
techniques to r 1luce its radar cross section by a factor of
one hundred below that of the B-52 and will include the
latest developments in electronic countermeasures. From
our continuing analysis, we remain confident that the B-1B
will be able to penetrate Russian air defenses and strike
targets throughout the Soviet Union well into the 1990s,
even though we expect the Soviets to make major improvements
in their air defense capabilities over the course of this

decace.

We are also proce ling with the ¢ selopment of the
Advanced Technology Bomber and are determined to bring it on
board at the fastest reasonable pace. We recognize that it

is essential for us to deploy 1 advanc 1 be - that |















regions with the speed dictated by the nat-—=2 of modefn
warfare and to sustain effective combat. The inadequacy of
our longrange airlift is the principal deficiency in our

reinforcement and force projection capability.

In light of the urgent and compelling need to be able
to transport large quantitities of equipment and supplies
over intercontinental distances, we have modified our earlier
airlift plans. Our previous program would not have provided
t!' needed increases in airlift capability before the end of
the decade. Because we believe we cannot afford to wait
that long, we now plan to proceed with a combined program
that will substantially increase our long range airlift
capability over the next few years. When this r 7 program
is carried out and the modifications to present C-141s and
C-5As are completed, we will have an airlift capacity of 50

million ton-miles a day -- a doubling of our present capability.

We plan to procure 44 additional KC-10s which can both
refuel our deploying fighters and transports and carry cargo,
thus enhancing our rapid deployment capabilities. We will
be able to take advantage of a particularly favorable contract
option in acquiring the additional KC-10s. And, to increase

iy | B - V¢ 2 , I 1t Lecul 4
"outsize" equipment such as tanks, self-propelled artillery,
and helicopters, we will be acgquiring 50 new C-5Ns, an

improved version of the C-5As in our present airlift fleet.



With no research and development required and with an existing
production base, we will be able to field C-5Ns in the
middle of this decade, well before a new production aircraft

would be available.

Finally, and most importantly, our budget request
emphasizes programs designed to provide adequate compensation
and improved quality of life for our service men and women.
We must continue to demonstrate to our people that their

service is valued by the nation they serve.

In closing, I would like to stress again the imperative
of continuing to strengthen our military capabilitiés. The
Soyiet threat is real; it is serious; it is growing. If we
are to contain Soviet expansionism and protect our free way
of life, we must face this challenge squarely and counter-

balance the steady growth in Soviet military might.

The way is clear. The programs before you reflect our
best judgment of the correct path to follow. We must proceed

with courage, with commitment, with perserverance.

defense.

M











