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.--------Billions for Defense--~ 
R. James Woolsey 

A New Kind 
Of Reformer 

The nature of the national defense issue has now 
changed. For the last number of years, our post-Viet­
nam grumpiness about defense spending, a massive 
Soviet buildup and the Carter administration's policy 
of unreal growth have made it necessruy t.o demon­
strate the need for adequate defense budgets-to im­
prove readiness, manpower quality and stockpiles of 
existing weapons, The awakening has now occurred. 
For the time being, on to the next set of problems. 

Axe we in for geometric increases in defense 
spending in the years t.o come? Do we have t.o keep 
buying large tanks, nuclear aircraft carriers and the 
rest until we can overwhelm the Soviets with fire­
power? Is there enough money, enough commit­
ment, in American society for us t.o defend ourselves 
this way over the long run? 

Since the bipartisan consensus about the need for a 
strong defense came apart in the mid-'60s, the debate 
has largely been conducted between the rather stylized 
. liberal ("You probably don't need it, but if you have t.o 
build it make it cheap") and the conservative ("The 
generals and admirals tell me that we need it and you 
can't go wrong with them") views. Now, something dif. 
ferent is stirring-a new interest in military reform­
and it is attracting friendly attention from a surpris­
ingly broad range of thoughtful people who have prob­
ably never agreed on much of anything before. 

The godfathers of the reform movement are John 
Boyd, a retired Air Force pilot; Bill Lind, on Sen, 
Gary Hart's staff; consultant Steven Canby; and one 
or two others. Their ideas are difficult t.o summarize, 
but the key elements are two. 

Generalizing from his experiences in dogfighting, 
Boyd stresses the importance of agility-of being 
able t.o modify your own movements faster than an 
enemy can react to them. Second, the reformers 
apply this notion to the full range of thinking­
strategy, force planning, tactics. 

For example, the reformers strongly criticize the Ar­
my's current doctrine that emphasizes the role of 
heavy firepower and the attrition of enemy forces. Far 
better, they say, to emphasize rapid maneuver and 
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Stansfield Turner 

The Bl 
Is a Bummer 

If the military received the green light and all the 
money it needed for the Bl and another giant air­
craft carrier t.ajay, it would be five to six years be­
fore we saw the Bl and seven1 to 10 years before the 
carrier could rerpond to an -operational order. We 
'111,, a.1 .\.g th: ~,uct~~t t:Clt-l ~, s not '"or• da:,; but 
for 10, 20, even 40 year,; frorn today. We can't let 
ourselves be emotionally tied, to the past or lack the 
vision for what we will neeJ militarily from 1985 
through 2020-the useful life of these systems. We 
must have the courage to be bold and act on the 
hard evidence of where military weaponry is tend­
ing. If we are t.o remain strong and build the kind of 
military we will need in the coming years, we must 
begin to modify the kind of aircraft and aircraft car­
riers we build today in rather dramatic ways. 

The manned bomber, be it a Bl or a carrier-based 
aircraft, is designed t.o penetrate the enemy's defenses 
and deliver a weapon close to a target. However, this 
tactic is being made obsolete today by technology that 
enables the enemy t.o better defend against bombers:1 

Satellite sensors can pick up data, which in turn can 
be rapidly processed and then sent around the world 
instantaneously by digital data transmis&on. The re­
sult will be near-assured detection of the bomber as it 
penetrates enemy defenses, the immediat.e calculation 
of how to intercept it and the dispatch of smart guided 
missiles to pursue it relentlessly to destruction. 

The technologies we are counting on t.o help us de­
fend our bombers are lagging way behind. The 
newly disclosed Stealth technology may extend the 
aircraft's ability to penetrate. It is too early to judge 
just what operational applications Stealth will have. 
But this uncertainty raises the question of whether 
we would want t.o use manned penetrating aircraft 
even if their vulnerability were reduced. 

'Technical sensors can also be used to detect the 
targets we want to attack, whether they are fixed or 
moving. The same processing and data relay can pro­
vide that data t.o a command center far from the bat­
tlefield, where it can be evaluated more accurately 
and more dispassionately than it can by pilots whose 
missions and skins are on the line, The data flow' 
from the command center can then direct a weapon 
to be launched from well outside the battle wne and 
can control that weapon precisely to its target. 

It is a long and proud tradition to place a man in 
an aircraft over the target, But it is a dying tradi­
tion, and pride should not stand in the way of doing 
the job better and more safely, The risks to the pilot 
are unreasonable, and the probability of hitting the 
target less than with a remotely controlled system. 
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small independent units that can penetrate and dis­
rupt an enemy's forces-much as Guderian did with 
his blitzkrieg against the numerically superior French 
and British in 1940. To this end, they also stress the 
importance of experienoed and cohesive military units 
-to exploit opportunities on the battlefield. 

For the Navy, the reformers tend t.o emphasize the 
importance of being able to modernize a ship's weap­
ons quickly. Thus they often stress the importance of 
naval aviation (because you can change a carrier's role 
rather rapidly by changing the aircraft you put on it); 
but they want that flexibility for most ships, not just a 
few big aircraft carriers. Hence they push for the 
spreading of aircraft t.o a large number of combatants 
and for the development of modular weapons and sen­
sors to speed up ship modernization. The Marines are 
probably the reformers' favorite service right now, for 
their willingness t.o experiment with Vertical/Short 
Take-Off and Landing (V /STOL) aircraft, small 
maneuverable tanks and innovative tactics. 

The reformers' views spring from sources very dif­
ferent from those of most of today's systems analysts, 
who have provided the intellectual underpinnings of 
many liberals' thinking on military matters since the 
McNamara years. (Some early analysts had fire in 
their bellies, like the reformers, but the fires have 
mostly been banked.) The reformers emphasize strat­
egy, not mathematical models; bold innovation, not 
marginal changes; military history, not management . 
Many systems analysts and liberals are uncomfort­
able with the reformers' bright-eyed thirst for finding 
ways actually to win battles and wars. The latter 
don't talk of "cost-effectiveness" and "mutual deter­
rence," but-like the ancient Chinese strategist Sun 
Tzu-of destroying an enemy's strategy, of shattering 
the mind of the enemy commander. 

Nor do the reformers sound like military traditional­
ists. They are impatient with the slow pace of change in 
our military and civilian bureaucracies, frustrated by 
the mechanical handing-on of doctrine from one mili­
tary generation t.o the next and scornful of trying t.o 

"We cannot afford to remain 
sentimentally attached to 
manned, penetrating bombers 
and to large ships . . . for 
their own sake. Both are just 
too vulnerable, and growing 
more so." 

We will still need bombers. But without the re-, 
quirement for large, complex aircraft that can pen­
etrate sophisticated defenses, a standoff variety can 
be built smaller and more simply, and we will be 
able to afford more of them. 

The giant aircraft carrier, not only its penetrating 
bomber, is also a dying breed, At $3.5 billion for one 
ship-no aircraft-it is too expensive. At 100,000 
tons and 1,000 feet in length, it's a sitting duck. 
With the fleet limited to a total of 12 or 13, they 
must be carefully rationed, so often they are not 
where we would like them to be. Like the manned 
bomber, the trends of technology are all making the 
giant aircraft carrier obsolete. 

The extant cruise missile will permit carrier 
planes to also stand off and fire at a distant target. 
The V /STOL, now being used extensively by the 
Marines and the Soviets, is also a reality. Between 
the cruise missile, V /STOL and the technology that 
helps each do its job, the aircraft carrier too can 
shrink in size and cost, and many more ships can be­
come carriers of at least a few aircraft. 

If we proceed with the giant aircraft carrier and 
the Bl over the years ahead, when the trends of 
technology are strongly against them, we will find 
ourselves poorer both in treasure and in defense. We 
will have neither the funds nor the motivation to 
pursue the coming alternative systems as vigorously 
as we must. We will feel safe because, if the chips are 

achieve military breakthroughs merely by adding more 
large, expensive weapons tied t.o cumbersome logistics. 

The reformers certainly do not all agree, and they 
may well be wrong on some specific issues, But they 
are beginning to provide an overall approach that is a 
useful antithesis to the status quo. The synthesis pro­
duoed by the clash may be better than either the 
military structure we have today or the specifics of 
what the reformers propose. They have already won 
some friendly attention from a surprisingly wide 
range of observers. Recently, both The New Republic 
and National Review have published rather favorable 
articles. The Heritage Foundation has published 
some of the reformers' materials. Former Carter 
speech writer Jim Fallows, now of the Atlantic, has 
written positively about them there and is working on 
a book on the same subject. Sen. Gary Hart has been 
an advocate for some time, Also intrigued and 
strongly supportive are Paul Weyrich, founding fa. 
ther of the new right, and Newt Gingrich, the very 
bright conservative Republican congressman from 
Georgia, And Sen. Edward Kennedy has expressed a 
strong int.erest in the reformers' views. 

Clearly the people across this broad spectrum are 
not going to agree on everything. But as a result of 
their efforts, there is at least a chance that John 
Boyd and his friends have started something-a 
realization that defense is too important to continue 
to be a shuttlecock in a private game between the 
systems analysts and the members of the Army­
Navy Club, that it is time to call a halt t.o our Hat­
field-McCoy defense policy feuds of the last 15 years 
and get busy, together, to find a better way. 

"Something different is 
stirring-a new interest in 
military reform-and it is 
attracting friendly attention 
from . . . people who have 
probably never agreed on 
much of anything before. " 

ever down, military commanders will withhold carri­
ers from zones of high threat and curtail use cif Bls 
near the big, important, well-defended targets. The 
dollar cost, the blow to the nation's prestige and the 
loss to our total military inventory would be just too 
great to risk losing even one carrier or a few Bls. 

Above all, we must avoid becoming embroiled in 
all the detailed arguments about the qualities of 
these two systems. Their qualities, as exceptional as 
they may lie, are not bargains if they exceed our 
needs-if we can do the same job better for less. Our 
focus must be on the end product. Can they do what 
needs to be done better than other systems? 

The evidence clearly says no. Technologies to de­
feat the Bl and the supercarrier are outdistancing 
technologies that can be used to defend them. And 
new technology offers far better alternatives, 

In 1868, the USS W arnpanoag was a steam-driven 
warshi::> that could go twice as fast as any sailing 
warship afloat, and, because it was propelled by a 
steam engine, it was not subject to the vagaries of 
the wind. It surely was a naval tactician's dream: 
Unfortunately, naval officers did not see it that way. 
Instinctively, they rejected it as something t.oo revo­
lutionary, decrying its profowid differences from 
ships in use at the time, not its performance. It was 
averred that if sailors did not have to climb the rig­
ging in wind and storm, they would grow soft and 
would pale in the face of battle! In 1869, the Navy 
dropped Wampanoag from the fleet. Another ship of 
its equal was not commissioned for almost 30 yearn. 

It took a long time for the country to recognize 
that tho Wampanoag was the wave of the future and 
that the beloved and battle-tested sailing ship was 
an anachronism, We cannot today afford t.o remain 
sentimentally attached t.o manned, penetrating 
bombe;A and to large ships of any description for 
their own sake. Both are just too vulnerable, and 
growing more so by the day. 

There is an understandable national concern that 
we are nllt keeping up with the Soviets in military 
competition. We will certainly have t.o Apend more on 
defense to correct that. But, more important, we mU!it 
spend it with all the leverage our advanoed technologi­
cal base ,md our inherent ingenuity will give us. 


