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- . Billions for Defense 
R~ James Woolsey 

A New Kind 
Of Reformer· 

The nature of the national defenae iS&ue haa now 
: changed. For the last number 0£ years, our poei-Viet­
, nam grumpineee about defense spending; a massive 

Soviet buildup and the Carter administration's policy 
of \Weal growth have made it necesaaey to demon­
strate the need for adequata defense buclgeta-ro im• 
pl'0\11 reudineilll, manpower quality and stuckpile& ol 
existing weapons. The awakening ha.a now occurred. 
For ttw time being, on to the next tiet of problem~. 

Are we .in for geometric increase:, in dcfen&E 
spending in the years to come? Do we have to keei: 
buyin, large tanka, nuclear aircraft carriers and the 
mt until we can overwhelm the Soviet~ with fire• 
power? Ia there enough money, eno1Jih commit• 
ment. in American society for ua to defem:i' ouraelyea 
thia way over the long run? 

Since the bipartisan conaensua about the need for a 
strong det'elllll! came apart in the mid-'60&, the debate 
haa largely been conducted between the rathtir stylized 
liberal ("You probably don't need it, but if you have to 
build it make it cheap") and the conservative ("The 
generals and admiral.a tell me that we need it and you 
caa't go wrong with them") views. Now, something dif• 
ferent is sti.ning-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 agre'!d 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 to summarize, 
but the key elements are two. 

Generalizing from his experiences in dogfighting, 
Boyd stresses the importance of agility-of being 
able to modify your own movements faster than an 
enemy can react to them; Se(Ond, the reformers 
apply this nution to the full range of thinking­
strategy, furcc pianning, tactics. 

Fm· example, the reformers stronglycriticize·the Ar­
my's cwT<.mt doctrine that empha.'lizes the role of 
heavy firepower and the attrition of enemy forces. Fnr 
better, they say, to emphasize rapid maneuver and 
small independent unita that can penetr-.ite and dis­
rupt an enemy's forcee-much as Guder.an did with 
his blitzkri"'g llg8inst the numerically superior French 
and British in 1940. To this end; they also strw the 
importance of experienced and coheeive military units 
-to exploit opportunities on the battlefield. 

For the Navy, the reformers tend t.o empbame the 
importance of being able t.o modernize a ship's weap­
ons quickly. Thus they often ~ the importaace of 

111e t1,1'iter,formerty undersecretary of the Navy, 
pructic~s luw in Washington. 

nuvai aviation (because you can change a carrier's role 
rather rapidly by changing the aircrait you put on it); 
but they want that tlexibility for m011t shipa, not just a 
few big aircraft carriers. Hence they puan for the 
spreading of aircraft to a large number of combatant.~ 
and for the development of modular weapons and sen­
sors to speed up ship modernization. The Marinee are 
probably th• refonnen' t'avorituervice right now, for. 
their willininea' to experiment with Vertical/Short 
Take-Off and Landing (Y /STOL) aircraft,. small 
maneuverable tank.a and innovative tactics, 

The re£ormera' vieWI spring from sourcea very dif­
ferent from th0l8 of moat ot today's ayatem11 analysts, , 
who have provided the intellectual underpinnings of 
many liberala' thinking on military matters since the 
McNamara years, (Some euly analyata had fire in 
their belliea, like the reformers, but the fires have 
mostly been banked.) The reformera emphaawi strat• 
egy, not mathematical modela; bold innovation, not 
marginal chB.llges; military history, not management. 
:\-Iany syatema analyst.a and liberal.a are uncomfort­
able with the reformers' bright-eyed thirst for finding 
ways actually to win battles . and wars. The latter 
don't talk 0£ "coat-effectiveneu" and "mutual deter­
rence," but-like the ancient Chinese strategist Sun 
Tzu-0£ des~oying an enemy's strategy, of shattering 
the mind of the enemy commander. 

Nor do the refonnel'I sound like military traditional• 
ista. 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 mill• 
tary generation to the next and sc:omful of t?ying· to 
achieve military breakthroughs merely by adding more 
large, expensive weapons tied to cumber!Ome logistics. 

The- reformers certainly do not ail 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
duced 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 surpri:1ingly 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 
strongl:y supportive are Paul W eyrich, founding fa­
ther of the new right, and Newt Gingrich,. the very 
bright conservative Republican congressman from 
Georgia. And Sen. Edward KeMedy has expressed a 
strong interest in the reformers' views; 

Clearly the people ac~s 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 to our Hat• 
field-McCoy defense policy feuds of the last 15 years 
and get busy, together, t.o find a better way. 
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Free 
To Be 

Informed? 
By Bill Green 

An honeet and deeply felt dis­
agreement between newsmen 
covering the· Pentagon drawa aim 
on the Freedom of Information 
Act, which haa opened some other­
wise cloaed government files. 

Under the FOIA, anyone can re• 
queet copies of unreleased goveni. 
ment documents. While the release 
process is cumbersome, and reluc­
tant. government agencies can en­
gage in tedioU& delay, the act, on 
balance, has provided public access 
to significant information. 

Ombudsman 
-------- ·-The n8Wlmen's argument sta:r. 

ed when, in .the course of produc• 1 
ing a seriee of articles on the mili~ 
tary, Jack Taylor of The Daily 
Oklahoman discovered that the 
Army records what it calls after• 
action reports on reporters' inter• 
viewa. Public affairs officers pre• 
pare these reports, and they con• 
tain information on places the re• 
porter visits, officials interviewed. 
issuee raised and, sometimes, com• 
manta orrreporters. 

After Mr. Taylor learned of the 
reports, he was asked by Investiga• 
tive Reporters and E<iitors Inc. to 
lead a panel discUS8ion on how the 
Pen~nn handles the press. 

Once d:0 ~-nction reports are 
produced, they become govern­
ment documents and therefore are 
fair game for requests under the 
FOIA. So Mr. Taylor requested 
copies of a number of the reports, 
ail 0£ them on other reporters' in• 
terviews. • 

Reaction from competing · re­
porters has been predictably an­
guished. John Fialka, who covers 
the Pentagon for The Washington 
Star, has become the point man for 
th08e who oppose the reports' re-
lease. • 

Mr.. Fialka makes some veey, 
strong points. 1f an investigative 
reP?.~~'s inte,mews are made 

(See FOIA, Pg. 7) 


