Naval War College Review

Volume 23 Article 1
Number 9 November !

1970

Challenge

Richard G. Colbert

Follow this and additional works at: https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review

Recommended Citation

Colbert, Richard G. (1970) "Challenge," Naval War College Review: Vol. 23 : No. 9, Article 1.
Available at: https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol23/iss9/ 1

This President's Forum is brought to you for free and open access by the Journals at U.S. Naval War College Digital Commons. It has been accepted for
inclusion in Naval War College Review by an authorized editor of U.S. Naval War College Digital Commons. For more information, please contact
repository.inquiries@usnwc.edu.


https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review?utm_source=digital-commons.usnwc.edu%2Fnwc-review%2Fvol23%2Fiss9%2F1&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol23?utm_source=digital-commons.usnwc.edu%2Fnwc-review%2Fvol23%2Fiss9%2F1&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol23/iss9?utm_source=digital-commons.usnwc.edu%2Fnwc-review%2Fvol23%2Fiss9%2F1&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol23/iss9/1?utm_source=digital-commons.usnwc.edu%2Fnwc-review%2Fvol23%2Fiss9%2F1&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review?utm_source=digital-commons.usnwc.edu%2Fnwc-review%2Fvol23%2Fiss9%2F1&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol23/iss9/1?utm_source=digital-commons.usnwc.edu%2Fnwc-review%2Fvol23%2Fiss9%2F1&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
mailto:repository.inquiries@usnwc.edu

CHALLENGE !

“I'he modern nation which turns its
back on technology is doomed to a
sccond class existence.” Despite this
warning by Dr. John S. Foster, Jr.,
Defense Director ol Research and En-
gincering, the United States is ap-
parently about to losc its technological
lead.

Ten years ago aur overall R&D fund-
ing—public and private—was twice that
of the Soviet Union. Today it has
shrunk, and we now spend only 20
percent more than the Soviets, If this
trend continues, by the midsevenlics we
will clearly be second in overall R&D
expenditures,

Nor is the Soviet technological chal-
lenge fimited to R&D funds. The Uniled
States and the Sovict Union have
roughly equivalent numbers ol full-time
scientists and engineers engaged in R&D
activities. However, the Soviels are
graduating technicians on a victual pro-
duction-line basis. [n the past 15 years,
for example, they have quadrupled the
training of engincers so that today they
produce annually six times the number
we do. I this trend continues, by the
mideighties they will have a R&D force
one-third larger than our own.

The disparity between both nations
is even more disconcerting in lerms of
strictly detense-related R&D, which in-
cludes atomic cnergy, space, and, of
course, military technology. In 1950 the
U.S.5.R. defense R&D  expenditure
amounted to hall ours. By the 1968-69
period they had matched us. Today the
Soviet Union is investing about 15
percent more in defense R&D than is
the United States. And in light of their
past 10 pervent annual increase in de-
fense R&D spending, they may well
exceed us in this area by some 50
percent as early as 1975.

Our sluggish R&D base is threatening
to put us out of the running as a world
power. Today we have land and sea-
based strategic deterrents only because
of the impressive defense-refated re-
search and development undertaken in
the forties, the [ifties, and the sixties.
But our posture tomorrow will no
longer depend on what we did yester-
day. It will depend on what we do
today.

We all remember the shock of the
first sputnik. It took us 10 years to
regain the lead in space. On matters of
nuclear deterrcnce and strategic weap-
onry, we can hardly alford that time.
[ndeed, we cannol alford even a l-yeac
gap. However, unless we respond today
to the Soviet R&D challenge, we will
have no alternative. New systems neces-

sary to counler and match the bur-
seoning Soviel capabilities would re-

quire 4 to 10 years of planning. R&D,
and produoction leadtime. Thus, failure
to respond immediately to the deteri-
orating R&D situation in this country
could well lead us to sccond-class status.

Secretary of Defense Laird has re-
peatedly warned that the most serious
threat to our national security is the
“large and growing military research and
development of the Soviet Union.”
Addressing the declining R&D base, Dr.
Foster has urged that “this trend has got
to be reversed. .. the problem is we
haven’t been able to find a way to
galvanize a reaction to this.” In short,
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the Nation seems unconcerned. And yet
the expanding Soviet and decreasing
American investment in defense R&D is
rapidly reducing our overall relative
defense  capability—hoth strategic and
conventional.

Dr. FFoster has observed that “in
certain arcas we no longer lead; we
[ollow. No reversal of this trend is in
sight.” In shorl, the weapons gap has
closed,

I have already discussed in previous
“Challenges™ the ominous warning by
high Delense Department officials that
by 1974 the Soviet Union may well
have the capability of destroying 95
pereent of our land-based missiles and
our Strategic Air Command bascs. The
Russians already possess more 1CBM’s
than we do, and the end to production
and testing of their $88-9%, 1%, and
I3% is nowhere in sight. And, as Secre-
tary Laird has stated, they are pro-
ducing Yankee Polaris type nuclear sub-
marines al a remarkable rate, Tn this
regard it is noled that just one Sovict
shipyard, Severodvinsk, has the capa-
hility ol building more nuclear sub-
marines than all of our yards, private
and publie, together.

(3ther reeent additions Lo the Soviet
arsenal are equally awesome, These in-
clude several new classes of attack and
cruise missile suhmarines, new antiship
surface-to-surface missiles, new ASW
ships with sophisticated sensors and
attack capabilitics, new radars and mis-
gilee for antimissile defense and  air
deflense.

There is another arca severely al-
fected by expanding Soviet and de-
ercasing American R&I). That is our
ability to catimate what the Soviets are
doing. Intelligenee data is always [rag-
mentlary, cven with the best collection
elforts. As Dr. Foster has explained, in
the past we werce able to [ill in the gaps
because of our technological expertise.
Superior R&L) prolected us from Soviel
scereey and surprise. We were able Lo
interpret  data aboul Soviet develop-
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ments and deployments with some con-
fidence. Armed with those interpreta-
tions, we were ablec Lo initiate ex-
ploratory wotk on systems to mect the
latest Soviet advances.

But as we cul back on R&D, we [all
farther and farther hehind in our ability
lo assess new Soviel developments and,
above all, in our ability to respond to
them. Today our R&D is a preventative
shicld. In 3, 10, or 15 years will it still
he? Loss of our R&D leadership means
the loss of the best protection we have
against Soviet scercey and surprise,

Our job is to mainlain a strong
defense posture. But the problem is
how? As the challenge from the Soviet
Union mounts, our own R&D and mili-
lary budgets are shrinking. This is duc
to many [(actors, primary being the
reoricntation of national prioritics and
the underestimation of the growing
Sovict threat.

Reduced R&D  Tunds, manpower,
lacilitics, and time, coupled with spi-
raling production costs, demand a new
strategy il we are to respond lo the
technologieal  challenge. One  avenue
would be hy capitalizing on our allics
and their technological expertise.

Too long have we suffered [rom
“N.LH.” syndromne, the “not invented
here™ complex. We have avoided buying
froru our allies and fricnds, fecling we
had the expertise, money, and time to
do a better joh. The pride and dignity
lactor comes into the equation too. But
the situation has changed. We may well
have to reconsider or compromise our
national sccurity.

Many of our [riends and allies have
demonstrated a high level of capability
in weapons design, development, and
deployment, These weapon systems are
frequently gophisticated in performance
as well as rugged and reliable; and,
[urthermore, they are often available at
relatively modest cost,

The British llacrier aircralt is the
world’s firel operational V/STOL. The
Isracli surface-to-surface missile Gabriel,
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as well as the [alian destroyer ASW
helo are bolh extremely successful. The
Dutch have a new combinalion air
scarch/surface scarch radar which is
highly thought of by a number of
NATO nations. Should we not give
scrious  consideration  to  adaptation
within the American military inventory,
il only as a stopgap until we develop
and produce systems more suilable for
our specilic requirements?

Reliance on the technological prog-
ress ol our allies will not only save on
expensive planning, research and deyel-
opment, and Lesting. Perhaps more im-
portant it will save valuable production
leadtime in the lace of the burgeoning
Soviel threal.

The Soviets have not heen reluctant
Lo copy our weapons and improve upon
them. An excellent example is the Side-
winder air-lo-air  missile, which they
liave reportedly copied and modilied. In
so doing, they would have saved in-
valuable R&I) time, money, and effort.
And, simultancously, equipped them-
selves with a fiesl-rale missile,

Finally, pro rata sharing ol R&1) and
production costs has worked well in
developing such  foreign jointly pro-
duced systems as the multirole combat
aircraft, developed by the Hritish, Ger-
mans, and ltalians; and the Anglo-
French Jaguar, a close-support aircrafl.
There is no reason why the United
States should not avail ieell of ils
talenied allies and undertake similar pro
rata sharing arrangementls,

For years we in the Navy have
ignored surface-lo-surlace missiles. This
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in spite of the development of a large
and sophisticated  “family”™ of these
missiles by the Soviets, With the sudden
surge in Soviel maritime potential, with
hundreds of Russian surface ships and
submarines equipped with these mis-
siles, greater attenlion is now being paid
to the possible development ol similar
Amecrican missiles, We are Tar behind in
the specialized technology for this type
of missile. s there any reason why we
camol select the best missile available
from vur allics, buy it overseas, or huild
it here on lieense? We will be saving
possibly as muoeh as 5 years and, at the
same time, be bringing a badly needed
weapon quickly into our inventory. And
we will be saving money for use on
olher vilal R&D projects.

We have never bheen in as preearious a
position as thal in which we find our-
selves today vis-a-vis the Russians, With
the Soviet Union’s R&ID in delense now
exceeding that ol the United Slates for
the lirst time and with its overall R&DD
rapidly approaching that of the United
States, the momentum is no longer ours.
The ranufications are ominous, the pos-
sible results all oo clear: degradation of
the Uniled Stales Lo a second-rale world
power. The trend must be reversed.
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R. G. COLBERT
Vice Admiral, U.S. Navy
President, Naval War College
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