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Gan We Defend West Berlin —  Or Ourselves?
In April 1978, the Carter Administration urged the 

Senate to give away the U.S. Canal Zone in Panama 
because, it was alleged, the Canal cannot be defended 
at reasonable cost against attack by Panamanians. The 
spectre of another Vietnam was conjured up to arouse 
fear of a ground war in a distant, unfriendly land.

Yet in July, President Carter traveled to Germany, 
three times as far away as Panama, and stated that the 
United States would consider an attack on West Berlin 
“ exactly the same as an attack on United States territory 
or people.”

Pull out a world atlas and compare the Panama 
Canal Zone with West Berlin. A quick check o f the 
geography shows Carter’s statement to be inconsistent 
with his advocacy of the Canal giveaway, and a check 
of the military facts shows it to be foolhardy. The two 
areas are roughly similar in size (the Canal Zone has 
370 square miles o f land and West Berlin has 185), but 
they are vastly different in defensibility.

The Canal Zone is 1,400 miles from the closest 
U.S. city (Miami), whereas West Berlin is 4,500 miles 
from the closest U.S. city (New York). But those dis-
tances are as the crow flies. Our Navy can steam right 
up to the Canal Zone carrying loads of troops and 
weapons, but we can’t send any ships to land-locked 
West Berlin.

Transit to the Canal Zone would be through the 
friendly waters o f the Caribbean, but West Berlin is 
100 miles inside the hostile territory of East Germany. 
That was the costly lesson we learned with the Berlin 
Airlift during the Truman Administration.

A comparison of the relative strength of the potential 
attackers of the two locations makes Carter’s position 
downright ridiculous. East Germany or the Soviet 
Union could invade West Berlin with the 955,000 
troops of the Warsaw Pact powers, backed up by the 
most modern artillery and even nuclear weapons. 
Panamanian attackers would consist o f Omar Torrijos’
8,000 troops, who have no modern artillery, air force, or 
navy.

The Canal Zone was paid for by the United States, is 
a source of great national pride, and has been governed 
and populated by American citizens for three-quarters 
of a century. No one could make any claim that West 
Berlin is American in population, in financial invest-
ment, or in any other way.

Our Panama Canal is of great strategic and economic 
importance to the United States. It enables us to move

our Navy quickly between the Atlantic and Pacific 
Oceans to guard our long coastlines. West Berlin — a 
little land-island of freedom deep behind the Iron Cur-
tain — is a great symbol of resistance to Communist 
tyranny. But what price are Americans willing to pay 
for this symbol?

Fifteen years ago, President John F. Kennedy told 
the cheering Germans in his famous “ I am a Berliner” 
speech that “we will risk our cities to save your cities.” 
That was the orator’s flamboyant phrasing of “ massive 
retaliation” — the strategy of warning the Soviets that 
any attack on any of our cities, bases, or allies would 
trigger a massive nuclear retaliation from the full force 
of our ICBMs.

When President Kennedy spoke, his threat was 
credib le . We then had an eight-to-one nuclear 
superiority over the Soviets. Now the strategic balance 
has been reversed. The Soviets have 1,618 ICBMs of 
vastly greater throw-weight and megatonnage than our 
1,054. Any threat that we would launch them against 
the Soviet Union and thereby expose American cities 
to devastating retaliation from the superior Soviet force 
is just a transparent bluff that no one on either side of 
the Iron Curtain can believe.

President Carter’s statement cannot be explained 
as a sop required by domestic American politics. There 
is no constituency in the United States eager to send 
American boys to defend West Berlin against 955,000 
Warsaw Pact troops. It’s no wonder that Europeans find 
President Carter an enigma. So do Americans.

U.S. Will To Fight
Has America lost its will to fight? When two of our 

nation’s most scholarly statesmen, Senator Daniel Pat-
rick Moynihan and former Secretary of State Henry 
Kissinger, as well as Nobel Prize-winning author Ale-
xander Solzhenitsyn all think so, it is cause for alarm.

In a recent joint interview, Moynihan and Kis-
singer agreed that the lack o f nerve to confront the 
spread of Communism is mainly in the ranks of of-
ficialdom, not the grassroots. “ We have a leadership 
problem,”  Kissinger said. “ The public has a rather 
healthy perception.”

Moynihan likewise blamed our political leaders, 
many of whom, he pointed out, are the same men who 
started and ran the Vietnam War. Regrettably, he did 
not identify these leaders, who still hold powerful posi-



tions in our government, such as Secretary of State 
Cyrus Vance and Secretary of Defense Harold Brown.

The Soviet Union’s displacement of the United 
States as the superior military power — a change for 
which those leaders must answer to history — has sap-
ped the national nerve to a point where “ we are con-
tinually told today that we have to do this or that, ac-
cept this or that unattractive option because if we do 
not, the Russians will send in the Cubans. And this set-
tles any argument!” Moynihan exclaimed in exaspera-
tion.

Kissinger agreed: “ If we are forever blackmailed 
by the Cubans — a country of nine million off our shore 
— no constructive policy is possible.” He attributed the 
paralysis of our foreign policy to “ the tendency to es-
cape current dilemmas by making favorable assump-
tions about the future. This temptation is overwhelm-
ing in countries on the whole satisified with their lot, 
and it is one reason why the Communist challenge has 
been interpreted in the most benign fashion in every 
decade in the existence of Communism.”

Right on, Henry. Too bad you didn’t realize that 
while you were in office.

Moynihan called for a much tougher bargaining 
stance vis-a-vis the Soviet Union in the SALT talks, in-
cluding threats to quadruple the defense budget. “ But 
if you have psychologically discarded that bargaining 
technique, then, in fact, you are disarmed,” he warned.

It is becoming apparent that the Carter Administra-
tion, aware (as Kissinger said) that the American people 
have “ a rather healthy perception” of the Communist 
threat, has determined to try to satisfy the voters with 
words rather than actions. Vice President Walter Mon-
dale sounded the alarm at the United Nations about the 
“ continuing [Soviet arms] buildup of unprecedented 
proportions.”  President Carter’s Commencement ad-
dress at Annapolis contained what Pravda blasted as a 
“ cold war”  tone.

When it comes to actions to respond to the U.S.S.R. 
weapons buildup, however, the response of the Carter 
Administration adds up to concessions and retreat. The 
Carter Administration has substantially slowed the MX 
missile program, the plan for a mobile system of 250 to 
300 mobile multiple-warhead missiles that would have 
the survivability that our present Minuteman missiles 
in fixed silos lack. Carter cancelled B-l bomber pro-
duction without any quid pro quo from the Soviets.

The trouble is that the world, including any poten-
tial aggressors, will judge us by our national policies 
rather than by the courage and will o f individual 
Americans. Would-be aggressors may conclude, as Sol-
zhenitsyn stated in his Cassandra Commencement ad-
dress at Harvard, that “ a decline in courage is particu-
larly noticeable among the ruling groups and the intel-
lectual elite, causing an impression of loss of courage 
by the entire [American] society.”

The Neutron Weapon
• President Carter’s decision not to build the neut-

ron weapon is another victory for Brezhnev and 
another insult to our allies who had counted on it. Car-
ter has severely handicapped NATO in its current 
negotiations with Russia over troop parity between 
East and West. Like the B-l bomber, the neutron 
“ bomb”  is another case of our abandoning a U.S. 
weapon uniquely suited to defend against Soviet ag-
gression, without getting any concession from the Rus-
sians in return.

The neutron weapon could be NATO’s defense 
against the greatly superior troops and tanks of the 
Soviet bloc. The Warsaw Pact nations outnumber 
NATO in manpower 955,000 to 670,000, in main battle 
tanks 20,500 to 7,000, in artillery pieces 10,000 to 2,700, 
and even in tactical aircraft 2,800 to 2,000.

In addition, the Soviets have 700 intermediate- 
and medium-range ballistic missiles against which 
Western Europe has no defense. The target coverage of 
the new Soviet SS-20 IRBM includes all of Western 
Europe. NATO has no IRBMs or MRBMs.

So what keeps the Soviet bloc from overrunning 
Western Europe? The answer used to be the U.S. nuc-
lear umbrella, that is, the great superiority in strategic 
weapons which the United States enjoyed over the 
Soviet Union. But SALT I, signed in 1972, proclaimed 
to the world the new Soviet numbers’ superiority in the 
ratio o f 3-to-2 in both intercontinental ballistic missiles 
and submarine-launched missiles.

Western military experts have concluded that 
Soviet military strategy in Europe involves multiple 
massed tank thrusts, impressive firepower, and the 
element o f surprise. They forecast that the Soviets 
could overrun NATO defenses before any adequate 
Western mobilization could take place, probably 
within two days.

So what can our NATO friends do as they con-
template the possibility of an attack by the Soviet bloc’s 
20,500 modem, heavily armed main battle tanks? Pre-
sent defensive strategy calls for the possible use of the
7,000 tactical nuclear weapons which the United States 
built and stored in Western Europe. This is the one 
weapon of which the West has more numbers than the 
East. Tactical nuclear weapons are small in yield, very 
limited in range, and designed for battlefield use.

But there is a powerful deterrent to the use of tacti-
cal battlefield nukes. Their use would destroy the very 
countries they are trying to defend. In the heavily 
populated countries of Western Europe, the price of 
using them would be too high.

The neutron weapon is the innovative solution to 
NATO’s problem of self-defense because it will stop 
the invaders without destroying the defending cities. It 
is peculiarly suited to defend NATO’s heavily popu-
lated areas against the superiority of the Warsaw Pact’s 
tanks and troops.

The neutron weapon is an enhanced-radiation, 
reduced-blast weapon that derives its destructive 
power not from heat and blast like most thermonuclear 
weapons, but from intensive (though limited and 
short-lived) bursts o f lethal radiation. It would be espe-
cially useful when fitted to the short-range missiles and 
tactical nuclear artillery pieces which are a major part 
o f Central Europe’s present defense against Soviet 
tanks.

Where the battle is near a metropolitan center, the 
neutron weapon has an almost unique advantage. It 
makes it possible, with intense bursts of radiation, to 
counterattack effectively against aggressive troops 
while minimizing collateral damage. It would be espe-
cially effective against blitzkrieg-type frontal attack by 
the Soviet bloc on NATO positions in West Germany.

The neutron weapon has caused much political 
and emotional fallout because it kills people while re-
stricting property damage. But the alternatives are to 
use tactical nuclear weapons which destroy both 
people and property, or to surrender on demand. Our 
allies are still hoping Carter will change his mind.



The Naval Balance

Our Navy has shrunk from 976 ships in 1968 to 
only 459 ships today. During the same ten years, the 
Soviet Union increased its Navy to 981 ships, more 
than twice as many as we have.

The Soviet Union has 91 nuclear-missile sub-
marines to our 41, 260 attack submarines to our 77, and 
195 destroyers and frigates to our 129.

True, we have 13 aircraft carriers to the Soviets’ 
one. But the Soviets have the equivalent o f dozens of 
aircraft carriers in the Caribbean only 90 miles off our 
coast. Cuba never has to be refueled and it cannot be 
sunk.

The Mediterranean used to be called an American 
lake because o f the number and power o f our ships de-
ployed there, and the fact that no one could challenge 
us. On an average day the Soviets now have about 45 
ships sailing the Mediterranean. Privately, some admi-
rals say that it would be suicide to keep our ships in the 
Mediterranean if war broke out. They would be subject 
to destruction by superior Soviet sea and air power, in-
cluding the big Soviet bombers now flying out of the 
giant airbase we built at Wheeler Field in Libya and 
then surrendered to Qaddafi (one of Panamanian dic-
tator Torrijo’s dictator friends).

The Soviet naval aviation arm is equipped with 
jet-propelled Backfire bombers armed with anti-
shipping missiles. As pointed out in the March Naval 
Institute Proceedings, it is a highly capable naval at-
tack aircraft. In addition it poses a very serious threat to 
our merchant shipping.

Our Navy has internal problems, too. Its desertion 
rate is the highest in its history, far higher than in war-
time when casualties were high- Out of every 100 who 
enlist, 42 fail to finish their first term.

Meanwhile, the Soviet navy is growing larger and 
its threat is coming closer. Admiral Thomas H. Moorer, 
former Chief of Naval Operations, has stated bluntly: 
“ The fact is that there are Soviet submarines off the 
New Jersey coast, and I feel it is my duty to say so.”

Nothing has changed to diminish the threat about 
which William P. Clements, Jr., warned when he was 
Deputy Secretary of Defense. He said that Soviet sub-
marines are stationed off both U.S. coasts with atomic 
warheads targeted at every major American city. “ The 
threat to our national security is real and growing,” he 
added; “ let there be no doubt about this.”

Admiral Moorer points out that over the past ten 
years the United States has had a 23 percent reduction 
in naval manpower, a 50 percent reduction in ships, a 
31 percent reduction in aircraft, and a 22 percent reduc-
tion in total tonnage.

Sergei Georgiyevich Gorshkov is responsible for 
building the Soviet Navy into the largest in the world. 
He has been described as “a man of high pragmatic ac-
complishment . . . who fused a discredited Slavic navy 
to the bankrupt philosophy o f Marxism and produced a 
weapon that can help destroy Western civilization.”

Gorshkov has written a new book called Sea Power 
o f the State which some say will influence navies and 
governments for the rest of this century. He confidently 
predicts that “ the next war will be fought with forces 
on hand and on station. No opportunity will exist to 
m ove, let alone to build  ships. Contem porary 
weaponry is so lethal that he who fires first probably 
will win.”

One reason why the United States is at a disadvan-

tage in staying ahead of the Russians is that the Soviets 
spend only about 25 percent of their defense budget for 
personnel, leaving 75 percent for procurement of ships, 
planes and weapons. We devote more than half of our 
defense budget to personnel costs.

SALT II “ Equality” ?

Flushed with its “ victory” in putting over the sur-
render of the U.S. Canal to a small-time dictator, the 
Carter Administration is grinding up its team of lob-
byists and propagandists to put over another treaty- 
surrender to a big-time dictator.

The Administration’s SALT negotiators have made 
more concessions to the Soviet Union in order to pro-
duce an agreement to limit each side to 2,250 missiles 
and bombers. In the Newspeak of the accommodation 
artists, this is called “ arms control,”  but it is really a 
cynical numbers game.

Because o f public reaction to the humiliating in-
feriority of the 1972 SALT I agreement, under which 
the United States is permitted to have only two land- 
based and sea-launched intercontinental nuclear mis-
sile launchers for every three that the Soviets have, the 
Administration knows it has no chance of approval for 
any treaty unless it sounds equal. So the proposed 
SALT II agreement will limit strategic delivery vehi-
cles to an equal number for each side. The joker is that 
it will not limit the carrying capacity of either the indi-
vidual vehicles or the total missile force.

According to the proposed agreement, both sides 
have agreed not to develop, test or deploy ICBMs with 
a launch-weight greater than the heaviest ICBM each 
has deployed on the date the treaty is signed. This ag-
reement will limit the United States to a throw-weight 
of 8,000 pounds (the weight of the Titan missile, of 
which we have only 54), while the U.S.S.R. will be al-
lowed a throw-weight of 16,000 pounds (the weight of 
the SS-18).

Most of our land-based missiles are the Minute- 
man ICBMs. Their throw-weight is classified, but is 
probably no more than 2,000 pounds. In any event, the 
Minuteman III, our latest and most powerful model, 
carries three MIRV warheads of only 170 kilotons each 
(a kiloton is 1 /1,000th of a megaton).

Thus the SALT II “ equality” is like saying that two 
intercontinental freight-moving firms are equal when 
each one has 2,250 “ delivery vehicles,” but one firm 
has all 50-ton tractor-trailers operational, and the other 
has nothing larger than half-ton pickup trucks.

Just as the throw-weight o f an individual missile is 
the measure of what it can do, the total throw-weight of 
a missile force is the measure of what the entire force 
can accomplish. If your missiles have sufficient 
throw-weight, such as the Soviets’ giant SS-18, you 
have the option o f either delivering a single 50- 
megaton warhead (the equivalent of 50 million tons of 
conventional explosive power), OR delivering to sepa-
rate targets eight MIRV warheads of more than three 
megatons each.

The SALT I numbers inferiority was put over on us 
in 1972 on the rationale that we didn’t need to worry 
about the Soviets’ larger numbers of missile launchers, 
their far greater throw-weight, and their vastly greater 
megatonnage, because U.S. missiles were more accu-
rate.

Aviation Week ó- Space Technology reported in 
April 1978 that the Soviets have tested ICBMs accurate



enough “ to impact less than 600 feet from target, pro-
viding a hard-target kill capability”  against opr 
Minuteman force.

Another joker in the proposed SALT II agreement 
is that the Soviets have silo-reload capability and we do 
not. We have only as many missile launchers as we 
have silos. The Soviets have an unknown number of 
reloads concealed near their silos, which they can use 
because of their cold-launch pop-up technique.

Do you wonder why our President does not reject 
Soviet SALT II demands or do anything to stop Soviet 
conquests of Afghanistan and much of Africa? With 
Soviet submarines prowling our long coastlines, with 
Soviet missiles on their gigantic unsinkable missile 
carrier named Cuba, with many more-powerful ICBMs 
in Russia well defended against our subsonic bombers 
and small Minuteman warheads, our President doesn’t 
dare.

Public Opinion Poll on SALT II

Public opinion polls may be used for either of two 
different purposes: to record public opinion or to influ-
ence public opinion. When used to control public opin-
ion, polls are like computers. If operated with profes-
sional integrity, they can digest bits of information and 
produce reliable results. But, as die saying goes, gar-
bage in, garbage out.

When used to influence public opinion, polls are 
simply an advertising technique to help sell the people 
on a candidate or a concept. Construct the questions to 
produce the desired results, and then release diem to 
achieve the propaganda effect called the “bandwa-
gon.”

With these caveats in mind, let us examine a recent 
Louis Harris survey on detente and the impending 
SALT II agreement now under negotiation.

Harris first reports that “ a 71-15 percent majority 
favors detente.”  Does that sound impressive? Well, 
consider the fact that, before those questioned gave 
their answers, the Harris pollsters told them what de-
tente means: “ the United States and Russia seeking out 
areas of agreement and cooperation.”

With that pollyanna definition, it is surprising that 
only 71 percent favor detentel Those questioned 
should have been told that the Soviet definition of de-
tente is quite different. Brezhnev told the ¿5th Con-
gress of the Communist Parties of the world in 1976: 
“We make no secret of the fact that we see detente as 
the way to create more favorable conditions for peace-
ful Socialist and Communist construction.”

Brezhnev boasted that one o f the successes of de-
tente was “having rendered considerable aid to Viet-
nam in its struggle against” the United States. He as-
serted that “ detente does not in the slightest abolish, 
and cannot abolish or alter, the laws of the class strug-
gle.” In other words, detente is just a code word for 
Communist wars to overthrow non-Communist coun-
tries.

The second Harris survey conclusion is that “ a 
75-12 percent majority favors the United States and 
Russia coming to a new SALT arms control agree-
ment.” The defect in this conclusion is that those ques-
tioned based their answers on the Harris explanation of 
SALT: an “ arms control agreement that would limit 
the number of nuclear warheads and missiles they can 
deploy.”

The trouble with that definition is that it fails to

mention that, because SALT II will not limit the size or 
power o f warheads or missiles, Soviet missiles will 
have up to six times the throw weight o f ours and up to 
50 times the megatonnage of ours.

The third Harris conclusion is that “ a 70-18 per-
cent majority” approves increasing trade between the 
United States and Russia. What percentage do you 
think would have registered approval if those surveyed 
had been told the truth that “ trade” with the Soviet 
Union depends on credits provided at the expense of 
the American taxpayers through the Export-Import 
Bank or the Commodity Credit Corporation? We’ll 
never know because Harris failed to explain that 
“ trade” with Russia is subsidized or guaránteed by tax-
payers’ money.

Harris then reported that an agreement between 
the United States and the Soviet Union to “ end all nuc-
lear weapons testing”  meets with 74-17 percent ap-
proval by Americans.

The results would have been quite different if 
Harris had phrased the question in terms of reality in-
stead of illusion and asked: “ Do you favor an agree-
ment which would stop all nuclear weapons testing by 
the United States but permit the Soviets to continue 
testing their nuclear weapons?” Yet that is exactly what 
happened under the first nuclear test ban, which we 
observed in good faith, but which the Soviets broke by 
their giant series o f tests in 1961 after a year o f secret 
preparations. The Soviets cheated again under the 
1972 SALT I Agreement. According to former Defense 
Secretary Melvin R. Laird, “ the evidence is incon-
trovertible that the Soviet Union has repeatedly, flag-
rantly and indeed contemptuously violated”  SALT I.

Strategy for Survival

The Eisenhower Administration developed and 
built the weaponry America then needed to defend our 
nation against the possibility o f aggression in the 
nuclear-space age. It was called the Triad of our na-
tion’s defense. On land, we built the intercontinental 
ballistic missile; for the sea, the Polaris-Poseidon sub-
marines; and for the air, the B-52 bomber.

There are those today who say that we can’t afford 
to build the space-age weapons necessary to stay ahead 
of the Soviets. Fortunately, God has blessed our coun-
try with a Gross National Product more than twice that 
o f the Soviet Union. Anything that the Soviets can do, 
we can do twice as well or twice as much of. The fact is, 
we can’t afford NOT to rebuild our military superiority' 
if we care about our homes and country.

The first and most important constitutional duty of 
government is to “ provide for the common defense.”  
We should rekindle the Can Do psychology that fired 
up Americans when the Soviets launched their Sputnik 
21 years ago, and resolve to make certain that any po-
tential aggressor or combination of aggressors knows in 
advance mat America has more than enough weapons 
to defend our nation against any threat.
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