ome political analysts have made

much of the change in the
makeup of Congress as a result of the
November elections. The Senate re-
mains firmly in Republican hands, but
the House that convened in January
has 26 more Democrats than it had
during the 1981-82 session.

These political analysts have gener-
ally agreed that as a result of the
Democratic gains, which give the
House Democratic leadership much
firmer control of that body, there will
be “cuts” in defense spending and
“increases” in spending for social
programs. Such a conclusion can be
challenged, however, particularly
when considering spending for the
National Guard.

For one thing, despite the 26 Demo-
cratic gains in the House, nearly all
the conservative Democrats in Con-
gress such as Senator John Stennis
(D-MS) and Congressmen William
Nichols (D-AL) and G.V. “Sonny”” Mont-
gomery (D-MS) were reelected easily.
Their support for a strong national de-
fense will not be altered by the elec-
tion of more Democratic colleagues.

In addition, there are at least two
sides to how the change in political
philosophy in Congress may affect
the passage of legislation and the ap-
proval of additional spending propos-
als. First, with a firm Republican ma-
jority in the Senate, the chances of
rolling back many of President Rea-
gan’s accomplishments of 1981-82
seem remote. To muster a two-thirds
majority to override a presidential
veto of such repealers would seem an
insurmountable obstacle in the
Senate particularly. However, actually
passing legislative proposals may be
much more difficult. The old cliche
about there being a thousand ways to
kill a bill but only one way to pass it
remains valid. In particular, all
military authorization and appropria-
tions bills for defense spending will
have to pass that more-Democratic
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House of Representatives, a task that
won't be made easier by the presence
of the 26 new Democrats who defeated
Republicans.

Many of those Democrats will agree
that defense spending must be reined in
and spending for social programs in-
creased. While this tendency likely will
be important in House consideration of
all spending proposals, it ignores not
only what has occurred in the last two
years but particularly what has occurred
in the last two decades.

According to University of Maryland
economics Professor Melville J. Ulmer,
the assertion that social spending has
been reduced at the expense of addi-
tional military spending in recent years
has no basis in fact. “The cold statisti-
cal facts show that federal outlays for
welfare, including income maintenance
and public health, have continued stead-
ily upward—from $248 billion in fiscal
year 1980 to $291 million in 1982. The
last figure is more than 70 percent
greater than the presumably bloated
budget for national defense.”

What is worse, over the past two
decades there has been an almost exact
reversal between the proportion of the
budget spent for defense and for social
programs. For example, in the first
budget President John F. Kennedy pro-
posed to Congress, 50 percent of the
money went for defense and 28 percent
for social programs. Today, 28 percent of
the federal budget is for defense and 50
percent for social programs.

An additional reversal that the
critics of additional defense spend-
ing ignore is how much less of the
U.S. gross national product (GNP) is
being appropriated today for national
defense than was spent two decades
ago. In the last Eisenhower adminis-
tration, for example, 10 percent of the
value of all goods and services com-
prised that 50 percent of the federal
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budget that went for defense. If all
President Reagan’s defense spend-
ing proposals for fiscal year 1983
were adopted, this would be 7 percent
of the current GNP.

But what may be more significant
in terms of what really drives defense
spending—the Soviet threat—the Rus-
sians in those same two decades have
increased their military expenditures
from 9.3 percent of their gross na-
tional product to 15 percent. Is it any
wonder they outnumber us in virtually
every category of military hardware?

Despite these gloomy spending
statistics, the new mood of Con-
gress to curtail such spending may
not immediately affect the National
Guard. One reason is that the Army
and Air Guard specialize in conven-
tional defense, something that isn’t
under attack even by those most criti-
cal of defense spending.

That could afford the National
Guard an opportunity to improve
readiness through fuller procurement
of equipment and modernization of
the aging hardware we presently are
issued. This is particularly true
because the defense-spending critics
are far more likely to zero in on the so-
called “big ticket” items such as the
MX missile and the B-1 bomber than
they are on procurement of conven-
tional weapons. This is not to say the
MX and B-1 aren’t justified, only that
they are politically more exposed.

In pursuing the National Guard's
opportunities for bolstering conven-
tional defense, we in the Guard will
have to explain our positions care-
fully. Not all proposals for trans-
ferring force structure from the active
components to the Guard will be
sound. Whether such transfers will
produce readiness or merely window
dressing will depend on how it is
done. Still, 1983 still holds promise
for the National Guard in what might
otherwise be considered a more hos-
tile congressional environment.
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