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STATEMENT OF SECRETARY OF DEFENSE ROBERT S. McNAMARA
BEFORE A JOINT SESSION OF
THE SENATE ARMED SERVICES COMMITTEE ARD
TEE SENATE SUBCOMMITTEE ON DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPROPRIATIORS
ON THE FISCAL YEAR 1966-T70 DEFERSE PROGRAM AND 1966 DEFENSE BUDGET

Mr. Chairmen and Members of the Committee:;

It is agaln my privilege to present to you our Defense program
projections for the next five yeers and our budget proposals for the
coming fiscal year. My prepeared statement 1s arranged essentially
in the same manner as in past years except that I have grouped the
three major programs relating to general nuclear war -- Strategic
Offensive Forces, Strategic Defensive Forces and Civil Defense --

R into one chapter, "Strategic Offensive and Defensive Forces." Attached
to each copy of the statement is a set of related tables which you
may wish to follow as we proceed through the discussion.

General Wheeler, who appears here for the first time as Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, will present his statement following the
completion of my presentation and he will, of course, participate with
me in answering your questions.

. As T pointed out in previous years, the further into the future we
project our programs, the more provisional they should be considered.
Changes inevitably have to be made as we move forward in time and en-
tirely new projects, whose need could not be clearly foreseen, have to
be added. Such has been the case since I appeared before this Committee
last year and I have attempted in my statement to note the more important
changes and explain why they were made.

Again, I would like to remind you that I willl be discussing costs
in terms of "Total Obligational Authority" (TOA), i.e., the full cost
of an anpual increment of a program regardless of the year in which the
funds are authorized, appropriated or expended. These costs will differ
in many cases from the amounts requested for new authorization and
appropriation, especially in the procurement accounts where certain
prior year funds are aveilable to finance FY 1966 programs. Moreover,
most of my discussion will deal with the total cost of the program,
inciuding the directly attributable costs of military personnel and
cperation and maintenance, as well as procurement, research and develop-
ment and military construction.

> I
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I. INTRODUCTION

A. APPROACE TO THE FY 1966-70 PROGRAM AND THE FY 1966 BUDGET

As I have reported to you before, when I took office in January
1961, President Kennedy gave me two gemeral instructions:

1. Develop the military force structure necessary to
support our foreign policy without regard to arbitrary budget
ceilings.

2. Procure and operate thls force at the lowest possible
cost.

President Johnson has emphasized that these same basic principles
should guide the development of the FY 1966-70C programs and the FY 1966
budget request.

Contrary to the impression which may have been gained from certain
statements made by the new Soviet leaders last December, our Defense
program and budget i1s based solely on our own pational security require-
ments and is not related to the announced reductions in Soviet defense
expenditures. Of course, in planning our own forces, we do take account
of the size and character of the opposing forces. But, until we have
independent evidence, acquired through our own sources, that reductions
bhave actually been made, we do not reflect them in our intelligence
estimates or take account of them in the formulation of our military

Progrems,

The decline in our own Defense expenditures from a high of $51.2
billion in FY 1964 to an estimated $49.0 billion in FY 1966 simply
reflects the substantial completion of the buildup started in 1961 and
the results of our highly successful cost reduction program.

In developing the FY 1966-70 program and the FY 1966 budget, I
have carefully reviewed all of the proposale originating from the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, the military departuments and other Defense
agencies. This process began nearly a year ago, and through a step-
by-step review of the 1966 and prior year programs, it wes possible
to reduce the FY 1966 budget request from about $56.5 billion in new
obligational authority, as proposed by the Services and Defense agencies,
to approximately $48.6 billion, a reduction of about $8 dillion. Thus,
as shown on Table 1, our FY 1966 request for new obligational authority
is $1.2 biliion less than the amount appropriated for the current fiscal
year (including the proposed FY 1965 supplemental). Expenditures in
FY 1965, currently estimated at $49.3 billion, will be about $1.9 billion
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less than the amount estimated a year ago. FY 1966 expenditures are
estimated at $49.0 billion, about one-third billion dollars less than
now estimeted for the current fiscal year. While our FY 1966 budget
request does not include all of the forces or force modernizations
reccmmended by the military departments and individusl Service chiefs,
the Joint Chilefs of Staff agree that the program supported by this
budget will increase our overall combat effectiveness and will provide
effective forcee in a high state of readiness for the defense of the
vital interests of the United States.

B.  ASSESSMENT OF THE INTERNATIORAL SITUATION AS IT BEARS ON MILITARY
POLICIES AND PROGRAMS

Although the change in the leadership of the Soviet Union and the
detonation of a nuciear device by Commmmnist China were two of the most
widely noted developments on the international scene during the past
year, a more fundamental though less heralded change has been taking
place which, over the long run, could be of much greater significance
to our national security. This is not to say that these two events
were of amall importance. Quite the coantrary; they hold great
potential consequences for the future of the world end I shall discuss
each of them later in this section of the statement. But I believe
that the gradusl relaxsation of the previously rigid bi-polarization
of world power, which has been gaining momentum in recent years, could
be of greater significance.

For many years after the last great war, the world scene was
dominated by two giant power blocs, one & voluntary alliance of free
nations led by the United States, and the other a conquered empire
riuled by the Soviet Union. In the Free World alliance, the United
States was the leading member because of the predominance of its
econamic and military power. In the Communist camp the Soviet Union
was the undisputed ruler not only because of its predominant econamic
and military power but, also, because it controlled the international
Communist apparatus and was willing to back it up with military force
vhere necessary.

Some time in the last five or ten years this situation began to
change. On the Free World side, the nations of Western Eurcope, as well
as Japan in the Far East, began to get back on their feet politically
and econamically, and today, the United States is no longer the only
important econcmic and political power. On the Communist side, the
absolute control of the Soviet Union bas been successfully challenged,
and now not only Yugoslavia, but also China, Albania and, to a lesser
extent other Communist nations of Eastern Burope, are following policies
directed to their own national interests. Long frozen positions are
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beginning to thaw and in the ghifting currents of international affairs
there will be new opportunities for us to enbance the security of the
Free World and thereby our own security. But there will also be new
problems which will have to be faced, particularly how best to maintain
the unity of the Free World during this period of flux, while old
positions, attitudes and relationships are being re-examined.

Further complicating the world situation is the relatively sudden
emergence of some 50 new nations since the end of World War II. Many
have but recently emerged from colonial status and possess little
experience in self-govermment. Most of them are economically undeveloped
and some have yet to achieve any sense of national cohesiveness among
their heterogeneous populations,

It wvas difficult enough when there were two power centers competing for
the ideological allegiance of these new nations. Now, with the internal
cohesiveness of these power blocs weskening, particularly in the Com-
munist camp, the situation is dbecoming far more camplicated. With the
world in such a state of flux and with so many nations striving to achieve
positions of leadership or sdwantage, it is not surprising that our
diplamecy has encountered difficulties and that the main lines of our
foreign policy have been obscured by the constant flow of criticiem and
invective directed against them from s¢ many quarters.

Yet our foreign policy bas been remarkably consistent over the
years. We, ourselves, have no territorial ambitions anywhere in the
world and we insist that all nations respect the territorial integrity
of thelr neighbors. We do not seek the economic exploitation of any
nation. Indeed, since the end of World War II, we have given other
nations more than $100 billion of our wealth and substance -- an effort
unparalleled in the history of mankind. We do not seek to overthrow,
overtly or covertly, the legitimate govermment of any nation and we are
opposed to such attempts by others. In short, we seek a world in which
each pation is free to develop in ites own way, ummolested by its neighbors,
free of the fear of armed attack from the more powerful nations.

Our effort in Viet Nam is fully consistent with these policiles. As
Secretary of State Rusk recently pointed out:

¥...We have military personnel in Southeast Asia ... becasuse

we feel that they are needed to aseist South Viet Bam at the
present time to maintain its security and independence. If
South Viet Nam's neighbors would leave it alone, those military
pecple could came home. We have no desire for any bases or
permanent military presence in that area. We are interested in
independence of states.”
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S0, too, is our action in the Congo. We opposed Mr. Tshombe in
the past because he defied the legitimate Govermment of the Congo.
We support Mr. Tshoamwbe now because he 1s the head of the legitimate
Govermment of the Congo. We did not select Mr. Tshombe to head that
Govermment; be was selected by Mr. Kasavubu, the President of that
Bation. We participated with the Belgians, with the approval of the
Congolese Govermment, in the rescue of innocent men, women and children
of many nationalities and races who were being victimized and used as
pawns by the rebels in their fight against the Govermment. We had
tried to obtain the release of these hostagee by negotiation with the
rebels and when that failed, we had no alternative as a civilized nation
with a high regard for human life, than to effect their rescue as best
we could. Even so, many innocent people were wantonly slaughtered by
the rebels.

Unfortunately, the Communist govermments do not share our objectives.
1 do believe that, like their predecessors, the new leaders of the Soviet
Union fully appreciate the perils of general nuclear war and the danger
of local wars escalating into nuclear war. I also believe that the
leaders of Communist China, too, are reluctant to challenge the full
weight of our military power. But both the Soviet Union and Communist
China continue to support what Mr. Khrushchev euphemistically called
"wars of national liberation" or "popular revolts" which we know as
covert armed aggression, insurrection and subversion. You may recall
that Mr. Khrushchev considered this type of warfare the preferred
method of armed aggression against the Free World because 1t was, in
his view, the safest for the Soviet Union. Although the leaders of
Communist China disagreed bitterly with Mr. Khrushchev on many policies,
this one they fully support and enthusiastically implement.

It may be that as long a8 we meintain the kind of forces which
would make global nuclear war and even local wars umprofitable for the
Soviet Unicn and Communist China, we can deter them from starting such
confiicts, But this still leaves us with the problem of covert armed
aggressions, insurrections and subversion. As I pointed out to this
Committee three years ago, to the extent we deter the Communists from
initiating larger wars, we may anticipate even greater efforts on their
part in so-called "wars of nmational liberation.” The expansion of
Commmism 18 & cardinal tenet of their doctrine and in order to establish
Cammunism in a new country, they must first destroy the existing govern-
ment, if necessary, by force. And, it is only by force that the Com-
mmiste have been able to extend their sway.

We must face up to the fact that the Coammmists have a distinet
advantage over the democracies in this type of conflict. They are
not inhibited by our ethical and moral standards -- political essassina-
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tion, robbery, arson, subversion, bribery are all acceptable means to
further their ends. They are quick to take advantage of any breakdown
of law and order, of any resentment of people towards their govermment,
or of any econcmic or natural disaster. They are masters of mass
psychology and of propaganda, having had decades of experience in these
fielde. And, once they gain control, they eliminate their opponents
simply by driving them out of the country or by literally killing them
off until the population is completely intimidated.

We still have a long way to go in devising and implementing
effective countermeasures against these techniques. For us, the task
is an extremely difficult one. This is the kind of struggle which
ultimately must be fought and won by the govermments and peoples
directly involved. It is not sclely a military problem. It pervades
every aspect of human endeavor and concern -- political, social, economic
and ideological. We can help a besieged govermment with economic and
military assistance, with training and administrative support and with
advice and counsel; and we can discourage, with appropriate measures,
overt military aggression against it. But, with all of our enormous
economic and military power, we cannot provide to any other pation a
strong, stable and effective govermment which can command the loyalty
and support of ite people. These things can be provided only by the
peoples themselves and this is one limitation on our capability which

we must all frankly recognize.

The road ahead will be difficult and continuing sacrifices will
be required of our pecople, both in money and in lives. But the challenge
must surely be met. If we fail to meet it here and now, we will
inevitably have to confront it later under even more disadvantageous
conditions. This is the clear lesson of hilstory which we can ignore
only at our peril. As I told this Committee three years ago, it is
quite possible that in the decade of the sixties the decisive struggle
between Communism and Freedom will take place in this arenma.

But as worrisome and as difficult as these local conflicts and
crises are, we do owrselves a grave disservice if we permit them to
obscure the more fundamental and far reaching changes in our position
in the world vis-a-vis the Soviet Union and Commmist China. Local
crises came and go. BEach year brings with it a new crop which develops,
peaks and subsides, leaving the basic situation essentially unchanged.
In thie regard, the situation today is probably no better or worse than
it vas at any time during the last decade.

In the longer range and much more critical struggle dbetween the
forces of Freedom and the forces of Commmmism, I believe there can be
no question that our relative position has improved over the last
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several years. And I believe it is fair to say that contributing to

thls improvement have been the policies and actions of the United

States Govermment: the buildup of our military forces; our demonstrated
determination to use them where our vital interests are at stake; owr
assistance to other free nations around the world; and our constant
readiness to join in measures to promote the peace. To the extent that
the Communist states are convinced that war is no longer a feasible
method to extend the sway of their ideology, our safety is enhanced.

To the extent that they are convinced that we will resist with force,

if necessary, any encroachment to our vital interests asround the world,
the chances of war are diminished. To the extent we hold open the door
to peace and disarmament, we provide an alternative to an arms race.

To the extent that the Free World continues to demonstrate that a free
society can provide a better life for the people than can & Communist
soclety, the attraction of freedam will continue to exert an irresistible
pull, not only on the uncommitted nations of the world, but on the pecple
of the Communist nations themselves. In this longer range and much more
fundamental struggle, the cause of freedom has definitely galned.

1. Strengths and Weaknesses of the Communist Bloc

As I noted earlier, the two outstanding events in the Ccmmunist
world in 1964 were the change in the leadership of the Soviet Union and
the detomation of a nuclear device by Communist China. The latter event
had long been expected and might well have occurred two or more years
earlier if Soviet cooperation had not been withdrawn. The former event
was not anticipated and no doubt came as & surprise to Mr. Khrushchev
as well as to the rest of the world.

The full implications of this change in leadership have yet to be
revealed. At the moment the new leaders appear to be carrylng water on
both shoulders. They have resumed discussion with the Chinese Commmunists
wvhile at the same time they have reaffirmed support of coexistence with
the West. And, indeed, they have indicated through diplomatic channele
an interest in a further relaxation of tensions but have also announced
their support of the rebels in the Congo and the inswrrection in Viet Nam.

Bowever, the cleavages between the Soviet Union and Coammmist China
are so basic and so directly involve their respective national interests,
even to the extent of territorial boundaries, that it is unlikely the
change in leadership, in itself, will open the way to a reconciliation.
The Chinese Communist demonstration of its nuclear progress will not
help to make this reconciliation any easler since it was achieved in the
face of opposition fram the Soviet Union. But regardless of what
actually evolves from the resumed discussions between the two countries,
we can expect that both of them will be just as eager as ever to create




diffjiculties for the Free World vhenever and wherever they can do so
safely, without a "head on" collision with U.S. military power.

a. The Soviet Union

Although the faces have changed, the basic problems confronting
the leadership of the Soviet Union remain very much the same. First
and foremost 1s the problem of the allocation of resources. It is
quite clear that the rate of Soviet ecoramic growth has slowed signifi-
cantly, On the basis of our latest intelligence, the average annual
increase in their gross national product was only 3.7 percent in the
1962-64 period compared with 5.2 percent during 1959-61 and 7.2 percent
during 1956-58. Industrial production rose an average of only 6.3
percent in 1962-64 campared with 7.2 percent in 1959-61 and 8.6 percent
in 1956-58. New fixed investment rose an average of only 4.1 percent
in é%g-@-s campared with 8.5 percent in 1959-61 and 14.6 percent in
1356-56.

This slowdown, we believe, was caused in part by the increase in
defense expenditures during the 1959-63 period, particularly for military
machinery and equipment. In addition, the rapid growth of defense and
space-related research and development apparently pre-empted the high
grade scientific and technical manpower and other scarce resources that
are so badly needed for the intreoduction of new technigues and new
products into the civilian economy. Thus, the expansion of the civilian
segment of the economy was slowed down even though Mr. Khrushchev was

making a great effort to expand it.

It was this competition for resources which led Mr. Khrushchev a
year ago to cut defense expenditures by about four percent and it was
this same factor which caused the present leadership to make a further
cut of about the same amount. The fact that our defense expenditures
bappen to be going down at the same time was simply seized upon by the
Soviet leaders to justify their own reduction in defense expenditures.
As I noted last year, while there is always the chance that the announced
reduction in defense expenditures is simply & shif't from one part of
the Soviet budget to another, I believe same sort of reduction is
actually being made in favor of other demands. What this reduction
may mean in terms of military strength, procurement, etc., is not yet
evident. The significant point is that the campeting demands on the
Soviet budget are still serving as a restraint on the size of the
military forces.

Following the agricultural disaster of 1963 which forced the
Soviets to import same $800 million of foodstuffs, last year produced
a good (although not outstanding) harvest, giving a significant lift
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to their econamy. Despite the decreased need for imported agricultural
products, total Soviet imports fram the West continuved to grow. To a
considerable extent, these imports continued to be financed by gold
sales which in 1964 rose to $500 million, 2} times estimated Soviet
annual production, further depleting their gold reserves which are now
estimated at about $1.5 billion.

Soviet assistance to less developed countries in 1964 rose to
gbout $1.1 billion compared with about $585 million in 1963, adding to
the strain on the Soviet economy. Virtually all of the increase was
in economic ald. New Soviet military aid commitments totaling about
$340 million were extended to Afghanistan, Cambodia, India, Indonesia,
Irag and Yemen. Deliveries of military equipment totaled about $500
million, about the same as the previous year. There is evidence that
the new leaders consider this burden too great. It is quite apparent
that they are not meeting the requiremente of Cuba and the UAR, two of
their major clients, since both of these countries are in dire econcmic
straits.

With respect to the future, the new leaders have been revieing
their econamic programs, esteblishing more realistic goals, and promising
significant increases in some consumer items. It seems clear that, at
least for the present, this new leadership will continue the experimental,
pragmatic attitude towards the management of the economy which Khrushchev
displayed, a fact which can be seen froum the recent extension of a modified
profit councept to certain parts of Soviet industry. While the small
liberalizing steps taken to date are hardly earth shaking in themselves,
they are further evidence that the winds of change blow on both sides
of the Iron Curtain.

Indeed, with respect to Eastern Europe, displays of independence
and individuality are becaming increasingly more frequent occurrences.
These Communist countries apparently no longer feel totally subjected
to Soviet wishes and hegemony. In same cases, they are beginning to
deviate noticeably from the traditionmal forms of commmist economic
organization and policy. Desires for independent relations with the
West are particularly evident in Rumania and are beginning to show in
Czechoslovakia and Hungary. Although the East European countries are
acquiring more freedom of action in their relationships with the Soviet
Union, they have avoided, as have the Soviets, actions which might lead
to the use of force to maintain Soviet influence in the area, and they
remain comnitted to membership in the Council of Mutusl Economic Assist-
ance (CEMA), and to the Warsaw Pact. The degree of integration of their
economies into CEMA has not been as great or as successful as economic
cooperation and integration have been in Western Europe.



Most of the Satellites have experienced some of the same econcmic
Problems as the Soviets, although Rumania and Bulgaria continued to
maintain high rates of economic growth in 1964. Spreading interest
among the Satellites in trade with the West resulted in the establish-
ment of West German trade missions in several East Eurcpean countries,
in a sizeable British credit to Czechoslovakia, and in successful trade
talks between the U.S. and Rumania during 1964. This trend, if properly
exploited, could aserve to weaken further the bonds of the East European
nations with the Soviet Union, a develcpment which is certainly to be
desired by the West.

b. Communist China

China has continued & slow recovery from the depths reached when
the "great leap" failed and Soviet help was curbed. She faces emormous
problems in feeding her growing population. But given reasonable
weather and ratiopal policies there seems to be no reason why growth
cannot continue.

The nuclear explosion last October provided confirmation that the
Chinese Communist leaders are determined to produce modern armaments
even though the cost be great. That the nuclear program was able to
continue in spite of a very severe economic crisis is testimony to the
determination of the Chinese to produce modern weapons. Although results
may be slow in caming, there is no reason to suppose that the Chinese
cannot in time produce medium range and even long range ballistic
missile systems and arm them with thermonuclear warheads. Given the
hostility the regime has shown, this is a most disturbing long temrm
prospect.

Of greater importance in the nearer term is the political and
psychological impact of the Chinese explosion. The Chinese Conmunist
leaders are now trying to exploit that success as evidence of their
technical, military and economic progress, much as Mr. Khrushchev
exploited the Soviet space program and nuclear teste several years
ago. They will certainly continue to swpport subversion and insur-
rection in Asia and attempt to gailn control of revolutionary move-
ments elsewhere in the world. But thelr armed forces, while well
trained and led, are still outfitted by the standards of a decade or
two ago. Much of their best equipment and weapons are still of Soviet
origin and they are severely handicapped by the lack of Soviet sources
of supply for spares and replacements. Little has been accomplished
during the last three years in modernizing the air force. Unless
there is a change in Soviet policy, 1t still appears doubtful that
the Chinese Communists will deliberately initiate any major overt
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aggression against their neighbors. Although they have long been the
more pilitant of the two major Commmist rivals, they have shown great
caution when confronted with a determined display of military power.

2.  Southeast Asia

Southeast Asia remains for ue and for the entire Free World the
area in which the struggle against Communist expansion ig most acute,
and, in that area, South Viet Ram is the keystone. Here, the Rorth
Vietnamese and Chinege Commmists are putting into practice their
theory that any non-Cammunist govermment of an emerging nation can be
overthrown by externally suypported, covert armed aggression, even when
that government is backed by U.S. economic and military assistance.
Indeed, the Chinese Cammunists have made South Viet Nam the decisive
teat of that theory and the outcome of this struggle could have grave
consequences not only for the pations of Southeast Asia but for the
future of the weaker and less stable natlons everywhere in the world.

You may recall that one of the most bitterly contested issues
between the Chinese Communists and Mr. Khrushchev was precisely the
extent to which violence should be used in overthrowing non-Communist
govermments. In their letter to the Soviet Commmnist Party last June
14, the Chinese asserted:

"fwo-thirds of the world's population need to make revolution.
. Violent revolution is a univereal law of proletarian
revolution. To realize the transition to socialism, the
proletariat mist wage armed struggle, smash the old state
machine, and establish the dictatorship of the proletariat.™

A Communist success in South Viet Ram would be claimed as proof positive
that the Chinese Cammunist position was correct and they will have made
a glant step forward in the struggle for control of the world Commumist
movement. Such a success would also greatly increase the prestige of
Communist China among the non-aligned nations and strengthen the
position of their following everywhere. Thus, the stakes in South Viet
Ram are far greater than the loss of one mmall couutry to Comunism.

It would be a serjous setback to the cause of freedom throughout the
world and would greatly complicate the task of preventing the spread
of Commmism at the very time when internal stresses within the Com-
mumist camp give promise of a more favorable turn in Soviet policies.

All of this is not to say that the loss of South Viet Ram to
the Commmnistis would autamatically mean the loss of all of Southeast

Asia. Yet, we may be certain that as soon as they had established
their control over South Viet Nam, the Communists would press their
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subversive operations in Imos and then in Thailand and we would have

to face this same problem all over again in another place or permit

them to have all of Southeast Asia by default. There is no reason not to
suppose that the same tactics employed against South Viet Ram could

not, in time, bring down the Govermment of Thailand. Thus, the choice

is not simply whether to continue our efforts to keep South Viet Nam
free and independent but, rather, whether to continue our struggle to
halt Communist expansion in Asia. If the choice is the latter, as I
believe it should be, we will be far better off facing the issue in
South Viet Ranm.

The present situation in South Viet Nam is grave but by no means
hopeless. On the purely military side there remain & familiar series
of problems -- the increasing Viet Cong capabilities, and the losses
of combat experienced South Vietnamese small unit leaders and soldlers.
However, the past year has also brought same encouraging developments.
The regular South Vietnamese forces have been considerably strengthened
by the continuing flow of new equipment and by the additional training
and operational experience. In open battle, the Vietnamese forces have
shown encouraging progress in operational planning, in reaction time, and
in inter-Service coordination. The combat performance of regular troops
continues to inspire confidence and towards year's end we noted improve-
ments in recruiting and in active duty strength. The approximately
23,500 U.S. military personnel now in South Viet Nam continue to carry out
thelir complex advisory and support missions, in headquarters and in the
field, with the skill, dedication and bravery we have come to expect of
our armed forces.

In the broader struggle between the Viet Cong and the Govermment
of South Viet Ham for the loyalty of the people the picture, particularly
in the countryside, is not as good. The deliberate retrenclment in
the scope of the pacification effort which we described last yeax
gave the Viet Cong virtually uncontested opportunities to move into
fome areas previously under government control. Infiltration of key
personnel and replacements and supplies from North Viet Nam has con-
tinued and we belleve intensified. The Viet Cong, for the most part,
continue to avoid large unit engagements and emphasize a campaign of
"hit and run" raids, barassment and terror. The main brunt of their
effort continues to fall on the civilian population and on the irregular
forces and police.

The reorganized pacification program did not progress as well
as we had hoped a year ago, not only because of the strength of the
Viet Cong opposition but also hecause of the ingtability of the Saigon
govermment. This type of program requires a high degree of coordination
between the civil and military efforts vhich can be provided only by
the central govermment. Unfortumately the govermment's instability
has revived all of the historic distrust and animosity among the
Vietnamese -- among religious, secular and political groups, among
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the peoples of the several regions, between the Vietnemese and the
various ethnic minorities apnd between civil and military elements.
And, understandably, the internal cohesiveness and effectiveness of
the military was weakened by its greater political involvement. The
yesar was marred not only by the January coup in which General Khanh
displaced General Minh as commander-in-chief and head of the govern-
ment, the August revival of Buddhist agitation and the abortive
September coup but also by continuous competition for power on the
part of the military, the civil authorities, the Buddhists and others
vhich culminated in the December crisis. In late Jamuary 1965,

the Armed Forces Council deposed Premier Tran Van Huong. Pending
formation of s new Government, Phan Khac Suu is to contimue as Chief
of State and Nguyen Xuan Oanh is to be Acting Premier. But it is
clear that this interim regime will be controlled by Gen. Nguyen
Khanh and his military colleagues.

We have no desire to intrude into the domestic affeirs of the
South Vietnamese but we have made no secret of our belief that without
national unity and a stable govermment, they will not be able to make
effective use of their armed forces, their govermmental agencies and
the outside support they receive. We recognize the great strains
under which the leadership of South Viet Nam pust labor after some 20
years of unremittant struggle and we are doing our best to understand
and help them, But without an effective govermment in Saigon, we are
clearly handicapped in our efforts to do so. We can only hope that the
present difficulties will be quickly overcome apd the South Vietnamese,
themselves, will soon realize the crucial importance of national unity
and effective govermment to the success of their struggle against the
Viet Cong. In the meantime, we should continue our existing programs
and encourage cther friendly nations to inerease the scope of their
assistance. Consldering the great stakes involved in this struggle,

I see no other alternative for the United States.

The future of Laos 1s intimately tied to the outcome of the
struggle in Viet Nam. The Communists in the last year have made scme
gains geizing the strategic Plaines des Jarres and contimuing opera-
tions throughout the eastern portions of Laos, with North Vietnamese
participation proven by prisoners and captured equipment. These gains
were partially offset by clearing cperations along the key route between
Vientiane and the royal capital of Luang Prabang. More encoursag-
ing has been the resiliency and firmness in pursult of neutrality
demonstrated by Prime Minister Souvanna Phouma's conservative and
neutralist elements. Their fighting forces have worked together with
increasing understanding and effectiveness in combatting the Communists.
An 111-considered, right-wing coup attempt failed in April 196L;
Scuvanna's full authority wes restored ard he assumed for the first
time the portfolio of Minister of Defense.
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Souvanna's efforts have earned the increasing respect of the
Goverrment of Thailand and other neighboring countries which must be
alert to the ebb and flow of communist power in the region. These
efforts require external support. On Souvanna's request we have pro-
vided it in the form of supplies and, since May, by reconnaissance
flights to detect communist military activities apd the movement of
men and supplies from North Viet Nam into Laos and through i1t to South
Viet Nam. We propose to continue to sustain the present Laos govern~
ment and to press for implementation of the Geneva Accords by which
13 nations pledge themselves to support the peutrality of Lacs. Should
the Coomunists conclude that U.S. support of the independent nations
of Southeast Asia is flagging, we can expect that the Pathet Lao with
Rorth Vietnamese help, will resume the offensive.

Our relations with Cambodia continued to deteriorate during the
past year. Prince Sihanouk, driven by his personal conviction that
the Communists will win in South Vietnam, has embarked upon a policy
of cultivating closer relations with Peiping, Hanoi and the South
Vietnamese "Liberation Fromt." Continuing border frictions between
Cambodia and South Viet Ram, resulting mainly from Viet Cong activities
in the area, could one day provoke a break in relations with the United
States, though for the present Sihanouk seems unwilling to burn this
bridge. We have virtually no assets remaining within Cambodia to
affect Sihanouk's attitude, which will probably be determined mainly
by developments in South Viet Ran.

The death of Marshal Sarit of Thailand in late 1963 did not trigger
the open power struggle feared in some quarters, and during 1964 the
new leaders have worked out an apparently effective relationship.
Economic growth continues; Thalland remains one of the most active
participants in SEATC; and its armed forces continue to lmprove through
our training help and military materiel assistance. Despite this
progress, the northeastern and northern regions of the country remain
vulnerable to communist attack and subversive penetration.

During his recent visit in Washington, Foreign Minister Thansat
reaffirmed publicly Thailand's interest in combined efforts to preserve
peace and security in Southeast Asia, & position increasingly evident
in actions regarding both Lacs and Viet Nam, In addition to our Mili-
tary Assistance Advisory Group, we also have in Thailand certain
logistic facilities and combat-ready air elements. These facilities
add to Thail security but at the same time, in their view, identify
Thailand with U.S. actions in the region and thus expose them to in-
creased communist hostility. We need to comtimue our support and
assistance to the Thai, both to help them reach their internal defense
goals and to demonstrate that mutusl defense undertakings cut both ways.
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The leaders of Burma under Geperal Ne Win increasingly reflect
an historic Burmese tendency to lock inward and seek freedom from
unwvanted outside pressures by minimizing their external relations.
The Govermment has preserved its independence of action in essential
respects despite the presence of Commnist China on its border. Tt
is, therefore, noteworthy that the Burmese contimie to look to the
United States and to exclude the cammunist states as sources for the
military equipment needed in the reorganization and modernization of
their modest military force. To preserve this relatlonship, we propose
to fulfill our present coammitments to them, which are scheduled to

be completed by FY 1969.

The United Kingdom and its Coammonwealth pertners continue to
assume primary responsibility for defense apd other assistance to
Malgsysia, a decislon we support. However, dwring Prime Minister
Rahman's visit here last July 22-23, President Johnson, in the interest
of preserving the integrity of this newly independent nation, agreed
to provide military training in the United States for Malaysian per-
sonnel, and to consider promptly and sympathetically credit sales of
appropriate military equipment for the defense of Malaysia. We now
expect to provide a small military tralning progrem thils year and we
are ready to consider a sales program, provided mutually satisfactory
terms can be &rranged.

The problem of setting Indonesia on a forward-looking course re-
mains an enigma for us and, I suspect, for its own leaders. The internal
strength of the Indonesian Communist party is a factor which independent-
minded President Sukarno cannot ignore. Morecover, his effort to balance
Soviet apd Chinese Commnist influence makes Indonesia notably vulnerable
to repercussions of Sino-Soviet friction and makees his international
actions more erratic. A step up in its military-pglitical confromtation
with Malaysia further strains Indonesia's relations with major Western
nations and with some of its neighbors, reinforcing its ties with the
Communist world. The seating of Maleysia on the U,N. Security Council
has led Indonesie to withdraw from that organization, the first nation
to do so. This move will further isclate Indonesia from the Western
netions.

The econcmy of Indonesia is & shambles, yet remains potentially
rich. With a population of more than 100 million, the nation will
play & major role in the region if stability and economic growth can
once be achieved. Tts strategic geographical position can provide bases
{0 secure or deny vital sea routes between the Pacific and Indian Oceans.
While working to restrain Indonesian pressure against neighboring free
states, particularly Malaysia, we must at the same time hold open the
door to restoration of a more positive relationship when Indonesia's
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policy permits. Many of its military leaders regret the degree of
aloofness which the current situation has imposed. Training pre-

viously planned for FY 1965 is under continuing review in light of
the current political situation. No military assistance funds are
requested for FY 1966,

In the South Pacific, our close alliance with Australia and New
Zealand continues, not only on the political fromt end in ANZUS and
SEATO, but also in terms of collaborative scientific development,
weapons procurement, and comtingency defense planning. These two
countries, as partners in the Cammomvealth, are also actively and
directly supporting Malaysia's independence against the Indonesian
threat. Australia has recently taken steps to increase significantly
its defense capability. '

3. Far East

To the north in the Pacific, Commmunist China is also the principal
threat, it being quite unlikely that the Soviet Union would ever
initiate hostilities in the Pacific separate from a war in Europe or
a general world conflict. The situation in this area continues fairly
stable, in large part because of United States military presence, but
we know from experience that the Chinese Cammnists can quickly shift
their pressure from the south to the north and we must continue to help
the countries in that area where necessary.

Our principel commitment in terms of resources is still in Korea
where ve maintain two of our own divisicns and help to support 19
Korean Army and Marine divisions. The U.S. military and economic
asgistance effort in Korea is one of our largest although we are seek-
ing to reduce our ald programs gradually as its economy improves.
Miilitary assistance has already been reduced. It may also be desirable
to reduce the overall size of the Korean forces, and this possibility
is still under study.

The Japanese economy contimues to flourish and the quelity of its
defense forces to improve. Further expansion of these forces, however,
will be required if Japan is to play a role commensurate with its
position in the world. The basically sound relationship existing
between the United States and Japan was highlighted during Prime
Minister Sato's recent visit to Washington and by the restrained behavior
of the vast majority of Japanese during the first port call of one of
our nuclear submarines, whose presence in the area stands clearly for
the security of Japan as well as the United States. To an increasing
Gegree, Japan and Korea are recognizing that their essential interests
reinforce each other, and we look forward to further progress in their
relations.
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The economic success story on Taiwan continues toward the final
termination of our grant economic assistance. Less spectacular, but
of great importance has been the success of the Chinese in improving
the efficiency of their military supply system, in maintaining their
equipment and in producing certaln types of supplies fram their own
resources. At the same time, however, the Free Chinese feel more
sharply than any of their Asian neighbors the shock of the Chinese
Commmunist muclear explosion because they assume 1t foreshadows a
military capability aimed primarily at them and particularly because
it occurred midst evidence of thelr deteriorating position in the
United Rations. The Communists &crosa the narrow straits pursue their
campaign of political denunciation and militery threat. The Chinese
on Taiwan must maintain, and we must continue to help them support,
large modern military forces if their territory is to be defended.

Although less dramatically, the Philippine econcmy 1s also im-
proving steadily. Our small military aid program there is still
essential 1f we are to encourage and assist in achieving needed im-
provements in the organization, training and equipment of the Fhilippine
forces. The Philippines will be holding a national election this year
which may give certain elements an opportunity to create misunder-
standing between our two countries. While the Philippines wishes
to maintain friepdly relations with Indonesia, it is repelled by
Indonesian excesses in her conflict with Malaysia and apprehensive
regarding Djakarta's intentions toward the Philippines itself. The
Philippine c¢laim to a portion of Malaysian Borneo had acted to defer
recognition of Malaysia, with which the Philippines has much in common
from an economic, political and ethnic standpoimt. Accordingly, we
will have to make a special effort to conduct our relations in such a
fashion as not to prejudice our future use of the important Philippine
air and naval bases or to discourage the increasingly active role the
Philippines are playing on the Southeast Asie mainland. We have a
long tredition of friendship with the Philippine people and it is In
our interest to maintain the warmest relations with that country.

Throughout the Far Bast apd Southeast Asia, the presence of
large and powerful U.S. forces provides an important stabilizing
influence as well as clear evidence to friendly nations in those areas
of our willingness and ability to meet our security commitments.

b, South Asia
To the west, in South Asia, the Chinese Communists contimue to
menace India. No progress has been made in settling the border dispute

and the Communists continue to improve their logistics base in Tibet.
However, we do not anticipate a new ocutbreak of fighting in the
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irmmediate future but rather an increased political effort on the part
of the Chinese throughout the Sub-continent. Indeed, the Chinese have
already increased the tempo of their political relations with all
countries neighboring India, particularly Pakistan where they are try-
ing to drive a wedge between that country and the United States. It
is also quite possible that the Chinese will attempt to exploit anti-
national feelings among India's dissident northern tribesmen.

Overshadowing all other issues, of course, is the Chinese Commmist
detonation of a muclear device. The prospect of an unfriendly neighbor
on its northern border armed with muclear weapons is understandably
disturbing to the Indian Govermnment and pecple. Although the present
Govermment has stated that it does nol interd to respornd to that threat
by starting a nuclear weapons program of its own, there are pressures
within India to do just that. The consequences of such a declsion
would be. very unfortunate. Among cther things, it would probably sub-
stantially accelerate the spread of nuclear weapons in other countries,
not only in Asie but throughout the world. President Johnson's offer
of support last October Yo mon-puclear countries facing a miclear threat
signalled owr willingness to take action to prevent this spread.

_ The combat effectiveness of the Indian military forces has im-
proved scmewhat since the fighting stopped in 1962 but they still
desire considerable help in almost all areas, notwithstending the aid
which we and the British Commonwealth nations have already furnished

- them, As you know, we provided India $60 million in military assistance
in FY 1963, as part of a $120 million U.S. - Commonvealth emergency aid

" program agreed to at Ressau in December 1962. Subsequently, we furnished
an additional $50 million irn FY 1964 and we have continued this support
from FY 1965 funds at a level of $49.2 million. We see a very real
need for India to improve the quality of its defenses: against the
Chinese Commrunist threat, and we believe it is in our interest to assist
them. We hope the United Kingdom and other Comonwea.lth countries will
continue to follow.our 1ead. _

India 18 a]so accep'ting significant quantities of Soviet military
assistance, a development which 1s not without benefit to us since it
contributes to the schism hetween the Soviets and the Chinese Communists,
However, we belleve that our aid program has provided a measure of con-
structive U.S. influence in Indims that wvas not evident before the
Chinese attack in October 1962 .




Over the next few years, we plan to help equip more of India‘'s
infantry divisions for mountain warfare, improve the air defense radar
and communications network, contimue support in the air tramsport amd
border roads areas and, if requested, provide both army and air force
training. We are also providing modest defemse producticn assistance
in more modern machinery and ‘technical a.ssista.nce through a credit
sales program.

Our milita.ry assistance to India has deeply troubled Pakistan, as
you are vell aware, RNevertheless, it is important to the entire free
wvorld, including Pakistan, that India should be able to defend itself
against Chinese Communist aggression. As I indicated to you last year,
the U.S. has taken great pains to assure the Govermment of Pakistan
" that our aid to India will not be at the expense of Pakistan's security,
to vhich we are comitted urnder our mutuel defense agreements. We
have repeatedly endéavored to reassure Pakistan of our comtinmued
interest in, and support for, its national integrity. We are also
-continuing a MAP program in Pakistan designed to maintain and help
modernize their small but relatively efficient armed forces. Neverthe-
less Pakistan remains strongly eritical of owr arms aid program to
India, and to ‘counter what it believes to be a growing security danger
" from Indie, Pakistan has sought to strengthen its relations with

other Afro-Asiens, and ‘has followed a policy of "normalizing” relations
-with neighboring states , including Communist China, ’

: The Chinese Communists also pose & grave threat to Nepal and
could easily overrun that country with their forces now in Tibet.

More probably, in our opinion, the Chinese Commmunists' aim is to in-
filtrate and subvert Nepal. They have provided the Nepalese economic
a.ssistance, and & few radio se‘ts and cloth for uniforms. 4

' ' : i In conjunction

K. and India we have initia.ted a sma.ll military assistance
program with Nepal to strengthen their internal security capabilities.
First deliveries were made in October 1964, consisting of pedical
equipment. Lo

In our judginén‘t , the defense of Nepal against an overt Chinese
Communist attack:i5 poseible only in the context of a combined Repalese-
Indian defense of the Sub-continent. We recognize, however, the de-
sirability of Nepal having an internmal security capability, which ve
believe can be achieved with their existing 14,500 man army, provided
it receives at least a small amount of _lc.-:xternal assistance.
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.- ' In Afghanistan, the situation contimes to improve. The Govern-
i ment ie attempting to formulate and implement a number of basic re-

forms, and to reduce its reliance. on the Sovliet Bloc. In this attempt,
it has turned to the U.S. with requests for both military training a.nd
economic assistance, We have contimued, on the military side, our
small training program, oriented towards a.chieving greater influence
than was poseible in the past. '

5. Near East

The Near East remains an area of great political instability and
uneven economic development. While some of the nations in this region --
Greece, Turkey and Iran -- border on the Soviet Bloc and are thus
directly exposed to Commmunist military power, the more immediate dan-
ger to the peace and stability of the area is intermal, and stems from:
the deep-seated animosities existing between the Arad countries and
Israel; the power struggles and rivalries among the Arab countries
‘themselves; and the existence of powerful minority groups within most
of these countries, such a&s the Kurds in Iraqg, as well as inequalities
which require social and econcmic reforms, :

, To complicate the situation further, relations between Greece and
Turkey have again been strained by the outbreak of civil violence irn
Cyprus. Intense negotiations during the past year have failed to pro-
duce an agreed solution'and Greece and Turkey remain as far apart as
ever in their respective positions with Greece favoring union of the
island with Creece (enosis) and Turkey, & federated state with the
communities separated. Archbishop Makarios, President of Cyprus, is
firmly in power and is continuing to maneuver toward his goal of a
unitary stete under majority (Greek Cypriot) rule with comstitutional
safeguards for the Turkish Cypriots &s individuals but not as a community.
The Archbishop comtinues also to bid for Soviet and neutralist support -
by such devices as calling for the removal of foreign influence from ‘
the island (e. g., the British Sovereign Base Areas). T
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‘ Thus, we are still confromoted in that area with the same two
sets of problems which we have had for some time: the security of the
three nations directly exposed to Soviet power; and the creation of
an enviromment in which each nation in the area can maintain internal
stability and develop its econcmy and society without fear of attack
- from its neighbors or infiltration and subversion by the Commmunist
Bloc. To meet the first set of problems, we long ago made certain
military conmitments to Greece, Turkey and Iran, and have for many
Years provided them with military ard economic assistance. Since
Greece and Turkey are members of NATO and will be dealt with in that
context, I shall not discuss them further in this section,

With respect to Iran, our objective has been to help build up
thelir military forces to the point where they could ensure internal
security and provide at least an initisl defense against a Soviet
attack across thelr borders. Although the Iranian military forces,
with our aid, have improved significantly during the last decede, they
are sti1ll not and never can be a match for the Soviet forces presently
deployed along the Iranian borders, even though the terrain favors the
defense., Thus,” Iran could not be expected to stand alone for very long
against a major attack from its northern neighbor and would require
.immediate assistance from the U.S. and its CENTO allies.

as elsewhere in the world, the best defense against the spresd of

commnism is a steady improvment in economic and social conditions,
the achievement of which is the primery aim of our economic &id
efforts. These efforts are meeting with considerable success. The
modernization of Iranian society under the leadership of the Shah and
the economic and socisl reforms he has initiated are making Iran an
example for other developing nations. Our military assistance has
provided improved capabilitiea for interpal security which has been
a significant complement to the Shah's ability to execute his reform
and modernization program. L

In the rest of ‘the Near East, our Military Assis‘ta.nce Program 1is
essentially confined to training, with the exception of Jordan where
we also bave & small materiel program. Although we do not share with
the other Near East countries membership in any formal regional military
organization, our interest in supporting stability and peace in the
area has been well established and, we believe, 15 clearly understood
by the countries involved. But.the maintenance of stability and peace
there is extremely difficult.
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The Yemen remains an area of conflict to which the UAR and Saudi
Arabia have both committed substantisl materiel and prestige, and the
UAR, & large expeditionary force. A cease-fire between the Seaudi-
backed Royalists and the UAR-supported Republicans was agreed to in
November but prospects for a 1asting solution to the Yemen problem are,
more illusory than real,

Irag and Syrie comtinue to be remt by :Lnternal struggles for power.
The only ostensible objective which all of these Arab nations appear
to share in common is the destruction of Israel, Violence may flare
up at any time over Israel's diversion of the waters of the Jordan
River or Arab counter-diversion plans. Thus far, Arsb reaction to
Israel's diversion of the Jordan waters has been reasonsbly muted.
Bowever, we are watching carefully the implications to owr interests
in the aree, of the United Arab Commend (UAC) which was established
at the first Arab summit meeting in Cairo ip January 1964. Although,
nominally, a joint Arad command, the UAC is actually under strong
‘Egyptian influence and direction. Its purpose is to build up the
military forces of the Arab states comtiguous to Israel to ensure their
capability to contain and repulse any Israeli military counteraction
ageinst their proposed Arab diversion of the Upper Jordan headwaters.

The U.S. objective hes long been to keep the Arab-Israeli feud
from escalating to overt hostilitles., Realization of this objective
has been made more difficult by the injection-of substantial Soviet
‘Bloc aid - both economic and military - into the region, and particularly
into the UAR, Syria, Irag, and Yemen. To avoid total dependence on
Soviet arme, the U.S. has, on & very selective basis, provided some
assistance in the form of sales of military materiel to same of the
Arab states, including Saudl Arabia and Jordan. And, to help discoursge
an Arab attack, the U.S. has sold HAWK anti-aircraft missiles to Israel
to help provide an effective defense against the modern fighters and
bomber aircraft mrnished to the UAR by the Soviet Union.

We believe that, at the moment, Israel is capable of defending her-
self against an attack by any single Arab state or a combination of




several of them. But such an overt military aggression in the Near
Bast would pose grave dangers to the peace of the world and we are
anxious to prevent anything from upsetting the precarious peace of

the area. In addition to our grant aid materiel and treining programs,
and selective arms sales, our forces have engaged in military exer-
cises with those of such friendly countries as Iran and Saudl Arabia
in order to demonstrate our capability and determination to lend
support when and if required. We have also made our milltary presence
visible through Judicious and periodic deployments of our forces in
the Near East.

6. Africa
Last year, when I appeared before this Committee, I said:

"Within the framework of an Africa of emerging or newly
independent states struggling to achleve economic¢ and political
viability, the reality of and potential for Communist penetra-
tion are self-evident. While we d¢ not consider an overt Soviet
attack on any African country a likely possibility in view of
the logistics problem they would encounter and the far greater
long=-range mobility of our military forces, we are concerned
with the many opportunities avallable for Communist penetration,
subversion, and other forms of covert activity."

Our concern was not misplaced. During the past year the Communists have
indeed exploited all opportunities for extending their influence in
Africa. They have launched relatively effective political and economic
efforts and they continue to advance their military programs in several
countries. Through discipline and organization, the Communists and
pro=-Cammunists have gradually penetrated trade unions, student groups
and youth organizations and are active in both public and governmental
life in many African countries.

The Soviets have provided ma)or military assistance programs for
Somalia and Algeria and have strengthened thelr influence in Ghana.
Both the Soviets and the Chinese Commmnists have fostered and supported
the insurrection in the Congo and some of the more radical and militant
African states have intensified the present intermal disorder by aid-
ing the rebels with personnel and equipment. The Soviets and the
Chinese Communists have galned control of the advisory, training and
supply activities for the military forces on Zanzibar and have estab-
lished at least temporary militgary ties and military supply programs
ip Tenzanie on the mainland of East Africa.

Rhodesia and the Portuguese territories in Africa are areas under
pressure from African liberation movements. If and when the poorly
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equipped and trained rebel groups turn to the commnist states for
assistance the door would be opened to penetration.

With the transition to independence of their former African terri-
tories, the United Kingdom, Belgium and France have withdrawn all or
most of their troo France's withdrawal will reduce their troop
strength _ This reduc-~
tion coincides with & period when a few of these countries have become
receptive to diplomatic cooperation and economic assistance from
Communist China.

Our own security interests on the continent of Africa are
primarily focused in Morocco and Ethicpia, where we maintain commun-
ication facilities, and in Libya, where we have an air base. These
facilitles are valusble elements of our world-wide force posture. We
are, of course, greatly concerned with the African nations bordering
on the Mediterranean because of their special strategic importance in
relation to the southern flank of HATO, and with tbe Horn of Africa
(Ethiopia and Somalia) because it guards the southern approaches to
the Red Sea and tbe Suez Canal. The strategic significance of these
areas has also been recognized by the Soviet Union which, as I pointed

- out earlier, is providing major military essistance to Somalila and
Algeria and is working t© push us out of Libya. Approximately half of
our very modest military assistance progra.m for Africa is allocated

to Ethiopie, with a sma].l amount 'bo Lib g, We also have a small

With respect to Africa south of the Sahara, our interest is to
support, in conjunction with other friendly powers, the important
"nation building" tasks that are peculiar to virtually all of the
emerging African societies. Our economic and technical aid programs
are designed to ¢ontribute to the development of viable societies and .
our very modest milita.ry a.ssista.nce programs are all gea.red to internal
security. : -

The most urgent military assistance program is the one’ for the
Republic of the Congo.: Here, we have been engaged with.other friendly
nations since 1960 in an effort to promote the stability of this
centrally locatéd and potentially rich but strife-torn nation. When
the U.N. program ended last year because of the lack of financial
support by some of the other member nations, we continued with the
Belgians and others t0 help the legitimate Government of that nation
with a limited amount of logistics support and training. Without that
help the rebels would have been successful in overthrowing the
Congolese government. The re-establishment of law and order in that
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chaotic country is a vital prerequisite to ultimate political and
econamic atability and we bellieve that the present Government is
entitled to the support of all freedom minded nations in its efforts
to achieve that objective. If the precedent 1s ever established in
Africa that a legitimate govermment can be overthrown at will by
dissident forces supported by other nations, the African nations
themselves will be the principal losers.

Again, I wish to emphssize that the United States is carrying
only a small part of the total Free World burden in assisting the
Africans to develop their own national societies. Other nations,
notably the United Kingdom, France and Belgium, are contributing much
greater amounts to their former colonies; and Germany, Italy and
Israel are also making significant contributions. The objective of
our aid programs in Airica is to assist, in cuncert with other
friendly powers, in maintaining internal security and government stab-
ility for a long enough period of time to permit the new nations to
develop their own political, economic and ideological structures. To
do less is to invite a Communist takeover of most of Afrieca.

T. Latin America

Although the threat of Commnist infiltration and subversion still
hangs over Latin America, the more fundemental problem in that region
is to insgtill in the hearts of the people the hope for a better future
and to provide a sound basis for realizing that hope. As long as
hunger and economic stagnation persist in Latin America, political
stebility is imperiled and the opportunities for Communist penetration
are enhanced. Thus, the real danger in this part of the world is the
discouragement, disillusionment and despair of the people resulting
from the lack of economic and soclal progress and chronic politieal
instability.

In those respects, the situation in Latin America has improved
significantly during the last year as the Alliance for Progress,
launched by President Kemnedy in 1962, takes hold. We are beginning
to see the kind of concrete results the Alliance was expected to pro-
duce. Throughout the Hemisphere there 1s a growth in self=help
measures which, perhaps more than any other single factor, demonstrates
the progress being made under the Alliance. And there is a growving
confidence abroad in the stability of the political institutions and
viability of the economies of many of the Latin American countries -~
a confidence tangibly reflected in a rising inflow of foreign invest-
ments. U.S. private investments in Latin America, for example, were
twice as high in 1964 as in 1963. Since 1962 all the Latin American

25



R

countries have improved their tax administration and nine of them
have adopted major tax reforms. Twelve countries bhave lntroduced
agrarian reform legislation and, in Latin America as a whole, educa-
tion budgets have been increased about 13 percent a year, with five
million more children attending school. Fifteen countries have
established self=help housing programs, nine have enacted legislation
permitting the establishment of saving and loan associations and
eight bhave established new private or public development banks.

Programs under the Alliance have helped build more than 23,000
¢lass rooms, more than 220,000 homes, some 3,000 miles of roads and
more than 1,000 water supply and sewage systems serving 15 million
people. They have helped create some 900 credit unions and have made
more than 200,000 sgricultural credit loans, and last year helped
feed 23 million people.

The multi-lateral nature of the Alllance was strengthened by the
creation of the Inter-American Cammittee. This new organization pro-
vides for the first time a permanent forum in which the American
republics can examine and discuss together the whole spectrum of
their economic problems, needs and accomplishments. As President
Johnson pointed out to the ambassadors of the Latin American nations
last year:

"The foundations have been laid.. . . In the next year
there will be twice as much acticn, twice as much accamplished
as in any previous year in this program. I say that with
confidence and I can see that our Alliance for Progress will
succeed."

Our military assistance program for Latin Americe continues to
be oriented towards internal security and civic action. Due in large
part to U.S. efforts, civic action has now been generally accepted as
an important contribution to the social and economic development of
the Latin American countries.

Admittedly, the picture in Latin America is not all favorable.
There have been same notable setbacks. The military coup in Bolivia,
vhich overthrew the Govermment of President Paz, has opened up a new
period of political instability for that country. The new Government,
headed by former Vice President Barrientos, is handicapped by a
shortage of experienced and competent civilian experts, which has
given rise 10 s gap between promise and performance. If the junta
can survive until Presidential elections are held, the prospect of an
orderly transfer to a constitutionally elected govermment will be
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enhanced. Reforms in the mining sector were obstructed to s large
degree by the Communist-led miners' unions. during the previocus admin-
istration, and the rehabilitation of the nationalized mines remains
the principal problem facing the junta. A new president, with the
full backing of the military, would possess the capacity to disarm
the miners' irregular militias that has contributed so much to the
instability of the country since the revolution of 1952. The willing-
ness of the next Govermment to do so, however, remains to be seen.

In Uruguay, usually rated the most stable and progressive of the
Latin American republics, economic stagnation coupled with an unreal-
istic diffusion of political authority has brought the country to the
brink of political crisis. With its small security forces, the
government could not cope with large-scale and wide-spread internal
disorder. The leftist elements, which include groups of hardline
terrorists, are-capable of initiating such action as they did when
Uruguay broke with Cuba but it is doubtful that the vast majority of
people would follow thelir lead. A leftist take-over of Uruguay is not -
‘considered likely. ' :

The Argentine Government contimues to face the problem of pre-
venting a resurgence of Peronism. Extremist elements have cammitted
. sporadic acts of violence during the past year, but the real problem
that concerns us is the unsatisfactory econamic progress of the second
largest nation in South. America. .

In Colombia, the .banditry problem seems to be abating but the
potential for a resurgence of violence and for its development into
guerrills warfare still exdsts. The emphasis on civic action by the
Colombian Armed Forces has won the cooperation of the rural people and
the Colambian Navy and Air Force have increased their support of the
ground forces in the counter Insurgency effort.

Although periodic a‘tta.cks by subversive and terrorist elements in
Venezuela continue, the military and the J.ice have been able to keep
them under reasonably good control. 4 - .

In British Guiana, the election of December 7, 1964 resulted in
the defeat of Jagan's "Peoples' Progressive Party” and the formation
of a new coalition government composed of former opposition parties.
As a result, the prospects for future political, econcmic and social
development have noticeably improved. However, the possibility of
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Jagan-inspired racial violence exists if he chooses to oppose strongly
the moves of Forbes Burnham's new Government. We expect that British
military forces will remain in British Gulans until independence is
granted. The British Labor Government has announced that independence
will be contingent on the demonstrated ability of the Guianans to
establish a stable political structure.

The recent presidential election in Chile rejected by a sizeable
majority a communist-dominated political coalition. Under the new
moderate reform-minded President, there are good grounds for hoping
that real progress will be made in solving Chile's economic and social
problems. A failure to demcenstrate real progress could result in the
people turning to the extreme left for leadership.

Perhaps the brightest spot in Latin America is Brazil. There a
group of state governors and military leaders, when faced with the
possibility of a camunist take-over, displaced the commnist-infil-
trated Goulart regime last April. Since then, the Brazilian Govermment,
backed by the armed forces, has moved with both restraint and unmis-
takable firmmess in eliminating communism and corruption from the
government. Brazil's new Govermment has also made good progress in
putiing its economic house in order. New tax measures have been epnscted
which will help reduce the budget deficit. Aggressive reform legis-
lation has been passed and a national housing bank has been established.
The outlook for private foreign investment was brightened by the passage
of a liberalized profit remittance bill. Several measures have been
taken to stimulate exports, including adoption of more realistic
eXchange rates for exports and a reduction in red tape. In the monetary
field the new Government has taken action to hold down the rate of
increase in the money supply and slow down the rate of infistion. The
conridence of the United States in tuc new Govermment was expressed
last December in & new assistance program of approximately $450
million. For the first time in many years there is new and real hope
that the largest country in latin America 15 finally on the road 4o
economic stability and progress.

Last December, President Johnson amnounced a new offer to re-
negotiate the 1903 Treaty with Panama in connection with our plans to
construct a new canal between the Atlantic and Pacific Qceans. This
proposal opens up new possibilities for better relations with the
government and people of Panama. The new canal will be a truly enor-
mous undertaking and 1t will have a tremendous impact on the future
development of the country in which it is located. As you know, four
possible routes will be explored =~ two in Papnama, one in Colombia and
one which would go through Ricaragua and possibly Costa Rica as well.
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The present canal, now fifty years old, and the agreements under
which it is managed are both 0ld and need to be replaced. The canal
itself cannot handle our big attack carriers or many of the world's
most efficient commercial ships. A new agreement, while retaining
for us the rights needed to operate and protect the present canal
should recognize the sovereignty of Panama, provide for its own term-
ination when a new canal becomes operational and provide for effective
defense arrangements.

The situations in Haiti and in the Dominican Republic, while
quite different in nature, continue to be unstable. Toward Duvalier
in Haitl we attempt to seek a minimum level of mutual accommodation.

+ we are providing both economic and military assistance to the
Dominican Republic as part of our efforts to help guide it back to
democratic, constitutional govermment.

The continued existence of a Commmnist regime in Cuba still poses
s threat to many Latin American nations since it serves as a base of
operation for Communist subversive activities throughout the Hemisphere.
As a result of the Organization of American States' investigation of
the landing of Cuban-supplied arms in Venezuela, the Government of
Cuba was warned that the members of the OAS would meet new cases of
aggression with armed force, if necessary. All members of the OAS were
called upon to apply mandatory sanctions against Cuba: suspension of
sea transportaetion; suspension of trade, except for food, medicine and
medical equipment sent to Cubs for humanitarian reasons; and the term-
ination of existing diplomatic and consular relations. By September
1964, all members, with the exception of Mexico, had severed relations
with Cuba. These sanctions are making it far more difficuit for Cuba
to dispense arms, money and propaganda in other Latin American
countries.

Internally, the Castro Government is struggling with a grave
economic¢ crisis which could worsen because of the depressed level of
sugar prices as well as the low level of sugar production. The Soviet
Union has been forced to make up the large Cuban balance of pgyments
deficit and the support of the Cuban economy continues as a heavy
burden to0 the Soviet treasury. The performance of the Cuban economy
under Castro provides the most convincing evidence to all of the under=-
developed nations that Cammunism cannot offer a quick and easy road to
economic development. These difficulties have no doubt increased the
friction between the "0ld" and "new" Cuban Communists but the Castro
government's grip on the people through the use of police state methods
still remains unbroken. We are continuing our efforts to isolate Cuba
from the Free World, thus increasing for the Soviets the burden of

supporting that countxy.
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8. Europe and the NATO Area

Compared with the situations presently existing in most other
areas of the world, Western Europe stands out as one of the shining
successes of U.S. fareign policy. Twenty years ago, with the end of
World War II, this Nation undertook the enormous task of rehabilitat-
ipg the war ravaged economies of Western Europe, including those of
our former enemies. When the Soviet Union turned down our offers of
cooperation and economic aid and made it clear tbat it would persist
in & policy of cammnizing Eastern Europe through subversion and the
threat of force, we joinmed in 1949 with the nations of Western Europe,
Canada and Iceland in a defensive military alliance == the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization. And following the Commmmnist attack on
South Korea in 1950 we deployed a total of five divisions to Europe
to assist our Allies in defending themselves against the suddenly
Increased danger of a Soviet attack.

All of these actions were unprecedented. Never before had we
undertaken such an enormous program of economic ald to other nations;
never befare had we committed ourselves to & milti-lateral military
alliasnce with an integrated system of military commands prior to
actusl war; and never before had we stationed major military forces
outside of our country in peacetime. All three of these actions
represented most fundamental changes in traditional American foreign
policy and reflected a realization on the part of the American people
that our own security and well being could be ensured only in the
context of the collective defense of the entire Free World. The
success which this policy has met In Western Europe stands as a tribute
to the foresight and wisdom of the American people.

The transitory difficulties which arise from time to time -~ the
cleavage between Greece and Turkey over Cyprus, the current econcmic
problems of the United Kingdom, the differences we have with same of
our NATO partners on nuclear policy =- should not be permitted to
obscure the fundamental fact that, except for the United States, Western
Europe today represents the greatest source of economic, politieal, and
ideological strength opposing the Commnist camp. And, it also is the
bastion of Free World power closest to the center of Soviet military
strength. Obviously, the loss of any part of this area would be a dis-
astrous blow not only to Western Europe's security and well being but
to our own as well. In this connection, the nations of NATO are not
only our military allies, they are also our principal trading partners.

We and our NATO allies, therefore, have every reason to continue
to work together in further advancing the security and prosperity of
Vestern Burgpe and in strengthening the bonds among all of the members
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of the Alliance. NATO, in its almost 16 years of existence, has fully
met its original objective «= t0 secure Western Europe against
Communist aggression. For these 16 years, Western Europe has been an
casis of peace and stabllity in a rapidly changing and turbulent

world. But, as I pointed out earlier, the balance of strength among
the NATO nations, and particularly as between the United States and
Western Europe, has shifted markediy. Today, the six Common Market
countries and the United Kingdom alone have a total population, a total
military manpower pool and a total gross national product well in
excess of that of the Soviet Union, and Western Europe's economic
growth continues apace. The most recent quarterly survey of the
Economic Situation, published by the European Economic Community in
September, estimates an increase in real GNP for the whole community
of between 5 and 5-1/2 percent in 1964, and forecasts a rate of increase
of at least 4 percent in 1965.

Although we are still not fully satisfied with what has been
accamplished in the military sphere, the NATO forces deployed in Western
Europe are at a higher peak of effectiveness, today, than has ever been
the case in the past.

But these same developments which have so favorably altered the
position of Western Europe vis-a-vis the Soviet Bloc, together with the
tremendous advances made in military technology, have alsc created a
need for a camprehensive reassessment, not of the basic objectives of
the alliance, but rather of the ways and means by which these objece
tives are to be achieved over the next decade. OQur basic oblectives
in Western Europe are simply to ensure the security of that area
agalnst Comunist aggression and to further its economic growth and
political stability. Certainly there can be no disagreement between us
and our European NATO partners on these basic objectives.

What disagreements we do have concern the question of how best to
achieve these basic objectives. In the military area the principal
issue revolves around nuclear policy. There are actually two aspects
to this problem. The first involves the role of tactical nuclear
weapons in a war in Europe. I will discuss this subject in considersble
detail in conmnection with the General Purpose Forces programs. But I
do want to remind you at this point that we have already provided ocur
European NATO partners with a tactical nuclear capability, although the
nuclear warheads themselves are retained under United States control.
We have for many years been furnishing them with nuclear capable
weapon systems of many varieties, including aircraft and missiles, and
we have been training large numbers of Allied military personnel in the
use of these weapons. Indeed, during the last four years, the number of
tactical nuclear weapons in Western Europe has been increased by about
60 percent and now totals in the thousands.

31

i



‘ The second aspect of this problem concerns the proper role of
our European NATO partners in the strategic nuclear mission. This is
the area in which the sharpest differences have became evident. The
erux of the present disagreement concerns ownership and control. We
believe that the strategic nuclear forces assigned to NATO must be
controlled under a single chain of cammand and must be fully coordin-
ated with external strategic forces.;

We have all agreed that an a.ttack upcn one member of NATO would
‘be considered an attack upon them all. Therefore, a decision by any
RATO pnation to invoke the use of strategic nuclear weapons in retalia-
.tion against amother nuclear power (i.e., the Soviet Union) would risk
the involvement of all the members of the Alliance in a global nuclear
" war,

Moreover, the camplex of targets against which such weapons would
be used must, as a practical matter, be viewed as a single system.
Because of the tremendous destructive potentiel of a nuclear exchange
and the great speed at which it would take place -- as quick reacting
missiles beccme the predominant strategic weapon for both sides, the time
would be reduced to'a matter of minutes -- decisions must be made and
executed very quickly. Targets must be allocated to weapons in advance
(of course, with options), taking into account the character of the
targets, their urgency, importance and degree of hardness, as well as

. the character of the weapons, their range, yield, accuracy and speed.

Undexr these conditions , & pa.rtial uncoordinated response could be
fatal to the interests of all the members of NATO. That is why in all
our discussions of the various plans to enlarge the participation of
our NATO partners in the strategic nuclear offensive mission we have
consistently stressed the importance of ensuring that the Alliance's
strategle nuclear forces are employed in & fully. coordinated manner
egainst what is truly an indivisible target system. The essential
point here is not tbat this farce mist be under exclusive U.S. control
but, rather, that we must avold the fragmentation and compartmentali-
za.tion of NMO nuclear power, which could be dangerous. 'bo all of us.

We are also keen.hr a'waxe of the heavy costs involved in creating
and maintaining a strategic nuclear force. The French in their public
statements have estimated the cost of their Force de 4-- at about
$s-1/2 billion for the period 1965~70.

oL Mhe United Kingdom, which a.].rea.dy bas a small strategic nuclear
oensive capability, is finding the cost of its continued modernization
and maintenance more than it can bear. Even assuming a continued high
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rate of economic growth, it would take the combined resources of all

of our European partners to create a truly significant nuclear capabile-
ity with which to face the Soviet nuclear threat, in addition to
financing the forces required for other military missions. Accordingly,
all of the plans we have proposed to enlarge the participation of our
European partners in the strategic offensive mission have been based

on the concept of a collective effort by the Unlted States and other
NATO members.

But we are not seeking to force our own views on our NATO partners,
as FPresident Johnson has made clear. Rather, we are seeking to find a
way of responding effectively to the largest possible concensus among
them. We do not intend to enter into any general agreement respecting
the nuclear defense of the Atlantic Alliance which does not take account
of the legitimate interests of all of cur European allies, including
France. We wlll not enter into any agreement which does not hold open
the door t French participation.

Furthermore, any such agreement we enter into must reinforce our
basic policy of non-dissemination of nuclear weapons, i.e., the consent
of the United States must be obtained prior to the firing of nuclear
weapons. If, however, the major nations of Europe some day achleve
politiecal unity with a central pelitical authority capable of making
the decision to use nuclear weapons, the United States recognizes that
this will create a new situation in which it would be appropriate to
reconsider any agreement which might be made under the present circum-
stances. In any event, the revision of such an agreement would be
possible only with the unanimous approval of the members.

However organized, any strategic nuclear forces in Europe should
be closely coordinated with our own forces so that they could be jointly
targeted. I am happy to say that all of our NATO partners, including
France, understand this imperative of strategic nuclear warfare.

In pursuing the objective of an Allied nuclear force, we have no
fixed timetable. Indeed, inasmuch as we have repeatedly stated our own
views, we prefer that our European RATO partners now take the initiative
in developing their proposals for such & force. But I want to make it
very clear that the basic concept of an Allied nuclear force has the
full support of cur Govermment since it will advance the principle and
the practice of collective strategic defense as against the prollifera-
tion of separate nuclear deterrents, and we shall not be laggard in
responding +¢ such proposals,

With regard to NATO planning generelly, I can report that a com-

prehensive and systematic study of NATO force planning is now going
forward under the auspices of the North Atlantic Council, on which
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Ambassador Finletter is our representative in Paris. A competent group
of specially selected representatives of the member countries has been
working under Council guidance to relate strategy to force requirements
and force requirements to resources, so that realistic force goals can
be developed, which all of the members of the Alllance will consider
attainable with the resources they are able to commit to the common
effort. This study has been going on about & year now, and has made
substantial progress. At the recent NATO meeting, the Ministers re=
affirmed the charter for this Force Planning Exercise and we hope it
will lead within the coming months to a greater degree of Alliance
agreement on NATO's needs for the years ahead.

The NATO Force Planning Exercise is bringing home to NATO nations
the benefits of orderly planning and programing based on a reconcilia-
tion of forces, budgets and strategy. I think that the benefits of
this approach, under which nations assume realistic tasks and NATO
camanders have a firm basis for planning the employment of their
forces, will lead NATO to move awsy fram its current method of determ-
ining force requirements with only minimur reference to resource
availability.

With the increasing affluence of most of our NATO partners, the
Alliance has become a mich more "mutual" undertaking. We have, during
the last few years, entered into numerous cooperative efforts of direct
benefit to the balance of payments position of the United States.

These agreements cover not only procurement but research and develop-
ment and logistics support programs as well. In addition, our RATO
partners are also helping each other. Germany is helping to offset
the foreign exchange costs of British troops on their territory and
assistance is being rendered to Greece and Turkey by several of our
NATO allies.

One final point. Although NATO is primarily a military alliance,
it has also served as well as a forum in which we can exchange views
with allies on all aspecis of national security policy. As you know,
the Ministers of Foreign Affairs and of Finance participate with the
Defense Ministers in the NATO Ministerial meetings and this arrange-
ment has been very helpful in coordipating the policies and actions
of the NATO Alliance. Thus, NATO is an important political and
econamic as well as a military asset to the United States and we should
do everything in our power to maintain and enlarge its strength and
unity.

Having said this, however, we should be under no illusions that
unity will be easy to preserve. There are a number of issues on which

ve and some or many of our NATO allies disagree. In addition to the
subject of NATO strategy, these cover such sensitive matters as
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relations with Cammunist China, policy in Africa, operations in South~
east Asia, and trade arrangements with Eastern Europe. Many of these
differences stem from divergent interpretations of Soviet behavior, the
nature of the global Commmnist threat, or the likely course of events
in various non-European areas of the world.

Though not necessarily alone in his objections t0 certain alliance
policies, General DeGaulle has taken a more extreme position in opposi-
tion to the present NATO organizational arrangements belleving that they
permit the exercise of too extensive a U.S influence. We do not yet
know what changes he may propose in 1969, when changes to the North
Atlantic Treaty may be offered. It seems probable, however, that he may
seek a looser association with less emphasis on integrated command

arrangements.
9. The United Nations

President Johnson in his State of the Union Message repnewed this
nation's comitment to the continued growth and effectiveness of the
United Nations. We consider the U.N. peace keeping forces a vital con-
tribution t0 the security of all the nations of the world. The
Department of Defense will do its part in rendering appropriate support
to these forces in their peace keeping missions.

* ¥* * * *

In sumary, we see a world in which long frozen positions and
attitudes are beginning to thaw, in which the new and less developed
nations are striving to achieve identity and get their feet on at least
the first rung of the ladder of progress, and in which the struggle
against the spread of Comminism contimues unabated. But we also see a
world in which new opportunities to advance the cause of peace may arise
and we intend to take full advantage of them. We have long recognized
that as the arms race continues and the weapons multiply ard became
more swift and deadly, the possibility of a global catastrophe, whether
by miscalculation or design, becames ever more real. We also recognize
that more armaments, whether they be offensive or defensive, cannot
solve this dilemma, The United States and the Soviet Union, as the
two great nuclear powers, are the nations most directly endangered by
these weapons and we, therefore, share a common interest in seeing
that they are never used. Accordingly, we intend to pursue every step,
no matter how small, which might lead to a peaceful understanding with
the Soviet Union that would lessen the danger to us all. And we intend
to stand fast against the presently implacable animosity of Commmnist
China until that nation, t00, realizes that its security and progress
can be better served by a more peaceful policy.

35



C. THE DEFENSE PROGRAM AND THE ECONOMY

As I pointed out in previous years, a program as large as Defense
is bound to bhave an important impact on the econamy -- inmternationally,
nationally and locally.

1. Impact on the National Economy

Federal expenditures on goods and services for national defense
and related purposes {atomic energy and space) have accounted in recent
years for approximately ten percent of our gross netional product and
nearly one-tenth of our total employment. Of the roughly 6.7 million
persons estimated to be engaged in defense work, over half are employed
directly by the Federal Government. The rest work either for contractors
and subcontractors employed on defense programs or for firms providing
materials and services to defense contractors. However, the distribution
of this work by industiry, by company and by community is very uneven.
Most defense-related work is concentrated in five manufacturing in-
dustries -- ordnance, aircraft, shipbuildipg, commmications equipment
and electronic components. These major defense industries are, them-
selves, highly concentrated in certain states and geographic areas
and, indeed, our military installations, with their military and civilian
complements, are also geographically concentrated to a considerable
degree, not infrequently in the same areas as defense industries. In
some states more than ten percent of total personal income 1s derived
from defense sources and in many communities the defense contractors
are the principal sources of employment.

Rational defense programs also employ & very large proportion of
the nation's engineers, scientists, technicians and highly skilled
craftsmen. Over half of the total national research and development
effort is supported by these programs. Indeed, the "aircraft and parts”
and the "communications and other electrical equipment” industries,
vhich receive more than three-quarters of all Federal Govermment research
funds spent in industry, employ over one-fourth of all engineers and
Bclentists in American industry and well over one-third of those are
engaged primarily in R&D.

Thus, the Defense Department, as the principal Federal agency en-
gaged in these programs, has a vital concern with their impact both on
the Nation a8 a whole and on the individuals, communities, companies
and industries involved. We recognize our obligation to do everything
we properly can to minimize the disruptive effects of changes in our
programs and to assist, insofar as we are able and the law permits, those
who are adversely affected by these changes. The Defense Department,
hewever, cannot and should not assume responsibility for creating a
level of demand adequate to keep the economy healthy and growing. Nor
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should it, in developing its programs, depart from the strictest

standards of military need and operating efficiency in order to aid

an economically distressed company or community. The Congress has

underscored this limitation by explicitly forbidding in our annual

appropriation act "the payment of a price differential on contracts
. . for the purpose of relieving economic dislocations.”

Defense Department policy in this regard is to byy what we need,
when we need it, at the lowest cost to the Govermment, quality and
delivery schedules considered.

Actually, in the aggregate, the changes in the Defense program
taking place today are not as severe as those which have taken place
in previous periods, notably after World War II and the Korean War.
Indeed, changes in the internal composition of the Defense program are
required even during periods of rising expenditures and their impact
on the economy as a whole is not far different in kind or degree from
those which periodicelly take place a8 & result of changes in civilian
demand or technology, or the exhaustion of natural resources in a
particular area. Adjustment to all of these changes can best be
accomplished when the economy as a whole 1s expanding. Thus, the
most fundamental answer to problems of changes in the Defense program
is a strong and growing economy -- & development which we would want
to foster in any event.

There are, however, a number of measures which the Govermment can
take to mlleviate hardships on particular ipdividuals and communities
during the periocd of readjustment, again keeping in mind that the
problems of adjustment stemming from changes in Defense spending are
generally similar in nature to the dislocations which result from
other economic and technological changes. These include:

a. The maintepance of employee income during the period of
readjustment. This is the task of the Federal-State unemployment
insurance system, improvements to which are now being studied.

b. Job information and placement services. The Department of
Labor operates several major programs in this area which, although not
specifically designed to deal with problems arising from Defense-related
shifts, have proven useful in easing the impact of previous curtall-
wents in Federal expenditures. These include the Federal-State Employ-
ment Service, the Mass Layoff and Community Employment Development
programs and & supplemental data processipng and telecommminications system
to facilitate ipter-area recruitment. Various State employment services
have also developed special programs tc cope with sudden unemployment
problems.

37

e



The Defense Department itself has recently revised its policies
for employees affected by Defense reductions. Installations which
are reducing employment levels are required to notify all other Defense
Department installations within their Civil Service reglon. These
latter installations must then use the former installation as their
prime recruitment source, aveiding employing persons from outside. We
have, as you know, guaranteed another job opportunity to every career
employee whose Jjob has been ebolished by a base closing. To the
extent possible, we are offering & choice of alternative locations.
In contrast to the 30 days notice required by Civil Service regulations,
we are giving our employees 60 days notice in active pay status. 1In
addition, they mey also request leave without pay or annual leave for
an sdditional 30 days prior to separation or furlough.

¢. Training and retraining. Among the programs in this area are
those under the Manpower and Development Training Act and those of the
Area Redevelopment Administration. The Department of Defense, itself,
in cooperation with other agencies, has developed its own training
programs for Goverrment workers displaced by base closings. Maxipum
use is made of authority to waive formal qualification requirements
and to enter into training agreements with the Civil Service Commisaion.
In addition to the training programs available generally, Defense De-
partment contractors are also allowed separation or retirement expenses
. as part of regular contract termination costs as well as the costs of
training and education related to new jobs with the same employer.

d. Relocation mllowances. Except for the limited experimental
program now being planned under the Manpower and Development Training
Act, there 15 no major Federal program of assistance for relocating
displaced employees of Defense contractors. The 1964 tax revision,
however, does permit deduction of personal moving expenses when incurred
because of a change 1n Jobs. With regard to Defense Department em-
ployees, the Department will pay appropriate expenses of moving them,
their dependents and household effects when they are displaced by base
closings and are transferred to new posts. The Federal Housing
Administration has a program of mortgage forbearance which is of help
to workers faced with the problem of disposing of thelr homes when
they have to leave a community for new employment.

e. Asgistence to communities. The Federal Government has a
number of programs to assist communities adversely affected by changes
in defense and defense-related programs. As you know, we have established
within the Department of Defense an Office of Economic Adjustment. This
office has been expanded and strengthened during the last year. A
Select Advisory Committee, consisting of representatives of & number
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of Federal agencies, provides the coordinating mechanism for the
efforts of those agencies and the Office of Economic Adjustment
in assisting local communities,

In working with these communities, the 0ffice of Economic Adjust-
ment encourages and assists local leadership to identify and exploit
their own resources for economic growth. Officials of local defense
firms are encouraged to participate in the community effort. Members
of the staff of the Office of Economic Adjustment visit the communities
on their invitation, provide ideas and advice and serve as a focal
point for ccmmunity efforts. Where appropriate, the Office helps
communities to identify Federal programs applicable to the local
problems and puts them in touch with the appropriate Govermment offices.
I will describe later some of the successful efforts in this area in
conpection with the Cost Reduction Program,

f. Assistance to firms. 1In a free enterprise, competitive
econonmy, it would be inappropriate for the Govermment to subsidize
individual firms, even those engsged primarily in supporting the
Defense program. To do 80 would be to discriminate egainst non-Defense
firms. We do, however, have a number of programs designed to assist
Defense contractors in adjusting to program changes. One of these is
the series of industry briefing sessions that we have scheduled for
March and April of this year which we hope will provide Defense con-
tractors with a better understanding of the future trends in the Defense
program. We have recently revised the Armed Services Procurement
Regulations to allow under Defense comtracts an applicable portion of
the "costs of generalized long-range management planning which is con-
cerned with future overall development of the contractor's business
and which may take into account the eventusl possibility of economic
dislocations or fundamental alterations in those markets in which the
contractor currently does business.” We also give certain limited
preferences to chronically depressed and surplus lebor market areas
and provide for an equitable participation by small business firms.
The Small Business Administration, itself, has both financial and
technical essistance programs that may be of aid to small firms
affected by Defense program changes.

The ability of our free enterprise economy to adjust to change 1is
one of ites grestest strengths. It is through the free market mechanism
that resources are shifted from areas of declining demand to areas of
expanding demand, and from less profitable to more profitable use, to
the benefit of the entire nation. The programs I have described are
designed to facllitate this shift in resources, not to impede it; they
are 8lso designed to alleviate the hardships on the individuals and
commnities concerned.
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2. Impact of the Defense Program on the Balance of Payments

The persisting deficit in our Fation's international balance of
payments and the impact of the Defense Department's program on that
deficit continues to be a major concern. During 1958-1963, that
deficit averaged sbout $3-1/2 billiorn annually on regular transactions
(about $3 billion annually considering special transactions). For the
same period, U.S. gold stocks declined by nearly $7-1/2 billion to a
level of about $15.6 billion while liquid 1liabilities to foreigners,
an important part of which represents a claim on our gold stocks, rose
more than $9 billion to a level of over $25 billion. Although we
expect the overall U.S. balance of payments for 1964 to show some
improvement over the 19581963 average, we find no cause for relaxing
our efforts to reduce the net foreign exchange costs of our military
programs. As shown in the table below, we have made good progress
towvard that objective since 1961, while still maintaining our overseas
cambat capability and avolding the creation of hardships for our mili-
tery and civilian personnel and their dependents.

($ Billions, Fiscal Years)

Actual Actual Actuasl Actunl Est. Est,

U.S. Defense Expenditures 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966
U.S. Forces and their
Support 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.4 2.3
Military Assistance .3 .2 .3 «3 .2 .2
Other (AEC, etc.) .3 .3 .2 .1 .1 .1
TOTAL 3.1 3.0 3.0 2.9 2.7 2.6
Cash Receipts from Sales -.3 - -1.3 -1.3 -1.1 =-1.2
NET ADVERSE BALANCE 2.8 .1 1.7 1.6 1.5 1.k

The net adverse balance of payments on the Defense account was re-
duced about $1.2 billion between FY 1961 and FY 1964, bringing it to a
level of about $1.6 billion. We hope to make a further reduction of
about $200 million in FY 1966 bringing it to an annual rate of about
$1.4 billion. As shown in the table, this will be achieved primarily
by reducing gross expenditures overseas, in contrast to the FY 1961-
FY 1963 period when rising receipts vere the principal factor. The
savings will be achieved by a contimuing effort to streamline our mili-
tary operations overseas and reduce their foreign exchange costs.
However, it does seem clear that any further substantial reductions,
beyond the levels projected in the table, could be effected only
through a major realigmment of our forces overseas,



The cash receipts projected for the FY 1964-1966 period, ranging
from $1.1 - $1.3 billion, represent particularly ambitious goals in
view of the fact that the FY 1962 and FY 1963 amounts reflect an ab-
normal, one-time receipt of sbout $460 million and that, as late as
July 1963, we were projecting receipts at only about $1 billion
annually for the period. Moreover, the amounts in the table do not
include the balance of payments effects of barter transactions, which
might also have been shown as an additional receipt offsetting our
expenditures. These "receipts" have been increasing steadily and are
conservatively estimated to reach about $60 million annually by FY 1966.

The following are scme of the specific measures we are taking to
reduce the net adverse impact of Defense expenditures abroad:

a. Military assistance offshore procurement has been restricted
essentially to the fulfillment of prior commitments and thus by
FY 1966 we anticipate these expenditures, about $64 million, to
be little more than half the FY 196k level.

b. The number of overseas headquarters personnel was reduced by
about 2,600 Quring FY 1964; we are also reducing overseas logistical
support activities with further significamt reductions in personnel
and savings in foreign exchange costs.

¢. Employment of foreign nationals was reduced by over 28,000
in FY 1964, and we will be meking additional, though smaller,
reductions during the current fiscal year.

d. Advantage is being taken of the growing capabilities of our
allies to assume certain functions now performed by U.S. forces.
In Spain and Japan, for exsmple, .certain air defense responsi-
bilities already have been transferred thus permitiing withdrawal
of some U.S. forces to the U.S.

e. Our effort to maintain and, if possible, increase ocur receipts
from military sales is being continued on an intensified basis.

As I noted last yeer, while & number of countries are making or
contemplating purchases of U.S. military goods and gervices, by
far the largest and most important is the agreement with the
Federal Republic of Germany to offset our military expenditures

in Germany with equivalent military purchases from the U.S. This
agreement has recently been extended to cover ocur expenditures
through the end of CY 1966. During FY 1964 our cash receipts from
Germany (including the direct purchase of military material from
U.S. producers) were approximately $750 million; receipts from
France, about $110 million; from Italy, about $70 million; and
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from Australia, U.K. and Canada in the range of $50 to $65
million each, Among scme of the major military items included

in these transactions were HAWK, SERGEANT and PERSHING missile
systems for Germany; the M-113 armored persomnel carriers and

the HAWK and TFRRIER/TARTAR missile systems for Italy; and KC-135
refueling tankers for France. In addition, as reported last year,
a number of ccoperative logistics support arrangements have been
consummated or are in negotiation, the most important again with
the Federal Republic of Germany. In addition to the balance of
payments benefits, these arrangements provide an excellent
opportunity for increased standardization of equipment and common
logisties procedures among Allled nations, particularly those in
NATO.
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IT. STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE ARD DEFENSIVE FORCES

This year for the first time we are including in a single chapter
the discussion of the three major programs which constitute our general
nuclear war forces: The Strategic Offensive Forces, the Continental
Air and Missile Defense Forces, and Civil Defense.

I have made this change, not as a matter of style, but, rather to
facilitate our analysis of the general nuclear war problem. It was
clear last year that because of the close inter-relationship and, indeed,
the inter<action of the three major campcnents of our gereral nuclear
posture, the only practical way to deal witk this problem is to incor-
porate all three components in a single analytical framework. Only then
can the true character of the general nuclear war problem in all its
dimensions be fully grasped and the relative merits of available altern-
atives be properly evaluated.

A. NATURE OF THE GENERAL NUCLEAR WAR PROELEM

Because of its crucial importance to a discussion of our national
security, I believe it would be useful to review briefly the nature of
genersl nuclear war -- even at the risk of covering ground with which
many of the members of this Committee are fully conversant.

For purposes of this discussion, we can define general nuclear war
as a war in which strategic nuclear weapons are launched against the
hamelends of the United States and the Soviet Union. Such attacks might
be directed against military targets only, against eities only, or
against both types of targets, either simuitaneously or with a delay.
They might be selective in terms of specific targets attacked or they
might be general.

In such & war, the following types of sitrategic forces would be
involved:

1. Streteglic Offensive Forces
. Manned bombers, strategic reconnaissance aircraft,
ICEMs and submerine-launched missiles, and their
associated support forces and command and control
systems.

2. Strategic Defensive Forces
. Anti-gircraft defenses: manned interceptors;
surface=to=air missiles; and their associated
warning and control systems (including a capabil-
ity against air breathing missiles).

L3



ST

. « Anti-ballistic missile defenses: anti-missile
missiles together with the associated sensing,
data processing and coomunications systems; and
the anti-submarine warfare forces directed against
enemy missile launching submarines, together with
the assoclated sound surveillance systems.

+ Anti=-satellite defenses: Interceptor missiles and
the space detection and tracking systems.

3. Civil Defense Programs
. Fallout shelters, warning, ete.

The strategic objectives of our general nuclesr war forces are:

1. To deter a deliberate nuclear attack upon the United
States and its allies by maintalning a clear and convincing
capability to infliet unacceptable damage on an attacker,
even were that attacker to strike first;

2., In the event such a war should nevertheless occur,
to limit damsge to our population and industrial capacity.

The first of these capabilities we call "Assured Destruction”,
i.e., the capability to destroy both the Soviet Unlion and Communist

China as viable societies, even after a well planned and executed sur-
. prise attack on cur forces. Or, in the words of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff:

. . . the assured capability of destroying singly or
in combination, the Soviet Union and the Communist satel=
lites in Burope as national societies. In combination
with theatre nuclear forces . . . [the ability/ to impose
adequate punishment on Red Chine for nuclear or non-nuclear
aggression.”

The second capability we call "Damage Limitation", i.e., the
capabllity to reduce the weight of the enemy attack by both offensive
and defensive measures and to provide a degree of protection for our
population against the effects of nuclear detonations.

While, for the most part, I will be discussing general nuclear war
fram the point of view of the United States, it is important to note
that we are actually dealing here with a two-sided problem. Assuming
that both sides have the same general strategic objectives, which I
believe to be the case, our Assured Destruction problem is the Soviet
Union's Damage Limiting problem, and our Damage Limiting problem is
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their Assured Destxuction problem. The significance of this point will
become more apparent when we discuss the possible interactions between
the U.S5. and Soviet offensive-defensive programs later in this section.

Viewed in this light, our Assured Destruction forces would include
a portion of the ICBMs, the submarine=launched ballistic missiles
(SLBMS’ and the manned hombers. The Damage Limiting forces would
include the remainder of the strategic offensive forces (ICEMe, SLBMs
and manned bombers), as well as area defense forces (manned interceptors
and anti-submarine warfare forces), terminal defense forces (anti-
bamber surface=to-air missiles and anti-ballistic missile missiles),
and passive defenses (fallout shelters, warning, ete.). The sirategic
offensive forces can contribute to the Damage I.imiting objective by
attacking enemy delivery vehicles on their bases or lsunch sites, pro=-
vided that our forces can reach them before the vehicles are launched
at our cities. Area defense forces can destroy enemy vehicles enroute
to their targets before they reach the target areas. Terminal defenses
can destroy enemy weapons or delivery vehicles wlthin the target areas
before they impact. Passive defense measures cen reduce the vulnera=
bility of our population t© the weapons that do impact.

It is generally agreed that a vital first objective, 1o be met in
full by our strategic nuclear forces, is the ecapability for Assured
Destruction. Such a capablility would, with a high degree of confidence,
ensure that we could deter under all foreseeable conditions a calculated,
deliberate nuclear attack upon the United States. What kinds and
amounts of destruction we would have to be able to inflict on the
Soviets in order to provide this assurance cannot be answered precisely.
But, it seems reasonable to assume that the destruction of, say, 25
percent of its population (roughly 50 million people) and two-thirds
of its industrial capacity would mean the elimination of the Soviet
Union as a major power for many years. Such a level of destruction
would certainly represent intolerable punishment to any industriaelized
nation and thus should serve as an effective deterrent.

Once high confidence of an Assured Destruction capability has been
provided, any further increese in the strategic offensive forces must
be justified on the basis of its contribution to the Damage Limiting
objective. Here, certain basic principles should be noted.

First, against the forces we expect the Soviets to have during
the next decade, it would be virtually impossible for us to be able to
provide anything approaching perfect protection for our population no
matter how large the general nuclear war forces we were to provide,
even if we were to strike first. Of course, the number of fatalities
would depend on the size and character of the Sovliet attack as well as
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on our own forces. _But the Soviets have 1t within their technical and
economic capacity to prevent us from achieving a posture thaet would
keep our immediate fatalities below some level -- 25 percent or
poesibly more. They can do this, for example, by offsetting any
increases in our defenses by increases in their missile forces. In
other words, if we were to try to assure survival of a high percent
(e.g., 80 or more) of our population, and if the Soviets were t¢ choose
to frustrate this attempt becasuse they viewed it as a threat to their
Assured Destruction capability, the extra cost to them would appear

10 be substantially less than the extra cost to us.

Second, since each of the three types of Soviet strategic offens
sive systems (land-based missiles, submarine-launched missiles and
manned bambers) could, by itself, inflict severe damsge on the United
States, even a "very good" defense against only one type of system
has limited value. A "very good" defense ageinst bombers, for example,
could be outflanked by targeting missiles agalnst those areas defended
solely by anti-bomber systems. This is the principsal reason why, in
the absence of an effective defense against missiles, the large ocut-
lays for manned bomber defenses made during the 195058 now contribute
disproportionately little to cur Damsge Limiting capabilities. A
meaningful capability to limit the damage of a determined Soviet
attack, therefore, requires an integrated, balanced combination of

strateglic offensive forces, area defense forces, terminal defense

forces and passive defenses. Such a structure would provide a "defense

in depth", with each type of force taking its toll of the incoming
weapons, operating like a series of filters or sieves, progressively
reducing the destructive potential of the attack.

Third, for any given level of enemy offemsive capability, succes-
sive additions to each of our various systems bave diminighing marginal
value. While it is true that in gemeral the more forces we bave, the
better we can do, beyond & certain point each increment added to the
existing forces results in less and less additionsl effectiveness.
Thus, we should not expand one element of our Damage Limiting forces
1o a point at which the extra survivors it yields perpillion dollars spent
are fewer than for other elements. Rather, any given amount of
resources we apply to the Damage Limiting objective should be allocated
among the various elements of our defengse forcea in such a way as to
maximize the population surviving an enemy attack. This is what we
mean by a "balanced" Damage Limiting force structure.

The same principle holds for the Damage Limiting force as a

vhole; as additional forces are added, the incremental gain in effec=-
tiveness diminishes. When related to our other national needs, both
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military and nom-military, this tendency for diminishing marginal
returns sets a practical limit on how much we should spend for Damage
Limiting programs. Accordingly, the question of how much we should
apend on Damage Limiting programs can be declded only by carefully
weighing the costs against expected benefits.

Pervading the entire Damage Limiting problem is the factor of
uncertainty of which there are at least three major types -- technical,
operational and strategic. Technical uncertainties stem from the
question of whether a given system can be developed with the perform-
ance characteristics specified. Operational uncertainties stem fram
the question of whether a given system will actually perform as planned
in the operstional environment.

The third type, strategic uncertainty, is perhaps the most
troublesome since it stems from the question of what our opponent or
opponents will actually do «- what kind of force they will actually
build, what kind of attack they will actually launch, and how effective
thelr weapons will actually be. What may he an optimum defense against
one kind of attack may not be an optimim defense against a different
kind of attack. For example, within a given budget, a NIKE X defense
optimized for an attack by 200 ICBMs would defend more citiles with
fewer interceptor missiles than a defense optimized for an attack by
600 ICBMs. Similarly, a NIKE X defense optimized against an attack by
ICBMs with simple penetration aids would have fewer hlgh cost radars
than one optimized against an attack by ICBMs with more advanced pene=-
tration aids. Thus, for a glven cost, the efficiency of our defense
depends upon the correctness of the assumptions we make during the
design of these defenses and about the size and charscter of enemy
attack.

In the same way, the effectiveness of our strateglc offensive
forces in the Damage Limiting role would be critically dependent on
the timing of a Soviet atiack on U.S. urban targets. Our missile forces
wvould be most effective against the Soviet bombers and ICBMs if the
attack on our urban centers were withheld for an hour or more -- &n
unlikely contingency. Our manned bamber forces would be effective in
the Damage Limiting role only if the Soviet attack on our urban centers
were withheld for eight hours or more.

To reduce the technical uncertainties, we rely on painstaking
studies and research and development tests; and t0 hedge agalnst the
risks of technical fallure, we support parallel development approaches.
We try to cope with the operational uncertainties by repeated testing
in a similated operstional environment. We hedge against the
strategic uncertainties by accepting a less than optimm defense
against any one form of attack in order to provide same defense against
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several forms of attack, and by purchasing "insurance", i,e.,
keeping open various options -~ to develop and deploy, for
example, & new bomber, a new interceptor, or an anti-missile
defense system.

How far we should go in hedging against these various
uncertalnties is one of the most difficult jJudgmente which
have to be made. Analytical techniques can focus the issue
but no mechanical rule can substitute for such Judgments.

With these factors in mind, we can now examine the
capabllities of the planned general nuclear war forces in
the light of our two strategic objectives -- Assured De-
struction and Damage Limitation,

B. CAPABILITIES OF THE PROGRAMED FORCES FOR ASSURED
DESTRUCTION

In order to assess the cepabilities of our general nuclear
war forces over the next several years, we must take into
account the size apd character of the forces the Soviets are
likely to have during the same period, As I pointed out in
past appearances before this Committee, such long range pro-
Jections of enemy capabilities are, at best, only informed
estimates, particularly since they deal with a perlod beyond
the production and deployment lead times of the weapon systems
involved. Nevertheless, certain development and deploy-
ment patterns which have alresdy become spparent make it
possible to identify likely future trends, at least in their
broad outline.

1. The Soviet Strategic Offensive-Defensive Forces

By and large, the current estimates of Soviet strategic
forces projected through mid-1970, which are summarized in
the table below, are of the same order of megnitude as the
projections through m1d-1969 which I discussed here last
year:



b o U.S. VS. SOVIET STRATEGIC KUCLEAR FORCES

a. Intercontinerrtal Ballistic Missiles

s, Z14- 1967, we estimate the Soviet Union will have between [
7 nissiles on 1aunchers excluding those at the test ranges.
R estinated last year for mid-1967.
By mid-1970, this force is expected to Erov to RIS Last year ve
T by mid-1969.

The present Soviet ICBM force consists primarily of SS-?B,
small number of the later SS-8s and a very few of the first generation
Ss-6s. The SS-6 is a non-atora.ble IJ. uid fuel missile with an

The SS-T7 has storable :Liquid fuel, a. lif‘t-off veight of IR
end a CEP of The SS~8 has non-storeble liquid fuel, lift-

off weight o 1bs and a CEP of about

The SS-Ts and 8s are deployed in both a soft and a hard con-
figquration: two launchers per soft site plus probably one refire
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missile; and three silos per hard site and probably no refire
missiles., Our own experience suggests that the design hardness
“of their silos would fall in the range of I psi compared
with 300 psi or more for our silos. The deployment of the SS-8
now appears to have been curtailed. Last year we estimated that
this missile bad a very large payload. We now believe its pay-
load is gimilar to the S5S5-T7 and thet both missiles currently have
a warhead with a yield of sbout [IINMMJE (The old SS-6 has a
varhead yield of JJJJJJlf) Ve believe that the S5-7s entering
the force this year may carry & warhead with a yield of asbout

and that some of the missiles already deployed may also
be retrofitted with this warhead.

The Soviets are also working on e follow-on missile, designated
the 55-9, which is expected to become operational in 1965. Probably
larger than the SS-7/SS-8, the SS5-9 might carry a warhead with &
yield as high a.s_ We expect that this missile will be
deployed in a one silo per site hard conflguration.

, The 58-10, ancther new system about which we have little infor-
mation, 1s currently ukdergoing tests. This system could also be-
come operationsl in'late 1965. The Soviets are still far behind us

 1n solid fuel technology and have yet to deploy any kind of longer
" range solid fuel missile.

. b. MRBMS/IRBMB

: The Soviets appea.r to have leveled off their MREM (1020 n.mi)
and IRBM (2200 n.mi.) progrems et sbout 750 launchers, about

the same level estimated last year. This force is deployed in a

four launcher per site soft -configuration {plus a re-fire capability),
a three launcher per site configuration for the hardened IREMs, and

a four launcher per site configuration for the hardened MRBMs. We
expect that the warhead yields of Soviet MR/IREMs will be in the
kiloton to the -M[' range. There is no evidence of a follow-on
MR/IREM development. | .- SO

C. Submarine Launched Ballistic Migsiles

The trend :I.n Soviet submarine construction is not very clear.
There is some evidence that the construction of the ballistic missile
G- and H-class submarines has stopped. Almost all Soviet ballistic
missile submarines are equipped with the 350 n.mi, ballistic missile
which has a yield ofi MI'. The submarine must surface
tO ﬁreo ’

One G-cless submarine hes recently been converted to serve as a
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test vehicle for the 700 n.mi. submerged-leunch ballistic missile.
The Soviets will probably retrofit all of their present force of
H-class submarines and at least some G-class submarines with the
T00 n.mi. ballistic missile. The Soviets also have under construc-
tion a submarine which is estimated to be the first of a new,
miclear-powered ballistic mlssile class. The first unit of this
new class probably will enter service during 1965 and may carry
more missiles than the three carried by the G and H classes --
possibly four to elght. By mid-1970, the Soviet force could have

the capability of carrying between 157-248 ballistic missiles, about
the same level estimated last year for mid-1969,

d. Manned Bcmbers

There is no evidence that the Soviets are developing a new
heavy bomber, Barring this possibility, the projected reduction
in both the heavy and medium bomber and tanker forces will continue,
reaching a level of 430-690 bombers/tankers by 1970. The output of
BLINDER medium bombers, the only bomber we believe is still in
production, will probably continue to be shared between long range
and naval aviation and it is believed that in 197C there will be
some 200-300 of these btombers in the Long Range Aviation forces.
Most of the BADGFR medium bombers will have been phased out by that
time.

Currently it is estimated tlhe BADGER medium bombers do not
Tigwre prominently in Soviet plans for an initial bomher attack
against Horth Americe. UNevertheless, considering the requirements
for Arctic staging and refueling, as well as non-combat attritior
Tactors, it is believed that at present up to 152 BADGERs could
arrive over lorth American target areas on two-way missions. The
combat radius of these bombers would limit such atiacks to targets
in Greenland, Canada, Alaska, and the extreme northwvestern U.3, The
short renge of the ELIOMDER medim bomber makes it even less szuitable
then the BADCER for attacks ageinst North America, At present it is
estinmated that the Soviets could put somewhet over 100 heavy bombers
over target areas in the U.S. on two-wey mission:, However, the
uze of Soviet heavy borbers in maritime reconnaissance roles leads
to the belief that =2 few of these airveralt mipght be diverted to
that mission,

€. Manned Romber Defense
The 3oviets, over the past ten years, have made very large in=-

vestments in anti-bomber defenses, After & marked buildup in the
manned interceptor force during the 1950s, the inventory hes since
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been gradually declining, a trend we expect to be accelerated in
future years. At mid-196k, we estimated the Soviets had

Y interceptors, down fram 4275-4960 at mid-1961. Although we
. estimate that there will be continuing delivery of small numbers

of current model interceptors over the next several years, the
total inventory is expected to drop to & level. of about
aireraft by mid-1970 as tbe older models are phased out.

.

We believe that the buildup of the Soviet SA-2 surface~to=
air missile :force, which has been under way for some years, is

- pow leveling off at about sites. This sécond generation

miggile is moderately effective sgainst bombers at medium apd high
altitudes but of limited effectiveness against low altitude attacks.
The deployment of the SA-3 missile, which is apparently designed to
engage low altitude penetrators, is still continuing on & modest
scale. Present deployments of this system suggest that it will
most likely be employed in comparatively limited numbers us & sup-
Tlement to the existing SA-2 defense complex.

r Ballistic Missile Defenses

We had previously stated tbhat the Soviets .appeared to be con-
structing an anti-missile defense system at Leningrad which might
be operational as early as mid-1965 and possibly one at Moscow
to. be operational about mid-1967. Although there is considerable
uncertainty, evidence indicates that the Leningrad system may
well have a capability primarily against aerodynamic vehlcles
rather than ballistic missiles. A large radar at Moscow, apparently
phase-array, appears to be assoclated with their satellite tracking
efforta. However, these statements must be considered prmrisiona.l,
pending additional evidence. . _

2. Adeque.cy of Our Stra.tegic Offensive Forces for Assured
Destruction: S , .

In evaluating our Assured Destruetion capability, it is help-
ful to note the distribution of the population and indua‘t.ry in the
Soviet Union. :
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Cumilative Distribution of Estimated 1970 Population
and Industry by Size of Urban Area

USSR U.S.
Industriel Industrial
Populetion Capacit ation Cepacity
Rank {MillionsJ(% of Total)(% of Total) ons of Totel)(F of Total)
1 7.3 3.0 8.2 12.4 5.9 6.6
2 11,1 4,5 13.1 21.4 10.4 12,5
3 12,6 5,2 14,8 28.6 13.6 17.5
10 20,3 8.3 25,0 52.8 25.1 33.1
20 28.8 11,8 36.0 T0.1 33.5 4y, 2
50 k.7 18.3 52,0 97.5 46,5 58.0
100 58,7 24,0 64.0 112.0 57.0 69.6
150 €7.0 27.4 69,0 130.0 62.0 75.8
200 3.4 30.0 73.0 136.0 65.0 80.3

(Note: The total population base for the Soviet Union was taken to
be the projected 1970 population of 240 million, whereas the
total population base for the U.S. was the 1970 projected
base of 210 million.)

The ten largest urban arees in the Soviet Union will
account for about one-fourth of the industrial capacity com-
pared with one-third in the United States. But this disparity
in the degree of industrial concentration narrows when larger
numbere of urban areas are considered. Thus, in both countries,
about three-fourths of the industrial capacity will be located
in the 200 largest urban areas.

The destructive potentisl of a nuclear attack on the
Soviet Union may be seen in the table below (the destructive
potential of a Soviet attack on the United States will be
taken up later).
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Soviet Population Tedei )
A8 a Function of Delivered Warheads
(Assumed total population of 250 mililon;
urban population of 140 million)

In the aborve table, we have assumed that the delivered warheads
wtmld have & yield of ope MP', which is the approximate size of both |
R Sttt s Bl warheads. To assesg the difference which a
fa.llout shelt.er prog;recm might make, we have calculated the destructive

" potential of ‘various size sttacks: first, on the basis that only the

existing level of fallout protection in the Soviet Unicn, which we

. believe to be minimal, would be contimied; and second, on the basis
© that & pew nation-vide fellout shelter system would be constructed.

Perhaps the most important polnt to ‘be noted fram this teble is
that 200 JEJEMM verhedds, delivered on Soviet wrban aress so as to

‘maximize fatalities, would kill almost 50 million people and destroy
- nearly two-thirds of the industrial cepacity of the Soviet Unionm.,

. If the mumber of delivered mheads were quadrupled to 800,
the proportion of the total population destroyed would only be
doubled and the proPOrtion of industrial capacity destroyed would .
be incressed by only one-sixth., Further increases in the mmber of .
varheads delivered: produce smaller and smaller mcreases in the per-
cemtage of the pcpulaction destroyed and negligible increases in the
industrial capacity destroyed. This is so because we would have to
bring under attack Bma.ller and smaller cities, each requiring one
delivered warhesd.. In’ fact, vhen we go beyond about: 850 delivered
warbheads, we vcmld be at‘tack:lng cities of less than 20,000 people.,

Based on the projected Soviet threat for the early 19708 and
the most likely planning factors for that time period, owr calculstions
show that even after asbsarbing a Soviet first strike, we could, if
we wished, target the miready authorized strategic missile force
Just against Soviet population centers and casuse sbout 105 million
fatalitles and destroy about 80 percent of, their industrial capacity.

2
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If we were also to target our manned bombers in s follow-on attack
against their urban areas, we would increase fatalities by ten to

15 million and industrial destruction by ancther percent ar two,

The 600 additional weapons which these bombers could deliver would,
for the most part, have to be targeted against cities of only ten to
twenty thousand population. Within limits, these predictions of our
Assured Destruction capability would not be subatantially affected by
changes in the presently projected size of the Soviet ICEM force.

As for Commmunist China, during the program period, our theatre
forces alone should be able to inflict the level of destruction re-
quired. However, if missiles were employed,
100 missiles attacking the largest 50 Cammnist Chinese cities would
k111 sbout 45 million, including 7O percemt of the urban population,
and destroy T5 percent -of the industrial capacity. Although the
mmber of fatalities would be small campared with the very large
population of China, such an atiack would destroy most of the key
-govermmental, technical and managerisl personnel and a large pro-
portion of the ski]_led workers.

I be]_ieve it is: clee.r from theae figures that, based on expected
operational characteristics, only a portion (perbaps half} of our
' total ICEM and POLARIS force (1710 missiles) and none of the strategic
bombers would be required to inflict on the Soviet Union and Communist
China unacceptably high levels of destruction. The remaining ele-
ments of the stretegic offensive forces have been procured because
it is believed they, along with our air defense forces, will limit
damsge to the U.S. in the event deterrence fails. The requirement
for strategic offensive forces for this purpose and their relation-
ship to the defensive forces (amircraft and missile defen.ses, fallout
shelters, etc.) will be discussed later.

The fact that the programed nmissile force a.lone -_'- if used solely
to create damage to the population and industry of the: Soviet Union
and China -- more than provides an adequate capability for Assured
Destruction does not mean that the Assured Destruction job might not
be done more efficiently by bombers alone or with higher assurance
by a mix of bambers and missiles. To test the first possibility,
i.e., using bombers alone, we have examined the comparative cost and
effectiveness of fouwr alternative strategic offensive systems
which could be availsble by the early 1970s -- MINUTEMAN, POLARIS,
B-52/SRAM and AMSA/SRAM (SRAM is a new asir-to-ground missile;

AMSA 15 the new bamber proposed by the Air Force). Each
gystem was separately targeted against the Soviet urban/
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industrial camplex so as to bring under attack about 150 cities
containing one-quarter of the population and two-thirds of the
industrial capacity. Using the operational factors expected for
the early 1970s, any one of the following forces alone could,
with a high degree of confidence, destroy the 150-city target
complex:

(a) MINUIEMAN: 54O operational launchers, with a
total 5-year systems cost of about $2.5 billion. If the
Soviets were to deploy an anti-missile defense system
around 15 of their larger cities and i1f the Soviets
assigned 300 of their ICEMs to ettack our MINUTEMAN force,
950 operational launchers would be required, with a
S5-year systems cost of $4.5 billion.

(b) POLARIS: 6UO POLARIS A-2/A-3 missiles, with
a S-year systems cost of $4 billion. If the Soviets were
to deploy an anti-missile defense around 15 of their larger
cities, an additional ten submarines carrying an improved
missile (POSEIDON) would be required with a S-year systems
cost for the entire force of about $6 billion.

(e) B-52/SRAM: 160 operationally deployed aircraft,
with a total 5-year systems cost of about $2 billiom,
assuming alert alrcraft survive the initial attack. If
the Soviets were to deploy an improved snti-bomber de-
fense (with the same effectiveness the Army estimates
for an advanced anti-bomber system we currently have
under study), 500 deployed aircraft would be required
with a 5-year systems cost of aebout $5.5 billion.

(d) AMSA/SRAM: 100 operationally deployed aircraft
with a S5-year systems cost of $6.0-7.0 billion, again
assuming alert aircraft survive, If the Soviets were to
deploy the improved anti-bamber defense system cited
above, and if only 50 percent of the AMSAs could be
maintained on ground alert, 350 operaticnally deployed
aircraft would be required with a S5-year systems cost
of $16-18 billion.

The four alternative programs and their approximate costs are
summarized below:
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' (In Billions)
E:dsting Soviet Improved Soviet
Defenses Defenses
MINUTEMAN- 3 2.5 . 3§ L5
Pouu}zs, _/ : b,0 6.0
B-52/8 2.0 : 5.5
AMSA/SRAM ™ 6,0 - 7.2 "~ 16.0-18.0

L/ S-yea.r systems costs consist of the remaining R&D and
investment costs (including missile replacement) for
FY 1966 through 1970, plus five fu.u years of operating
cost,

2/ 5-year costs consist of all nodification costs (includ-
ing life extension of the B-52G and H) from FY 1966
through 1970, the development and procurement of SRAM,
and five full years of opersating cost.

Tt is clear thet AMSA would be the most expensive way of
‘accamplishing this particular task.

This leaves the second question to be answered -- would & mixed
force of bambers and missiles provide greater confidence that we
, could achieve our Assured Destruction cbjective? There are two
principal arguments u.sua.]_hr advanced to support the case for a mixed
missile and 'bc:nber force.

" 8. Complicating the Enemy's Defensive Problm - It is clear

that a8 long as Ve have st._rategic aircraft the enemy cennot effectively
defend himself against ballistic missiles without concurrently defend-

ing himself against the aircraft apd their alr-to-surface missiles

(ASM). Conversely, defense against sircraft without concurrent de-
fense against ballistic missiles aiso leaves him vulnerable,

’ : In the sbsence of a bamber threat, the Soviets could
re-a.]_locate these resources to their strategic offensive forces, or
their apti-missile defenses or same o‘bher military T Em

cause us even grea.ter difﬁculties. o

This fact, however, does not necessarily argue for a large bomber
farce. Most of the major elements of cost in an anti-aircraft defense
eystem (e.g., the ground enviromment and part of the interceptor force)
are quite insensitive to the size of the opposing bomber force, The
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requirement for surface-to-air missiles is a function of the
number of targets to be defended rather than the mmber of
attacking bambers. Since the Soviets would not kmow in advance
vhich targets our bombers would attack, they would have to con~
timie to defend all of the targets. Accordingly, their expendi-
tures for air defense are likely to be about the same regardless
of whether we have a relatively small bomber force or a large one,

b, Hedging Uncertainties in the Dependadbility of our Strategic
Offensive Forces = The percentage of the "Unit Equipment” of a
particular system which can be depended upon to penetrate to the
target is termed the System Dependability Rate. There are four major
factors which determine this rate: readiness, survivability, re-
11ebility and penetration., The readiness (alert) rate is the
proportion of the operational force which can immediately respond
to an execution order; the pre-launch swurvival rate is the propor-
tion of the alert cperational force which is expected to survive
an eremy attack in operating condition; the reliability rate is the
probability that the swrviving "alert" missiles or alrcraft will
operate successfully, exclusive of enemy defensive action; the
penetration rate is the probability that a reliable system will
swrvive enemy defenses to detonate 1ts warhead.

The readiness and reliability rates of owr MINUTEMAN and
POLARIS missiles are good and improving. We are providing sub-
stantial amounts of money for extensive testing programs. There
can be no reasonable doubt that, for the time period in question,
the readiness and relisbility of these systems will be fully
satisfactory.

Having campleted its 2L-shot operational test program in
1963 with a very good score, the POLARIS A-2 had )00 percent success
in the eight follow-on tests conducted in 1964. Well over 200 wea-
pon system readiness tests were conducted aboard submarines on patrol
during 1964 apd 95 percent of the missiles were found ready for
launch within the allotted time,

The POLARTIS A-3 had 19 successes out of 20 demonstration and
shakedown firings. Operational testing is scheduled to begin later
this year.

Of the 54 MINUMEMAN I operational tests conducted to date,
Th percent have been successful. Readiness inspections conducted
last year found MINUTEMAN I able to count down successfully 98 per-
cent of the time, MINUTEMAN II has campleted four of its develop-
ment firings -- all successful.
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Shown below is a céﬁparisou of the System Dependability Rates
of the three strategic weapon systems which constitute the bulk of

‘our Strategic Offensive Forces today.

Systems Dependability Under Assumed Retaliatory Conditions
{(Alert Force Increment, January 1, 1965)

With regard to survival, it is highly unlikely that the Soviets,
even by the early 1970s, would be able to destroy any significant
mumber of POLARIS submarines at sea. I am convinced that they do not
have this capability now. Nor is it likely that they would be willing
to commit the extremely large amounts of resources required to achieve
an effective capability in the future, especially in view of the range
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of our POLARIS missiles, Since the Soviet intercontinental missile
force, estimated at 400-T0O laumchers in mid-1970, will face over
1,000 hardened and dispersed U.S. ICEMs, I believe that our land-
based missiles also have high survival potential.

I am not as confident of the survival potential of owr alrcraft.
If, for any of a number of reasons, they are not launched within the
BMEW's warning time, they could be caught on their home bases by an
ensty JCBEM or SLEM attack,

With regard to penetration, the deployment of an effective
Soviet anti-ballistic misslle system could degrade the capsbility
of or cwrrent missiles. However, it appears unlikely that the
Soviets will deploy in this decade or the early 1970s a system having
the potentlial effectiveness of even the NIKE X. If and when the
Soviets deploy anti-ballistic missile defenses, ocwr penetration alds
and multiple warheads should keep the "entry price” of missile
attacks against defended targets within tolersble limits. ("Price”
is defined as the number of missiles that must be placed over the
defended target area to emsure that the target is destroyed.)

Aircraft also will face penetration difficulties. Owr studies
have showvn that an effective anti.bomber defense is a necessary
camplement to an apti-missile defense apnd that the two should have
an "inter-locked" deployment to avoid obvicus vulnerabilities. The
cost of an effective anti-bomber defense appears to be much less
than the cost of a comparably effective anti-missile defense.

In sumary, I see little merit to the argument that bombers
are needed in the Assured Destruction role because our missiles are
not dependasble., But I do recognize that presently unforeseeable
changes in the situation msy occur against which a bomber force
might possibly provide a hedge. Therefore, as will be discussed
later, I propose to retain the option to maintain indefinitely
bamber units in our Strategic Offensive Forces.

C. CAPABILITIES OF 'THE PROGRAMED FORCES FOR DAMAGE LIMITATION

The ultimate deterrent to a deliberate Soviet nuclear attack
on the United States is cur clear and ummistakable ability to destroy
the Soviet Union as a viable society, But if deterrence fails,
vhether by accident or miscalculation, it is essential that forces

be available to limit the damage of such an attack to ourselves and
our Allies.

The utility of the Strategic Offensive Forces in the Damage
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Limiting role is critically dependent on the timing of the Soviet
attack on U.S. urban targets, For example, 1f a Soviet missile
sttack on U.S. cities were to be delsgyed for one howr or more after
an attack on U,S, military targets {an unlikely comtingency), our
strategic missiles (which can reach their targets in the Scrvie‘h

. Union in less than one howr) could significantly reduce the weight
. of that attack by destroying pricr to launch a large part of the
Soviet forces withheld for use ageinst our cities,

If a Soviet missile attack on cities were to be delayed for eight
hours or more after the attack on military targets, our bomber
force could &lso comtribute to this objective, However, if the
. Sovietls were to launch their attack against owr urban areas at the
beginning of a general nuclear war, our Strategic Offensive Forces --
both missiles and bambers -- would have a greatly reduced value in
the Damage Limiting role., Their comtributlion in that case would be
limited to the destruction of Soviet residusl forces -- unlaunched
strategic missiles and bombers, re-fire missiles, and axy other
s‘tra:tegic forces the Soviets might withhold for subsequent strikes.

Since we ha.ve no. wa;,r of knowing how the Soviets would execute
a puclear attack upon the United States, ve must intensively explore
‘alternative "defensive" systems as means of limiting damage to our-.
selves, The problem here is to achieve an optimum balance emong all
the elements of the general nuclear war forces, particularly in their
Damage Limi'ting role. 'l‘his is what we mean by "balanced" defense.

‘ Al‘t.hough a deli‘bera:te nuclesr sttack upon the United States by
the Soviet Union may seem a highly unlikely contingency in view of
our ummistaksble Assured Destruction capability, 1t must receive our
first ettention 'because. 01' the enormous consequences it would have,

To appreciate: fully the implications of a Soviet atta.ck on
our cities, it is useful to examine the Assu:red Destruction
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United States Population and Industiry Destroyed
As a Function of Delivered Warheads
(Assumed 1970 total population of 210 million,

urban population of 150 million)

Delivered Ltd. Fallout Protection Nation-Wide Fallout Program Ind.
Warheads Urban Total Urban Total Cap.
{10 MT) (Millions)(%) (Millions)(%) (Millions){%) (Millions)(%)
100 79 53 88 42 Lo 33 53 25 39
200 93 62 116 55 64 43 T4 35 50
400 110 T3 143 68 80 53 95 ks 61
600 121 81 164 78 90 60 118 56 Tl

Several polints are evident from the above table. First, it is
clear that with limited fallout protection, a Soviet attack on our
urban areas consisting of even 100 delivered warheads (each with a
10 MT yleld) would cause great loss of life ~~ 79 million fatalities
in the areas attacked and 88 million fatalities nation-wide or 42 per-
cent of the total population. The high level of fatalities from 100
delivered warheads reflects the heavy concentration of population in
our large cities. The Qiminishing return from larger numbers of
delivered warheads simply reflects the fact that smaller and smaller
¢cities would have to be targeted as the scale of the attack was
raised. Second, the table clearly demonstrates the distinct utility
of a nation-wide fallout shelter program in reducing fatalities, at
all levels of attack. Third, the table shows that 100 delivered war-
heads would destroy about 39 percent of our industrial capacity. Each
successive doubling of the number of delivered warheads would increase
the destruction of our industrial capscity by only ten percentage
points.

In order t0 assess the potential of various Damage Limiting pro-
grams we have tested a number of "balanced" defense postures at
different budget levels. These postures are designed to defend against
an assumed Soviet threat in the early 1970s consisting of 240 soft
ICBM launchers, 387 hard ICBM launchers, 230 submarine-launched bal-
listic missiles, 140 heavy bombers and 200 medium bombers. In general,
these figures lie well within the range of the estimates for mid=-1970,
which I discussed earlier.

In order to illustrate the critical nature of the timing of
the Soviet attack, we used two limiting cases. First, we assumed

that the Soviets would initiate nuclear war with a simultaneous
attack against our cities and military targets. Second, we assumed
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that they would delay their attack against our cities for at least
one hour -- the time it would take for us to retaliate sgainst
their military targets with our missiles,

In both cases, we assumed that all new systems will perform
essentially as estimated since our main purpose here was to gain
an insight into the overall problem of limiting damage.

The results of this analysis are sumarized irn the table below,

Estimated Effect on U.S. Fatalities of Additions to the

roved Damage Limiting Program
(Based on 1970 populstion o Tlion)
Additional Millions of U.S. Fatalities
Investment Early Urban Attack Delayed Urban Attack
$ 0 bilidon 149 122
5 billion 120 90
15 billion 96 59
25 billion 78 41

The $5 billion of additional imvestment (of which about $2 bdillion
would come from non-Federal sources) would provide a full fallout
shelter program for the entire populstion. The $15 billion level
would add about $8-1/2 billion for a limited deployment of & low cost
configuration of a missile defense system, plus about $l-1/2 billion
for new manned bomber defenses. The $25 billion level would provide
an additional $8-1/2 billion for anti-missile defenses (for a total of
sbout $17 billion) and enother $1-1/2 billion for improved manned
bomber defenses (for e total of $3 billion).

The utility of the strategic missiles in the Damage Limiting
role depends entirely on the timlng of the Soviet attack, i.e., on
whether our missiles arrive before the enemy's vehicles are launched
agalnst our cities. Even in the case of a delsyed attack, U.S.
missiles targeted to destroy Soviet vehicles before launch do not
show a high utility for their cost in the Damage Limiting role beyond
the point where one reliable missile has been targeted sgainst each
Soviet long range aviation base and missile site (a total of not more
than 460 aiming points in the early 1970s). The mmber of missiles
required for this purpose are already included in the forces programed

through 1970,
The table above demonstrates the very high utility of a full

nation-wide fallout shelter program in the Demage Limiting role,
regardless of the timing of the attack on urban areas, A transfer
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of resources fram fallout shelters to other defense systems would
result in substantially less effective defense postures for any
given budget level, as shown below:

Estimated Effect of Fallout Protection on V.S, Fatality levels
For Several Damage Limiting ams

(Based on 1970 total population o million)
Millions of U.S5. Fatalities

Early Urban Attack Delayed Urban Attack

Additional Partial Full Partial Fall
Investment Protection Protection Protection Protection

$ 0 billion 149 1549 122 122

S billion 145 120 107 90

15 billion 121 96 19 59

25 billion 107 78 59 41

The figqwres indicate that in the case of an early attack on our
urban centers, for the same level of survivors, any Damage Limiting
program which excludes a camplete fallout shelter system would cost
at least twice as much as a progream which includes such a system, even
under the favorsble assumption that the Soviets would not exploit our
lack of fallout protection by swrface bursting their weapons upwind
of the fallout areas. Fallout shelters should have the highest
priority of any defensive system because they decrease the vulnerability
of the population to nuclear contamination under ail types of attack.
Against the wide range of urban/military attacks a camplete fallout
shelter system alone would save about 30 million lives {over and above
the present partial protection) and, therefore, should be a first com-

ponent of any larger Damege Limiting program.

At the $15 and $25 billion budget levels, the bulk of the
additional funds would go to missile defense. A high confidence in
the assumed effectiveness of the missile defense system would have
to be assured before commitment to such large expenditures would be
Justified, At the higher budget levels, missile defenses would also
have to be inter-locked with either local or area bamber defenses In
order to avold having one type of threat undercut a defense against
the other.

Although missiles clearly have a better chance than bombers of
destroying enemy offensive forces before they are launchbed, because
they can reach them much sooner, we also examined the effectiveness
of bambers in the Damage Limiting role. In one such analysis we com-
pared a strategic aireraft -- the AMSA -- and two strategic misslles --



. MINUTEMAN II and an improved missile for the 1970s., (This improved
i missile, which could be developed and deployed within the same time
frame as the AMSA, would be able to carry multiple, independently-
directed re-emtry wvehicles enabling a single missile to attack several
different targets.) The results of this analysis are shown in highly
summary form in the following table. )

THE EFFECTIVENESS ARD COSTS OF ALTERNATIVE STRATEGIC WEAPON SYSTEMS
IN THE DAMAGE LIDMITYNG ROLE

I recos:nize that there are many uncertainties with regard to both
the assumptions and the planning factors used in this analysis, How-
ever, I believe that it does demonstrate clearly at least one important
point, nemely, that there are less costly ways of destroying Soviet
missiles and aircra.ft before launch than by developing and deploying
a new AMSA, ' :

One fina.l point' shbuld be noted with respect to this-'canparison
of missiles and bombers in the Damage Limiting role. While the costs
shown are those per target destroyed, no allowance has been made for
the fact that the. enemy missile silos and boamber fields are far more
likely to be empty by the time the bombers pass over than when the
missiles arrive.
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With regard to the SLBM threat, only nominal funds were allo-
cated to extra anti-submarine defense for Damage Limiting at each
budget level, since the anti-ICEM defense could also cope with the
SLEM threat. Full advantage would, of course, be taken of the ASW
capabilities we have already for comtrol of sea commmications. Our
reaction to an improved Soviet SLEM force could be (1) more ASW
forces or (2) more terminal anti-ballistic missile defense or (3) more
of each. The declision would be based on the nature of the Soviet
improvements and the ratioc of the total SLEM threat to the total
ICBM threat,

There remains the possibility of a small muclear attack on the
United States by a nation other than the Soviet Union. Since the
next decade will probably see a proliferation of muclear weapons and
strategic delivery systems, and remembering that a single thermo-
muclear weapon could kill as many Americans as were lost in the
entire Second World War, this mey become an important problem. Ac-
cordingly, we have undertaken a number of studies in this area.

Our preliminary conclusion is that a small, balanced defense program
involving a moderate civil defense effort and a very low demsity deploy-
ment of & simplified configuration of the NIKE X system (which is
technically feasible without commitment to a full-scale deployment)
could, indeed, significantly reduce fatalities fram such an attack.
However, the only source of such arn attack that we can now foresee
would be Commnist China, and the lead time for that nation to

develop and deploy an effective ballistic miesile system capable of
reaching the United States 1s greater than we require to deploy the
defense.

In summary, several important conclusions mgy be drawn from
our apalysis of the Damage Limiting problem:

(1) With no new U.S. defense against nuclear attack in
the early 1970s, the Soviet strategic offensive
forces would be gble to inflict a very high level of
fatalities on the United States -~ about 100 to
150 million.

(2) A nation-wide civil defense program costing about $5
billion could reduce fatalities by about 30 million,

(3) A large, balanced Damage Limiting program for an
additional $20 billion could reduce fatalities associated
with an early urban asttack by another 4O million --to
a level of about 80 million.
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underscore the fact tha.t 'beyond 8 certa.in level of defense the cost

i

(4) There is no defense program within this general
range of expenditures which would reduce fatalities
to a level much below 80 million unless the Soviets
delgyed their attack on owr cities.

Moreover, we have thus far not teken into account a factor which -
I touched on at the beginning of this discussion, and that is possible
Soviet reactions which could serve to offset ouwr Damage Limiting
inftiatives., Let me illustrate this point with the following exemple,
Suppose we had already spent an additional $15 billion for a balanced,
Damzsge lLimiting posture of the type I described earlier, expecting
that it would 1imit fatalities to 96 million in the event of a Soviet
first strike against our cities. We then decide to spend another $10
billion to reduce the fatalities to 78 million., If the Soviets choose
to offset this increase in survivors, they should be able in the 1970s
to do so by adding ebout 250 improved ICBMs with penetration aids,

at a cost of perhaps about $6 billion, or 60 percent of owr cost.

At each successively higher level of U.S. expenditures,the ratio
of our costs for Damage Limitation to the Soviet's costs for Assured
Destruction becomes less and less favorable for us. Indeed, &t the

level of spending required to limit fatalities to about 42 million in
" & large Soviet first strike against our cities, we would have to spend

on Damage Limiting programs sbout fowr times what the Soviets would
have to spend on damage creating forces, 1. e., their Assured Destruc-
tion forces.

advantage lies increasingly with the offense, and this fact must be

In the JJ.ght of the foregoing analysis, it seems to me that there
are six major issues involved in our FY 1966-1970 general nuclear war

progreme. These issues concern:
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1. The development and deployment of a new manned bomber
(estimated five-year systems cost for a force of 200 operational
aircraft -- $8.9 to $11.5 billion).

2. The size of the strategic missile force (estimated five-
vear cost for an additional 200 MINUTEMAN II missiles -- $1.3
billion).

3. The overall level of the anti-bomber defense program
(estimeted five-year cost if units proposed for phasecut are
retained in the forces -- $300 to $350 million).

4. The production and deployment of a new manned interceptor
(estimated five-year cost for force of 216 operational aircraft --
$4 billion),

5. The production and deployment of the NIKE X anti-missile
system (estimated five-year cost -- $2k million).

6. The construction of fallout shelters for the entire
population (estimated cost to individuals, state, local and Federal
Government -- $5 billion).

The first two issues are related to the Strategic Offensive Forces,
the next three to the Strategic Defensive Forces and the last to the
Civil Defense Program. I will digcuss each of them in context with our
other proposals for these three components of our general nuclear war
posture,

D. STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE FORCES

The force structure proposed for the FY 1966-1970 period is shown
on Table 2 of the set of tables attached to this statement. The format
of this table ieg the same as that used last year except that the strategic
reconnaissance airceraft are grouped together in a separate sub-category.

1. The Development and Deployment of a New Manned Bomber

I believe our analysis of the general nuclear war problem in the
early 1970e clearly demonstrates that the destructive potential of our
missile force alone should provide a most persuasive deterrent to a
deliberate Soviet attack on the United States. Nevertheless, for
reasons which I have already dlscussed, it would seem wise to keep
open the option of continuing at least some manned bombers in our
strategic offengive forces indefinitely, if need be. This we propose
to do.



With appropriate maintenance and modification, the current B-52s
cen be operated, safely and effectively, through the early 1970s. About
$1.Y billion has already been programed for the strengthening of the
fuselage and taill structure, the provision of structural wing fasteners,
flight safety modifications, capebility improvements such as new redars
and ECM equipment and depot maintenance. Another $339 million 1is
included in our FY 1966 budget request for these purposes and roughly
$930 million more will be required during the FY 196T7-1970 period. On
the basis of a detailed study of the problems involved, we are confident
that the B-52Cs, De, Es, and Fs (currently numbering about 368 aircraft)
can be safely and effectively operated through 1970-T72; and the B-52Gs
and He (currently numbering sbout 289 aircraft) beyond FT 1975.

Considering the present size of the B-52 force, 630 operstional
aireraft, and the continuing availability of two wings of B-58 medium
bombers, we do not believe that the expenditure of about $70 million
over the next few years to keep two B-52B squadrons (30 U.E. sircraft)
in safe operating condition would be Justified. These are the oldest
and least effective B-52s5. The two squadrons have been reflexed to
Guam to replace the B-47s. Eight other B-52Bs are being used for
training.

We now propose to phsse out the latter in FY 1965. Additional B-52
aircraft will be activated cut of avallable resources to carry on the
training function. By end FY 1966, we will have five POLARIS submarines
deployed in the Pacific and the B-52Bs on Guam will no longer be required
and will be phased out. The elimination of the B-52Bs should save about
$40 to $45 million a year in operating coets over and above the $T0
million which would be required to keep them in a safe and effective
condition ~-- end without any significant effect on our stretegic offensive
capebility.

As ghovm on Table 2, this action would stlll provide a force of
about 670 manned bombers in 1970. The B-52 force would continue to be
equipped with HOUND DOG air-launched missiles, of which we will still
have 520 in the operationsl inventory in 1970, even after providing
for the necessary expenditure of missiles for the Combat Eveluation test

program.

There are at least two other alternatives available to us, in
sddition to the immediate development of the AMSA, vhich would preserve
the manned-bomber option for the period following withdrawael of the B-52
force. These are: (a) the procurement of a strategic version of the
F-111 (i.e., & B-111), snd (b) the initiation of advenced development
work on long lead time componentes which would be needed for the AMSA as
well as for other new combat aircraft.
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A strategic version of the P-111 could carry up to five SRAMs, or
an equivalent loading of bombe or & combination of both., Its speed over
enemy territory would be supersonic at high altitudes and high subeonic
st low altitudes. While & "B~111" force would have to place greater
reliance on tenkers than an AMSA force, its range (considerably better
than the B-58), its target coverage and its payload carrying cepability
would be sufficient to bring under attack a very large share of the
Soviet urban/industrial complex. Since the F-111 1s already nearing
production, and we plan to initiate development of the SRAM in the
current fiscal year, a "B-1l1" could be made available in the early
19708 at a mch lower cost than the AMSA, even if the decision to
cammence production 1s postponed for snother two or three years.

The AMSA, as presently envisioned by its proponents, would incor-
porate the payload capabilities of the B-52 and the speed/altitude
characteristics of the F-lll, Its takeoff grose weight would be in
the 350,000 pournd class and it would require the development of a new
engine and new avionics, as well as the SRAM.

However, Secretary Zuckert, in his memorsndum transmitting the AMSA
proposals to me, noted that the Air Force intends:

"e o o t0 complete, prior to the initiation of the
ProJect Definition Phase, a prerequisite phase which
wvill further refine our gystems evaluation. This
phage will include further evaluation of an advanced
strategic aircraft against the TFX, the stretched
TFX, and a growth version of the TFX incorporating
advanced engines. In addition, AMSA vehicles in
the 200,000 to 300,000 pound weight class will be
further investigated. Aircraft configured for sub-
gonic penetration only will .be compared with designs
having superasonic high altitude performance as well
&5 low-level capability. Each system configuration
will be assessed in terms of perfarmance, cost,
schedule, military effectiveness, complexity, and
development risks.”

Considering the other alternatives availaeble, the high cost of an
AMSA fleet ($8.9 to $11.5 billion for the one proposed), the need to
develop a new engine and avionics, the still-existing uncertainties as
to the kind of new bomber we would want by the mid-1970s, and the
remaining B-52 life which exceeds the lead-time required for development
for new aircraft, I do not believe we are ready to go s&head with a full
AMSA development at this time. But I do believe it would be desirable
to keep open the option for developing such an aircraft as a replacement
for the B-52s when they have to be retired.
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We therefore pPropose: '

{a) To continue our efforts to define the gpecifications
and basic design approaches of several altermative strategic
aircraft, a program requiring $5 million in FY 1965 and $3
million in FY 19%6.

(b} To initiete an advanced avionics develcpment progran
which would be gpplicable ‘to current and future strategic and
tactical combat aircraft, a program requiring $7 million in
FY 1965 and $12 million in FY 1966.

(¢) To initiate an advanced propulsion program which would
be applicable to current and future high performance strateglc and
tactical ccmbat alreraft, a program requiring $16 million in
FY 1965 and $24 million in FY 1966.

(d) To initiate develcpment of a new short range attack
missile (SRAM), & program requiring $5 million in FY 1965 and $37
million in FY 1966. ' The total cost of this development is
estimated at around $150 million. No decision needs to be made
now on the production and deployment of this missile.

. In FY 1965, the first three actions will require $25 million of
the $52 million appropriated by the Congress for the development of
advanced manned strategic aircraft. We propose to apply the remaining
$24 million to the FY 1966 requirement, totaling $39 million, The
balance of $15 million has been inciuded in our 1966 budget request.

Thie four part program would permit full development and deployment
of & new manned bomber in-ample time to replace the B-528 in the mid-1970s,
should that decision appear to be necessary or desirsble within the next
few years. Funding beyond that reccmmended for FY 1965 and FY 1966 is -
not required at this time to achieve that cbjective.

2. Strategic Reconna.issance

In my discussion of the RS-TO reconnaissance strike aircraft
before this Committee two years ago, I stated, "It is clear that we
should have the capability to do post-attack reconnaissance, but we will
hgve other means to do that." We did, in fact, initiate in February
1963 the development of the new strategic reconnaissance aircraft, now
mown as the SR-Tl.  This aircraft will have a ey o0 and & varlety
of alternative reconnaissance payloa.ds. . R




A On the basis of the test progran to date, we have
every reason to believe that the performance of the SR-Tl1 will meet or-
exceed its specifications..

Tl e : Y The total develoPment and procure-
‘ment costs of the SR-Tl program through this presently planned deploy-
meut is now estimated at about $950 million.

As showm on Table 2 as the ten RC-1358 funded in prior years enter
the force in FY 1967, 1h RB-47s will be phased out. Thus, by the end
" of FY 1967, our strategic reconnaissance force will consist of 25 SR-Tls,
ten RC-1358 and three RB-L47s.

‘3.‘ Strategic 'Missile -Fbrces

The second major issue involved in our general nuclear war program
‘concerns the future size of the strategic missile forces. Last year we
had tentatively planned to fund ancther 100 MINUIEMAN silos in each year
FY. 1966-1967 (for a total of 1,200 missiles), :

On the basis of our a.nalysis of the general nuclear war problem in
the early 19708 , I am convinced that ancther 200 MINUI‘EMAN silos are
not required at this time. We now believe that we can markedly increase
the kill capabilities of the MINUTEMAN force through & number of qualita-
tive improvements which now appear feasible, The MINUTEMAN force presently
planned for FY 1970, consisting of 750 MINUTEMAN II and' 250 MINUTEMAN I,
will have a total destruction capability of at least 30 to 40O percent
greater than & force of the same size consisting only of- MINUTEMAN I.
This is equivalent to adding 300 to 40O missiles to a force of 1,000
MINUTEMAN I. With the additional iwmprovements which now appear possible,
the destruction’ capabilities of the MINUTEMAN force could be further
increased in the future, 1f that appears desirable, by & factor of two
compared with a force of the same size consisting only of MINUTEMAN I,
These additional improvements pot yet incorporated in the five year pro-
duction program, include: new guidance camwponents which would further
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1ncrea.se a.ccura.cy (1.€., reduce the CEP); a new re-entry vehicle (the
MK-17) which would have much smaller re~entry errors as well &s a
larger yield warhead; and a post-boost. comtrol Multiple Ipndependent Re-
entry Vehicle (MIRV) system which would permit & single MINUTEMAN IT to
deldiver thrce MK-12 wcapons to geographically sepe.ra.tcd targets.

improvement 1s significant. in view of the fact that the Soviels are
hardening their ICEM sites, Against soft targets, many of which require
no more than one MK-12 for their destruction, MIRV would greatly increase
the X111 ecapability of the recomzended !EENUI‘M force.

The additional R&D cost of the guida.nce improvement program is
estimated at $39.6 million, $22.7 million in FY 1966. The R&D cost
of the new MK-17 re-enmtry vehicle is estimated at $39 million (exclu-

slve of the cost of the flight test missiles), $11.3 millicn in :
"FY 1966. The R&Dicost of the MTIRV program is estimated at about $150
million, about $20 million in FY 1966 (exclusive of the flight test
programs The MK-lE . re-eotry vehicle is already under development,

To prepa.re for the possi‘bility that the Soviet Union mey deploy
a relatively effective anti-missile defense system around its urba.n/
industrial areas, weiare contimuing owr comprehensive penetration aids
., program for which we 'have already programed about $1 billion through
.. FY 1965. In addition to muiltiple warheads, maneuverable re.entry
- vehicles, and sma:l_‘l. radar cross-section re~entry vehicles, these aids
" or tactics . e . . .

we believe they wouldprove to be very effective against any likely

defense., A capabili‘ty for employing penetration aids is already belng
incorporated in the 1='OLARIS A-2 and A-3, the 'I‘J.TAN II and the MINUTEMAR,

The penetration a.ids research program 15 e cost]y ‘one requiring much
sophisticated . instrumentation at the test ranges. ' Accordingly, we have
made every effort to take advantage of related work being done in con-
nection with -our .own R&D efforts on anti-ballistic: misaile defense,
particularly the ¥IKE X and DEFENDER projects. A4s' I pointed out earlier,
the problems of the offense are the copnverse of those of the defense and
information obtained from our penetration aids research has contributed
to our thinking -on tHe anti-ballistic missile defense problem, In total,
$163 million i&.included in our FY 1966 request to comtinmue advanced
development work on penetra.tion aids and improved re-enotry systems,

As a further measure to counter & possible Soviet anti-missile
defense system, we propose to begin development in FY 1966 of a new,
larger submarine lalg.nched'mi-ssile designated the POSEIDON. The POSEIDON
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would incorporate improved accuracy and larger payload as compared with
the POLARIS A-3.  Its larger payload would permit it to carry a much
greater welght of penetration alds, and thereby to penetrate heavily
defended urban/industrial targets. Alternatively, it could be used to
attack a single hardened point target with greater accuracy and a ’
heavier warhead

7 With the retro-fit of a portion of the POLARIS fleet with
the POSEIDON missile, the "kill" capability of the submarine force would
be greatly increased.

We propose to initiate project definition of the POSEIDON missile
this fiscal year with $10 miliion of available FY 1965 funds. Another
$35 million has been included in the FY 1966 budget to continue develop-
ment, principally on propulsion and improved guidance, Since we are
8till uncertain sbout the ultimate ghelf 1ife of the present FPOLARIS
missiles and the time at which the Soviets might deploy an ARM system,
the pace of the POSEIDON development has not yet been precisely
_egteblished. Totel development costs for this missile could approximate
$900 million. " The cost' of retro-fitting a force of, say, 19 submarines
with the POSEIDON missile could amount to es much as $2 billion, including
. the cost of missgile development and production.

In view of the fact, as shown on Table 2, that we will have 800
 MINUTEMAN and L6k POLARIS missiles in our operational forces by the end
of the current fiscal year, I believe we can safely phase out all of
the ATLAS and TITAN I missiles during the current fiscal year. These
‘older cryogenic liquid-fueled missiles are very costly and difficult to
maintain on alert status. The ATLAS and TITAN forces cost about $1
million per year per missile to operate and maintain, counpared with only
sbout $100,000 per misaile for the MINUTEMAN.

In sddition to the m.a,jor cha.nges I have already discussed, two
minor changes have been made in MINUTEMAN and POLARIS schedules. For
technical reasons and in order to achlieve & more level production rate
of the MINUTEMAN II, we have slipped the retro-fit schedule by about
six months. As,shown on Table 2, on the new schedule the MINUTEMAN II
force will build up to: 1300 miseiles by end FY 1967 which, together with
TOO MINUTEMAN I, will provide 8 total forece of 1,000. Thereafter,
MINUTEMAN I will be replaced by MINUTEMAN II at the rate of 150 missiles
per year through FY 1970, the end of the planning period. Depending on
the actual shelf 1life of the MINUTEMAN I, the entire force will uwltimately
be converted to M.'L'NUTEMAN IT1.

The change in the POLARIS missile strength from that which I
pregented here last year stems from the submarine safety program. This
program has caused a slippage in the POLARIS deployment schedule, thereby
reducing the operational force by one submarine and 16 missiles at end
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FY 196k, and by three submarines and 48 missiles at end FY 1966, But
the program will be back on schedule by the end of FY 1967, by which
time we will have a force of 41 POLARIS submarines carrying 656 missiles.

One finel item concerning the.POI.ARIS program: I stated lagt year
that the POLARTS force would require the support of six temnders in order
to ensure the continuous availability of at least five of them for the
support of the five squadrons into which we then planned to organize the
POLARIS force. We proposed and the Congress eppropriated $69.6 million
for the construction of the sixth tender in the FY 1965 budget. We now
intend to divide the POLARIS force into four squadrons of from seven to
nine boats each, three in the Atlantic and one in the Pacific., Since
each tender is capable of servicing an entire squadron and since we can
expect to have only about [JJJJJll POLARIS submarines at sea at any one
time, we believe the tender requirement can be reduced to five, which
will ensure the availability at all times of one tender for each
squadron. Accardingly, we have cancelled the tender planned for con-
struction in FY 1965 and applied the funds so released to the FY 1966

budget.

With regard td'the other strategic offensive forces shown on
"Table 2, the only significant changes from last year are a somewhat
earlier phase out of the:.older REGULUS cruise missile submarines as
their targets are taken over by newer weapons and the substitution of
seven more KC-135s instead of 36 B-4Ts in the Post Attack Cammend and
Control System. This latter change will provide longer endurance
aircraft for the SAC airborme relay mission while achieving significant
operating economies. These more capable aircraft also hold the potential
for establishing en Airbornme Lawnch Control Center for the MINUTEMAN
forces and this move is currently under study. Finally, with respect
to the Ene:gency Rocket Cammmications System, funde were provided in
the current year's program to develop and procure the improved communica-
tions packege for MINUTEMAN boosters which will replace the current Blue
Scout boosters by the end of FY 1967. This system provides a relisble,
survivable means of giving the "go" signal to both su.rface end airborne
strategic forces :Ln an emergency. -

In my Judgment » the Strategic Offensive Forces proposed for the
FY 1966-1970 period are mlly adequate for the tasks asaigned to them.

E. STRATEGIC DEFEE’SIVE FORCES

The force structur proposed for the FY 1966-1970 period, including
those weapon systems, warning and communication networks and encillary
equipment required to detect, identify, track and destroy unfriendly
forces approaching the Forth Americen Continent, is shown in Table 3.

A substentisl part of the anti-gubmarine force is organized to contribute
to continental defense but I will discuss these forces in context with
the Ravy's General Purpose Forces.




1. The Overall Level of the Anti-Bomber Defense Program

One of the major issues we face in the Strategic Defensive Forces
is to determine the proper cverall level of the anti-bamber defense pro-
gram. Our present system for defense against manned bomber attack was
designed a decade age when it was estimated that the Soviets would dbuild
a force capable of attacking the United States with many hundreds of long
range aircraft. This threat did not develop as estimated., Insteed, the
major threat confronting the United States consists of the Soviet ICEM
and submarine launched ballistic missile forces. With no defense against
the ICBM and only very limited defenses sgainst the submarine launched
ballistic missiles, our anti-bomber defenses could operate on only a small
Tfraction of the Soviet offensive forces in a determined attack. Moreover,
the anti-bomber defense system itself is vulnerable $o missile attack.
It is clear, therefore, as it has been for scme years, that a balanced
strategic defense posture requires a major reorientation of our efforts --
both within anti-bomber defenses and between anti-bonber and anti-missile
defenses.

1 have already discussed the components of a balanced general nuclear
war posture, With regard to the Strategic Defensive Forces, it is clear
that our present anti-bomber defenses are out of balance with the other
components in relation to the threat. During the lest four years we have
made gome progress in reorienting the anti-bomber defenses to the changing
character of that threat. The vulnerability of the system is being
reduced by providing an improved backup to the SAGE system and by dispersing
the manned interceptors. Marginal and cbsolete units have been eliminated
from the forces and new and more effective systems are being introduced.
This effort will be continued during the FY 1966-1970 program period.

a. Survelllance, Warning and Control

The surveillance, warning and control network constructed during
the 19508 was oriented to manned bomber attack through the northern
approaches over Canada and around the flanks through the Atlantic and
Pacific oceans. Three basic lines of radars were constructed across the
northern approaches, the Digtant Early Warning Line (DEWLINE), the Mid-Canada
Line and the contiguous radars along the United States-Canada border
("Pinetree Line")., The IEWLINE was extended across the Atlantic and Pacific
approaches by radar ships and aircraft. The radar coverage on each coast
wvas extended to sea, also, by radar ghips and aircraft. However, during
the last few years, we have introduced new techniques of surveillance
greatly increasing our ability to detect any sizeadble movements of Soviet
manned bombers. Moreover, in any deliberate, determined Soviet attack
upcn the Uhited States, we can assume that they would strike first with
their migsiles and then with their aireraft, Thus, the arrival of their
missiles would, in itself, signal the attack long before Soviet bombers
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could reach their targets. As a result, large portions of the existing
surveillance, warning and control system constructed during the 1950s are
either obsolete or of marginal value to our overall defense.

(1) Semi-Automatic Ground Environment System (SAGE)

As I pointed out in previous yeers, the SAGE system, as origivally
conceived, is no longer suitable in en ers of ICEMs and submarine-launched
ballistic missiles. Recognizing the great vulnerabllity of the SAGE
system to ballistic missile attack, we started in 1961 to provide a less
vulnerable backup system, first by establishing at 27 prime radar sites
RORAD control centers which could manually direct our interceptors in
case of damage to SAGE, and then by introducing the semi-automatic backup
interceptor control (BUIC II) system. At the same time, we phased out six
of the SAGE Direction Centers which were redundant and co-located with
other major targets (i.e., SAC bases) and one of the SACE Combat Centers,
‘a8 shown on Table 3. .

Last year we planned to install s system of 34 of these BUIC II
stations, co-located with prime radsrs, three of which were to be 4in Canada.
. And, when this system became operational by end FY 1966, we had planned
‘to phase out four more SAGE Direction Centers in FY 1966 and two more

Combat Centers in FY 1968, leaving 11 Direction Centers and four Ccmbat
Centers in the United States, plus ore cambined Combat and Direction
‘Center in Canada. (The- Csnadien center is counted in the tsble as a
Cambat Center. ) s

We now propose to modify that plan. Instead of the 3% BUIC IT
stations, we now plan, &s shown on Taeble 3, to deploy 19 BUIC IIY stations
in the ten SAGE sectors along the Western, Northem and Eastern perimeters
of the United States (including the cne in Caneda). With one exception,
each of the sectors will have one SAGE Direction Center and two BUIC III
stations. The 1os Angeles-Phoenix sector, because it: is the least vulner-
mble will have one SAGE Direction Center and one BUIC IIX statiom.




The other two of the twelve SAGE sectors (at Stowx City, Iows and
Detroit, Michigan) would continue to operate with just the SAGE Direction
Center, pince they will be covered by the SAGE sectors to the north. All
12 SAGE sectors will feed into the four Caubat Centers (the £ifth Cembat
Center shown on the teble is & manual installation in Almeka) and the four
Combat Centers in turn will feed into the NORAD Combat Operstions Center.

The phase out of four additicnal SAGE Direction Centers by end FY
1968 will save around $30 million per year and, together with the six pre-
viously phased out, would produce totel savings of $52 millioan per year.
- About $30.9 mt11ion has been included in the FY 1966 budget for the BUIC-
SBAIE mtao

(2) Redars

-As shown in Table 3, we plan to continue our program of screening out
radar coverage excess to ocur needs. A recent study by the Rorth America
Alr Defense Coammand has identified six more search radars which can be
. phased out during the current fiscal year, four more in FY 1966 end six
more in FY 1967, for a:total of 16, while still retaining double coverage
. bove 10,000 feet and single coverage sbove 3,000 feet along the eastern,

western and northern perimeters of the nation. (The gap filler radars
ghown on Table 3. are designed to provide coverage below 3,000 feet.) In
view of the expected direction of the Soviet bomber attack, and the distri-
butiom of our air defense wespons, single radar coverage sbove 10,000

feet should be sui‘ficieﬁt in the interior and a.long the southern ‘border.

The six radars being phased out during the current £iscal year are
excess tothe needs of Defense and the Federal Aviation Agency (FAA)., Two
of the four radars programed to be phased out in FY 1966 are now being
used by the Arxmy in connection with its swrface~to-alr missile fire coordina-
tion system. When the last of the Missile Masters are replaced by the
new fire digtribution system equipment in FY 1967 these four redars will
no longer be required. The other two are needed temporarily. Coverage of
the six radars to be phased out in FY 1967 will be replaced'bytying in
'-t:l.th FAA radars in the same areas.

As I ini’ormed this Cammittee last year, the Defense Department has
been working closely with the FAA in an effort to internet the redar systems
of the two sgencies. To date, 54 Defense redars and 27 FAA radars have
been identified for joint use and we are continuing to explore the possi-
bilities for further integration. A specific time schedule for tying these
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elements of the two systems together is presently being negotiated with

the FAA, However, in order to make the inputs from the 27 FAA radars usable
in the automated SAGE - BUIC III gystem, they must be converted into the
appropriaste computer language by what is called a "digitizer." We plan to
test a new type of digitizer this summer and buy half of the requirement

in FY 1966 and the balance in FY 1967. About $11 million has been included
in our FY 1966 budget request for this purpose.

Cur continuing study has also identified eight gap filler radars which
can be eliminated in FY 1965. Altogether, these radar reductions will pro-
duce a FY 1966-1970 saving of sbout $110 million, $7.2 million in FY 1966.

As I indicated earlier, our Strategic Foreces, both offensgive and
defengive, are presently geared to very short warning times, e.g., EMEWs
would provide only between seven and 20 minutes warning of a Scviet TICEM
attack which would almost certainly precede a bomber attack. Thus, the
Jong warning of manned bomber attack provided by DEWLINE and its extensiong
no longer has the value it once had. In the case of the IEWLINE radars,

I deserlbed the reduction of 20 intermediate stations in Cenada and of
eight in Alaska last year. The remaining 39 stations are presently planned
for retention throughout the program period, eas shown on Table 3. In the
case of the DEWLINE extensions, the ships were phased out in FY 1963. We
now propose to phase out the aircraft by end FY 1966, as shown on Table 3.
With regard to the Offshore Radars, we bellieve the 22 ships allocated to
this mission can be phased out by end FY 1966. The low altitude getection
capablilities of the ships were elways limited and left great gaps in
coversge. The AEW/ALRT aircraft, on the other hand, have both good low
altitude and good high altitude coverage. Furthermore, the ALKI aircraft
can automatically transfer their data directly to the control centers.

The elimination of these ships and the IEWLINE extension aircraft will
produce savings of $266 million over the program period, $69 million in FY 1966.

b. Manned Interceptors

Considering the slze and character of the bomber threat we are likely
to face through FY 1970, I believe the present manned interceptor force is
larger than needed. As shown on Teble 3, at the end of FY 1964 we had about
830 all-weather interceptors in the active air defense forces and about 560
interceptors of all types in the Air National Guard. During the current
fiscal year, we will phase out of the Guard all the remaining F-86s (100 air-
creft) and F-100s {42 aircraft) which have no all-weather capabilities. In
sddition, we now propose to phase out during FY 1966 and 1967 the remsin-
ing nine Guard squadrons of F-89s (225 aircraft), an all-weather subsonic
interceptor produced during the FY 1950-1956 period, as their age and sub-
sonic speed seriously limit their intercept capability. The Guard squadrons
which have been opersting F-89s will be provided with F-102s during FY 1966-
67 from the active forces. Under the present plan, the Air National Guard
by end FY 1967 will be operating sbout 400 F-102s.
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We are also programing a reduction in F-10ls and F-10ks in the
active forces in FY 1968 and FY 1969, subject to later review if cir-
cumstances change. The slow decline in the number of F-106s shown on
Table 3 reflects attrition only.

Thus, at the end of FY 1970, we now have programed 330 intercep-
tors in the active forces and 396 in the Air National Guard, for a
total of 726 aircraft. These changes in the manned interceptor forces
will produce savings of $320 million over the FY 1966-19T0 period,
$15 million in FY 1966,

C. Surface-to-ailr Missiles

The surface-to-alr missile programs shown on Table 3 are essentially
the seme as those described here last year, with the exception of the
later years., Last year we began the phase out of the BOMARC-As, leaving
six squadrons of BOMARC-Be located at six different bases., In order to
maintain the proficiency of the crews, we are providing one BOMARC-B
misgile for practice firing annually for each squedron which accounts
for the decline in the BOMARC forces shown on Table 3. The decline in
the numbers of HERCULES after FY 1968 and in the numbers of HAWK after
FY 1969 algo stems from training consumption.

2. Qualitative Improvements to the Anti-Bomber Defenses

While the present anti-bomber forces may be considered gquantita-
tively excessive in the light of the threat, further improvements need
to be made in the qualitative characteristics of the forces. I have
already touched on the planned improvements to the BUIC-SAGE system.

We have also included funds in the FY 1966 budget for a number of other
possible improvements in the more distant future.

a. Production and Deployment of a New Manned Interceptor

By far the most lmportant issue in the anti-bomber defense area

is the production and deployment of & new manned interceptor. I believe
it is evident from our enalysis of the general nuclear war problem that
the deployment of such an aireraft should be considered only if we were
to increase significantly our overall Damnge Limiting effort, including
both the deployment of an anti-missile defense system and a nation-wide
fallout shelter system., And, if we were to raise the level of our Demage
Limiting program, it 1s not at all clear at this time that a new manned
interceptor gystem would have priority over new advanced surface-to-air
missile gystems now under study.

Nor 1s it clear at this time that the YF-12A, which has already
been substantially developed, would be preferable to an interceptor
version of the F-111. Our analyses indicate that the F-111 would have
some substential advanteges over the F-124, including greater alrborme
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endurance and en ability to re-cycle on a greater number of airfields,
ag well as the fact that greater numbers could be procured for any
given investment., 1In any event, the anti-bomber and anti-missile
defenses must be interlocked and must be in proper balance to be fully
. effective against & combined missile/bomber attack.

The F—lll is already nearing production. The Navy version, the
F-111B, together with the PHOENIX air-to-air missile systems now in
development, is essentially an-interceptor asircraft and could be modi-
fied for use in continental defense. We will continue to have this
option for some time into the future since the F-111 will be in produc-
- tion at least through the end of this decade,

Fﬁnding for the develomment of the YF-12A

P e o - _ g About 180 million has been progremed
for this project through the current fiscal year. Three prototypes are

now sveilable for flight test and $28 million has been included in the

FY 1966 budget to continue development, test and evaluation. The YF-12A

incorporates the ASG-?B/AIM-&TA fire control and alr-to-air missile system

which had been under development for same years.

No decision on the production of the F-12A needs to be made now.
The SR-T1 will be in production through late FY 1967 and if we were to
decide to go ahead with deployment of a F=-12A type aireraft, we would
most likely produce an interceptor version of this larger ailrcraft
which has & considerably greater range than the YF-12A, Therefore,
this particular option would still be open to us in the FY 1967 budget
period with no great cost penalty. Even so, the five-year systems cost
of a force of 200 F—12As would emount to about $l4 billion,

b. Improved HAWK

Funds have also been included in the FY 1966 budget for the develop-
ment of new components which would increase the capabllity of the HAWK
against high speed, low altitude targets, multiple targets within the
same rader beam, 'and targets employing advanced electronic countermeasures.
These improvements in the HAWK system are also needed to .provide a
tetter alir defense capability for the forces in the field, particularly
since the progress on the development of the MAULER has proved disappointing.
I will discuss this program in greater detaill later in connection with
the Army General Purpose Forces.

Ca Advanced Alr Defense System
Last yeer we included $5 million in our FY 1965 budget request to

initiate advanced development on & new surface-to-gir missile system
for the 1970s which would provide good capabilities against high speed
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aircraft and short range migsiles, This system, which I mentioned
earlier, is intended to have application to the problem of air defense
in the field but could also be used for CONUS defense., We increased
the FY 1965 program to $13 million through reprograming and we are
requesting $15 million in the FY 1966 budget to continue advanced
development.

d. Airborne Warning and Control System (AWACS)

Last year we initiated the study of an airborne platform capable
of detecting aircraft against the background of a variety of terrainms.
Present experience with similar devices in the Navy (E-2A alrcraft) and
theoretical studies indicate that the attainment of the hoped for per-
formance is very unlikely. For this reason, we are reducing the effort
on the aircraft system to a $3 million level in FY 1966. However, the
problem is so important that we believe an 2dditional $8 million in FY
1966 is completely Jjustified to explore the extremely difficult tech-
nology of long range eirborne radar to detect aireraft against ground
clutter.

3. Ballistic Missile Warning and Defense

Defense against ballistic missile attack, whether from missile-
launching submarines or land bases, comprises a capability both for
warning and for tracking, intercepting and destroying the incoming
warheads.

&. Ballistic Missile Early Warning System (BMEWS)

Our primary warning system against land-based ballistic missile
attack is EMEWS, all three stations of which are now fully operational.
Last year we undertook two major improvements to this system, the
first being the installation of a tracking radar at the Clear, Alaska
station. This radar will be operational by the end of the current
fiscal year, thereby closing a possible low altitude gap in coverage
between that station and the one at Thule, Greemland. The second
improvement wvas an inecrease in the electronic counter-counter measure
(ECCM) capabilities of the Thule and Clear stations. About $20 mil-
lion has already been provided for this purpose and another $9 million
is included in the FY 1966 budget. The required equipment will be fully
installed and operational by the summer of 1967.

As 1 informed the Comittee last year, we are modifying selected
alr defense radars on the East, West and Gulf coasts to give them same
detection capability for shorter range missiles which might be launched
fram submarines or from Cuba, thereby providing at least a few
minutes of warning. About $10 million has already been programed
for this purpose and another $10 million is included in the FY 1966
budget to complete the work. Warning from these radars and from
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EMEWS is fed into the seme control points and therefore these radars
are now part of the ballistic missile early warning system.

h. Over-the-Horizon Radar

c. FHNIXE X

The mgjor issue in the ballistic missile defense program ConceIrns
the production and deployment of the NIKE X system. In my appearance
before this Committee last year, I described the NIKE X system and its
probiems in considersble detail. Since that time, we have greatly expanded

our knowledge of anti-missile defense with regard to both the relative

costs and effectiveness of alternative deployments and the technical
aspects of the system.
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One of the most significant developments of the past year has been
the highly encouraging progress being made in the development of the
missile site radar (MSR). This radar was originally conceived as an
adjunct to the large central multi-function array radar (MAR) to serve
as a transmitter of guldance commends to the SPRINT missile and to per-
form limited target tracking. We have found that by adding separate
data processing equipment and improved tracking cepability to the MSR,
it can serve as the primary sensor in certain deployments and at a much
lower cost that the MAR. The MSR, of course, would have only a fraction
of the cepability of the MAR, but it would cost only about a tenth as
much -- $40 miliion per site compared with $L00 million for the MAR.

The MSR in combination with the MAR would meke possible a number
of alternative NIKE X deployments. Three basic systems configurations
would be possible differing primerily in the number and kind of radars
utilized:

(1) a so-calied HI-MAR configuration which would include one
bigh cost MAR and two or three single face low cost MSRs
for each urban ares defended. This configuration would
provide the most effective defense against a large, tech-
nologlically sophisticated attack but it would be the most
costly 1f any sizeable number of cities were to be defended;

(2) a LO-MAR configuration which would include one MAR for
about every three urban areas and one double face MSE and
two single face MSRs for each urban area defended. Recent
studies indicate that for a given level of expenditures,
the 1LO-MAR configuration would probably be more effective in
saving lives in a moderately sophisticated attack and would
be clearly guperior to a HI-MAR configuration against a
gmaller or less sophlisticated attack. This 15 so because for
the same expenditure more cltles can be defended; and

(3) a NO-MAR configuration which would include only MSR radars
in about the pame combingtion as the LO~-MAR configuratiom.
This would be the lowest cost configuration per urban area
defended but would be much legs effective against a large
sophisticated attack.



. Although the NIKE X"'develoment is progressing satisfactorily,

But over and above the technical problems there are. still
greater uncertainties concerning the preferred concept of deploy-
ment, the relationship of the NIKE X system to other elements of a
balanced dsmsage: lim;ting effort, the timing of the attaimment of an
effective nation-wide fallout shelter system and the nature and
effect of a possible Soviet reaction to ocur NIKE X deployment.
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Accordingly, we propose to contimuie the development of the RIKE X
system on an urgent basis and a total of $407 million has been
included in the FY 1966 budget for that purpose. Of the $407 million,
$20 million will be required to support the test and evaluation
program at Kwajalein, which involves the simulated interception of
missiles with various re-entry payloeds launched from Vandenberg AFEB;
$17 million will be required for additional NIKE X facilities at
Ewajalein, and $10 miliion would be used for some preliminary
production engineering.

We plan to re-examine the question of production and deployment
of the NIKE X system agsin next year. Deferral of this decision
to the FY 1967 budget would still permit an initial operational
capability by the summer of 1970. Considering the vast amount of
development, test and evaluation work still to be accomplisbed, I
do not believe we could improve on this JOC date by mweny months even
if we were to start production in FY 1966.

k. Anti-Satellite Defense

last year I told the Committee that "In order to provide an
interim counter satellite capability, we have made certain modifica-
tions in the NIKE-ZEUS installation at EKwajalein Island to give it
8 capacity within certain ranges 4o intercept and destro hostile
sat.el_libes. 'Dais slte is now in operation g . .
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If these flights are successful, we may want to consider establishing
an operatiopal capability. ‘

We are also proceeding with two large ground based opticel in-
stallations for satellite tracking and photography. The first, at
Cloudcroft, New Mexico, which I mentioned to the Committee last year,
will become operational shortly. It should be able to provid
photographs of enemy satellites with the resolution of—

The second system, in Maul, Hawaii, will become cpera-
tional in 1965 and should have a resolution of IS Both systems,
however, are subject to atmospheric distortions and are limited to
periods near dawn or sumset.

F. CIVIL DEFENSE

" The major issue in this area concerns the construction of a com-
plete nation-wide fallout shelter system. As I noted earlier, such
a system would provide the greastest return in terms of lives saved
from any additional funds spent on damage limiting measures., The
S5-year systems cost for full fallout shelter protection for the
_entire population has been estimated at roughly $5 billion -~ sbout
$3 billion fram the Federal Goverrment, $1 billion from State and
local govermments and $1 billion from vprivete sources.

Most of the approximately 240 million shelter spaces needed by the
early 1970s can be obtained relstively cheaply, simply by identifying,
marking and stocking the fallout shelter inherent in existing or
planned structures. The residual requirement, however, will have to
be met by providing for dual-purpose fallout shelter areas in new
construction and this, we belleve, would require Federal cost sharing
with State and local govermments and non-profit institutions. Such
e cost sharing program would, of cowrse, require the enactment of
legislation authorizing the Defense Department to participate on -
behalf of the Federal Govermment. The Executive Branch has recamsended
such legislation to the Congress for three years running, but it was
not enacted. Since this duel purpose shelter subsidy proposal is
directed only to meeting the residual requirement, we propose in
FY 1966 to concentrate ocur efforts on exploiting fully all of the
existing potential for fallout protection and to determining more
precisely the exact nature of the residual shelter requirement. To
this end, we intend to emphasize four aspects of the program during

FY 1965 and FY 1966:

. Expansion of the pi-esent shelter survey program to in-
clude structures too small to qualify as public fallout
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shelters, i.e., smll business facilities, duplexes and
single family residences.

» Provision of architectural) and engineering advice and
assistance to stimulate the development of dual.purpose
low cost, fallout shelters in new construction or major
structural modification projects, through the applica-
tion of various design techniques.

+ Development of plans to identify more precisely the
residual shelter requirements and to ensure the efficient
use of currently available ghelter by matching individuals
with specific shelter spaces.

Provision of portable ventilation kite which will
significantly increase the capacity of existing shelter

space.

I will discuss each of these mesasures in context with the FY 1966
Civil Defense Frogram summrized on Table k.

1, Shelter Swvey and Marking

The continuing survey of existing structures has already
identified about 127 million shelter spaces with a minimum protection
factor of 40 or better. More than T9 million shelter spaces in
9,000 structures have actually been licensed or marked. By the
end of FY 1965, we estimate about 130 million spaces will have
been identified and a total of 90 million spaces actually licensed
or marked.

As ghown on Table &, $36.3 million has been included in the
FY 1966 request for shelter surveys. Of thie smount, $13.3 million
is requegted to support the continuing survey and marking program
which, during FY 1966, should add about 6 million sdditional spaces
to the inventory. Prior to FY 1965, we limited ocur survey efforts
to structures having potential as “public" fallout shelters -- i.e.,
structures capable of gheltering 50 people or more. During the
current year we expandsd the sheltar survey to include smaller
structures other than single family homes.

In the case of single family homes, a pilot test using &

questionnaire type technigus is already underway. Many private
bames, Just as the larger structures covered by the National Fallout

Shelter Burvey, are presently capable of providing significant
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protection. The purpose of the "single family home survey'" is to
inform the homeowner of the existing protection already available

to him. In addition, the results will be most useful to communities
in determining more precisely the availabllity of suitable shelter.
The initial survey is tentatively planned for completion in FY 1968
and could result in the identification of as many as 11 million
shelter spaces which can be applied ageinst the total reguirement.

In total, $23 million is reguested in FY 1966 for a full scale
effort in these two new phases of the survey program.

2. Shelter Development

Experience indicates that a large amount of suitable shelter
area could be obtained at little or no cost with minor changes in
the design of new buildings such as by reducing window areas,
placing first floore helow ground level, and by using partitions,
stalrwells, retaining walls and high density materials to reduce
radiation. We propose in FY 1966 to expand the provision of
architectural and engineering advice on such matters to a level of
$3 million, compared with $1.8 million programed for the current
fiscal year. The U.S. Govermment will apply the same techniques
tc its own construction.

As previously mentioned, the shelter survey program has
already identified a large amount of potential fallout shelter.
Before we can truly realize this potentlal or know for certain
the size and location of the residual shelter requirement, it
will be necessary to develop specific shelter use plans country-
wide, Beglinning last year, we undertook pilot community shelter
planning studies in 57 cities. These studies, managed by the
Corps of kngineers, are done under contract with city planning
agencies. During the current year, we are extending this program
nation-wide, and work will continue into FY 1966 using $4 million
of FY 1965 funds. Pending an analysis of our experience with this
segment of the program, we are not requesting additional funds for
community shelter planning at this time., As I will discuss later,
however, we are requesting increased funding in FY 1966 to support
the emergency operations systems development programs which are
related to this community shelter programing effort. When this
necessary analysis is completed, we will be prepared to extend
further the community shelter planning program.
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3. Regional Operations Centers

In order to provide essential emergency management and
direction facilities in wartime and to house regional Civil Defense
and other agency personnel in peace time, elght reglional centers
have been planned. These centers have been designed to provide
adequate radiation and minimal blast protection. The first center
at Denton, Texas, authorized prior to DOD assumption of Civil Defense
responsibility, has already been completed at a cost of $2.7 million.
The cost of constructing the remaining seven facilities on a more
austere basis 1s estimated at $9.9 million, of which $2.1 million is
already available from prior year appropriations., The remaining
$7.8 million has been included in the FY 1966 budget.

4, Shelter Provisions

Funds appropriated through FY 1965 will provide supplies for
about 63 million shelter spaces and $23.4 million is requested for
FY 1966 to procure stocks for an additional 12 million spaces. The
estimated cost per space in the FY 1966 program is somewhat lower
than in the past since we believe that some of the provisioning
requirements can be met through other means. The continuing shelter
survey program has been expanded to determine the amount of food and
vater and sanitation facilities already present in bulldings in which
shelter has been identified and marked. To the extent such supplies
and facilities are avallable or can be made so easily, the require-
ment for Federally-supported provisioning is reduced.

Frequently, in those cases when water i1s not already avallable
t0 the shelter area, it can be made available by minor adaptetions to
the existing plumbing system. Accordingly, the FY 1966 request includes
$3.6 million to defray the cost of modifying the water systems in some
18,000 buildings containing several million shelter spaces.,

The $52.6 million shown on Table 4 for shelter provisions includes
$25 million for the procurement of portable ventilation kits which would
substantially increase the capacity of existing non-ventilated shelter
space. Use of these kits would make it possible to accommodate another
10 million persons in shelter spaces already identified and marked.

S Warning
Of the $1.3 million requested in the FY 1966 budget for this

category, $0.4 million supports the maintenance and improvement of the
Washington area warning system. The remaining $0.9 million provides



for fallout protection at an additional 228 State and local warning
points in the national warning system, making a total of 483 pro-
tected warning points.

6. Emergency Operations

The $13.3 million inecluded in the FY 1966 budget for emergency
operations covers four activities -- the Emergency Broadcast System,
damage assessment, radiological defense and emergency operations
systems development,

The Emergency Broadcast System provides the President, the
Federal Govermment and State and local authorities a means of
communicating with the public in an emergency. Under the guidance
of the Federal Communications Commission, plans are being developed
at each governmental level. The necessary emergency facilities and
equipment for 530 of the 658 radio stations estimated to be needed
for complete national coversge have been financed through FY 1965
and prior appropriations. An additional $2 million is included in
the FY 1966 budget to cover the remaining 128 stations.

Damage assessment techniques provide the informational basis
for operational planning, for program evaluation and development, and
for the direction of emergency operations. In FY 1966, $1.0 million
is requested to operate the Ratlonal Civil Defense Computer Facility
and $0.4 million to maintain and update the damage assessment data base.

For radiological defense, $6.7 million is requested -- $2.5
million for 500,000 dosimetere for Clivil Defense emergency personnel
for determining radiation exposure; $0.8 million for the technical
improvement of radiological instruments; and $3.4 miliion for weather
services, warehousing and radiological instrument maintensnce ard
calibration.

For emergency operations systems development -- i.e., the
application of results of research, engineering tests and cperations
analyses to the development of practical eivil defense doctrines and
techniques -- $3 million is requested for FY 1966, an increase of
$2 million over the present year's level. Virtually all of the
increase is related to our expanded efforts in community shelter plan-
ning, which I mentioned earlier., This kind of practical planning is
required to assure that supporting civil defense systems at the local
level keep pace with the increased availability of shelters.
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T. Financial Assistance to States

As shown on Table 4, $30.5 million in metching funds are requested
for FY 1966 for financial assistance to the States, an increase of
$3.5 million over FY 1965. This increase stems from the higher demands
being made upon State and local c¢ivil defense organizations for newly
emphasized aspects of the program, i.e., community shelter planmning,
increased shelter provisioning and develcpment of emergency operating
capabilities.

8. Research and Development

The FY 1966 request includes $15 million, compared with $10 million
for the current fiscal year, to expand the civil defense research and
development program. These funds will enable us to lntensify our efforts
to obtain: fallcut protecticn at lower costs per shelter space; better
means of controlling and directing emergency operations in damaged
areas; an improved technical base for post-attack survival and re-
cuperation; and improved methods of fire control and thermal counter-
measures in the nuclear attack enviromment.

S Management

For overall program manegement, $14.6 million is requested for
FY 1966 -- about the same as for the current fiscal year.

10, Public Information

The FY 1966 request includes $4 million for public information
activities and for the encouragement of private industrial participa-
tion in civil defense activities.

1l. Training and Education

For civil defense training and education, $15.5 million is requested
in FY 1966 -- about the same as FY 1965. This amount will permit a
continuation of the Undversity Extension Program which was significantly
expanded this year. This program provides high quality civil defense
training through the state university and "land-grant” college systems.



G. FINANCIAL SUMMARY

The Strateglc Offensive Forces, The Strategic Defensive Forces
and The Civil Defense Program I have outlined will require Total
Obligational Authority of $6.3 billion in FY 1966. A comparison

with prior years is shown below:

($ Billions, Fiscal Years)

1962 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966

Orig. TFinal Actual Actual Est. Proposed
Strategic Offensive Forces 7.6 9.0 8.4 T.3 5.3 4,5
Strategic Defenesive Forces 2.2 2.0 1.9 2,0 1.7 1.6
Civil Defense .3 .1 ol .1 .2
Total 9.8 11.3 10.4 9.h 7.1 6.3



ITII. GENERAL FURPOSE FORCES

The General Purpose Forces, as in the past, include most of
the Army's combat and combat support units, virtuaslly all Navy
units, all Marine Corps units end the tactical units of the Air
Force. Thege are the forces upon which we rely for all mjilitary
actions short of general muclear wer, l.e., limited war and
counter-ingurgency operations.

A, THE RATURE OF TEE LIMITED WAR PROBLEM

Although the diestinction between general miclear war and
limited war forces is somewhat arbitrary in that all of our forces
would be employed in & general war and certain elements of the
strategic offensive-defensive forces could be employed in a limited
war, it is still a very useful approesch in gaining an apprecistion
of the special problems involved in either type conflict. Having
defined general muclear war, in the preceding section of this
statement, as a war in which strategic muclear weapons are directed
against the hamelands of the United States and the Soviet Union,
ve can now define limited war as any other kind of military action
(excluding counter-insurgency assistance) involving U.S. forces.

1. The Requirement for General Purpose Forces

While all of ocur military forces would be employed in & general
war, it 1s primarily the limited war mission which shapes the size
and character of the General Purpose Forces. The requirement for
the bulk of these forces stems from this Ration's commitment to the
principle of the collective defense of the Free World. We learned
from the events leading up to World War II that the responsibility
for defense of freedom against tyrenny is indivisible. Aside from
the obvious fact that the free nations are stronger united than alone,
we recognized that the loss of freedom anywhere was a loss to the
security of the United States.

With the emergence of the new Cammunist imperieliesm in the
aftermath of World War II, we realized that for the sake of our
own safety we rmst be prepared to defend the outposts of freedom
everywhere in the world. Starting with our econamic and militery
assistance to Greece and Turkey in 1947, we undertook a massive
program of aid to free nations threatened by Communist aggression,
both overt and covert. Thie effort was supplemented by a series
of regional multi-lateral collective defense agreements beginning
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with the Rio Pact in the Western Hemisphere followed by NATO in
Europe and SEATO in the Far East. In the Middle East we have a
bilateral agreement with Iran, which is a member of CENTO. We
also have bilateral agreements with Korea, Japan and the Republic
of Chipna. In fact, we now have mutual defense agreements of one
sort or another with well over 40 sovereign nations. And even
without specific agreements, it will always be our interest to
help independent nations defend their freedowm against Commmist
aggression and subversion, to the extent they have the will to
do so.

In sddition to the requirements stemming from our ecollective
defense arrangements, we must also provide the forces which may be
required for the direct defense of U.S. territories and vital
interests. These include the protection of U.S. shipping on the
high seas, the defense of the Canal Zone, Puerto Rico, etc.

Bach of these requirements represents a contingency -- actually,
in most cases, a spectrum of contingencies reflecting a range of
possible threats -- for which we must plan and for which we must
provide military capebilities within our Genersal Purpose Forces.
Obviously, we cannot hope to anticipate and be fully prepared for
every coancelivable contingency and, for that matter, neitker can our
opponents. Morecver, we knovw from experience that cur ability to
predict contingencies in any degree of detajl is gquite limited.
Accordingly, we must build into our General Purpose Foreces a capa-
bility to deal with & very wide range of contingencles, ranging from
an insurrection in one of the less developed countries to a large
scale Soviet attack on Western Europe. It is this aspect of the
limited war problem which accounts, in large measure, for the great
diversity in the kinds of units, capebilities, weapons, equipment,
supplies and training we wmust provide in our General Purpose Forces.
And, this great diversity, in turn, seriously complicates the task
of determining specific requirements for forces, equipment, etc.

In planning our General Purpose Forces we must also keep in
mind the many uncertainties regarding the size, disposition,
readiness and effectiveness of the opposing forces that we may
have to engage. Our knowledge of enemy forces and their capabllities
is eiready considerable and is steadily increasing but it is still
limited compared with our needs. While we must always guard against
underestimating enemy strength, we must also avold gross over-
estimates which might rule out courses of action we might otherwise
find desirable. To deal with this problem, we must consider in
each limited war situation & range of estimates of enemy forces
and design our General Purpose Forces accordingly.
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Inasmuch as ocur General Purpose Forces are, to & very large
extent, designed to support our Allies around the world, the size
and character of their forces have an important bearing on our own
requirements. Indeed, in the NATO area and the Par East, Allled
Torces clearly cutmmber our own although they still lack in many
respects the same readiness and cambat power. And the stronger the
Allied forces, the better equipped, traiped and manned they are, the
gmaller will be the burden on our own forces.

Because of this close inter-relationship between our forces
and those of cur Allleg in the collective defense of the Free World,
it Is in our own national interest to help them support adequate
forces wherever they cannot do the job alone. First, the essential
margin of assistence required (materiel, training and in scme cases
budgetary support) can almost alwaye be provided at far less cost
to the American taxpayer than if we had to provide the same capability
in our own forces. Second, we should not and cannot take upon
ourselves the entire burden of defending the Free World with our
own mampower -- we could not long sustain such & burden. Third,
direct U.5. military intervention in defense of a nation threatened
by Camminist attack or subversion always carries with it the danger
of expanding the area of conflict. Thus, while we must always be
prepared to meet cur military obligations to ocur Allies, it 18 also
clearly in our own natlonal interest to help them with hoth the
militery and economic means to defend themselves., It is for thie
reason that I have always considered Militery Assistance (and
budgetary support) an integral part of our own defense progrem.

Fortunately, most of our NATO allies are now in a position to
support thelr own military forcee and, indeed, scme of them are
rov contributing to the support of other free nation forces. But,
a8 I have pointed out in past years, most of our friende and allies
along the periphery of Cammunist power, stretching from Greece in
Southern Burope to Korea in the Far East, still need substantial
amounts of military and econaomic assistance. These countries usually
have adequate mampower but they do not have the needed weapons and
materiel and, in same cages, they cannot even meet their military
payrolls from thelr own resources. For thege countries, military
asgistence and in selected instences economic assistence as well, is
abgolutely egsential if they are to carry their proper share of
the burden in the collective defense of the Free World. It mekes
little sense to spend tens of billions of dollars on our own General
Purpose Forces and at the same time neglect the great contribution
thet ebout a billion dollare a year in Military Aseistance brings
to our total military capabilities.
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Although in limited war, the time element 1s not as crucial as
in general war vhere it is counted literally in mimtes, it is still
of great importance. The ability to concentrate our military pover
in a threatened ares in a matter of days rather than weeks can make
an enormous difference in the total force ultimately required, and
in same cases could serve to halt aggression before it really gets
started. For this reason, we have given a great deal of attention
in recent years to the various ways of reducing our reaction time
to limited war situations.

One method, of course, ig to deploy in advance of actual need
suitable U.S. forces to potential trouble areas. Althougk we
have relatively large forces presently deployed abroed, both in
Europe and the Pacific areas, there are cbvicus limits to this
epproach, quite aside frum its affect on our balance of payments.

A pecond method is to maintein in the United States a highly
ready force for quick deployment overseae. This, in turn, requires
the maintenance of an adequate airlift apd sealift capability, which
ve are indeed doing as I will degcribe in the next section of the
statement.

Yet a third method, which shares scme of the characteristics
of both a forward deployment and a central reserve, is the pre-
positioning of equipment and supplies in potential trouble areas
overseas, elther on land or in ships, with the men moved by air in
times of emergency to points where they can join the equipment. And,
as I will describe in the next section of the statement, we are
expanding our efforts in this direction also.

The importance of the time element in limited war situations
also bears on the question of balance between the active and the
reserve camponent elements of the Qeneral Purpose Ground Porces.

To the extent that the readiness of our reserve units can be raised,
the requirement for active forces can bhe reduced. We recognize, of
course, that there are practical limits on raising the readiness of
the reserve units. But I see no reason vhy & reasonable mmber of
Army reserve component divisions cannot achieve & readiness for
deployment status of not more than eight weeks instead of six or more
months. Reserve camponent divisions which are available for deploy-
ment only six or more months after cellup will have little value in
the kind of limited war situations we see ahead. The presently-
Planned expansion of cur airlift, together with the improvement in
our sealift and increased investments in pre-positioned equipment,
will enadble us within a few years to move most of the active ground
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; i Bty Thus, the rea.diness

of the reserve units should be brought to between 30 and 60 days,

if they are to be of maximmm wvalue in limited war situations. This
has been our goal with regard to the Army regerve components since
1961. Although considerable progress has been made towards that
goal, a further effort is now required, and I will discuss this
problem later in context with the Army General Purpose Forces program.

One of the majar objectives of U.S. military policy since 1961
has been to strengthen the non-muclear capsbilities of the Free

' World and, in particular, those of RATO, But at the same time we

have been pressing forward with that task, we have also been increas-
ing cur tactical miclear capabilities for limited war and, ageln,
particularly our capabllities in HATO Burope. ~Indeed, during the -
last four years, we have increased by 60 percent the mmber of U.S.
tactical miclear weapons deployed in Western Burope.

This dual approach Jk A R
recent origin. I have consistently stated to 1s Ccmnittee, beginning
vith my appearance here in the spring of 1961 in support of the f:Lrst
Kennedy smendments to the FY 1962 Defense budget, that: _ .

"Even in limited war situatioms, we should not preclude
the use of tactical muclear weapons, for no one can foresee
how such situations might develop. But the decision to
eaploy tactical miclear weapons in limited conflicts should
not be forced upon us simply becaurse we have no other meens
to cope with them. There are many possible situations in
which it would not be advisable cr feasible to use such
weapons. What is being proposed at this time is not a
reversal of our existing national policy but an increase in
our non-muclear capabilities to provide a greater degree of
versatility to ocur limited war forces."
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In short, it is our Jjudgment that ap enhanced non-miclear capa-
-bility, free for use as such, butiressed by a true tactical muclear
capability which vonld make military sggression at any level
unprofitable for the Soviet Union, 1s the only satisfactory basis
on which to plan for the defense of Western Europe.

B. CAPABILITIES OF THE PROGRAMED FORCES FOR LIMITED WAR

- . As I noted eerlier, our General Purpose Foarces are, for the most
_part, designed to support our Allies oversess. Accordingly, their
capabilities for this mission must be asgeesed in conjunction with
the capabilities of the forces provided by our Alltes. This re-
quirement crestes additional uncertainties when we are evaluating
the capabilities of ocur forces throughout the FY 1966-70 time period..
Although we have same knowledge of the present force plans of our
Mlies, we cannot be sure that those plans will actually be carried
out or that they will not change significantly with the passage of
time. Nevertheless, by making same assumptions about Allied forces,
ve can gein some eppreciation of the capabilities of cur own general
purpose forces in the limited war mission.

1. HATO Europe

The largest requirement for U.S. General Purpose Forces vwhich
we can reasonebly envision would arise from s non-miclear war in
Europe, and in particular, Central Burope -- that region of the Federal
Republic of Germany stretching from the Baltic Sea to the Austrisn
border. Presently, cur KATO pertners have 2] divisions camitted to
SACEUR for the defemse of that front -- 12 Germsn, two Belgium, two
Dutch, three British and two French. Three more French divisions,
.not camitted to SACEUR, are available in France. The United States
bae six division equivalents in Germany making & total of 27 camitted
to SACEUR, or 30 if the three French divisiope in France are included.
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In numbers of men, U.S, ground forces in the Cemtral region mmber
220,000 and other FATO farces about 400,000, for a grand total of
620,000, If the whole of the French army in Europe is included, the
force would exceed "{00,000 men,

These HATO forces are faced by Warsaw Pact ground forces oumber-
ing 800,000 --" sbout 300,000 Soviet and a.bout 500,000 satellite, ‘

Over | a three to four week period of uninterrupted mobilization the
Warsaw Pact could probably deploy a total ground force of around 1.7
million men in the central region, including about 4O Soviet divisions
and ten to 20 setellite divisions in the striking force. Over a longer
period, the totel deployed force would be limited primarily by logistic
constraints, probably at a level of about two million men including 60
to TO Soviet divisions and 35 satellite divisions. NATO forces, other
than U.S., should be able to mobilize a force of about 700,000 mern and
31 divisions over a 30-day period, and a force of about 1.3 million men
and sbout 52 divisions at the end of six months.

The United States, with six division equivalents and two additional

" division sets’ of equipment now in Europe, could, with the present air

and sea 1ift, have in place a total force of 12 Army divieion
equivalents and one Marine Corps division within 30 days, and 18
Army division equivalents and one Marine Corps division within six
months. (With the airlift and sealift proposed for 1970, we could
provide a total U.S. force in Europe of 18 Army division equivalenmts

" and one Marine division within 30 days.) Thus, NATO could have a

force of about Ll divi'g!ions and about one million men on the Central
froot by M+30 days and & force of about TO divisions and about two
million men by the end of six months.

With regard to tacticel aircraft in Central Europe, RATO now
enjoys a modest quantitative advantage vis-a-vis the Warssw Pact.
We bave about 4,100 aircraft in place and can swiftly increase this
total to about 5,600 aircraft. The Warsaw Pact has about 4,000 air-
craft in place and could increase the total to sbout 5,000, HATO's
qualitative edge, however, is much more substantial, For exsmple,
the bulk of Allied tactiéal aircraft can carry twice ‘the payload and
carry it farther than their Bloc counterparts. In fact, most Bloc
eircraft could not reach many important FATO tergets from their bases,
especially at the low altitudes at which our air defenses would force
them to fly. These are very importan‘t advantages since air g riority
in the NATO area JNE . :
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Such & force, providing it is properly manned, trained, equipped
and deployed, should be able to give a good account of itself in a
pon-muclear defense of Central Burope against a non-miclear Soviet
attack. But, unfortunstely, many of the non-U.5. forces in the
cenirsl region are not properly manned, trained and equipped and

the ground forces as a whole are not deployed to the best advantage
for defense.

as our NATO partners 'I'hese include the _

SR wiutan:abmtm
proposa.ls to correct them later 1n my statement.

The problem of the mal-deployment of RATO forces inm the cen‘tra.l
region is much more difficult to solve. For historical reasons,
viz. the World Wer II occupation zone arrangements, U. 5. forces are
located generally in the southern and ceantral part of Germany with
the U.K. forces in the north. Altbough 12 German divisions have since
been added to the force : . Lo e -

his means tha
evenl oI war, forces would have to be redeployed
PN =nd this would comstitute & sericus problem for which we
have no ready solution.

But the other deficiencies lie well within the means of KATO
to correct. An agreement to update RATO strategy, which I talked
about earlier, will, in itself, help to overcome same of them.

The others can be overcame if our RATO partners are willing to make
the relatively small additional effort required. As a result of
my discussions with many of my defense ministry colleagues, I feel
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that most of us are not very far apart right now in owr views of
HATO strategy. It is my hope that we can enlarge this consensus in
the months ahead and get on with the Job of providing a viable
defense for Western Burcpe.

2. Other Areas

Although limited war conflicts in arezs of the world other
than Burcpe are more likely, the requirements for U.S5. General
Purpose Forces are more pansgesble because the forces of potential
aggressors in those areas are less effective and their logistics
problems more difficult. The Chinese Communist Army, for exsmple,
inclndes 2.3 million men organized into about 160 divisions. But
ve estimate that they could support only ebout 3% divisions in a
var in Korea (plus 25 North Kcrean divisions), or only 6 to 26
divisions in a war in Southesst Asia (plna 6 North Vietnam
divisions) Moreover ) N .

During the last year, we have gaipned a better urnderstanding of
the types of forces and the deployment schedules required for a
succegsful defense of areas outside of Burcpe. In geperal, lighter
ground forceg incinding fewer tracked wehlecles, less long-range
artillery but more aircraft are nov considered more suitable for
these areas. As in Burcope, we find that there is a high payoff to
be galned from a cepability for rapid deployment. A recent study
indicates that & deployment to Socutheast Asia of five divisions by
D+30 days and pine divieions by D+60 days would provide & better
defense, involve less loss of population and territory, than a
deployment of seven divisions by D+T5 and 13 divisions by D+130. .
We estimate that five divisions would be needed to hold in Southeast
Asia end nine divisions to counteratteck. -
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In a situation involving conflicts in both Boutheast Asia and
Korea, we would have ample land-based and carrier-based air power
to support the ground forces although the avallability of suitable
air bases in Southeast Asia would offer a problem. %The interdiction
capability of our air forces would be of great importance to the
land battle in either area. Although past experience bas showvn
that air interdiction can never shut off the flow of mupplies
entirely, it can limit it, tius reducing the size of the forces
the enemy can support in cambat.

In any war in the Far East, our Nevy forces would play a very
important role. Carrier aircraft would supplement the land-based
aircraft in the lend battle. The carrier task forces would also
support the smphibicus forces in over-the-beach landings while the
ASW forces would secure the landing area and protect our shipping
across the Pacific. In fact, we now believe that our ASW forces may
be large and capsble enough to epsure the resupply of our forces even
during simultaneous conflicts in Europe and in the Far Eest. I will
discuse this subject in greater detail in connection with the Navy
General Purpose Forces.

It 18 appropriate to note at thie point that our global naval
power gives us an unique advantage over the Soviet Union. We believe
there is a good chance that in & future war at sea (mot involving any
land battles), we would be able, within & matter of months, to attrit
the Soviet sutmarine force to a point where it could no longer
effectively interfere with our ocesn commerce, while simltaneously
clearing the seas of all Soviet surface shipping. Of course, at least
in the initial period, we will suffer damage to our naval and merchant
ghips.

Such a war might come about, for example, in retaliation for a
Soviet move against Berlin. If the subtmarine threat can be contained,
the Soviet surface fleet, without aircraft carriers, would be
campletely ineffectual in chellenging us for control of the seas. The
cost to the Soviets of building an attack carrier force would be
enormous and with our slready large force we would alwaye stay well
ahesd of them.

Thus, on the basis of our study of a representative group of
limited war situations in areas cutside of Burope, we believe that
the General Purpose Forces proposed for the FY 1966-T0 period should
be adequate.
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. C. ARMY GENERAL PURPOSE FORCES

The United States Army, during the last four years, has undergone
a pajor renovation and expansion:

(a) The total mumber of combat-ready divisions has
been increased from 11 to 16, including the addition of
tvo new divisions and the raising of three divisions from
training to cambat status.

(v) A1l msjor cambat units have been reorganized
froan PENTOMIC to ROAD configuration, thus providing them
with greater strength, fire power and flexibility.

(c) The mobility of major cambat units has been
significantly increased by the addition of armored
personnel carriers and self-propelled artillery.

(d) Army aviation has been substantially strengthened
by expending and modernizing the sircraft inventory.

(e) The Ammy's special warfare capability has been
greatly enhanced by increasing the mmber of Special
Forces groups from three to seven.

(£) MTactical muclear capability has been improved by
the substitution of a more mobile, longer range tactical

migsile system, by the development of nev atamic artillery
rounds ard by an increase in the mmber of these rounds.

(g) The staying power of the combat forces has been
vastly improved by increases in cambat consumsbles.

(h) The Army Reserve Camponents have been realigned
to ensure their ability to augment pramptly the active forces
during periods of grave international tension or in limited wvars.

These changes have been B0 mmerous and extensive and have came so
fast that we believe the Army now needs a period of time in which to
digest apd consolidate them. Accordingly, we dc not now propose any
additional me)or changes in the Army force structure, except for a
further realigmment of the Reserve Components to increase their
readiness to augment the active Army.



1. Active Forces

The Army General Purpose Forces proposed for FY 1966-T0 are shown
on Table 5. ¥With but a few exceptions, this is the same basic force
structure proposed lapt year. The provisional air agsault division
and related units formed over the last two years to test new air
mobility concepts will bhave campleted their original purpose hefore
the end of this fiscal year. The Joint Chiefs of Staff evaluation
of the test reports and a determinetion &8s to & requirement for any
further tests should be completed sbout mid-Pebruary. We will then
vant to spend scame time studying the final results in order to deter- -
mine vhat changes, if any, should be made in the Army force structure.
.Regerdless of the ocutcame of this study, however, the 15,000 men
temporarily added to the Army's reguler strength in FY 1964 will no
longer be needed. Last year, we had tentatively planned on holding
this strength through the end of FY 1965 in order to ensure the orderly
canpletion of the tests. No tests are planned beyond the end of March.
¥We now believe that by adjusting our draft calle downward during the
April-June quarter, we can absorb the air assault personnel into the
regular force structure and reduce the Army's active duty strength
to 963,273 by the end of the current fiscal year.

One change in the Army force structure, as shown on the Teble,
relates to the mmber of separate aviation campanies. last year ve
bad planned to deactivate dquring FY 1966 five separate aviation
campanies then in Viet Nam, using their resources to support an
organic aviation capablility within the reorgenized ROAD divisions.
This would have reduced the mmber of separate campanies from 37
to 32. We now ilntend to maintain these five campanies in Viet Nem
for as long as they are needed and so, for the time being, we have
delayed thelr deactivation indefinitely.

While there are no mejor changes in the surface-to-surface
misslle force structure as such, we are proposing another signifi-
cant augmentation of our PERSHING capehbilities in Europe. We buy
ebout 80 missiles for each battslion. It takes only 25 mimutes to
fire the first missile btut 75 mimites more to reload the launcher
and fire the second. We decided, In order to increase their quick
reaction capability, to double the mmber of lesunchers fram four to
eight for all PERSHING battelions ($l million per lsuncher). We now
propose to add still another four lsunchers to each of the three
battalions in Eurcpe and to develop certain improved groumd support
equipment and penetration aids. These changes should greatly

increase the effectiveness of the system, especia in the quick
reaction role, -
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Because of the vulnerability of the alr bases to a surprise-
nuclear atteck, & mixed force of missiles and bambers might prove
to be more surviveble. We are now studying this problem in detail.
The total mmber of PERSHING launchers in the five battalions shown
on Teble 5 will increase fram 20 to 4O in FY 1966 and to 52 by the
1st quarter FY 1969.

With respect to air defense, the presently planned program
provides for the activation of a NIKE-HERCULES battalion (four
batteries) in FY 1966 for deployment in FY 1967 to Guam in order to
protect the SAC and POLARIS camplex on that Island. While no additionsl
missiles need to be procured to permit this deployment, funds will be
_required to prepare the site and they are included in the FY 1966 request.

As previously mentioned, one of the major deficiencles in cur
present military posture in Europe is the lack of adequate forward area
air defense for our forces. Because of the disappointing progress in
the develcpment of MAULER, which was once intended to provide such a
capability beginning in FY 1965, we have decided to seek an interim
solution to what has now becoame an urgent problem. To this end, we are
taking a mumber of measures directed to meeting both our immediste and
- near-term future needs.

First, we propose to redeploy in Europe same of our HAWK bat-
talions which are nov part of the forvard air defapce belt east of the

Then, we plan to convert two more HAWK

ght into a mobile (self-propelled) configura-
tion in order to provide alr defense support for the two army corps
east of the Rhine. Some of the redeployed batteries will be replaced
in the HAWK belt by German and French units. At the same time, we
also propose to add & mobile capebility to one of the two BAWK
battalions now assigned to STRAC reserve at Fort Bliss.

In the process of converting to the self-propelled configuration,
the mmber of firing batteries 'in each of these three HAWK battalions
will be reduced fram four to three, which accounts for the reduction
of three batteries in FY 1966 shown on the table. This simple mmer-
ical reduction is quite misleading, however, in that the fixed-site
HAWK battery has only two firing platoons (or eight per battalion)
vhile the self-propelled battery will have three firing platoons (or
nine per battalion).‘ Thus, although there will be & reduction of
three batteries, total fire power will actually be increased. We propose

- . \
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that the conversion of these three HAWK battalions be financed by
reprograming $19.0 million of available FY 1965 funds. Nine million
dollars for the re-siting of the three fixed-base HAWK battalions
are included in the FY 1966 request.

Second, we are requesting $31.1 million in the FY 1966 budget to
procure weapons for six cowposite forward area air defense battalions
(24 batteries) all of which would enter the force in FY 1968, as
shown on the table. These battalions will be armed with SIDEWINDER
missiles slightly modified and mounted on vehicles, and with "high
rate of fire" 20 mm. guns mounted on self-propelled vehicles. These
wveapons are already in production or the late stages of development.
The remaining developwent 18 concerned principally with adaptation
" for vehicular wounting end engineer and user tests of the final
system.

We plan to assign one battalion (four batteries) to each of the
five U.S5. divisions in Germany, with the sixth battalion retained in
the U.S. in STRAC reserve. The shift from "separate” to "organic"
batteries in FY 1969 shown on the table simply reflects the presently
expected time-phasing of these units into the overseas divisions,

. This program is the result of extensive studies and tests conducted
over the past two years and promises a significant increase in low
altitude air defense capability for the five divisions deployed in

Europe.

To provide a longer term sclution to the problem of forward area
air defense, the FY 1966 R&D request includes $10.0 million to explore
more advanced approaches leading to the devélopment of highly mobile,
quick reacting and survivable alr defense systems.

In eddition, two other major development efforts are now und.ervay
to improve alr defense, The first, known as the HAWK Improvement
Program for vhich $11 million is requested, is designed to give this
missile sys*bem increased effectiveness Sl ' _

pystem with these rovenents will hedge ageinst slippage or failure
of the next generation air defense weapon system development and
provide an improved interim solution to £i11 the void left by the
slippage of MAULER. A fim\l decision on the future of the MAULER
development is being withheld pepding completion of our curreat study.
Meanwhile, we are not requevting further funding at this time and
tentatively plan to apply all presently available MAULER funds to
other urgent &ir defense programs.
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The new Surface-to=-Air Missile Development, which I discussed
earlier in connection with the Strategic Defensive Forces, would, of
course, also be directly applicable to the defense of the forces in
the fleld.

2. Army Reserve Components

Earlier in this section of the statement I noted the crucial
importance of ready reserves to our limited war planning, particularly
at the end of this decade when ocur airlift and sealift capability will
be large enough to move most of our central reserves of active ground
forces overseas within a relatively short period of time. Indeed,
improved readiness for the Army's reserve components has been one of
our major objectives since May 1961 when President Kennedy first
announced that a plan was being developed which would make possible
a much more rapid deployment of a major part of the reserve forces.
Thet plan, appropriately modified to reflect the subsequent increase
in the size of the active Army, was put into effect in 1962 and
brought to completion in 1963.

Under that plen, the Army reserve component structure was
realigned to provide a priority force of six divisions and their
supporting forces, 1. brigades, the unlits required to round out the
active Army, the "on-site" air defense battalions, and the training
and operational base units -- all manned at 75 percent or more of
their TO&E strengths and with readiness for deployment goals of
approximately eight weeks. Eight previously existing divisions were
ellminated from the reserve component structure.

The present structure is a vast improvement over its predecessor
but there are still a number of ways in which it can be further
improved. Unlts for which there are no foreseeable needs in our
contingency war plens should be eliminated from the structure altogether
and the resources they now consume applied to more wurgent requirements;
and the present dual management of the Army reserve components should
be replaced by a single management siructure.

Our analyses of the various kinds of limited war situations we
are likely to face over the balance of this decade indicate a require-
ment for an Army force of about 22 divisions, plus two special purpose
divisions specifically tailored for use within the Westernm Hemisphere.
Sixteen divisions are provided in the active Army. The other eight
divisions (including the two special purpose divisions) plus all of
the units ueeded to round out the 2k-division force, can and should be
provided within the Army reserve component structure and all of the

115



resources and efforts devoted to the reserves should be directed to
raising their combat readiness to the required level.

The existing reserve component structure still devotes con-
siderable resources to units for which there is no requirement in
our contingency war plans, namely, the 21 divisions and various
pon-divisional units in the "low priority" category. Of the 700,000
paid drill spaces programed for the Army reserve components, about
200,000 are allocated to these units, providing manning levels of
only 55 to 60 percent. Although tentetive readiness goaels ranging
from six to nine months have been esteblished for these "low priority"
units, their actual aveilability for deployment would depend on the
delivery of weapons and equipment from new production. At the present
time we estimate that the "low pricority”’ units have on hand approxi-
mately 35 percent of thelr authorized equipment, much of it
sub-standard and unsetisfactory for combat use. Thus, in the event
of & callup, these "low priority” units would have to be completely
re-cquipped and, even under the best of conditions, this would
require 12 to 18 months after a full mobilization is undertaken --
such a lead-time for the procurement of equipment exceeds the time
required to activate the units and to recruit and train their
personnel.

Admittedly, we could acquire the necessary equipment and war
consumables for the "low priority" forces during peacetime, but to
do so would entail procurement expenditures of about $10 billion.
Such an expenditure is clearly unjustified for units for which there
is no requirement in our contingency war plans.

Since there is nothing to be garined by maintaining reserve units
for which there is no military requirement and for which the "equipment
lead-time" exceeds the "training leasd-time," we have reached the
conclusion that they should be eliminated from the force and that
our efforts and resources should be concentrated on those units for
which we do have demonstrable and urgent requiremeats.

£t the same time, we believe we should take the long deferred
step of simplifying and streamlining the management of the Army's
reserve forces. As matters now stand, we have two Army reserve
forces, each operating under a different chain of commapnd. The Army
Nationel Guard, consisting of combat, combat support and service
support units, with a total suthorized paid drill strength of
400,000 men, is administered by the Department of the Army through
the National Guard Bureau, the governors of the States and the
States' sdjutents geperal. The Army Reserve, also consisting of
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combat, combat support and service support units, with a total
authorized paid drill strength of 300,000 men, is administered by
the Department of the Army through the Continertal Army Commpand,
the Continental Armies, and the 14 Army Corps.

This arrangement complicates the overall management of the Army
reserve forces and results in an unnecessarily large overhead. Two
separate management organizations copnsisting of headquarters and
headquarters-type agencies must be maintained and staffed with sub-
stantial mmbers of supervisory personnel. Moverover, because there
are two separate managements, differences in organization, standards
and procedures arise, thus making more difficult the administration
of the reserve components and the integration of the units imto the
overall Army structure. Pipally, the existence of two separate
organizations, often in the same cammunities, results in unnecessary
duplication in recruiting activities and in facilities.

The disadvantages of the dual organization of the Army reserve
components were clearly recognized at the end of World War II.
Immediately upon the creation of the new Kational Military Establish-
ment under the Rational Security Act of 1947, James Forrestal, the
first Secretary of Defense, appointed & "Committee on Civilian
Components” (chaired by the then Assistant Secretary of the Army,
Gordon Gray) to study all aspects of the reserve camponenmts. After
due deliberation, this Committee in June 1948, recommended, among
many other proposals, that one reserve component be established for
each of the four military services. To this end the Cammittee
proposed that the Army Organized Reserve Corps and the Army National
Guard be merged into a single Federally comtrolled "Kational Guard
of the United States,” and that the Air Reserve and Air Katiopal
Guard also be merged into a single organization, thus putting an end
to dual State-Federal control of the reserve forcee by eliminating
all elements of State control. Although Secretary Forrestal agreed
with the objective of a single reserve component for each of the
Services, he did not endorse the recommuended mergers chiefly because
of the "sericus schisms which might develop as a result of the kind
of struggle which might be precipitated by any effort to secure the
requisite legislation.”

His concern with the legislative aspects of the proposed plan
ves vell founded since it ran against the graln of our Constitutional
tradition. The Founding Fathers, disregarding the advice of
George Washington who strongly urged the zstablishment of a "Militia
of the United States,” decided to continmue the Colonlal militia as
State organizations, ". . . reserving to the States respectively, the
Appointment of the Officers, and the Authority of training the
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Militia according to the discipline prescribed by Congress;"
(Article I, Section 8 of the Constitution of the United States).

This Constitutional provision was implemented in the Militia
Act of 1792 which, with but minor modification from time to time,
continued as the basic law regulating the militia until 1903. Aside
from its obvious weaknesses, e.g., lack of uniformity emong the
State militia, poor training, shortages of equipment, etc., the most
disturbing problems created by that law were the voluntary compliance
by the States to calls from the Federal Govermment, the tradition
that the militia could not be employed outside the United States and
the three-months 1limit on their service.

The lssue of Federal versus State control came to a head during
the Spanish-American War and in 1903 a new militia law was enacted
giving rise to the present day Natlonal Guard. Under the new law
the National Guard units were to be organized, armed and disciplined
in a manper similar to that of the Regular Army and were required to
participate in annusl drills and instructions. The Federal Goverument
was to provide the arms and equipment and regular officers for train-
ing and inspection. When called to active duty, the Guard was to be
subject to the same rules and "Articles of War" as the regular troops
and could be held on duty for as long as nine months.

In 1908, the Presiden%t was authorized to specify the term of
service and to use the Guard outside the territory of the United
States. But the dual status of the Guard (with both State end
Federal obligations) continued to cause dissatisfaction and although
the National Defense Act of 1916 further extended Federal support
and supervision of the Guard, an Officers' Reserve Corps and an
Enlisted Reserve Corps, under the direct control of the Army, were
established. These organizations were the forerunners of today's
Army Reserve. By smendment to the National Defense Act of 1916 in
1933, all of the Federally recognized Guard units and individuals
were incorporated in the "National Guard of the United States" which,
in turn, was made a full-fledged reserve component of the Army.
Congress had only to declare & national emergency to permit Guard
units to be ordered to duty. But, the Officers' Reserve Corps and
the Enlisted Reserve Corps were continued. During World War II, the
Guard contributed 18 combat divisions and the Organized Reserve 25
divisions which at the outset were largely "paper" organizations
although about 100,000 individual reservists Jjoined the active forces.

Thus, the Army came out of World War II with two reserve compon-
ents -- the Army Nationel Guard which was authorized to recelve drill
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pay and the Organized Reserve Corps which wvas not. This imequity
wvas corrected in March 1948 by amendment to the Nationsl Defense
Act of 1916.

With the abandomment of the Gray Cammittee merger plan, the
dual approach to the Army and Air Force reserve camponents was con-
timed with the result that, today, we have six reserve components --
two each for the Army and Air Force and one each for the Navy and
Marine Corps.

The existence of two reserve camponents for the Army
makes no better sense todey than it d1d in 1948 and this situation
should be corrected. Our proposal to transfer the Army
Reserve units to the Army Natiopal Guard should not be interpreted
to mean that we consider the former inferior to the latter. Rather,
our selection of the Army National OGuard is based on two major con-
giderations. First, each of the States has a contimiing need for a
military force reeponsive to its Governar which can be used to deal
with natural disssters and for the preservation of law and order,
and if the Eational Quard were elimingpted, the States would have to
meet that need in some other fashion. BSecond, the State Nationsal
Guard organizations, as the lineal descendents of the State militia,
are deeply embedded in our Comstitutional tradition and in our
country's history and are entitled to preference as the senior
reserve camponent.

We have the greatest regard for the officers and men now serving
in the Army Reserve and we are indebted to them and their predecessors
for their devoted service to the Nation's defense. We hope that
they will choose to affiliete themselves with the Guard units in their
camunities and the Defense Department will do everything in its power
to provide them that opportunity. Those reservists wvho 4o not wish to
do 80 can remain on the Army Reserve rolls as individusls where they can
contimie to participate through correspondence courses and, in many cases,
anmal training tours. Indeed, men with obligated pervice who do not
wish to affiliate with the Guard units will be required to contimme their
affiliation with the Army Reserve. However, drill pay would be limited
to members of organized units, all of which would be in the Eational OQuerd.

In addition to streamlining the management of the Army reserve
components, we also seek to sccomplish the following objectives:

{(a) To retein in the ptructure only those units which
are actually needed and to treat all of them as high priority
units.
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(b) To provide all units in the realigned structure with
100 percent of their authorized equipment and the manning levels
required to meet their readiness gosals.

(c) To maximize participation in and support of units in
the new Guard structure by distributing them throughout the
50 States, and in so dcing equalize to the extent possible the
opportunity for participation in organized units for members
of both the Army Reserve apnd the Army National Guard.

The presently existing and proposed structures are shown on
Teble 6. Under the present structure, the units for which there is an
early requirement account for 498,500 of the 700,000 authorized drill
pay spacecs. Under the realigned structure, they would be provided a
total of almost 550,000 spaces and all units not reguired by the
contingency war plans would be eliminsted. The units required to
"round out” the Active Army would be given about 5,000 more spaces 8o
as to raise all units to 80 percent manning and to permit the introduction
of new logistics concepts at the corps and army support levels, The
mmber of peparate brigades would be increased fram 11 to 16 and all
would be provided with brigade beses. About 28,300 additional spaces
would be needed to accamplish these purposes and to raise all units to
8C percent manning. About 7,000 spaces would be added to the six
division forces and about 5,000 spaces woild be added to special
purpose division forces to raise all units to 80 percent strength.
Another 4,500 spaces would be added to State Headquarters, principally
t0 accammodate the transfer of the present USAR school system to the
Guard. Overall, the realigmment would result in the elimination of
about 2,100 campany and detactment size unite -- fram about 8,100 in
the present structure to ebout 6,000,

Al) of the organized units in the realigned structure would be
under the management of the Army National Guard. Where feasible and
necessary to facilitate participation by all of the present members of
the Guard and Reserve, company-size unite may be split between two
locations. The U.S. Army Reserve would retain responsibility for
managing the individual reserve "pool™ and for providing individual
fillers for the units at summer camp or upon mobilization.

In my judgment, the proposed realigmment will not only Iincrease
the cambat readiness of the Army reserve forces but also, when coampleted,
should produce recurring anmal savings of at least $150 million which
can be applied to other needs. Including directly related pavings
in other appropriations, reflecting the reduction 1n active duty
supervisory overhead and in the gix month trainee program which the
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realigrmment makes possible, ocur FY 1966 budget request for the Army
reserve camponents is about $115 million less than the current year.

Finally, to facilitate the realigmnent we prapose to merge,
beginning in FY 1966, the presently separate military personnel
and operation apd maintenance appropriation accounts of the Army
Quard and Reperve. This will give us the flexibility needed to
transfer personnel and functions during the realigmeent process.

I have attempted in this brief discussion to sketch out only
the nain ocutlines of the proposed realigmment and {ts rationale.
Army witnesses will be prepared to discuss the proposed plan in much
greater detail.

3. Amy Procurement

As you know, we have made wvery heavy invesiments in recent years
in building up our stocks of weapons and cambat consumables to levels
which would permit our forces to engage in sustained cambat. With
the approach of substantial campletion of -this plenned build-up of
Army stock levels, we have again reviewed cur logistics objectives
in the light of our actual deployments and likely needs over the next
few years. As a result of this review, we have decided to make
certaln revisions in these cbjectives.

Unfler the logistics guidance which I described to you last
year, the Army was to acquire initial equipment for a 22-division
force (16 active and six reserve camponent divisions) plus sufficient
cambat consumables (attrition of equimpment, replacement spares,
smminition, etc¢.) to maintain 16 divisions and their support forces
in combat for the entire period between D-Day and the time when
production rates could be built up to match combat consumption
(P-Day). This 18 known se the "D to P" concept. Kowever, as I
pointed out earlier, our forces in Burope would have to fight along
side those of our Allies whose present capabllity for sustained
combat is quite limited (10 to 60 days of cambat consumption). While
we hope to encourage them to increase thelir war reserve stocks in
the future, I believe that, until they do, we should not attempt to
maintein more than a six month stock of ammunition and reserve
equipment for the eight U.S. divisions scheduled under current EATO
plans for deployment in Europe by M+30 days.

For our remaining 14 divislons (of the 22 division Army force) and
their supporting forces, we will contime to procure smmnition on a "D
to P" basis. Reserve stocks of equipment for these forces, however, will




be provided, generally, at a six month support level, except vhere
wve find that by holding to this standard, the Army's ability to fight
these forces indefinitely would be significantly impeaired.

And, as previously mentioned, we intend that, with the anizatior
of the reserve camponents, all of the Army National Quard units (including
the two special purpose divieions, the separate brigedes and other
supporting forces) will be included within the force for which we buy
weapons, equipment and combat consumebles. We have added about $i0
million to the FY 1966 request to make a start on £illing the most
urgent requirements -- commnicetions equipment, trucks, etc.

During the past year, we have contimmed to refine our inventory
objectives for specific items of equipment in light of our most recent
actual experience apd in accordance with the revised logistic guidance
Just described. The FY 1965 Army procurement program has been modified
and the FY 1966 program developed to reflect these new objectives.

Our propossls elso reflect our determined effort to concentrate funds
for equipment modernization on those items which will yield the greatest
gein in combet effectiveness. As now adjusted, the FY 1965 progrsn
totals about §1.9 billiom; the proposed FY 1966 progrem amounts to

ebout $2.0 billion.

Becauise of the large mmber and variety of individusl "line items"
in the Army's procurement list, I will again limit myself to a
discussion of the broad categories shown on Teble T, mentioning only
the most important ltems within each category.

a. Alrcraft

During the lsst several years, the Army's aircraft inventory has
been increased very substantially, from 5,564 at the end of FY 1961 to over
8,000 estimated for the end of FY 1966 funded delivery period. We have
nov remedied the critical air mobility short-camings of the Army and,
in prudence, should proceed csutiously with any further expaension. As
previocusly mentioned, we have accumulated a large body of data from
the air assault tests as well as from our experience in Viet Nem, most
of which remains to be thoroughly analyzed. 1In addition, there are &
muber of R&D projects in various stages of campletion, which could
- significantly influence the future character of Army aviation. (These
will be discussed in context with the R&D program) The Army is under-
taking a comprehensive review of its aircraft needs. Ry next year we
should have a better basis upon which to establish a sound long-
range aviation procurement prograem for the Army.



Thus, for FY 1966, we propose only an austere aircraft procure-
ment program, limited to meeting basic requirements which would not
be affected by the outcome of the Army's study. A total of $3uL.5
million has been included in the FY 1966 budget for procurement of
1,018 aircraft (plus drones, spares and repair parts), sbout 21 percent
less than FY 1965 and about 35 percent less than FY 196k.

Again the largest single item in this category is the purchase
of 720 more UH-1D{IROQUOIS) helicopters. The IROQUOIS is replacing
older helicopters and fixed-wing aircraft in the general utility
role (e.g., transporting troops, cargc and casualties). The FY 1966
purchase will bring the Army's inventory to 2,852 compared with an
inventory objective of 3,448 aircraft.

As envisioned a year ago, the FY 1965 program for the CH-UTA
CHINOOK transport helicopter, which totaled 72 aircraft, anticipated
a8 build-up to & production rate of six per month. However, in view of
the fact that we have already met the logistics objective for this type
of ajrcraft (current and future procurement of the CHINOOK is designed
to modernize the transport helicopter inventory which currently includes
a number of older CH-37 MOJAVEs) and in view of the previously wmentioned
comprehensive review of Armmy aircraft programs, we have decided for the
present to limit the production rate to0 five per month. This will have
the effect of reducing the FY 1965 procurement from 72 helicopters to
60. For FY 1966, we would procure 60 CH-4Ts at a cost of $75.2 million
as shown on the table.

Contracts for the FY 1965 portion of the 1light observation heli-
copter (LOH) program are soon to be awarded. $20.4 million for an
additional 16% is included in the FY 1966 request. This new beli-
copter will be used to replace the older OH-13/23s and the O-1 fixed
ving observation airplane.

We also propose to procure ten fixed-wing and 60 rotary-ving
trainer aircraft in FY 1966, at & cost of $4.2 million.

b. Missiles

Army procurement of missiles including s 8 will increase by
$19 willjon, from $235 million in FY 1965 to $25k million in FY 1966.

The FY 1966 procurement of 60 PERSHING missiles would bring the
Army's inventory to 100 percent of its total inventory objective of
258 and provide for annual service practice and teats through FY 1970.

13

G



We have not yet finslly decided on the deployment of LANCE, a
light weight missile designed to replace BONEST JOHN and possibly
LITTLZ JOEN. Further development effort will be required before the
rsysten is ready for procurement. To provide for this developuwent
effort in FY 1966, $46 million has been included in the R&D request.

About $2.7 million 1s included for the procurement of 1,370 55-11
anti-tenk missiles, which will bring Army stocks to 87 percent of the
cbje“tive of about 16,L00 missiles.

A new beavy anti-tank assault weapon, the TOW missile, is
nresently under development. Scheduled to replace the ENTAC missile
and the 106 mm. recoilless rifle, this wire-guided crew portable
weapon system will provide greater rangg, accuracy and "killing"
power than its predecessors. It is tentatively scheduled for initiel
orocurement in the FY 1967-68 time period; R&D funding of
517.1 million will be required in FY 1966,

The FY 1966 budget also provides $61 million for the first mejor
procurement of nearly 19,500 SHILLELAGH missiles for use on both the
Geperal Sheriden armored reconnaissance/assault vehicle and the M-60
tank. An edditional $4.7 million will be required to complete
developument and testing of this infrared, command-guided anti-tank
missile with the Genersal Sheridan vehicle. In s related operational:
development project, we are requesting $3.5 million for further work
on & pnew stabllized sight for SHILLELAGH and certain modifications
to extend its range.

With respect to REDEYE, we are proposing, if the appropriate
Committees approve our reprograming reguest, to use avallable funds
to initiate procurement in FY 1965 in order to get this missile into
the hands of troops as soon as possible. When Congress acted on our
request last year, it deleted the entire FY 1965 REDEYE program
". . . pending further research and development efforts and proper
utilization of procurement funds remaining from prior years."

R&D on the missile is now complete, all prior year funds

-
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have been used and a successful series of test firings performed. We
nov believe we are fully ready to produce this missile for both the

Army and the Maripe Corps. For the Army, we propose to reprogram $21.8
million this year to start the production progrem and we request $58.3
million to comtinue procurement in FY 1966. About half & million dollars
is included in the FY 1966 RXD request to support engineer/service tests
and to complete the engineering of training devices, together with $3.0
million more to initiate study of a more advanced follow-on weapon.

No additicnal HAWK or HERCULES surface-to-air missiles will be
procured in FY 1966, However, we are proposing to reprogram $34 miilion
in order to procure HAWK equipment during the current year. Of this
amount, $14 miliion is required to build up stocks of equipment spares
to more adequate levels and $19 million is required to procure the
equipment needed to form the three new self-propelled HAWK battslions,
previously described. N¢ additional missile procurement will be
necessary at this time as adequate stocks already exist to equip these
new units. We are also requesting about $8 million in FY 1966 for
certain high value repair parts and for comtinuing modifications of HAWK
missiles presently in the inventory. No MAULER procurement is now
anticipated.

The $1.9 million requested for SERGEANT is required for warheed
adaptation kits.

About $16.7 million is requested for missile spares. Alsc
included in the total for Army missiles is $6.0 million for target
missiles to be used in the training of surface-toe-alr and amti-
aircraft battalions snd in tests of air defense weapons systems.

c, Weapons and Combat Vehilcles

The $364.2 million FY 1966 request for weapons and combat vehicles
is $108 million more than the $256.2 million now budgeted for FY 1965,

In order to give our light armor in Europe the ability to defeat
the Soviet's latest armored personnel carrier, we propose to replace
the 50 cal. machine gun presently mounted on our M-1lhk srmored command
and reconnaissance vehicle with a 20 mm, gun. The 50 cal. machine
gun does not have the ability to penetrate light armor plate at the
relatively long ranges dictated by the guns on the recently upgraded
Soviet light armor, nor can it fire an explosive projectile which is
highly desirable in certein combat situatiocns. . A 20 mm. gun, however,
can do both., After evaluating s number of candidates for this very
urgert requirement, we have tentatively settled on the German-produced
Hispanc=5Suiza.
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The decision to turn to offshore procurement in this case was
not made lightly. The overriding consideretion was the immediacy
of the requirement; we are right now out-gunned in Europe. Only the
Hispano-Suiza, of all the weapons evaluated, is immediately available;
other possible choices are not in production. Moreover, despite
certain malfunction problems which were present to some degree in all
the alternatives, the Hispano-Suizs performs better as an armored
vehlicle weapon, the other guns considered heving been developed
specifically for the air defense role. A program to correct the
deficiencies is underway and we would, of course, not actually con-
tract for the gun until these malfunction problems had been success-
fully resolved. The FY 1966 request includes $15 million to buy an
initial quantity of 1,080 guns. Once we finally decide to adopt this
gun, we will also initlate action to acquire the technical data and
licenses necessary to establish production in the United States. It
should be noted that, in view of our agreement with the Federal
Republic, there would be no adverse balance of payments implications
assocliated with this transaction since any "additionel" expenditures
ve make in Germany are to be fully "offset" by German procurements
from ws. In this connection, I want to remind you that the F.R.G. 1s
buying more than $700 million a year in goods and services from the U.S.

The FY 1966 request provides $26.6 million for an additional 121
self-propelled 8 inch howitzers and 180 M-578 1ight recovery vehicles,
which will bring inventery levels for these items up to 100 percent
of the objectives.

We mre also proposing $58.2 million for the initial procurement of
139 General Sheridan armored reconnaissance and airborne assault
vehicles which will replace the M-kl 1ight tank and the M-56 self-
propelled 90 mm. gun in support of the field army.

A number of standeard tactical vehicles use the same chassis as
the M-113 personnel carrier -- including the M-577 command post
carrier, the XM-SL8 cargo carrier and the M-125 self-propelled 81 mm.
mortar. With the proposed FY 1966 program, we will have procured
more than 60 percent of the objective for this family of vehicles,
except for the 81 mm. self-propelled mortar, which completed develop-
ment only & few months ago. Therefore, we propose to hold production
of the basic chassis to the minimum sustaining rate of 100 per month
s0 a5 to maintain the production base as long as possible. The
FY 1966 increment includes 169 command post vehicles, 856 cargo
carriers and 175 81 mm, mortar carriers at a total cost of $37 million.



In order to provide improved armored fire power in Europe, ve
propose to replace the present 105 mm. gun turret on some of the M-60
tanks in that area with a new turret employing both a 152 mm. gun and
a SHITIETAGH missile launcher. So equipped, these tanks will have the
adventages of both heavy armor mnd the superior first round "ki1l"
capability of the missile and should give greater assurance of defeating
the latest enemy armor. Our tentative program in terms of numbers
would provide the equivalent of one SHILLELAGH - equipped M-60 battalion
for each of the five divisions in Europe and would reguire the retrofit
of 568 tanks. Of these, 243 would be funded in FY 1966 at a cost of
$39.9 million. An additional $6.1 million is requested for the
SHILLELAGH trainer.

The retrofit of the M-60 would be performed in Europe with
SHILLELAGH turrets manufactured in the United States. The 105 mm. gun
turrets would be returned to the United States where we tentatively
plan on using them to up-grade an equivalent number of older M-L8A1
tanks which would also be re-equipped with the M-60 power plant. How-
ever, since this part of the program would not be performed until
FY 1967, no funding is required at this time.

Sufficient medium tanks (M-60s and M-4B8s) have already been funded
to meet our current logistics objectives., For the present, we have
decided not to program the M-60, the current medium tank, for areas
cother than Europe, the only place where there is & current or antici-
pated sophisticated ammor threat. Nevertheless, we do wish to maintain,
for as long as possible, the options to procure M-60s for other areas,
to meet the tank requirements of friendly countries or to expand
production quickly if the need arises. The minimum sustaining pro-
duction rate for the M-60 chassis is 30 per month or 360 annually. In
order to maintain a hot production line through FY 1966 funding, we
are requesting funds for 360 M-60s. However, we do not expect that
this procurement will raise our net total M-60 tank inventory ebove
the desired level, inasmuch as tank sales to friendly countries over
thz 7Y 1965-66 period should amount to at least the FY 1966 quantity.
e anticipated receipts from these sales have been used to reduce the
total funding request for the FY 1966 Army program.

For the more distant future, of course, we have & jJjointly funded
dev=lopment program with the Federal Republic of Germany for & new
improved main battle tank for introductlon into the forces in the
early 1570s. Fifteen tons lighter and more mapeuverasble in cross
country operations than the present M-60, the new tank will also have
& lower profile, greater fire power and a much higher first round
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"k111" capability. Total development is expected to cost about $80
million to be divided equally between the United States and the Federnl

Republic. For this program in FY 1966, $22 miliion is included in
the research and development request.

We elso propose to procure 360 self-propelled 155 mm. howitzers
at a cost of eabout $43 million, bringing the inventory to 92 percent
of the objective.

d. Tactical and Support Vehicles

About $315 million is provided in the FY 1966 proposed program
for the procurement of almost 62,200 trucks, trailers and other non-
cawbat vehicles, about 22,400 lees than the mmber programed in FY 1965.

In terms of cost, the more important items in this category are
same 40,000 tactical trucks for which about $253 million has been
requested. The proposed FY 1966 procurement of 1/, 2-1/2 and S-ton
trucks would bring stocks of these items to an average of about 94 per-
cent of the inventory objective. The truck inventory, hovever, woul
contein a mmber of over-age vehicles. -

e, Coamminications and Electronics

We are requesting $240.1 million for the procurement of comminica-
tions end electronics equipment in FY 1966, about $33.4 million more
than FY 1965, btut still nearly $200 million below the FY 1964 level.
Procurement for the Army Strateglc Camminications System, STARCOM, shows
& substgztial decrease in FY 1966 -- $46 million compered with $59 million
in FY 1965.

About $8L.5 million is requested for procurement of radios, with
12,000 AN/VRC=12 vehicular radios being the largest single item in
terms of cost. This will bring us to about 59 percent of cur present
goal for this radio. Also included in our proposed FY 1966 program
15 about $14.3 million for the purchase of Camminications Security and
Intelligence Communications Equipment, for functions which are included
in the General Support Program.

T. Amminition

The FY 1966 request of $344.9 million is ebout $73 million more
than the current years level, although about the same as FY 1964 and

FY 1963.
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The largest single item, $44.6 million, is for the con-
tinuved procurement of 275 thousand 155 mm. high explesive
howitzer projectiles., We alsc propose continued procurements
of several varieties of 105 mmn. ammunition. For the 20 mm.
gun previously mentioned, we propose to procure nearly four
million rounds of mmmunition st a cost of sbout $16 million.
Concurrently, we propose to establish a production facility
in this country for this ammnition, which would provide
half of the mobilization requirement and all peacetime con-
surption needs.

g+ Other Support Equipment

We are requesting $107.7 million for other support
equipment. This 18 substantially the same amount programed
for FY 1965. These funds will be used for such items as
electric field generators, road graders, cranes, tractors,
bridge components, shop equipment, fork lift trucks, ete.

h. Proguction Base Program

The $65.4 million requested for production base support
. is somewhat less than the amount programed for FY 196S.

D. NAVY GENERAL PURPOSE FOURCES

During the past year we have continued our analysis of
Navy general purpose forces requirements. As a result of
that analysis, we now believe that some changes should be
made in the programs which I presented to the Committee
last year. Although there are still important uncertainties,
we now find ourselves, for reesons I will discuss later, to
be generally in better shape than we previously thought
with regard to anti-submarine warfare. Further improve-
ments, however, are needed in the fleet's alr defense and
mine-clearing capabilities.

The fleet air defense problem is not new. Last year I
explained to the Committee our reasons for termlnating the
development of the TYPHON ship-to-air weapon gystem and
cancelling the previously planned construction of TYFHON-azrmed
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frigates and the conversion of 13 destroyers and two frigates
to TARTAR DDGs and one frigate to a TERRIER [LG. At-the

same time, I also described the programs we were undertaking
to improve further the existing ship-to-air missile gystems
(TARTAR, TERKIER and TALOS), to develop a new standardized
missile to replace TARTAR and TERRIER and to study a com-
Pletely new shlip-to-alr migsile system for the 1970s. These
efforts are now well along.

The existing ship-to-air misslle systems have been
substantially improved in the last two and a half years.
The "k1i11" probebility and readiness rate of TERRIER bhave
been increased by & factor of two; similar, though less
spectacular improvemente have been achieved in the case
of both TARrAR a.nd TADOS. oo

The new standerdized missile is well along in develop-
ment and we plan to buy 100 missiles in FY 1966 for operaticnal test
and evaluation with the first procurement for inventory
tentatively planned for FY 1967. The standardized missile,
which uses the same launching systems, will gradually
replace the TARTAR and TERRIER misslles on existing ships.
These two programs will greatly increase the AAW capabilities
of present missile sghips.

It is my Judgment at this time that no new missile
ghips should be constructed or sdditional existing ships
converted to missile armament until a completely new
surface-to-air migeile system is available sometime in
the early 1970s. In the interim, I believe we ghould
improve the AAW capabilities of the existing missile ships.

I will discuss this proposal in context with the Multi-

Purpose Ship Program.

The mine-clearance problem relastes in large measure to
our progrem to improve our emphibious 1ift cepabilities. Last
year I informed the Committee that we were undertaking a major
effort to modernize the amphibious 1ift forces with faster
ghips. To take advantage of the increased 1lift capability,
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ve must be able to clear enemy mines fram the waters in which these
forces must operate and on a time schedule which would not delay the
amphibious landing. I will provide the details of our recommendations
in this area in the dlscussion of Mine Warfare Forces.

Another general problem concerning the Navy's General Purpose
Forces relates to the use of nuclear power for surface ships. As I
stated last year, the key to solving this problem is the availability
of a more economic power plant. Last summer the President approved
the development, at a cost of sbout $43 million through FY 1966, of a
nev reactor, two of which could power an attack carrier. (Part of
this project is funded in tbe AEC budget; the part involving non-nuclear
power converslon components is included in the Department of Defense
budget, $6.6 million in FY 1965 including $2.6 million in Emergency
Funds and $14.2 million in the FY 1966 budget request.) The extent
t0 which this new reactor would reduce the cost of a muclear-powered
attack carrier has yet to be determined, dbut I am hopeful that it will
enable me next year t0 request the application of this reactor to the
new carrier we tentatively plan to start in FY 196T.

In any event, this new reactor would be too large for use in
destroyer-type ships. For them, we still need a more economic light
velght reactor and we hope that, as our technology advances, the devel-
opment of such a reactor will become feasible. At present, the cost
of nuclear-powered frigates, estimated at approximately $150 million
for the lead ship and $128 million for the follow-on ships compared
with the DLGs authorized in FY 1962 at a cost of $73 million (includ-
ing black oil for a period equivalent to the life of the DLGN cores),
appears disproportionate t0 the benefits to be gained. The second
nuclear-powered firgate, TRUXTUN, now being completed, will be
delivered to the fleet in FY 1966, giving us a nuclear-powered task
force of one attack carrier, one cruiser and two frigates. Our
investment in this task force, even excluding the aircraft, is already
$1.1 villion.

In total, we have planned a force of 868 Navy general purpose
ships for end FY 1966 and 858 for end FY 1970, compared with 833 at
end FY 1964. And, we have tentatively programed for the FY 1966-70
period the construction of 226 ships and the conversion of 52 others.
1. Attack Carrier Forces
a. Ships

As shown on Table 8, we bave programed a force of 15 attack
carriers through FY 1969, the same number planned last year; however,
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carriers will be samewhat different. Last year we bad
keep all three MIDWAY=-class carriers in the farce, unchanged.
We now propose to modernize two of these carriers, the MIDWAY and the
F.D.R. (Tbe third MITMAY-class ship, the CORAL SEA, has already been
modernigzed.) The MIIWAY will updergo modernization beginning in

FY 1966 and rejoin the fleet in FY 1968. The F,D.R. will undergo
modernization beginning in FY 1968 and rejoin the fleet in FY 1970.
In order to keep the overall carrier force level up to 15 during this
period, it is planned to retain through 1969 an ESSEX-class carrier,
tbe HANCOCK, previously scheduled to phase out in FY 1965 when the
FORRESTAL-class carrier, AMERICA, becomes operational.

i

To avoid major fluctuations in persomnel and equipment, the Ravy
vill place the MIIWAY=-class CORAL SEA in reserve status this June when
the AMERICA joins the operational fleet, and retain the HANCOCK in
continuous service. The CORAL SEA will be reactivated wvhen the
MITMAY phases out for modernmization in November 1965. This accounts
for the decline of one MIDMAY-clase carrier at end FY 1965.

Both the MIDWAY and F.D.R. were commissioned in 1945 and are
scheduled to be retained in the attack carrier force until FY 1977
and FY 1979, respectively. However, several major technological
changes which greatly affect carrier capability have occurred since
that time. First, the gross weight of carrier-based aircraft has
increased significantly fram about 21,000 pounds for the A-1l and F-l
to over 76,500 pounds for the RA=5C. With their present catapults,
arresting gear and elevators, the MIDWAY and F.D.R. could not operate
such aircraft.

Second, the payload capability of carrier-based aircraft has
increased. As a result, the ordnance-handling facilities of these
ships are no longer adequate to sustain the high rates of operation
which otherwise could be attained. In addition, changes in the
physical characteristics of air-launched weapons require the modifi-
cation of existing storage facllities.

Third, the Naval Tactical Deta System (NTDS) is now being intro-
duced into the fleet, and all combat ships must be fully integrated
into the system if the large advances in anti-air warfare capabilities
that this system makes possible are to be achieved. (The instaliation
of NIIS more than doubles the number of aircraft that can be tracked
and the mumber of intercepts tbhat can be handled and provides a sig-
nificant increase in ECCM capability.)

The planned modernization of the MIIWAY and F.D.R. will
essentially correct these deficiencies, ard the resultant substantial
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increase in effectiveness will ensure the continued utility of these
two ships for at least ten years after they rejoin the fleet.

The coet of modernizing both ships will be about $16T7 million.
Ve are reprograming $14.0 miilion in FY 1965 funds to0 procure long
lead time items, and $70.3 million is included in the FY 1966 budget.
It sbould be noted, however, that these coste will be largely offset
by savings in aircraft procurement and operating costs.

The smaller ESSEX-class carrier, (the HANCOCK) which will be
retalned in the force in place of a MIDWAY~-class carrier, loads fewer
heavy attack and reconnaissance aireraft than does a MIIMAY, and
though 1t carries the same number of fighter aireraft, 2k, it cannot
safely operate the larger F=ls. It will, therefore, continue to
operate the F-8s, which we already bave, and the number of F=is
required can be reduced accordingly.

As I informed the Comnittee last year, we plan to reduce the
number of attack carriers to 14 in FY 1970 and 13 in FY 1972. My
reviev of this issue during the past few months confirms my Jjudgment
that the introduction of the far more effective FORRESTAL~class
carriers, the modernization of the MIDWAY ard the F.D.R., the intro-
duction of the A-TA, the A-GA and the F-111B, the release of the
carriers fram the strategic mission, as well as the overall increase
in the quantity, range and effectiveness of land-based tactical air
power generally, Justify some reduction in the nmumber of carriers.

We are continuing to program tentatively the comstruction of a
new attack carrier in FY 1967 to replace the last of the ESSEX-class
carriers in FY 1972. With delivery of that carrier, the farce will
include one or %wo nuclear-powered and eight or nine FORRESTAL-cless
carriers (depending on whetber the FY 1967 carrier is comstructed with
nuclear pover), and three modernized MIDWAY~class carriers.

b. Carrier Aircraft
The air camplement of the attack carrier force currently consists
of 15 carrier air groups and two replacement pilot training groups.
By the end of the current fiscal year, these units will total about
1642 aircraft, as showm in the middle of the second page of Tabdble 8.
The decline in the total mmber of fighters in FY 1969 and FY

1970 reflects a decision to substitute F-111Pes for P-is on a one-for
two basis. You may recall that I said last year that:
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", « . Because of its greater endurance, longer radar and
missile range, and its abllity to control six air-to-air
missiles simultaneously, the F=111B should offer a substan-
tial increase in effectiveness over the F-4B and may replace
them on less than an one-to-one basis."

A recent study of tactical air power concluded that the F-111B
armed with the new PHOENIX promises such large gains in combat effec-
tiveness that, 1f the promises are realized, perhaps only one squadron
will be required per carrier instead of one squadron of F-11llBs, plus
one squadron of F-bs. Also, there will be only two MIDWAY-class
carriers operating during the FY 1966-70 period, thus reducing the
F-L4 requirement by two s ons. Accordingly, we are reducing the
previously planned FY 1966 procurement of F-ls. I will discuss the
aircraft procurement program in greater detall later in this statement.

As T stated last year, we will continue to inerease the number of
attack alrcraft per carrier, taking advantage of the space made avail~-
able by the reduction in heavy attack aireraft as the carriers are
relieved of their strategic mission in 1966. This year, we increased
the number of light attack aircraft per squadron fram 12 to 14, and
by end FY 1967, we intend to increase the number of light attack
squadrons per FORRESTAL-c¢lass carrier from two to three. The total
number of light attack aircraft in the carrier forces is planned to
increase by more than 20 percent over the program period.

We will continue to buy two types of attack aircraft, the A-6A
which is especially designed for low=level bombing at night and in bad
weather, and the A-TA (VAL) the new highly effective replacement for
the A-4E which I described to you last year.

As shown on Table 8, the number of reconnaissance aircraft in
the carrier forces will comtinue to increase over the next few years,
reflecting the growing importance of this function. The program will
provide six RA-5Cs per FORRESTAL-class carrier. We have also included
nearly $9 million in the FY 1966 budget to complete the project for
extending the life of the RF-8As, which will continue to be used
aboard ESSEX and MIDWAY-clase cuarriers.

During the past year, we continued t0 encounter difficulty in
the development of some of the electronic sub-systems for the E=-24,
but we are still hopeful that they can be made acceptable even though
the performance may be below the original design specifications. As
a resylt of these difficulties, we have had to stretch out through
FY 1960 the previously planmned procurement program.
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5., ASW - Surveillance and Ocean Patrol Forces

Last year, in discussing our ASW capabilities, I said, "We know
that the Soviets are building nud.ea.r poweredhpa.rines both missile-

the ASH force struc‘mre . +» « must be consid-

ered highly ten‘ba.tive beyond fiscal year 1967."




Although I do not consider the s'budies ccmpleted to date by any

pictu e than ve bed bero:re, sufficiently so to permit some adjustment
in the ASW programs I presented here last year.

For s number of years we have given budget priority to new

_ ‘-:"‘ ships and aircraft. HNow we must give priority to tbhe acquisition
of better veaﬁ and the %t of sepsors. ﬁ

a. ASW Carriers (CVS)

We nov bhave nine CVSs, all ESSEX-class. These ships are still
highly serviceable as ASW carriers, since they bave the speed, range,
and space required for all ASW weapons systems now current or likely
to be developed in the next few years. Moreover, the older CVSs will
be gradually replaced by the more up-to-date ESSEX-class CVAs, as
.they are in turn replaced by new FORERESTAL-class shipa in the attack
carrier force. )

The ASW carrier forces will continue to be equi with both
fived~wing and helicopter aircraft as shown on Table 8. We are now
buying the S-ZE long range search aircraft for the fixede-wing require-
ment and the SHe3A for the helicopter. As these aircrafi are )
delivered they will replace the older types.® We bave also provided
each carrier with a few A-lUCs released fram the attack carrier forces
in order to give them a limited intercept and air defense capability.
In addition, we maintain 12 squadrons of fixed-wing aircraft and four
squadrons of helicopters in the Raval Reserve.

b. Attack Sulmarine Forces

By the end of the current fiscal year, the submarine forces,
excluding POLARIS, will number 104 ships including 23 muclear-powered.
We had planned to have 27 SSNs in operation by that date but, as in
the case of the POLARIS, the submarine safety program caused a delay
in the program. By end FY 1966, we expect 40 be back on schedule.




d e nuclear powered is pnot y
tbe end of the next fiscal yesr, we will bhave a total of 105 and we
plan to maintain that level through the program period. A total of 50
SSNs have already been funded (excl Do the "*N which was

'requ.i.redand --'

s On the 'ba.sis of our prese.n't lmowledge of the Soviet threat
BOO OUT OWn requirements, I feel that a rate of four per year would be-
adequate. But, if owr contimiing study of the ASW problem should
‘reveal that a faster rate is required we can increase the program next
year.

Of the conventiomally-powered submarines in the active fleet, 12
were delivered to the Navy during or after the Korean War. These we
st111 plan to modernize in fiscal years 1967-68, which should enable
them to serve well into the 1970s. UNine submarines built at the end
of World War II bave already been modernized.

. c. Destroyer Escorts

There are now 23 destroyer escorts in the fleet., The firsi of
the six DEGe (destroyer escorts armed with the TARTAR missile), funded
in FY 1962 and FY 1963, will be delivered %0 the fleet in early FY -
1966, A1l six should be delivered by end FY 1967. A total of 55 DEs
has been funded through FY 1965.

For reasons similar to those I discussed in conmnection with the
SSN construction program, I believe vill meet
our requirements as we see them now, particularly in view of certain-
other changes we propose in the ASW gxram.

The rate of delivery during the
FY 19 period slower than I indicated last year. We had
hoped to reduce the total lapsed time between the placing of the con-
tract and the attaimment of operational status of tbese ships
e have pnot
been successful and the schedule has been adjusted to
the o0ld basis.

Two years ago we began a project to develop a new type destroyer
escort (SEBA BAWK) specially designed "from the keel wp" for anti-

- v
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submarine warfare. Because same of the basic technology required for
such @ ship has yet to be developed, we are concentrating on the
required sub-‘s tema == an integrated sonar system featuring an active
: SR =n ASW command and control system; a gas
turbine propulsion unit; and an integrated casbat system. The results
of these four separate develomments may, where applicable, be back-
fitted to currently operational or programed ASW surface ships as well
a8 applied to a future high performance DE optimized for all ASW tasks.

Last year we cancelled our plan to convert 13 DD-931 class
destroyers to TARTAR missile ships for reasons which I have already
discussed., All of these ships are less than nine years old, and they
are fast enough to escort attack carriers. 1In their present configur-
ation, however, they lack a standoff weapon and other modern ASW
equipment. Ve can provide these ships with ASROC, 1ncluding the
Underwater Battery Fire Control System, improved cammnications equip-
ment, a new variable-depth sonar and lmproved ECM capabilities plus
certain minor structural modifications, at a cost of about $12 million
each. With these improvements tbe DD-93l-class destroyers would be
camparable to, or even better in the ASW role than, the DEs we are
now building at the cost of about $27 million each. Accordingly, we
‘have included $60 million in the FY 1966 budget for tbe first five
of these conversions; five more are scheduled for FY 1967 and the last
three in FY 1968,

By the end of the current fiscal year, there will also be 195
other destroyer types in the active fleet, including multi-purpose
and ASW ships., Last year I told you that beginning in FY 1967, wve
planned to retain a number of DDs in the active fleet beyond their
scheduled retirement dates in order t0 increase our convoy coverage
capgbilities at a small increase in progrem costs. In order to keep
up the overall DE/ID force level, we plan to retain additional DDs
beyond their currently scheduled retirement dates, one in FY 1966, and
between 9 and 15 during the FY 1967-T0 period.

We also have a large number of destroyer-type ships in the reserve
fleet., The 38 destroyer types in the Naval Reserve Training Fleet
could join the fleet within a matter of dsys. These ships are kept
in operating condition by partially manning them with active duty Navy
personnel, the balance of the crews being drawn from the Naval Reserve.
could probably be activated in an "as is" condition
erve fleet within M+2 months

of course, our
Thus, the total

Allies bave several hundred destroyer-type ships.
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number of destroyer-type vessels available to the Allied forces would
be quite large, although of variable quality, even in the first months
of war.

d. Patrol Craft

Subsequent 1o the enactment of the FY 1965 Defense Appropriations
Bill, we requested approval to reprogram $7.9 million of FY 1965 funds
to procure two hydrofoll patrol boats (PGH). This reprograming action
was not approved by all of the Commitiees involved. Instead, the
Department was instructed to include the two PGHs in its FY 1966 budget,
which we have done. In addition, the FY 1966 budget includes the ten
patrol craft previously tentatively scbeduled for In‘ocm-ment in
FI1966 mkingatota.lofla asshasmon'Iable9 o

e. Patrol Air_crart

As shown on Table 8, the mmber of ASW patrol aircraft will
decline somewhat during the FY 1966-T0 period as the older shore-based
SP=2s begin to phase out and the new P-34 comes Iinto the inventory.
last year we had planned to reduce the number of petrol squadrons from
30 to 29 by phasing out one squadron of obsolescent SP-5 seaplanes in
FY 1965. We still intend to pbase out the SP-5s as planned. However,
in order to maintain the 30 squadron level vhich we feel offers real

. o - . DRI )
now Lntend to retain 12 more SP-2s e a.ct.ive force than we had
planned last year. And to provide for the eventual replacement of this
extrs squadron of SP-28, and to modernize the 30 squadrom force gener-
are gtepping up ocur plamned procurement of the new P-3A from
This is another change offsetting tbe reduction in

the SSN and DE construction programs. Y will discuss tae ASW weapons
and equipment program later in conmnection wilth other Navy procurement. .

In addition to these 30 squadrons, we maintain 11 squadrons of
patrol alreraft in the Naval Reserve.
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3. Muti-Purpose Ships

On Table 8, under the heading "Multi-Purpose Ships,” we have grouped
those ships which possess capasbilities for both anti-submarine warfare
and fleet air defense., There will be 263 such ships in the fleet at
the end of the current fiscal year, the bulk of vhich will be destroyer
types of these ships will have a guided missile capebllity --
guided missile frigates in the fieet in F:{_l966, 1ncluding the miclear-

w —

As T noted earlier, our teotative plan to construct seven TYPHON
ships and convert 16 others to elther a TARTAR or TERRIER configuration

o e °
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was cancelled last year. The last cost estimate for this program was
$1.8 billion. The TYPHON weapon system proved to be far too large,
camplex and expensive to be deployed. The 15 TARTAR DDGs and the
TERRIER DLG comversions were cancelled pending successful completion
of the TARTAR improvement program or the availability of a new, better
missile system. But, as I said at that time, these cancellations
should not be interpreted as reflecting lessening concern far the state
of fleet air defenses. We now plan %0 program for surface ship modern=-
ization and develomment of the system about $937 million over ihe

FY 1966-70 period for fleet air defense, $54.6 million in FY 1966 for
R&D elone,

Over $340 million has been reprogramed since FY 1963 for the so-
called TARTAR, TERRIER, TALOS "Get Well" program in order to effect
design and engineering changes to ships already built or under con-
struction. The "Get Well" program will continue into FY 1966 with
funds still avallable from past reprogramings.

Another $108 million has been programed in the FY 1963-65 period
to improve the missiles themselves, and $39.6 million more is included
in the FY 1966 budget to continue this work. As part of this effort,
known as the SAM Improvement Program, we have undertaken the develop-
ment of a new "standardized"” missile for use with both TARTAR and
TERRTER launchers. This new misslle is being designed to achieve
higher reliability with less maintenance, to provide both a low alti-
tude and milti-target discrimination capability, and at a smaller cost
per missile than either the TARTAR or TERRIER.

To provide for better fleet air defense in the 1970s, the Navy
is currently studying an Advanced Surface Missile System (ASMS).
Over $8 million is being spent this year, and $12 million is included
in the FY 1966 budget to complete a Project Definition Phase and to
initiate systems development, if it proves %0 be feasible. This
system, however, will not be available until the early 1970s and in
the Interim we are proposing other measures to improve fleet air
defense.

As shown on Table 9, we now propose to convert or modernize 22
existing guided missile ships ~- four cruisers and 18 frigzates -~ over
the FY 1966-70 period at a total cost of $572 million. During con-
version/modernization, these ships are not considered operationally
deployable, which accounts for the decline in DLGs and CG/CAGs shown
on Teble 8. In addition, we intend to make minor modifications to
five ghips -~ one eruiser and four frigates -- during their regularly
scheduled overbaul. These are not considered "conversions" and are
therefore not included in this Table.
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The first TERRIER niasﬂé ships authorized ~- two heavy cruisers,
three light cruisers and four frigates =~ were tittedvitha.systen
baaedonthebean—ridingprinciple A

6 o re tthermn- andmhee.vycruism,ata.eoatof
1l milliom, ﬁﬂt&mﬂm@eﬂectimmmgysm,
ome frigate each fiscal year, 1966-69, and cne cruiser each in FY 1968
and FY 1970. Conversion of the three light cruisers would be very
expensive ($119 million) and not voarth the cost.

In addition to these six eouvmicm, we propose to modernize 16
other ships =~ two cruisers and 1lh frigates =-- which already have the
boring-type TERRIER. The modermization would consist mainly of the
installation of the Bavy Tactical Data System (NIDS) with the associated
weapons control equipment and the SPS-48 three~dimenaional radar.
Gerta.inshipemldalaobeﬁttedwithahigh— tracking and

In our FY 1966 mrogram reviev, we also considered constructing a

'thirdnmtoprm&anaddition&lmclearpwereducortforthe

CVAN ENTERPRISE and to sugment the air defense capability of the
muclear task force as a whole. However, after considering all the
relevant factors, ineluding the size and nature of the likely threat,
the high cost of a new DLGN (now estimated to be about $150 million) and
the air defense capebility already available for the ENTERPRISE (five
TERRIER and one TALOS systems on the three existing escorts,) I am

not recammending comstruction of the DIAN at this time, If, after
further study, we find that additiomal air defense capsbility is needed,
we should consider installipg a SAM system on the ENIERPRISE itgelf,
a8 bes been done with the FORRESTAL~class carriers. Although a SAM
system on the CVA is not as effective as one on an escort deployed in
the direction of the threat, such a system would cost only one-fif'th as
mach a8 a new IDLGN. The work could be accamplished during the
"re-coring” of the ERTERPRISE's nmuclear reactors presently programed
for FY 1968, thus providing the additional capability at the same time
curea.rlierthn.nifabl&ﬂmemthnrizedin?!l%

4, Mine Warfare Forces
The mine warfare force proposed for the FY 1966-70 period is
essentially the same in size -- 88 ships -- as that presented to the

Camittee for the past two years. In additiom, we also maintain 12
nineswveeping vessels in a high state of readiness in the Naval Reserve

-
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Training Flest. Sixteen nev mineaweepers (MSOs) will be constructed
in FYs 1966-1968 (four in FY 1966) as replacements for older ships
(MSCs) and one Liberty ship will be comverted in FY 1965 to a Mine-
swveeper Special (MSS) the same program as planned last year. The
MS0s will have a dual minesweeping and minelunting/destruct capability
and will be more seawcrthy and have greater endurance and spe

We now propose to add two MSSs and two Mine Countermeasure

. Support Shipe (one each in FY 1949 and FY 1970) to the previously
approved program. The suppart ships are needed to provide logistics
support t0 existing and planned mine countermeasure forces.

To increase the effectiveness of existing farces, we also plan,
in FY 1966, to procure Il new minelmmting sonars which will be retro-
fitted into existing MSOs,, B : _ R

S .

5. Amphibious Assault Ships

" Last year, I stated that although we had greatly increased our
amphibious 1ift capability in 1961 from 1-1/2 division/wing teams to
approximataely two and the mumber of amphibiocus ships fram 111 to 131,
the slow speed of most of these ships, only 8-1/2 to 13 kmots, and a
shortage of cambat vehlcle 1ift made it necessary to program another
substantirl increase in this area. I therefore proposed that we
retain in the active fleet ships which had mreviocusly been scheduled
for retirement and increase the construction program from the 36 ships.
previously planned for FY 1965-1968 to 52 shipe with 13 more added in
FY 19659, This revised shipbuilding program doubled the mumber of
I1sDs (Landing Ship Dock) and tripled the mmber of 1STs (Landing Ship
Tank) while halving the construction program for LFDs (Amphibious
Transport Dock) and LPSs (Amphibious Assault Ship) to bring them into
balance with the other types.

Our studies this year confirm that this revised am will
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provide for an orderly replacement of World War II ships, and improve
response time. These new ships, together with the modernized 1lif%t
now in the fleet or under comstruction, will provide,by FY 1972,20-
knot 1ift for 1l-1/2 division/wing teams. Lift for the remaining one-
half division/wing team would be provided with older ships. A total
of 15 ships are planned for construction in FY 1966 at a cost of $Lok
million.

In order to provide increased ship-to-shore firepower to "cover"
the landing forces during an amphibious assault, we propose to
reactivate during FY 1966 three Medium Landing Ships, Rocket (LSMR)
and one Inshore Fire Support Ship (IFS) now in the reserve fleet. The
ISMR can fire 5,000 5" stabilized rockets at ranges of 2,500, 5,000
and 10,000 yards and has a maximm sustained speed of 12-1/2 knots.
The IFS is a smaller but faster rocket launching ship. In addition,
we now plan to retain in the fleet two Heavy Gun Cruisers (CA) shown
under MultiePurpose Ships on Table 8 which had previously been
scheduled for deactivation in FY 1967-1968.

The requirement for ship-to-shore firepower is still under study
and we may recamend at a later time the activation of additional
ships from the reserve fleet or the construction of & more efficient
landing force support ship.

6. Llogistic, Operational Support and Direct Support Ships

There ere now about 160 logistical and operational support ships
in the force and we plan to maintain about that number throughout the
program period. We had hoped that we would be able to phase more of
the older ships out as new and more efficient ships were introduced.
However, our analyses show that some of the older ships would be needed
to satisfy peak requirements. We are proposing construction of seven
logistical and operational support snips in FY 1966 at u cost of $259
million, one less than planned last year. One of the two fast supply
ships (AFS) previously included in the FY 1966 program has now been
tentatively scheduled for FY 1970, thereby leveling ocut the rate of
cons truction to one ship per year during FY 1966-1970. For the
program period, we propose to construct 62 ships at & total cost of
over $1-1/2 billion.

In addition to the proposed ship construction program, we are
also requesting $7.1 million in FY 1966 for the procurement of ten
UH-46A helicopters. These helicopters will be used aboard underway
replenisiment ships to provide a vertical replenishment capability.
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Ve also plan to construct two direct support ships in FY 1966, one
Submarine Tender (AS) and one Destroyer Tender (AD), at a cost of about
$117 million, to replace older, less effective ships. These new
tenders are needed to service the growing fleet of nuclearspowered sub=
marines and gulded missile destroyers.

The total Ravy General Purpose Forces shipbuilding and conversion
is shosm on Table 9. .

T, Other Ravy Aircrafi

As shown on Table 8, the Navy will meintain about 81 Fleet Tactical
Support Aircraft during FY 1966-1970 =- 31 heavy transports and 1k
medium transports to provide organic Ravy airlift, and 36 carrier-on-
board delivery aircraft used to deliver high pricrity items directly
to the carrier farces.

The Bavy will also maintain about 335 Fleet Support Aircraft
throughout the program period. Of this total: 30 are used to conduct
tests on fleet aircraft weapons systems and develop tactics for their
use; about 150 helicopters are used for general utility purposes such
as search and rescue for carriers, vertiecal replenishment, hydrogrephic
surveys, icebreaking and drone retrieval; and about 150 fixed-wing
aircraft are used for various types of fleet training such as torpedo
retrieval, towing targets or controlling drones for fleet gunnery o
missile training and far electronic countermeasures exercises.

The inventory of Other Support Aircraft (for general administrae-
tive use) which has been declining steadily over the last few years
vill begin to level out over the program period at about 170 aircraft,
about 55 percent of the mmber we supported in FY 1962.

8. Marine Corps Forces

Daring FY 1966 and throughout the program period, the Marine
Corpe, manned by about 193,000 active duty persomnel, will continue
to meintain an active force of three combat divisions and three air-
craft wings plus cambat and support units. The Marine Corps Reserve
has now been rearganized to provide a fourth division/wing teem upon
mobilization.

As shown on Table 10, all Marine Corps forces will remain at
present levels over the FY 1966-T0 period. Though not evident from
the Table, we bave taken steps to augment the capability of the exist-
ing HAWK missile battalions. At present, each battalion consists of
a Headquarters and Service battery and four firing batteries of which

1k5
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three are in active status and the fourth in reserve. We now intend
to activate the fourth batiery for each of the active duty battalions
at a small increase in operating costs; they should become opera-
tional in FY 1966. The addition of a fourth battery to each active
duty battalion will provide two to three times more coverage than the
present three battery formation and will provide defense in depth
regardless ¢of the direction of attack, as well as an increased capa-
bility to cope with saturation raids.

At tbe end of the current fiscal year, the three active Marine
Aireraf't Wings will have about 1130 cambat and combat support aircraft.
The number of fighter aircraft will remain at 225 over the FY 1966-T0
period, but the effectiveness of this force will ve greatly as
the new F-ls replace the last of the F-8¢ in FY 1 7. The number
of attack aircraft will decline soamewbat, however, as the A~-GA and A-TA
begin to replace the older A-is. The mmber of helicopters on the
other hand will continmue to increase over the next few years, reflect-
ing our recent emphasis on the vertical envelomment capability.

To meet Marine Corps fighter requirements we will continue to
buy the F-4, and by end FY 1968, all 15 fighter squadrons will be
equipped solely with F-ls armed with SIDEWIRDER and SPARROW air-to-
air missiles. Ve will begin to replace older Marine Corps F-ls with
the newer models when they are released from the Ravy as the F-111B
becames availsable.

For the attack squadfans, ve will continue to buy the A-6A to
provide the Marine Corps with an all-weather, close-air support and
interdiction capability. We-glso plan to make our first buy of the
nevw A-TA (VAL) aircraft for the Marine Corps in FY 1966 and the first
units will become operational in FY 1968.

We campleted cur procurement of photographic recomnaissance air-
craft for the Marine Corps in FY 1965. The first of the new RF-4Bs
will begin replacing the obsolescent RF-8As in FY 1966. As we are
replacing the RF-8As on & one-for-one basis with the more highly
sophisticated RF-4B, we can expect to realize significant gains in
recomnaissance capability.

For the vertical envelomment mission, we are buying large quan-
tities of CH-4GA medium helicopters, a tandem rotor, twin turbine-
powered helicopter with a normal payloed of 4,000 1lbs. or 17 men.
This ajrcraft is replacing the single rotor, reciprocating engine
UH=-34D which has a cargo load of omly 2,700 1bs. or 12 men. We are
also buying smaller quantities of the CH-53A all-weather cargo and
troop transpoart helicopter. First deliveries of the CH=-53A will be
made in FY 1966.
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, 9. Ravy and Marine Corpe Reserve Forces

Az I mentioned earlier, the Ravy maintains in full operational
readiness as reserve training ships a force of 38 destroyers and
destroyer escorts apd 12 mine warfare vessels, shown on Table 1l. As
more modern ships become available from the active forces, some of
the older shipe will be phased out. In addition to these 50 reserve
training ships, the Navy also maintains about 600 ships of all types
in Reserve Fleet categories "B" and "C". Most of these ships could,
if required, be brought to full operational readiness by M+6 months
although their capebilities would be quite different from that of our
active fleet ships.

The Marine Corps Reserve, as I stated last year, now includes,
with the exception of certzin headquarters elements which will be formed
by the active forces upon mobilization, most of the elements of the
kth division/wing team, in addition.to certain elements required to
augment active farces upon mobilization.

Ravy and Marine Corps reserve aircraft will continue to total
about 805 aircraft throughout the program period, as shown on Table
11l. Current plans call for the reserve components to produce 4O
squadrons after "call-up" -- 27 ASW, six attack, two fighter and five
helicopter support squadrons.

. 10. Navy and Marine Corps Aircraft Procurement

As shown on Table 12, we propose t0 buy a total of 659 aircraft
of all types in FY 1966 at a cost of $1,545 million to continue the
modernization of the Navy and Marine Corps alrcraft inventories.

To meet the fighter requirements of both the Navy and tbhe Marine
Carps, we se the procurement of 90 F-lg in FY 1966 campared with
124 in FY 1925. This is significantly fewer than the 132 F-is we
scheduled last year for procurement in FY 1966; but, as I mentioned
earlier, the modernization of the two MIDMAY-class carriers entails
the removal fram the force for five years of one carrier operating
two squadrons of F-ls and its replacement by an ESSEX-class carrier
operating F-8s which are already available. In addition, last year
we bad tentatively planned to replace F-ks with F=11ls on a one«fore
one basis. We have now decided to replace the F-is on a less than
one~to-one basis. Consistent with this decision, we are cutting e
third squadron of F-is from the procurement level planned last year.

During the current year, we will begin to buy the P-LJ with the
new AWG-10 fire control system apd the ASW-21 commmand data link. Its

5Ly ¢



mm——

principal advantage over the F-4B, however, will be an improved
capablility against low altitude targets since it will be fitted with
8 pulse doppler radar,

Last year we planned to procure our first increment of 15
F-111Bs in FY 1900. We have, however, encountered some development
problems with the fire control system for the PHOENIX missile. Since
the system must be incorporated into the airplane, we bave had to
slip the aircraft production schedule and have reduced the FY 1966
buy fram the 15 previously plamed to four. An additional 128 air-
craft are programed for the FY 1967-1969 period, the same number
planned lagt year, and we have tentatively scheduled 88 aircraft for
FY 1970. Despite the delays in the PHOENIX, we still plan for the
first squadron of F-111Bs to be operational by the end of FY 1969.

We are propesing to buy 140 A-TAs in FY 1966, our first major
procurement of this aircraft. We will continue to buy the A=TA in
large numbers tlmrough FY 1970.

Funds are also included for the procurement of T4 A-6As in
FY 1966, the same mmber as planned last year. An additional 134
aircraft will be procured in FY 1967-1968 to complete Navy and Marine
Corps requirements.

Last year we requested and the Congress sppropriated $176 million
for the E-2A early warning aircraft program, including the procurement
of 20 aircraft to 84d to0 the 59 for which funds were appropriated in
prior years. As I mentioned last year, this progrem bas encountered
considerable cost incremsses resulting from unanticipated technical
difficulties with some of the electronics subsystems, particularly
the long-range radar. The E-2A program was initiated eight years ago
in FY 1957, but the radar problem has not as yet been solved.

I noted earlier, in comnection with the Air Force AWACS project,
that the technology involved in airborne radar detection of aircraft
in the presence of surface clutter is extremely difficult but also
extremely important to air defense. Therefore, we believe the E-2A
program should be continued, but at a slower rate. We now propose to
hold production t0 one per month in order to keep the line going while
we contimue our efforts to solve the radar problem. The 24 aircraft
funded in FY 1963 and the 14 in FY 1964 will be stretched over a
period of three years and two months, leaving tem aircraft to be funded
in FY 1966 to continue the one-a-month rate. $106 million of the $176
million provided for FY 1965 will be applied to the 59 aircraft auth-
orized through FY 1964, making a total through the current fiscal year
of $970 million (including R&D). The remaining $70 million has been
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applied against the FY 1966 budget. The FY 1966 E-2A program will
require $123.6 million in TOA == $121.2 million for ten aircraft and
$2.4 million for continued development of the radar.

We have tentatively programed an additional 12 aircraft in
FY 1967 and 12 in FY 1968, which would complete the requirement. The
E-24 could significantly increase the Navy's air defense capabilities,
particularly against low altitude attack =- provided that the deficien-
cies in the electronics subsystems can be carrected.

For the ASW carrier forces, we propose t0 buy 36 S=-2E fixed-wing
aircraft, 12 less than proposed last year. This should be our
final buy of the S-2E, as it meets our force objective of 160 air-
craft. We now intend to procure only 24 SH-3D helicopters in FY 1966,
instead of the 30 planned last year but we are adding another 24 for
FY 1967. This schedule will provide an orderly procurement pattern
toward reaching our total force requirement.

As I indicated earlier, we intend to increase the number of patrol
squadrons fram 29 to 30, In addition, in order to make the P-2 avalla
able for the reserve forces and to modernize the 30 squadron force
generally, we now propose to procure 180 P-34 aircraft over the FY
1966-1969 period instead of the 128 proposed last year, or 45 per year
instead of 32 per year.

A total of 140 helicopters is reguested for the Navy and Marine
Corps =- 90 CH-WBAs, ten UH-UOAs and 40 CH-53As. Last year we had
planned to procure 110 (H-4AAs in FY 1966; but we have reduced our
planned procurement to 90. We had also proposed to equip the CH-53A
with a very elaborate avionics package called IHAS, which turned out
to cost about $600,000-700,000 per aircraft. We are now studying the
possibilities of applying THAS components to other Navy and Army
helicopters, with the hope of cutting unit costs in half through e
larger volume of procurement. This system would provide the CH-53A
and other helicopters an improved all-weather capablilit, to navigate
in formation to asssult landing areas by day or night or in bad
weather,

For the fleet tactical support role, I am recammending procure-
ment of five C«2A carrier-on-board delivery aircraft in FY 1966. Ve
had intended to complete our procurement of this aircraft in FY 1966
but, because of the recent slippage in the C-2A program, we have
deferred part of our previously planned FY 1966 procurement to FY
1967. When completed, the 23 C-2As in the program will provide one
airerart for each attack and ASW carrier.
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In the trainer category, we propose to procure 91 aircraft in
FY 1966, including 18 T=-2Bs and 73 TA-4Es. Based on our revised
estimates of requirements for baslc jet trainers, we have reduced our
procurement objectives for the T-2B fram 36 previously plammed for
FY 1966-67 to 18, thereby cancelling the FY 1967 quantity. However,
we now plan to procure a total of 152 TM-lEs, a two-geat modification
of the single-seat A-4E. The TA-UE will repla.ce the TF-9Js in the
Cambat Readiness Air Wings and the Marine Training Squadrons, thereby
releasing the TF-9Js to the Advanced Training Command. We have
already reprogramed with Congressiomal approval $58.5 million of
FY 1965 funds to procure an initial increment of 35 aircraft. $57.6
million is included in the FY 1966 budget to buy 73 aircraft, and an
additional 44 will be procured in FY 1967.

1l. Other Ravy Procurement

The tentative logistics objective for the Bavy in 1966 is to
acquire sufficient stocks to support six calendar months of cambat
consumption with an average of twoe-thirds of the farce committed.
More specifically, we propose t0 provide ship fills and initial equip-
ment allowance for the active fleet and for selected reserve ships,
plus 90 cambat days of consumption for the active fleet and high
readiness reserve ships (category ALPHA - 50 ships), and 30 combat
days far other selected reserve shipe (category BRAVO - 202 shipe).
Anti-gircraft missile requirements, bowever, bave been adjusted to
conform to our best estimates of ailrcraft targets that might actually
have to be engaged.

With respect to attack carrier aviation, our tentative objective
is to provide initial allowances apd combat consumables for six
calendar months of operation (26,000 sorties).

To achieve these materiel objectives, we are requesting about
$761 million for Ravy missiles, ordnance, ammnition and other combat
consumables ~- an increase of about $114 million over the amount pro-
vided last year.

During the past year, we have taken a hard look at our inventory
objectives for alr-to-air missiles in the light of the expected
threat, peacetime training, and necessary safety factors. As a
result, we have revised our previously approved procurement plans
for FY 1965 and FY 1966.

For the SIDEWDNDER I-C (IRAH) missile, our objective is to keep
a production line going until the new PHOENIX missile begins phasing
in in FY 1969. To accomplish this objective we plan to level off
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production at about 150 missiles per month. At that rate the FY 1963
and FY 1964 procurements can keep the line going through the current
fiscal year and the planned FY 1965 procurement of 1,280 missiles can
be postponed to FY 1966.

As I mentioned earlier, we have been experiencing development
problems with the fire control system for the PEOENIX missile, and
we will continue development work in FY 1966 at a cost of $T1
million. We now plan to initiate procurement of this missile in
FY 1967, in phase with the revised F-111B delivery program.

The procurement of TARTAR, TERRIER and TALOS fumded through
the current fiscel year will provide an aversge inventory of over
1-% "ship fills" for all ships using thege missiles. For TALOS,
we propose procurement of 9k missilee, the same pumber as in FY 1965,
We have alreedy met our inventory objective for this miesile and the
G4k per year rate is the most economical to meet our peacetime con-
sumption requirements. We plan to procure 156 TARTAR missiles in
FY 1966, 50 fewer than FY 1965. This procurement will setisfy our
revised peacetime consumption requirement and build our inventories
to 100 percent of the objective. We will also procure 480 TERRIER
missiles in FY 1966, more than double this year's buy. The conver-
sion of four IIGs and two CAGs from the beam-riding to the homing
version of the missile, which I spoke about earlier, have greatly
increased requirements for the latter. As our inventory of the
beam-riding version is now in excess of requirements, we are studying
the feasibility of conversion.

In addition to the 156 TARTARs and 480 TERRIERs planned for
vrocurerment in FY 1966, we plan to procure 100 of the new "standardized”
TARTAR/TERKTER missile which T mentioned before. These 100 missiles
will be used for test, evaluation and documentation. All future
TARTAR and TERRTER procurements will be of the standardized model.

The current year's program for air-to-surface ordnance originally
included 3,500 radio-guided BULLPUP B short renge supersonic tactical
missiles. However, we now propose to cancel this buy since the Ravy
feels that assets accumulated through FY 196l and previous procure-
ments are sufficient in view of the substantial procurements now being
made of the newer SNAKEYE, WALLEYE and CBU-3.

Lest year, we planned to buy in FY 1965 50,000 SNAKEYE I 500

pound and 43,000 SNAKEYE I 250 pound bambs at a cost of about $60
miliion. Unanticipated price pavings in the FY 196k and FY 1965
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buys vill now make it possible to buy T3,000 of the 500 pound baxmbs
and 100,000 of the 250 pound bambe in FY 1965 for the same amount of
money. For FY 1966, ve plan to procure an additional 70,000 each of
the 500 pound and 250 pound bombe, 600 WALLEYE television-guided
glide bombs and the Navy's first procurement of the CBU-3 amti-tank
bond cluster,

As I have pointed out in prior years, one of cur most pressing
needs 1n the ASW area is more modern wespons, particularly torpedoes.
A recent study by the Camnittee on Underseas Warfare of the National
Academy of Sciences' Research Council comes to the same conclusion,
namely, that larger stocks of modern weapons, especially torpedoes,
are now more urgently needed than additional shipe and aircraft.

In FY 1966 we propose to buy 3,500 of the new MK-UE light weight
ASW torpedoes., The MK-U6 is much more effective against high epeed,
deep submergence nuclear powered submarines than the MK-U4 which it
ies replacing. It can be launched by surface ships (tubes and ASROC)
and by aircraft (helicopters and fixed wing). We also plan to buy
in FY 1966 the first increment of 60 EX-10 {MK-48) torpedoes for
operationgal evaluation. This is primarily a submarine-launched,
vire-guided, long range, high gpeed, acoustic homing torpedo for use
against deep diving, fast, evasive nuclear submarines. It will be
zuch more effective sgainst sguch targets than the present MK-37.

The 1966 budget includes over $23 million for SUBROC procure-
ment, The SUBROC missile is a long-range underwater-to-undervater
solid propellant rocket, armed with a nuclear warhead designed to be
fired from standard submarine torpedo tubes. The first SUBROCs will
become operational this May. The FY 1966 buy will provide shipfills
for 29 nuclear submarines equipped with the SUBROC system.

¥We have also included fimds for increased procurements of soncbuoys =-
JULIE, JEZEBEL, etc. We have already achieved 100 percent of the
inventory objective for JULIE, a short-range active search and locali-
zation pystem and are now buying for peacetime consumption. Our FY
1966 request for JEZEREL, a long-range passive search system, will
bring stocks to 70 percent of the objective,

We will continue to procure substantial quantities of ASROC, a
rocket used to deliver an ASW homing torpedo or a depth charge at
long-range against high performance sulmarines. The FY 1966 increment
will bring stocks to 100 percent of the objective. Nearly $47 million
is also included for procurement of 186 DASH drone ASW helicopters
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vhich provide a precise, deliberate, long range weapon delivery
capabllity to complement the fast-reaction ASROC.

Recent, more detalled analysis of the total requirements for
ship gun fire support -- including land combat, amphibious, anti-
aircraft and anti-junk operations -- has caused us to increase our
inventory objectives for three inch and five inch ammunition for
ship gune. About $31 million has been included in the FY 1966
budget for these rounds compared with $11 million in FY 1965.
Procurement of expendable ordnance will be about $125 million
above FY 1965.

Electronics procurement will also be increased over the
cwrent year's level. Among the items being procured will be
three AN/SPS-48 three-dimensional redars {at a cost of $7.1 million),
which I mentioned earlier in connection with our plans to modernize
a number of gulded missile ships. We also propose to continue
procurement ($21.6 million) for the Navy Tactical. Data System.
The Navy will elso undertake an extensive program of in-service
modification of existing sonars as pert of the overall effort
to raise ASW capabilities -- at a cost of $20 million in FY
1965 and $33 million in FY 1966. 1Irn addition to improvements
in AAW and ASW electronics equipment, the Navy has included $57
million in its FY 1966 procurement request for the second increment
of its shipboard communicaetions modermnization program which I
mentioned last year. The program is designed to meet fleet require-
ments for increased capacity, speed, accuracy and security and is
expected to lmprove overall fleet communications by at least 100
percent. The Navy will also procure five shipboard satellite
terminals ($3 million) for use in connection with the Defense
Communications Satellite Program.

Nearly $19 miliion is included in the FY 1965 Navy program
for the procurement of automatic data processing equipment and
an additional $6.3 million of equipment will be procured in FY
1966, Resultant reductions in rental costs are estimated at
$1.6 million in FY 1965 and $5.4 million per year thereafter.
12. Mearine Corps Procurement

Our logistice objective for the Marine Corps ground forces
is to provide sufficient materiel to equip and sustain four
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divisions in cambat for six calendar months, a total of 20
division/months of combat consumption of which four division/
monthe are computed at assault rates. For Marine Corps
aircraft wings, our objective is to provide gufficient
materiel to equip and sustain &81) four wings in cambat for
six calendar months with two-thirds of the force engaged --
L4 000 sorties of combat consumption.

A total program of $118.4 million is recommended for
Marine Corps procurement in figcal year 1966, samevhat less
than was provided for fiscal year 1965. The accelerated rate
of equipment modernization and the buildup in mobilization
reserve stocks since FY 1962 permits a lower level of pro-
curement now.

For 7.62 mn. smmunition, $5.0 million is requested.
About $2T7.1 million is proposed for other emmmition and
ordnance equipment, primarily for peacetime training.

As I mentioned in connection with Army missile pro-
curement, we have requested Congressional approval to
reprogram FY 1965 funds to initiate REDEYE procurement this
year in order to get this puch needed migsile into the
hands of troops as soon as possible. For the Marine
Corpe, we propose to reprogrem $10.0 million this year to
begin procurement, and we are requesting $8.7 million in
our FY 1966 budget to procure an additional 1,505 missiles.

The FY 1966 budget also includes about $25.6 million for
the procurement of support vehicles, including ThO two and
one-half ton and 600 five-ton trucks. Six miliion five
hundred thousand dollars is also included for the procurement
of ten large amphibious agsault fuel systems to support both
the ground and aviation units of the landing force.

In the electronics category, the Marine Corps would
tuy, in FY 1966, a varlety of radar, radio and other
commmications equipment including $4.0 million for the
new AN/TLG-17 electronic countermeasures set and $6.9
million for the PRC-2% radio.
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E. AIR FORCE GENERAL PURPOSE FORCES

Because of the critical importance of tactical airpower to our
position in Europe, we bave made a major effort during the last four
years to expand and modernize the Air Force Q(eneral Purpose Forces and
provide them with the wartime stocks peeded for sustained non-nuclear
cambat. These objectives have been substantially attained. The chief
remaining shortcoming is the excessive vulnerability of our forces
overseas to conventional attack and we are again proposing & solution
to that problew.

1. Teactical Fighter Forces

As shown on Table 13, we are continuing to program towards a
tactical fighter force of 24 wings with 1740 aircraft by FY 1969;
this is the same size force ve planned a year ago. However, I now
believe we can prudently plan on a somevhat slower rate of moderniza-
tion than we envisioned then.

For the past two years we have been tentatively planning for an
F-b force of 1b wings (1020 aircraft). The F-I has indeed proved to
be a fine high performance, versatile aircraft; nevertheless, we do
rey & price for this versatility and we should not buy more of these
aircraft than we are likely to need. Based on our continmuing study
of tactical air power requirements and the great increases in capa-
bility, both realized in recent years and projected for the future,
we now propose to reduce the tentative F-4 force objective by two
wings -- to 12 wings (873 aircraft), as showm on Table 13. To main-
tain the planned force structure et 24 wings in FY 1968 and there-
after, we propose to retain in the active forces F-100s previously
scheduled to be transferred to the Air Rationgl Guard in FY 1967-T0.

The buildup schedule shown on the table envisions a force of
ten F-111 wings by FY 1973. However, it 13 too early to project the
ultimate F-111 force level and this objective should be considered
tentetive,

We still plan to withdraw the F-102 interceptor aircraft deployed
overseas, but we are deferring for the time being the phase out of
the F-102 squadron (21 UE aircraft) based in the Philippines which
wvas previously scheduled to teke place this year. We will keep these
aircraft there as long as they are needed in that area, but for plan-
ning purposes, we show them phasing out of the force by emd FY 1966.
We also plan to retain two squadrons of F-1028 in the active force
through FY 1968 to help compensate for a slover F-4E delivery schedule.
By end FY 1969, all F-102s will have been phased out of the active
tactical forces.
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With respect to Air Force tactical fighter procurement, 637 F-ls
have been funded through FY 1964 and 222 will be procured in FY 1965.
For FY 1966, we propose to _.socure 157 F-ha (costing $395 million),
179 less than previously planned for that year; FY 1967 procurement
will total 1Tk aircraft. As I described last year, ve are providing
some of the later model F-4s with an improved air-to~ground attack
capability and same with a low altitude imtercept capability es well,
This program will ultimately give us a force of six F-IC wings, three
F-UD wings with the improved ground attack features and three F-4E
wings which will have, in addition, an improved low altitude inter-

cept capability.

The tentative F-111 procurement schedule is shown on Tsble 1k4.
For FY 1965-67, this schedule remains the same as described last year;
after that point production builds up to 16 per momth and holds at
that level through FY 1970 in accordance with the tentative ten wing
cbjective mentioned earlier. About $679 million has already been pro-
vided for the development of this aircraft and $205 million is included
in the FY 1966 request. Lasst year, $146 million was provided for
procwrement of the first ten aircraft together with certain long lead
time components. For FY 1966, $u0Ok million is requested to fund the
next 55 aircraft in this program.

2. Tactical Bombers

The two B-5T squadrons (48 UE aircraft), scheduled last year for
transfer to the Air Rational Guard, vere instead deployed for temporary
use in Viet Nam. We now plan to retain these sircraft in the active
force for as long as they are needed in Southeast Asia, tentatively
until the end of FY 1966. The range and payload of these aircraft
suit them ideally for the Southeast Asia environment.

3. Tactical Reconnaissance Forces

Bo major changes are presently contemplated in the tactical
reconnaissance force levels proposed last year although there have
been some slippages and cost increases. At the end of the current
fiscal year, the force will comsist of 236 aircraft -- RF-101s, RB-66s
and the first two squedrons of RF-4Cs. By the epd of FY 1970, this
force will grow to 348 RF-UC and RF-101 aircraft.

The RF-4C program, however, has continued to encounter delays
apd cost increases, resulting in a reduction of the FY 1964 procure-

ment program from 108 aircraft planned last year to 80, and a reduction
of the FY 1965 program froem 144 aircraft to 128. The $236 million
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for 96 RF-UCs requested in the FY 1966 budget would make up those re-
ductions and provide sufficient ajrcraft to enable us to maintain the
full 1k squadron force through FY 1973. The related slippage in the
RF-LC delivery schedule would be partially offset by retaining additional
RB-668 through FY 1966.

Last year we very tentatively scheduled the first operational
units of RF-1lls faor FY 1969. It now appears that the capsbility of
the reconnaissance force at that time will be large enough to permit
deferral of the introduction of this new aircraft. The Alr Force has
been requested to restudy the entire tactical reconnaissance require-
ment, including the RF-111. Pending the completion and review of that
study, the full development of the RF-111 has been postponed. In the
interim,the tactical reconnaissance requirement will be met with six
RF-101 and 14 RF-U4C squadrons.

4, KB-50 Tankers

Lagt year we had planned cn keeping one squadron of KB-50 tankers
in the active force through the end of the current fiscal year. These
aircraft, however, have proved very difficult to maintein in a safe
cperating condition and we decided to phase them out this year.

KC-135 aircraft of the Strategic Air Command will be used to meet the
tactical requirements for tanker support.

5. Special Air Warfare Forces

The Special Air Warfare Forces at the end of the current fiscal
year will mumber 270 aircraft, an increase of 86 over the previous year.
These forces presently include such aircraft as the B-26, the T-28, the
A-1E, the C-46, the U-10 and the C~123. We plan to continue & force
of approximately this size and camposition throughout the program period.
However, we still have much to learn about the application of air
power to the wide range of counterinsurgency threats we are likely
to face over the pext five or ten years. We have presently under
development a new counterinsurgency aircraft called LARA (light armed
reconnaissance aircraft) which will be optimized for lower orders of
conflict where the requirement for transport domipates the need for
fire power. Against more intensive, better organized opposition, we
presently have the A-1E operational in Viet Fam. Although a replace-
ment for this aircraft will probably be needed at some time in the
future, until we can be more certain of the type of aircraft needed,
ve have decided against proposing any completely new development or
procurement for this purpose at this time, Instead, we will continue
our studies of various presently available aircraft or modification
thereof which could be accomplished with modest development, and which
could be adapted to this role.
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6. Tactical Missiles

At the present time, we have 88 MACE-A (MGM-13A) and 18 MACE-B
(Mz4-13B) tactical missiles in Germany and 36 MACE-Bs in Okinawa. The
MACE-As are deployed in a soft configuration and are extremely
vulnerable to surprise attack. As previously described, we intend
to build up our quick reacting PERSEING missile capability in Germany
very significantly over the next few years. By the end of FY 1966,
this build-up will be sufficiently well along to allow us to phase
out the MACE As. By FY 1969 we should alsoc be able to phase out the
18 MACE-Bs in Burope. The 36 MACE-Bs in Okinawa will continue to
represent a useful capabllity for as far ahead as we can see and they
will be retained.

7. Alr Ratiomal Guard Forces

The Air National Guard general purpose forces at end FY 1965 will
consist of about 800 aireraft, including 23 fighter squadrons, 12 recon-
naissance squedrons and five sequadrons of KC-97 tankers. This force is
tentatively planned to hold at about 800 aircraft through end FY 1970.

The presently planned force structure of the Air Rational Guard
differs somewhat fram that projected a year ago, principally as a
result of the previously discussed changes in the active forces. Thus,
the Guard will receive F-100s on a somewhat slower schedule and will
retain their F-8is and F-86e somewhat longer to f£ill the gap. The
Guard will also receive S5k F-10ls modified for the reconnaissance role
thereby permitting the phaseout in FY 1966 of 36 of the RB-57s which
have a much more limited cspability in this role.

8. Other Air Force Procurement

Qur non-nuclear ordnance stocks have been greatly increased over
those existing four years ago and the critical shortage of mocdern
munitions, missiles and other war consumables, which until only
recently represented a serious constraint on our readiness, has been
substantially overcome. HNeverthelese, we should continue to build
thepe stocks in an orderly fashion towards the tentative loglstics
objective we established last year.

Achievement of this objective would provide sufficient modern
ordnance for about 63,000 sorties, i.e., the equivalent of 90 days
combat consumption for a 1,000 aircraft force camputed at & monthly
rate of 21 sorties per aircraft. With receipt of the current year's
procurement, we will have about 35,000 sorties of modern ordnance in
spite of the fact that the total carrying capability of the tactical
air forces will bave grown substantially with the delivery of newer
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aircraft. The FY 1966 program we are recammending would build the
capabllity of the force to over 50,000 sorties. We tentatively plan

to reach the 63,000 sortie goal during FY 1969, while concurrently
making still another significant addition to the total carrying
capacity of the force. In fact, the FY 1970 force will be able to carry
more tban five times the bomb load of the FY 1961 force.

In addition to the 90-day stock objective for the most modern
ordnance, we also plan to buy emough fuel tanks and pylons to round
out a balanced inventory of older types of ordnmance for still another
90 days of combat.

We have included in our FY 1966 budget request a total of $328
million for tactical non-puclear ordnance (including $102 million for
Special Air Warfare Forces), campared with $234 million for 1965,

including $76 million for Special Air Warfare Forces). Only about

million worth was procured in 1961. Included in the FY 1966
request 1s another increment of the anti-radar missile SHRIKE. By
the end of FY 1966, the Air Force will have about 39 percent of the
inventory objective of this missile.

No further procurement of BULLPUP-B missiles is contemplated
after the current fiscal year since we will begin replacing this
radioc-controlled, air-to-surface missile with the TV.controlled
WALLEYE glide bomb beginning in FY 1968 with deliveries from the
initial procurement in FY 1966. However, in order to benefit fully
fram the advantageous prices obtained in the Ravy's multi-year contract
for BULLPUP-B, and to ensure an adequate inventory during the interval
before WALLEYE is available in large quantity at the end of this decade,
ve propose t0 raise the current year's procurement of BULLPUP-B from
2,200 to 3,990 missiles.

Recent ajr-to-surface ordnance studies have revealed that Navy
and Air Force stocks of BULLPUP-A miesiles presently exceed our likely
needs. Therefore, rather than procure camplete BULLPUP trainer
missiles for the Navy and Air Force, we will buy only the trainer inert
center section for use with these excess BULLPUP-As. This willl pro-
duce & net saving of $8.2 million in the current fiscal year. For
FY 1966, 3,000 inert sections for these missiles will be bought at
a cost of $1.2 million (campared with a cost of $9.4 million for
3,325 complete training missiles).

The Air Force will also buy nearly 85,000 SNAKEYE 500 pound
bambs in FY 1966 at a cost of $41 million, thereby meeting their
FY 1966 90-day inventory cbjective for this item.
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A recamputation of the Air Force and Favy requirement for the
SPARROW IIX air-to-air missile makes it possible to terminate Air
Force procurement with the FY 1964 buy. With transfers from excess
Havy stocks of SPARROW III, the Air Force will have its full inventory
of these missiles.

9. Theater Air Base Vulnerability

As I noted at the beginning of this discussion of the Air Force
General Purpose Forces our most urgent need in this area is to reduce
the vulnerability on the grouni of our tactical aircraft deployed on
bases overseas. Prolection of these aircraft against nuclear attack
would be very difficult indeed, but several measures in combination
could make a major contribution to their protection against non-nuclear
attack.

We have twice asked the Comgress to authorize comstruction of
shelters to protect aircrafi and other critical components of combat
capability but each time our request has been denied. I have again
reviewed this question In the light of other alternatives and I am
more convinced than previously that a comprehensive program of defensive
measures against such attack offers the best solution.

With respect to the aircraft themselves, an earth-covered, steel
shelter equipped with an armor-plate door has proved fully effective
against strafing, napalm and fragmentation weapons and against neax
misses by all other types of non-nuclear weapons. These shelters
would cost only about $110,000 each, a very small fraction {five to
seven percent) of the value of the aircraft they protect. We have
identified a hard core requirement for 776 shelters for the Air Force,
most of which would be in Europe. The $22 million requested for the
Air Force for FY 1966 would provide 200 shelters to meet the highest
priority requirements. In addition, we are requesting funds for 4O
Marine Corps aircraft shelters,

Our analyses also underscore the present vulnerability of our
deployed tactical alr power to enegy attacks on the runvays of our
forward air bases, which could effectively "neutralize" our aircraft
at a critical time without actually having to destroy them. To meet
this problem, the FY 1966 program provides about $5 million for the
necessary equipment and waterial to create a "four-hour” rapid rummy
repair capability at six basesg in Europe and two in the Pacific. We
also propose to reprogram FY 1965 funds to provide this capability at
two airfields in Viet Ram and the FY 1966 Marine Corps request would
add the capability to still another airfield in that cowuntry.
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. These, of course, are only two of the most obvious measures which
we can and should take jmpediately. We also propose to camouflage
paint 750 tactical aircraft and to test such other vulnerability
reduction measures as airbase camouflage. Of course, the problem of
actively defending the airbases is & part of the larger problem of
forvard air defense for all the forces which I discussed earlier.
Nost active defense measures which help to solve this broader problem
will also contribute to the defense of our deployed tactical aircraft.
In view of the massive investments we are making in tactical aircraft
procurement, nov running at a rate of about $1 billion per year, the
modest outlays these steps entall is essentiasl insurance.

F. TACTICAL EXERCISES

Tectical exercises for elements of the General Pwrpose Forces, as
I noted last year, serve many important objectives:

(1) They enable the units involved to maintain a high state
of combat readiness by frequent practice of their skills.

(2) They provide an opportunity for elements of one Service
to work closely with other elements of its own or other
Services or those of our Allies upon vhom they would
have to depend in wartime.

. (3) They enable Defense plamners to test new military con-
cepts and to discard those which prove bad, and give us
confidence in those which prove successful.

(4) They show the world, including our potential enemies,
that our war capability is both great and real.

Several large scale exerciges directed by the Joint Chiefs of
Staff were conducted during the past year. For example, last fall,
STEEL PIKE I, the largest peacetime amphibious operation ever held,
dieplayed our ability to move quickly a fully equipped Marine
Expeditionary Force from the United States to a distant shore, have
it " marry up" with units of a friendly country and then conduct a
sophisticated assault operation. Participating in STEEL PIKE were
ships of the U. 5. Ravy, the Military Sea Transportation Service, the
Spanish Ravy and the U. S. Merchant Marine, the first time the last
bad ever participated in a major Atlantic exercise. Over 60,000 men
and 80 ships took part in this amphibious assault at Huelva, Spain.
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For FY 1966, we again plan an extensive program of such exercises
at an estimated cost of $130.9 million, compared with about $110 million
estimated for the current year.

Iast July, I requasted the Joint Chiefs of Staff to establish a
Joint task force to conduct tests of the low altitude capabilities
of our tactical and strategic aircraft and of our anti-air defensive
aystems. Jolnt Task Force Two has been formed and 1s now being manned.
It will have a strength of 158 military and 102 civilians. Fourteen
civilian spaces are allocated to DASA for support of the JTF-2 head-
quarters which will be located at Sandia Base, New Mexico. BStarting
early in 1965 and continuing thereafter, JTF-2 will conduct comprehensive
tests of existing and new tactical aircraft, weapons and ordnance,
including penetration and attack at low level against all forms of air
defense weapons. About $6 million hae been imcluded in the 1966 budget
for the support of this effort.

All of the Services, of course, will alsc conduct extensive

prograns of unit exercises not involving other Service participation,

or combined exercises which fall outside of the definition of the Jjoint
mobility exercises directed by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The Havy and
Marine Corps have scheduled a full program of tralning and readinese
exercises. As in recent years, these will emphasize amphibious, ASW,
mine warfare, strike, and anti-air warfare capabilities. Finally, we
vill also participate in a large number of Joint exercises with elemente
of allied military establishmente, including those of NATO, SEATO and
Iatin American countries.

G. FINANCIAL SUMMARY

The General Purpose Forces Program, which I have outlined above,
will require total obligational authority of $19.0 billion in FY 1966,
A camparison with prior years is shown below:

($ Billions, Fiscal Year)

1962 1962 1963 196k 1965 1966
Original Final Actual Actual BEstimated Prpposed

Total Cbligational
Authority 1%.5 17.% 17.6 17.7 18.1 19.0
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IV, AIRLIFT AND SEALIFT FORCES

I believe that it is apparent from my discussion of the limited
wvar problem and our General Purpose Force requirements that an
adequate airlift and sealift capability is essential to our global
strategy in the collective defense of the Free World., Included in
the airlift forces vhich I will discuss in this section of the state-
ment are the MATS transports, the Air Force Tactical Air Commmand
troop carrier aircraft, and the transport alrcraft in the Air Force
reserve camponents. The sealift forces include the troop ships,
cargo ships and tankers operated by the Military Sea Transportation
Service and the "Forward Mobile Depot"” ships.

A, THE REQUIREMENT

We have made further progrese during the last year in clarify-
ing ocur requirements for airlift and sealift in comtext with our
limited var strategy and the requirements for General Purpose Forces.
Generally speaking, there are two ways in which United States military
power can be brought to bear in limited war situations: either we
can station large numbers of men and quantities of equipment and
supplies overseas near all potential trouble spots, or we can maintain
a mch smaller force in a central reserve in the United States and
deploy it rapidly where needed.,

Both approaches have their advantagee and disadvantages. If
large forces are deployed in forward areas they can indeed respond
quickly to a developing situation and the requirement for "long haul”
transportation is reduced. The drawbacks to this approach are that:
it requires very large nmumbers of men, great quantities of equipment
and long periods of overseas service; it involves all of the uncer-
tainties and difficulties associated with foreign bases -- base rights
and status of forces agreements; it considerably increases defense
expenditures sbroad; and it reduces the flexibility of our military

posture.

On the other hand, a mobile "fire brigade" reserve, centrally
located in the United States and ready for quick deployment to any
threatened area in the world is, basically, a more economical and
flexible use of our military forces, It requires fewer men and less
equipment to do the job, and most of the problems involved in station-
ing large U.S. forces sbroad during peacetime are avoided. However,
to move rapidly overseas fram the continental United States the kinds
of forces reguired with all of their heavy equipment, and then to
support them, requires, by past standards, an enormous transport
capability. Furthermore, as I indicated in the previcus section of
this statement, the first few weeks of a limited war conflict are
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usually the most critical, and our ability to move sireable forces
over great distances (e.g., Southeast Asia) within that length of
time could make the difference between prampt termination of an agres-
sion and a long, drawn out conflict.

The magnitude of this problem can be illustrated from the fact
that a force of about five divisions, 30 tactical alr squadrons and
support umits (the size force which our studies suggest we need to be
able to place on the battle line within the first 30 days of conflict
in Southeast Asia), velghs out at about 450,000 tons, and needs re-
supply as it engages in combat -- and Southeast Asia is about 8,000
miles from the west coast of the United States. Not all of this force
would have to be moved from the continental United States. Part of it
is already deployed in the Far East or Hawsil and some additional
equipment and supplies are prepositioned in the ares, both on land and
in floating depot ships. Taking account of these resources, we calcu-
late that something over 1-3/b4 billion ton/miles of airlift would be
required. This is the equivalent of moving 200,000 tons of men,
equipment and supplies by air from the west coast of the United States
during the first 30 days.

Four years ago, vhen I appeared before this Coammittee in support
of the amendments to the FY 1962 Defense program and budget, our 30-
day alrlift capacity to Southeast Asia totaled less than 15,000 toms.
Since that time, we have greatly increased our capability with the
delivery of the C-1308 and C-llils. But it is clear that to meet the
requirements for rapid movement of our forces, we need a new, very large
capacity airlift aircraft and new "fast deployment” ships.

The airlift program I presented last year would, by FY 1970,
give us a 30-day 1lift to Southeast Asla of about 73,000 tons. With
few exceptions, the kinds of ships vhich we could expect to be
available for a Pacific sealift in that time period would not make
mich of a contribution in the first 30 days, slthough their coatri-
bution thereafter would be very large indeed., For sealift, we depend
very heavily on the Merchant Marine and it simply takes time to
assemble the ships and loed them. If we want a capadbility to deploy
a five divielon force in 30 days to an ares such as Southeast Asis,
we need both additional airlift and immediately available fast
sealift,

last year, I informed the Comnittee that we were studying the
development of a nev large transport aircraft, the CX-ELS (now called
the C-5A), which would be able to carry large and bulky pieces of
Army equipment, not otherwise movable by air, and which would be very
economical to operate at full load, We were thinking then of a large
aircraft in the 600,000 1b. class (the C-141's maxismm takeoff weight
18 about 316,000 1bs. ), with about 2,300 8q.ft. of loadable floor area
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using six of the C-lil-type engines. We now believe that we can design
an even more efficient and ecomomical transport in the 725,000 1b, class
wvith 2,700 to 3,000 sq.ft. of loadable area, using four newly developed
engines. This aircraft would be 15 percent cheaper ton/mile to
operate than the model I described last year (about 40 percent cheaper
per ton delivered than the C-14l and about TO percent cheaper than the
C-130) and would have the same rapid loeding and unloading drive-
through features plus the ability to operate from short, low strength
airfields. This last feature is of comsidersble importance., Our
studies during the last year have convinced us that unless troope and
equipment can be routinely delivered well forward in the theatre of
operations, many of the advantages of airlift would be lost.

T™he dimensions of the C-5A carge campartment have been very care-
fully worked out in relation to the typleal kind of load 1t would have
to carry in a deployment of large Army forces fram the comtinental U,S.
For example, the fuselage width would be about 17 feet, making possible
the loading of two colums of Army vehicles and cargo pallets side by
gide campared with one columm in the case of the C-14l. 'This feature
would peruit a mich more efficient utilization of avallable floor area.
The C-141, vhen used for this kind of load, can carry omly about 50 to
55 percent of i1ts maximm structural cepacity, compared with 90 percent
in the case of the C-5A, Because of its better balanece dbetween avail-
able floor area and maxdimm structural load carrylng capacity, as well
as its other operational efficiencies, one C-5A should be able to do
the work of about three to five C-lkls in deploying typical Amy umits.

Even though the C-5A would be very expensive to acquire -- $2.2
bilion (including development and procurement) for a force of
operational aircraft, or $3.2 billion for a force of 96 aircraft --

o & ten year systems cost basils (i.e., including the cost of develop-
ment, procurement and ten years of cperation), the C-5A would be a
much better buy than additional C-1hls.

Our calculations show that 1t would be desirable to reduce the
tentatively planned 20 squadron (320 aircraft) C-1l4l force by seven
squadrons (112 aireraft) and substitute 1-1/2 squadrons (2 aireraft)
of C-5As. ‘'The 1-1/2 squadromns of C-5As would provide the same capa-
bility as seven to eight squadroms of C-1lkls. Purther, it is
tentatively estimated that the ten year systems cost would be the
same, even including the high cost of developing and procuring the new
aircraft. Beyond the "break even” point, the C-S5A cost per ton
delivered would be progressively less than that of the C-141, as
shown on the fallowing table:
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Tentative Estimates of

Tous Delivered Number of 10-Year Systems Cost

in 30 Days to Alrcraft Per Ton Deliv. ‘000)5/
SE Asia C-INI C-5A c-1h1 Cc-
10,000 58 12 108 147
15,000 86 18 106 119
20,000 s 24 106 102
30,000 172 38 105 B
40,000 229 48 104 73
50,000 286 60 10% 69

I have selected the figure of 13 squadrens of C-llils as the point
of departure for this calculation for several reasomns:

(1)

(2)

(3)

The C-1b41 is already in production. A total of 145 air-
craft have been placed on order through FY 1965 funding.

Assuming we can start full scale development of the C-5A
by about July 1, 1965, the first operational aircraft
would not be available until late in FY 1969 and possibly
not until the end of calendar year 1969. We should not
halt the buildup of our alrlift between now and then.

A mixed force of C-lhls and C-54s would be desirasble in
any event since a variety of vehicles with different
capacities more nearly produce a uniform matching of
capabilities and requirements. The C-141 could carry
the denser cargo, thus making fuller use of its peyload
potential, while the C-SA could carry the bulky cargo.
Furthermore, there will always be tripes which will not
require the very large capacity of a C-5A,

For all of these reasons, & force of 13 squadrons (208 eircraft)
of C-1lls appears to be the best compromise.

The development and deployment of a force of C-5A aircraft would
go far in salving the problem of deploying large forces from the
continental U,S5. in the firet 30 days of a limited war. The balance
of the requirement could and should be met by a modern, fast and
efficient sealift, immedlately responsive to Defense Department

direction.

a/ Including full cost of developing the C-5A

166



iR

Last year I informed the Committee that we were studying a new
type of roll-on/roll-off ship which promised perhaps twice the capacity,
greater speed and lower procurement and operating costs than the Comet-
type ships we now have in the program. These studies have progressed
to a point where we believe a fast deployment logisties ship of about
30,000 tons displacement, with about 100,000 to 150,000 sq.ft. of clear
deck area for a cargo of 3,000-4,000 net short tons of vehicles, a
high speed of 20-25 knots and roll-on/roll-off features can be con-
structed at a cost of about $32 million each.

These ships would be powered by & nevw propulsion system consisting
of a marine version of an aircraft-type gas turbine engine coupled to
an electyic generator/motor. This system promises special benefits to
roll-on/rall-off ships including a reduction in weight and space
requirements, less "down-time" for maintenance and better reliability
as well as significant savings in overall system costs, The use of
these gas turbine engines in ships as large as these fast deployment
logistics ships will represent a real advance in marine engineering.

Such a ship would be particularly useful for carrying, without
disassembly, heavy wheeled and tracked vehicles as well as helicopters,
Tts relatively high speed would permit it to deliver ecargo within the
eritical first 30 days, even from the continental U.S. to Southeast
Aslia. We propose, however, to use these ships as Forward Mobile Depots
stationed close to potential trouble areas and in no event for carry-
ing peacetime cargoes. Their roll-on/roll-off capability would greatly
shorten the "turn around” time, thereby increasing the effective port
capacity, a feature which could be of great importance in underdeveloped
areas vhere port capaclity is frequently limited., And, it would have
some administrative "over-the-beach” landing capability for emergency
use, The converted Victory-class Forward Mobile Depot ships carry only
one-third &s much, are only one-half to two-thirds as fast, have no
over-the-beach capability and take many times longer to load and umloed.

A though the ultimate mix of ships and aireraft has yet to be
determined, the addition of a number of these fast deployment logistic
ships and three to six squadrons of C-5A aircraft to the airlift-sealift
forces should give us the capability to deploy, within 30 days, a
five division force to Southeast Asia or & ten division force to
Eurcpe (plus the personnel of the two division sets of equipment in
Europe). Such a capability, which could be achieved by the early
19708, would greatly increase the operatiomal flexibility of our
forces and reduce ocur present heavy reliance on overseas deployments.
This does not neceesarily mean that we should or will reduce our
overseas deployments in the 1970s, but we would then bave that choice
if it should become feasible and desirsble to do so. Accordingly, we
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propose to move forward both with the C-5A and the new fast deploy-
ment logistic ship programs.

B. AIRLIFT

last year I told this Committee that we planned to undertsake a
number of studies to determine the characteristics of the CX, and
that to finance these studies and initiate design competition (if
full scale development were found warranted), we proposed to use $10
mllion of FY 1964 "Emergency Funds” plus $7 million included in our
FY 1965 budget request for that purpose. We now propose to reprogram
an additional $35 million from available FY 1965 funds to camplete a
very thorough and highly competitive project definition phase. (A
reprograming request in this smount has been forwarded to the appro-
priate Committees of the Congress.) Another $157 million has been
included in the FY 1966 budget for full scale development. The pacing
components are the new power plant and the "high flotation" landing
gear.

While we have not yet determined the ultimete mmber of squadrons
of C-5A to be procured, there appears to be a rock-bottom 30-day air-
1lift requirement for at least 90,000 toms to Southeast Asia. Accordingly,
we have tentatively programed a force of three squadrons of C-SA (48 UE
aircraft) and the procurement of 58 aircraft., The first procurement
(three aircraft) would be made in FY 1967, with the balance of 55 air-
eraft to be funded in FY 1968-1969.

To complete the procurement of 13 squadrons of C-1lils, 84 aircraft
will be procured in FY 1966 at a cost of $400 million and the final
quantity of 3L aireraft will be bought in FY 1967. This is a reduction
of 126 aircraft fram the program presented last year and represents a
saving of sbout three-quarters of a billion dollers.

Shown on Table 15 are the FY 1966-19T0 airlift forces we now pro-

pose to support. The first C-5A squadron i1s planned to become opera-
tional by the close of FY 1969 and the second squadron by FY 1970.
As these new aircraft become available, the ald C-133s and C-124s will
be phased out of the force. Both of these large transports have seen
long and heavy service and are coming to the end of their operational
lives. The C-133 ie already difficult to maintain because of age and
structurel fatigue problems and we are holding them in the force only
to meet the "outsize" airlift requirement.
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. During the past year we have tramsferred two additiomal C-124
squadrons ?36 UE aircraft) to the regular airlift force from the Air
Force Loglstics Command where they were used to traansport nuclear
weapons. Although they will continue to be used in this role, their
integration into MATS provides added flexibdility in the management
of the airlift inventory and broadens the capability to transport
these weapons. Some C-124s will be kept in the forces for two years
longer than previously planned, As shown on Teble 15, all but one
squadron of C-12ks (16 aircraft) will be phased out by the end of
FY 1970, If the activation schedule for the new heavy transports
should slip, the C-124ks could be held in the force somewhat longer.

Ko change has been made in the C-130 forces. The drop from FY
1968 to FY 1969 represents anticipated attrition. In FY 1970, however,
we will start phasing some of these aireraft out of the active forces
into the airlift reserve forces., A}l of the C-118s will be phased
out of the active forces and all of the C-123s will be transferred to
the Speclal Forces during the current fiecal year, as previously
planned. All of the C-135s will be phased out by end FY 1968 on
essentially the same schedule as presented here last year,

An intensive review of the airlift units in the Air Force reserve
components has convinced us that the contribution of many of the
aircraft to our overall airlift capability i1e not worth their oper-

ating costs, even though those costs are considerably lower than in

the active forces. As shown on Teble 15, almost 600 of the approxi-
mately 870 airlift aircraft now being operated by the Air National
Guard and Air Force Reserve are the small, very old C-119s. This
elrcraft, because of 1ts limited range and carrying capacity, has
very little utility except perhaps as & troop carrier in the Western
Hemisphere, Since we will complete the buildup of the €-130s in the
active forces this fiscal year and the C-141s during the next three
fiscal years, I belleve that we should phase the C-1198 out of the
reserve components on a faster schedule than previously planned. Last
year we had planned to phase out the first five squadrons (80 aircraft)
in FY 1966, phasing down to 272 aircraft by FY 1969, We now propose to
phasesout nine squadrons in FY 1966 and &1l of the squadrons by end
FY 1965.

As I noted earlier, all of the C-1238 in the active forces are
being transferred to the Speclal Forces. We now propose to do the
same with the 4B C-123s in the Air Force Reserve over a three year
period as shown on Table 15.

Now that we have decided to move forward with the C-5A, I

believe we can alsc plan on reducing the number of C-124s in the Air
Force Reserve, Last year we had planned to provide the Air Force
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Reserve with 300 C-124s by FY 1969. We now propose to build up the
force to 152 aireraft by end FY 1967 and hold at that level through
FY 1969. In FY 1970, when the first 24 C-130s are phased out of the
active force into the Air Force Reserve, the mmber of C-124s will be
reduced to 128, providing a total of 152 aircraft.

With respect t0 the Air Rational Guard, we now plan to phase out
all of the high cost C-121s by end FY 1968 and all of the C=9Ts by
end FY 1965, replacing them with 128 C-124s. Thus, by end FY 1970,
the Air Force reserve components will be operating a total of 280
airlift airceraft -- 256 C-124s and 24 C=130s == compared with a total
of about 872 aircraft at the end of the curremt fiscal year. The
elinipation of these obsolescent aircraft fram the Air Force reserve
components will save about $60 million per year by FY 1970 and a cum-
ulative total of at least $200 million over the FY 1966-70 period.

We can buy much more airlift by applying these savings against the
cost of the C-5A.

As shown on Table 15, the revised program will provide & 30-day
airlift to Southeast Asia of almost 79,000 tons by end FY 1970, and
almost 90,000 tons by end FY 1971l. This compares with about 73,000
tons by end FY 1970 provided by the program presented last year. In
terms of a 30=day 1dft to Europe, the revised program would provide
150,000 tons by end FY 1970 and about 167,000 tons by end FY 1971
compared with 140,000 tons by end FY 1969 in the previous program.

C. SEALIFT

The major change in the sealift program is the decision to go
abead with the construction of tbe new class of fast deployment
logistics ships. Last year we bad included in our FY 1965 request
$19 million for the comstruction of & fourth roll-on/ro].l-off ship
of the COMET ITI-clase and tentatively programed an additional ship
in FY 1966 and two more in FY 1967 -- although I noted at the time
that if our analyses bore out the advantages of the new type, we
would propose a changeover to the new design and possibly a change
in the total force objective. The Congress had already authorized
three roll-on/roll-off ships: the TAURUS, an early model conversion
t0 a quasi-roll-on/roll-off ship; the COMET I, the first of the true
roll-on/roll-off ships; and the COMET II, a somewbat improved version
of the COMET I. The first two ships are already cperational; the
third will became operational in FY 1966. The $19 million request
for the FY 1965 COMET II-type was not approved by the Congress.

Baving campleted ocur analyses, we now propose to start four of
the new type fast deployment logistics ships in FY 1966 and have
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included $131,8 million in our budget request for this purpcee. In
addition, we have tentatively programed two more of these ships in
each year, FY 1967-1970. As showvn omn Table 15, the first four of
these ships would become operational in FY 1969, and the next two
in FY 1970. These fast deployment ships would be used as forward
mobile depots and not for peacetime transport.

Three Victory-class carge ships were converted to forward
mobile depots in FY 1963 and are now deployed around Subic Bay in
the Philippines. Since the new force of fast deployment ships would
not be available for some years, we propose to comnvert another 1k
Victory's to forward mobile depots in FY 1966 and $29.6 million has
been included in ocur budget request for that purpose. As shown on
Table 15, we would have all 17 forward mobile depot ships in the
force by end FY 1967. These 17 ships could carry sufficient equip-
ment and supplies for sebout a division. As the planned force of
fast deployment logistics ships i1s completed sametime in the 1970s,
all or scme of these comverted forward mobile depot ships could be
retired to inactive status. (The cost of conversion is only about
$2.1 million each, )

The program for genersl purpose cargo ships is essentially the
same as thet presented here last year except that we will continue
to phase the force down to eight ships by end FY 1970. In the light
of the declsion to bulld a force of fast deployment ships, there is
presently no need eilther to modernize or to replace these general
purpose cargo ships.

We have also decided to start phasing down the force of special
purpose cargo ships from the present level of 43 to 38 by end FY 1970,
a8 shown on Teble 15. These are mostly World War II LSTs operating
in the Far East. We will, however, modernize this force somevhat by
substituting newer LSTs which will be released from the amphibious
forces over the next few years as new amphibious ships become avall-
able from new construction.

Although the tanker force will remesin at 25 throughout the program
reriod, we propose to increase the modernization program. These MSTS
tankers are much smaller than their commercial counterparts and hence
are uniquely sulted to operations in the shallow ports and estuaries
characteristic of many areas of the world. Nineteen of the 25 tankers
were constructed during World War II. Last year we had planned to
rehabilitate and lengthen four of these tankers, two in FY 1965 and
tvo in FY 1966, and funds were requested and eppropriated for the
1965 progrem. We still propose to convert two tankers in FY 1966 and,
in addition, we have now programed two more in each year, FY 1967-70,
making a total of 12, The remaining seven of the 19 tankers built
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during World War II may be modernized in subsequent years.

Our increasing dependence cn airlift will undoubtedly require
greater POL storage capacity in forvard areas and increase require-
nents for tanker resupply. This will be particularly true in the
Pacific area and at the enroute island dases. As I told the Camnittee
last year, I directed that a study be made of our world-wide require-
ments for POL storage and tanker resupply in relation to our anticipated
deployment requirements. This study bas been completed. It is clear
that by 1968 we will need additional POL storage capacity at a mmber
of key enroute bases. To bring all of the major bases up to a desired
30-day on-hand level will require a five-year program of construction
and improvement costing approximately $75 miliion. I bave included
$11 million 4n our FY 1966 military construction budget request for
the first increment of this program.

Last year we had tentatively plammed to phase out all 16 troop
ships in FY 1966 inasmich as seaborne passenger traffic is declining
rapidly in favor of air travel. The Joint Chiefs of Staff, however,
urged that these ships be held available in one farm or another for
quick emergency use. I have accepted their recoemsendation and all 16
ships will be kept in the program through FY 1970. The exact pumber
to be kept on active status versus ready reserve status will be
recammended anmually by the Secretary of the Navy and appoved by me.
These ready reserve ships will be manned by a nucleus Civil Service
crew, the exact size of which will be determined by additiomal study.
We believe that eight of the 16 troop ships can be placed on ready
reserve status by the end of FY 1966.

In this connection, we are requesting relief from the re t
(Section 532 of the Defense Appropriation Act for 1965) that $7.5
million of the funds appropristed are to be availsble only for the
procurenent of commercial passenger sea transportation service. Study
shows that if all Defense Department passengers except those who can-
not or do not want to fly were shifted to air transportation, the
Govermment would save about $3.5 million. In light of this fact, I
reduced the Services' budget requests by tbhat amount and urge the
Congress to eliminate this coetly provision.
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D, FINARCIAL SUMMARY

The Airlift and Sealift Forces I have outlined will require
Total Obligational Authority of $1.6 biliion in FY 1966. A com-
perison with prior years is shown below:

($ Billions, Fiscal Years)

1962 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966
Orig. FMnal Actual Actual Est. Proposed

Total Obligational
Authority .9 1.2 .4 1.3 1.5 1.6
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V. RESERVE AND RATIONAL GUARD FORCES
A, GENERAL

In the preceding sections of this ststement, I have discussed most
of the important issues involved in the Reserve and National Guard Program.
In this section I would like to summarize the mmbers of men on peid status
and the costs of the program. The mmbers of Reserve and National Guard
personnel in regular paid training for the years F{ 1961 through FY 1966
are shown on Table k.

As shown st the bottam of the Table, we have budgeted for 967,400
Reserve and Ngtionel Guard personnel on peid status at end FY 1966, This
caupares with 1,047,500 at end FY 1964 and 1,026,400 at end FY 1965. Of
these numbers, 869,300 personnel would be in regular paid drill traeining
status at the end of FY 1966, compared with 950,300 at end FY 1965 and
953,200 at end FY 196h4,

B. ARMY RESERVE COMPONENTS

As previously described, we estimate the realigmment of the Army's
reserve components, insofar as it affects peid drill training spsces, would
not be fully campleted by end FY 1966, Thus, as s result of temporary over-
strengths, we expect that the end FY 1966 paid drill training strength would
total 575,000 (all in the Rational Guard). Paid drill training strength
would evermtually decline to about 550,000 {campared to the previously planned
strength of 700,000) as the realigmment is completed. The mumber of six
month treinees in FY 1966 1s estimated at 75,000, down 60,000 fram the
current year, reflecting our effort to absorb the effects of the realigmment.
The budget also provides two weeks annual active duty training for 78,400
reservists campared with sbout 58,400 this year.

C.  RAVAL RESERVE

For the Naval Reserve, we have programed a total of 126,000 men on
paid drill training status for end FY 1966, the ssme number estimated
for the end of the current fiscal year. The comparable FY 1964 strength
wvas 123,300. In sddition, about 9,100 Naval Reserve officers and enlisted
men are expected to perform active duty training in FY 1966, the same as
in the cwrrent year.

D. MARINE CORPS RESERVE
The FY 1966 budget provides regular paid drill training for ‘L5,500
Marine Corps reservists, the same number programed for 1965. In additiom,

3,100 reservists will be provided two weeks or thirty dgys training, the
same a8 the current year's program. _
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E. AIR FORCE RESERVE

For the Air Force Resarve, the FY 1966 budget provides for a total
of 45,800 on paid drill training status as compared with 48,800 in the
current year and 60,800 in FY 1964. An additicnal 7,500 reservists will
receive two weeks active duty training, the same as planned for this year.

The decline in Air Force Reserve strength stems priocipally fram
the decision to discontinue the Air Porce Reserve Recovery Program by
the end of this coaming March. During an intensive review of this pro-
gram in 1964, we identified 40 recovery groups and 91 recovery squedrcns
located at alrports vhere we no longer had any emergency recovery re-
quirement. These units, involving approximately 8,600 men were phased
out during June, July and August of last year. Subsequently, we again
reviewved the potential of this progream to provide useful pre-attack dis-
persion and post-attack reconstitution capabilities for the major Air
Porce coammands. The Strategic Alr Compand and MATS, we found, could
probably do the job themselves without relying on special purpose Reserve
recovery units. The Tactical Alr Command would be dispersed overseas in
most emergency situations. More than four-fifths of the recovery progran
wvas designed to support those three coambat commnds. The supporting com-
mands would probably not be capable of functioning after a strategic nuclear
exchange in any event since it would be very difficult to re-establish
command control and commmications with surviving Air Force units and
wvith higher authority. Moreover, it seems clear that to be even partially
effective in this role, the reserve would need far more training and
equipnent than the resultant capability would be worth. The $20 million
that such an effort would cost apnually can be bettar applied elsevhere.

The decision to discontinue the remainder of the recovery progran
resulted in a reduction of 10,000 additional paid drill spaces, or a total
of 18,600 spaces saved in this program. However, in order to improve the
readiness of the airlift elements of the Air Force Reserve, a higher manning
level bhas been authorized and this has required about 7,000 additional
spaces. The net effect of all the changes in 1965 is & reduction of 12,000

gpaces.

The net decline cof 3,000 paid drill perscunsl in 1966 is related to
the changes in the airlift force structure described previously.

F. AIR BATIORAL GUARD

The budget provides peid drill training for T7,00C Air National
Guard persomnesl, about 2,000 more than the number receiving paid arill
training at the end of the current year. This increase is entirely

related to the higher mamming levels we propose for the airlift elements
of the Air Guard in order to raise their readiness posture.
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G. CFFICERS EDUCATION PROGRAM (ROTC)

"The Reserve Officers Treining Corps Vitalization Act of 196%,"
signed by the President last October, provided for several important
changes in the officers education program. In addition to0 the traditional
four-year Senior (college} ROTC program, a new two-year program wvas added.
Moreover, each aof the Military Departments was authorized to award 5,500
scholarships to students enrolled in the four-year program. All students
in the advanced course of the non-scholarship program were authorized
retainer pay of $40 to $50 per month for ten months of a school year
instead of the previous $27 per month. I have authorized the Army and
Alr Force to initiste their program with 1,000 scholarships each in
¥Y 1966. (The Bavy has had a similar program since 1947). I have
also authorized the Services to grant per month retainer pay to all
non-scholarship students in the advanced course. The total cost of the
Senior ROTC program in FY 1966 48 estimated at $97.4 million, an increase
of $4.2 million over FY 1965.

The Act &lso provides for the expansion of the Junior (high school)
ROTC to 1,200 secondary schools, at 8 rate of 200 schoals per year with
all Services participating in the program beginning in calendar year 1966.
Presently, there are 253 Junior ROTC schools (all sponsored by the Army)
with about 57,000 students. These schools have conducted Junior ROIC
for a number of years and we expect they will continue to participate
under the new law. The cost of the Junior ROTC program in FY 1966 is
estimated at approximately $5 million; under the new program, the cost
could ultimately rise to $25 million by FY 1971. 1In addition, there
are 126 National Defense Cadet Corps schools with about 28,000 students
enralled in a program which will cost about $100,000 in FY 1966.

At the direction of the President, we are presently conducting a
comprehensive study of the Junlor ROTC program to determine how 14t can
be made more respomsive to our military requirements. This study should
be ready in time for the President to pramilgate the necessary regulations
for the new program before January 1, 1966.

An estiated 140,000 students are expected to participate in the
Army Senior ROTC during FY 1966, a decrease of about 23,000 compared with
the current year. Under the new law, colleges may elect a two-year
program in lieu of a four-year program, or conduct both. With the students'
increased latitude in cholce, we estimate that about ome-third of the
potential officer candidates will delay entering the program until their
Junior year. It is estimated that production of commissiomed officers in
FY 1966 will be 10,350, a decrease of about 1,300, pertly because of the
questions raised about the continuation of the draft last year when the
1966 class was applying for the advanced course.
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In PY 1966, the Bavy's regular ROTC program will remain at the present
auvtharized level of about 5,300; the contract program 1 estimated at
4,200, a decrease of sbout 200 students. The decrease in the latter
program stems fram the amall entering class in September 1962 when there
was 8 lack of draft stimius and an increase in the minimm active duty
tour from two years to three. The regular and cootract programs should
produce about 1,300 and 200 officers, respectively, in FY 1966. Strength
of the Reserve Officer Candidate Program of the Bavy and Marine Corps 1s
expected to increase from about 2,900 in FY 1965 to about 3,600 in FY 1966,
with an estimated 1,300 afficers produced in FY 1965 and 800 in FY 1966.

Participation in the Air Force Senior ROTC program in FY 1966 is
estimated at 82,000 with a production of 5,000 cammissioned officers --
slightly below the levels of the present year.

H. FINANCIAL SUMMARY

The Reserve and Kational Guard Forces I have outlined will require
Total Obligatiomal Authority of $2.0 billiom for FY 1966. A comparison
with prior years is shown below:

($ Billions, Fiscal Year)

1962 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966
Original Final Actual Actual BEst. Proposed

Total Obiigaticaal
Authority 1.7 1.8 1.8 2.0 2.1 2.0
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VI. RESEARCE AND DEVELOPMERNT

Included in this major program are all tbe research and develop-
ment efforts not directly identified with elements of other programs.
In oy discussion of the mission-oriented programs -~ Strategic Offensive
and Defensive Forces, General Purpose Forces, etc, -- I have already
diescussed a number of the R&D projects. At this poinmt I would like to
round out in a wore systematic fashion the contents of the RAD program.
But, before I do so, I would like to discuss some of the basic problems
involved in this crucial area of the Defense effort.

First, we should keep in mind that the life span of a new weapon,
covering the period from the development of s new technology through
the last delivery of the resulting product to the Armed Forces, is
usually at least ten to 15 years, even for such relatively simple items
as 8 rifle or a torpedo. It is therefore idle to argue about which
Administration is entitled to credit for this or that particular wespon
system. Let 1t be said once and for all that the weapon systems entering
our forces today are to a great extent based on technology created during
the prior Administration and even the Administration before that., This
situstion simply reflects the nature of scientific advancement., Each
generation bullds on the knowledge accumulated by its predecessors.
Without the work dopme on muclear weapons during the Roosevelt Administra-
tion and developments undertaken on ballistic missiles during the Truman
and Eisenhower Administrations, there would be no effective intercontl-
nental ballistic missile force today. The real issue which concerns us
now 1s: given our present scientific apd technical potentials, and the
basic characteristics of the national defense problem now and over the
next decade, are we making effective use of existing opportunities to
strengthen our ability to defeprd the Nation in the years ahead?

One measure of our performance, but only one measure, is the total
mumber of dollars spent for repearch and developnent. Here we should
not only focus on the amount the Defense Department, itself, i1s spending,
but on the total being spent by the Govermment as & whole ip areas per-
tinent to national security. Because of the vast scope of 1ts activities
on the land, on and under the seas, in the air, and in space -- and the
high demsnds it places on its weapons and equipment, the Defense Depart-
ment is vitally interested in virtually every field of scientific and
technical knowledge.

This does not mean that the Defense Department itself must engage

directly in every sphere either of research or of development. We can
and do use the work of other Govermment departments and agencies. For
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example, in the development of nuclear devices, we look to the Atomic
Energy Commiesion. In the broad area of space technology, we are
heavily dependent on the National Aeronautics ard Space Administration.
In meteorology, we share the field with the Department of Commerce, the
Rational Science Foundation, as well as the AEC and NASA. 1In oceanog-
raphy, we work in partnership with the Commerce and Interior Departments,
as well as with the National Science Foundation and the AEC. In medical
and health research, we participate with a large number of Federal
agencies, notably, the Department of Health, Education and Welfare,

While Defense expenditures for research and development have
increased about three-fold during the last ten years, total Federal
expenditures for this purpose have increassed almost five-fold and
are egtimated to be about $15-1/2 billion for FY 1966, or 15 percent of
the total administrative budget. This is indeed a large sum. It
exceeds by several billion doliars our total military expenditures as
late as FY 1950. 1In fact, it is larger than the gross national pro-
ducts of most of the sovereign nations of the world,

However, the high rate of increase experienced during the FY 1958-
1964 period is now leveling off and this was to be expected. If the
five-fold rate of increase per decade were to continue, total R&D
expenditures would exceed $75 billion a year by 1975 and $375 billion
a year by 1985. Obviocusly, this rate of growth could hardly be sustained
indefinitely and a slow down of the rate of increase was inevitable at
same point. It 1s occurring et this particular time because we have
campleted many of the huge and unprecedentedly costly Defense development
projects undertaken during the last ten years and because the new naticnal
epace program is novw reaching the level off point at about $5 billion
plus per year. Moreover, the ballistic missile, space and nuclear research
prograns have required very expensive, essentially one-time investments
in test complexes and other special facilities. For the moment, the bulk
of these expenditures, too, seems to be behind us and our effort can be
directed in a more balanced fashion to a variety of problems.

We have, during the last decade, spent well over $10 billion on
the development of ballistic missiles, including $2.3 billion on ATLAS,
$2.6 billion on TITAN, $2.5 billion on POLARIS and $2.1 billion on
MINUTEMAN I. To appreclate the magnitude of these expenditures, one
has only to recall that the cost of developing the atomic bamb during
World War IT has been variously estimated at $1-1/2 to $2 billion.

But, as a result of these great investments, the initial development of
a new family of strategic weapons has now been substantially completed.
vhile similar vast R&D expenditures do not need to be repeated, at

least during the next few years, we intend to continue to spend sub-
stantial amounts to ensure the imvulnerability of ocur weapons and improve
their accuracy and effectiveness.
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The huge outlays for the civilian space program, which through
the current fiscal year will already exceed $13 to $14 billion,
represent the largest and most comprehensive R&D effort for a single
field ever undertaken by any nation in history. If the outlays of the
Defense Department and other Federal agencies are included, total
space expenditures in 1965 will exceed $6.6 billion. What effect
these huge R&D expenditures will bave on the size and shape of our
military forces one or two decades hence, can now be only dimly
percelved. We knov, in any event, that owr current military space
efforts exceed those of the Soviets and that a varlety of military
functions are being met and will continue to be met Ly means of
space devices.

Within the Defensce Department, the research and development pro-
gram mey be divided into five significant steps:

l. Research - the effort directed toward the expansion of knowledge
of natural phenomena and our environment, and the solution of problems
in the physical, biological, medical, behavioral, social and engineering
sciences,

2. Exploratory Developments - the effort directed toward the expansion
of technological knowledge and the develomment of materials, components,
devices and sub-systems which 1t is hoped will have same useful appli-
cation to nev military weepons and equipment. Here the emphasis is on
exploring the feasibility of various epproaches to the solutlon of
specific military problems, up to the point of demonstrating feasibility
with "breadbosrd" devices and prototype components and sub-systems.

3. Advanced Develorments - the effort directed toward the development
of experimental hardware for technical or operational testing of its
suitability for military use, prior to the determination of whether

the item should be designed or englneered for actual Service use. Here
is where we begin to identify each project with a specific military
application or technique, and we begin to question in depth its potential
military utility. During this phase we also begin to explore the costs
of the most likely applications in order to determine whether the
potential operational benefit would be worth the cost of development,
production and deployment.

4. Engineering Developments - the effort directed toward the develop-
ment of & particular system engineered for service use and for opera-
tional employment, but which has pot as yet been approved for preoduction
and deployment. It is at this point that large commitments of resources
mist be made to single projects. Accordingly, before full-scale develop-
ment is initiated, the specific operational requirements and the cost
effectiveness of the system mist be confirmed, and goals, milestones

and time schedules must be established.
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5. Operational Systems Development - the effort directed toward
the continned development, test, evaluation, and design improvement
of projects which have already entered (or have been approved for)

the production-deployment stage.

The first three steps -- Research, Exploratory Developments and
Advanced Developments -- constitute the area of new technology farme-
tion. The last two -- Engineering Developments and Operational Systems
Developments -- cover the area of development, test and evaluation of
specific new weapon systems and equipment, It is particularly from
the second and third steps that we acquire the "technical building
blocks", i.,e., the nev techniques and critical components that we
need for the development of major systems. We cannot do a proper jJob
of engineering development, still less of operational systems develop-
ment, unless these building dlocks are available. Thus, the kind of
Weapon system we vill have a decade from now will depend importantly
upon how well we conduct the research, exploratory and advanced
development phases of the R&D process over the next few years.

Research and exploratory development projects are presently being
Judged on their own merits, in relation to the advancement of knowledge
across the entire spectrum of science and technology of pertinence to
the defense effort. All too often in the past, new technology efforts
bhad to be justified in terms of an end product development. This
approach resulted in the initiation of large mmbers of systam develop-
mente for vhich the basic techmnology had yet to be created., And because
of the large number of projects, the avallable funds were not adequate
to pursue all of them at efficient and orderly rates. As a result,
many ended in failure or were overtaken by new technologies and eventually
had to be terminated before completion.

The record 18 replete with examples of such aborted efforts. Indeed,
same sixty major R&D projects have been terminated during the last ten
or twelve years after costs of well over $6 billion had been incurred.
The pumber and value of smaller cancelled develoiments have never been
counted.

While research and exploratory developments do not neceasarily
have to be directly related to specific military requirements, a full
scale engineering development or operstional systems development can be
Justified only in terms of ite potential contribution to our strategy,
considering both its cost and its military effectiveness, as well as the
relative cost/effectivensss of other alternmatives. All too often in
the past systems development work was started before considerstion had
been given to how the proposed weapon system would be used, vhat it
would cost, and, finally, vhether its econtribution to cur military
capability would be worth its cost.
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Now before we embark on a major nevw weapon systems develomment,
we first conduct what we call Pre-Froject Definition studies. This
is the phase during which we, together with owr contractors, do our
thinking and planning. These studies not only permit us to define the
program more clearly, assess the technical risks, and determine the
estimated costs and time schedule before we finally commit ourselves
to 8 specific full scale development, but they also help us determine
how well a proposed system might contribute to the attainment of our
military objectives. Most new developments promise, if successful, to
achieve a capability that can also be achieved in other ways. Thus, it
has always been true that the urgency of most projects is not so great
as to prevent the employment of a measured and orderly approach to
development and production. More important is the fact that, in most
cases, careful and comprehensive prior planning saves time as well as
money and results in more effective and dependable weapons.

This 1s not to say that we can walt until the requirement for e
nev weapon system is already upon us. The lead time from the initiation
of engineering development to the operational deployment of a system is
entirely toc long to permit such an approach. We mst, in fact, antici-
pate our requirements far into the future. However, in doing so, we
must recognize that the further into the future we project our planning
the greater the uncertainties become. And, these uncertainties involve
not only the future course of technological progress but also what our
adversaries may or may not do. Therefore, in certain critical areas
we must develop major weapon systems even though we are not sure that
they will ever be deployed, or that a military requirement will actually
emerge.

The YF-12A is a case in point. The deployment of a force of F-12
interceptors could only be justified if the Soviet Union were to deploy
a force of nev, supersonic bombers. Although a few of our intelllgencs
specialists have maintained for several years that the Soviet Union
would deploy such a force, we still have no evidence that they are doing
80 and the consensus of the intelligence community is that they will
not do so. Nevertheless, there is a possibility, as remote as it now
appears, that they may do so some time in the future and we might not
become aware of it until a prototype aircraft or even the first pro-
duction aireraft was actually flying. To delay the start of development
of a new interceptor until then might put us at a serious disadvantage.
This is a clear example where the development of an expensive technology
and even a full weapons system was thought to be justified, long before
a military requirement presented 1tself.

Many other similar programs exist. The POSEIDON, our penetration
aids program and our efforts to develop a still dbetter guidance system
for our missiles, are in the same category. As I noted earlier, one
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of the major applications of the POSEIDCN would be against cities
protected by a sophisticated, anti-ballistic missile defense system,
We have no wvay of knowing at thies time vhether the Soviets will, in
fact, deploy such a system. But our deterrent strategy depends upon
our ability, under all foreseeable conditions, to destroy the attacker
as a viable society, and this means that our strategic missiles must
be capable of penetrating any kind of defense the Soviets may be able
to deviese. In this connection, it is uterestiing to note that we have
applied almost $1 billion to owr deveiopmental efforts on penetration
aids during the period FY 1962 through 1965. Though they may not
represent a "new weapon system” to some, they have been deployed and I
can assure you that they represent an enormous increase in U.S.
deterrent power,

Our research and development proposale for FY 1966 have been very
carefully reviewed. Yet, in a program of this nature, we are always
exploring nev froptiers of knowledge and nev avemuies of technology,
ard at least some false starts must be expected. Purthermore, military
requirements are always changing and pnev technological and scientific
discoveries are continually being made. Thus, some changes in the
program we are presenting here today are inevitable. For every deletion
or reduction vhich we may have to make during the forthcoming fiscal
year there are already walting on the sidelines increases in costs or
levels of effort and new projects vhich, 1f not tightly controlled,

would far more than make up the difference. We would only be deluding

ourselves if we were to think that an effort of this type and scope

can be entirely and precisely delineated and costed 18 to 20 months
before the completion of the fiscal year.

The flexibility which the Congrees has wisely provided the Defense
Department in the RDI&E appropriations and ir the Emergency Fund and
transfer authority is indispensable to the succesaful prosecution of
the research and develomment program. If we are to make efficlent use
of our research and development resources, it is absolutely essential
that we have the flexibhility to eliminate, reduce or reorient any project
which has not lived up to expectations. But, by the same token, we must
have the flexlbility to increase projects vhich progress faster than
anticipated and to introduce pew projects, the feasibility or desirabllity
of which develops during the course of the budget year. It is impossible
to schedule invention and innovation, vhich are the essence of techno-
logical progress. Yet we must be in a position to capitalize on them
promptly vhen they do occur and are brought to our attention. The
Defense Department Emergency Fund 1s one of the principal means we have
t0 finance these breakthroughs apd I strongly urge this Cammittee and
the Congress to suypport in full our request for $150 million in new
obligational authority and $150 million in transfer authority.
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Before I turn to the specifics of the research and development
program, there are two general areas which might usefully be discussed
as entities rather than in terms of the separate projects which they
comprise. These are puclear testing and test detection, and the space
development projects.

A. NUCLEAR TESTING AND TEST DETECTIOR

As I pointed out last year, the Defense Department has committed
itgelf to four specific safeguards with relation to the test ban treaty.

l. The conduct of comprehensive, aggressive and contimuing underground
nuclzar test programs designed to add to ouwr nowledge and to improve
our weapons in all areas of significance to our military posture for

the future,

2. The maintenance of modern miclear laboratory facilities and programs
in theoretlcal and exploratory nmuclear technology which will attract,
retain, and ensure the continued application of our human sclentific
resources to these programs on vhich continued progress in nuclear

technology depends.

3. The maintenance of the facilities and resources necessary to insti-
tute promptly nuclear tests ip the atmosphere should they he deemed
essential to our national security or should the treaty or any of 1its
terms be abrogated by the Soviet Union.

4, The improvement of our capability, within feasible and practical
limits, to monitor the terms of the treaty, to detect violations, and
to maintain cuwr knowledge of Sino-Soviet nuclear activity, capabilities
and achievements.

Thie is, of course, a joint Department of Defense-Atomic Energy
Coxmission program. I will report to you on the Defense Department's
portion of this progrsm whose financing is recapitulated on Table 18.
For FY 1966, we have budgeted a total of $243.2 million for this progranm,
compared with $250.6 million in FY 1965 and $243.2 million in FY 1964.

In support of the first safeguard, underground testing, we have
included $28.5 million in the FY 1966 budget, compared with $16.7
million in FY 1965. The AEC is responsible for the weapons development
test program to meet the needs of the Defense Department for new and
irproved weapons. The Defense Department is responsible for wespons
effects tests. Because of the time required to reorient our original
underground test program (prepared before the Test Ban went into effect)
and to construct the tunnels and cavities necessary to conduct the
tests, our program started slovly. However, the revision of the program
has been completed and the necessary preparstions are well advanced.
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designed to provide data on design criteria for deeply buried structures,
cratering effects, vulnerablility of ballistic missile re-entry wvehicles
and satellite components to X-rays, transient radiation effects on
electronics equipment, etc.

In support of the second safeguard, maintenance of laboratory
facilities and programs, our FY 1966 budget includes $53.0 million for
nuclear wespons effects research and the Department of Defense's ghare
of the cost of research, development, test and evaluation associated

. with muclear weapons development. The "effects" research program
includes laboratory and theoretical investigation of air blast and ground
shock, water blast and shock effects, tuaermsl and muclear rediation,
electromagnetic phenomena and bicmedical effects. 'The Department of
Defense's portion of the weapons development effort includes work on
fuzing and firing systems, retardation systems,ballistic cases, aircraft
campatibility testing and vulnerablility tests. I am happy to report
that, in this area, we have been successful in retaining our highly
qualified staff of civilian sclentists.

- With respect to the third safeguard, maintenance of standby atmos-
pheric test capability, we have budgeted approximately $47 million in
FY 1966, compared with $69.4k million in FY 1965 and $87.0 million in
FY 196k, Improvement of the test facility on Johnston Island was, for
the most part, financed in FY 1963-65 at a cost of about $41 miliion.
Therefore, funds required for military construction in FY 1966 total
only $3.7 million. Similarly, the FY 1964-65 budgets have financed most
of the requirements for research and development and some procurement
of long lead time instrumentation, instrument carriers and protective
packaging. The funds requested for FY 1966 will continue research and
development and in certain cases the procurement of improved prototype
test equipment, as well as provide for the meintenance of the eguimnent
already on hand and the suppart of Joint Task Force Eight which was
established to meintain a "readiness to test." Operation Crosscheck, -
an exercise to test our ability to resume atmospheric testing promptly,
was successfully completed on 2l October 195:. We now have a capability
to resume weapons effects testing on six months notice and operational
systems testing on two to three months notice. The next exercise, i.e.,
rehearsal, is planned for March 1965. Thereafter, a minimm of one such
exercise will be scheduled annuslly.

In support of the fourth safeguard, the monitoring of Sino~Soviet
actions, we have included a total of $214.5 million in the FY 1966
budget compared with $111.9 million for FY 1965 and $96.7 million far
FY 1964, Two principal programs support this safeguard: the ARPA-
VELA program and the Air Force Atomic Energy Detection Systenm.

&
b

185



The VELA program is directed to the development and demonstration
of an advanced surveillance system for detecting, locating and identify-
ing muclear tests underground, under water and at high altitudes in
space. The first VELA epace launch occurred in October 1963 when two
identical nuclear test detection spacecraft were placed into a nearly
circular orbit at 55,000 n.mi. A second lsunch was made in July 1964
and the third and fourth VELA spacecraft were successfully placed into
a similar orbit. All four satellites are still operational and are
providing an interim nuclear test surveillance capability for high
altitude and deep space detonation. Our effort in this program is now
being directed towards the development of a "downward looking” caepability
for a VELA spacecraft, vwhich could detect nuclear tests down to the

earth's surface. It may be possible to modify an existing spacecraft
for this purpose and this possibility is being investigated.

The VELA underground test detection program is also progressing
satisfactorily. The use of large arrays of seismic instruments looks
particularly promising for improving cur detection and identification of
seismic events. We are accelerating the construction and evaluation of
such an installation. This array will utilize some 500 detectors spaced
out over an area of 150 by 150 miles in eastern Montana., Operation of
the Montana installation is expected in FY 1966 and, if the results are
favorable, we will extend the program to other areas of the world.

The present Atomic Energy Detection System represents a facllities
investment of about $55 million. In FY 1964, we initiated a six-year
program, costing over $100 million, to expand the number of stations
and modernize the eguipment at existing stations. About $34 million of
this program was funded in the FY 1964 -65 budgets. Another $13.6 million
hae been included in the FY 1966 budget to continue this investment pro-
gram and about $40 million has been included for operating costs.

B. SPACE DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS

While the various elements of the Defense Department's space effort
are spread, on a functional basis, throughout the program and budget struc-
tures, I believe this effort can be more meaningfully discussed as a
separate entity. Accordingly, we have assembled on Table 19 all of the
major projects and activities which constitute the Defense "Space Progrem.”

The Defense space program, however, is an integral part of the much
larger Rational Space Program, expenditures for which, as I noted earlier,
now total about $6-1/2 billion a year. Without question this is the
largest single scientific and technological endeavor ever undertaken by
the Americen people, It will influence the course of science and tech-
nology and, therefore, our national security programs, for decades to
cole.
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The Defense portion of this national program is designed (1) to
utilize the space envirorment for military prarposes, (2) to coople-
ment the work of RASA and other Govermment agencies in those fields
in vhich the Dsfense Department bas alresdy achieved a high degree
of technical competence, and (3) to explore the usefulness of manned
space systems for military purposes. It is not neceesary, nor is it
Justifiable, for the Defense Department to duplicate the work of NASA
or any of the other agencies engaged in the national space program,
The products of their efforts are fully and freely available to the
Defense Department and vice versa, Indeed, military personnel have
from the very beginning actively participated in the civilian space
program, and there are now about 265 officers assigned to HASA. Most
of the NASA astronauts, for example, are military officers.

Frequently, the present uncertainty about the usefulness of man's
role in military space missions is confused with the value of military
applications of space themselves, While we indeed do not yet kpow how
useful man will be in space, there can be no question adbout the usefulness
of the many umnmenned military space programs we have in operation today
including: weather, observation, commmications, geodesy, navigation,
etc. In the application of space to military purposes, we presently
appear to be far ahead of the U.S.S.R.

I have laid down two fundamental criteria which the Defense space
effort mist meet. PFirst, it mist mesh with the efforts of NASA in all
vital areas, that is, the Defense and NASA programs taken together
mist constitute a single, integrated natiocnal program. Second, pro-
Jects supported by the Defense Department muist hold the distinct promise
of ephancing our military power and effectiveness.

With respect to the first criterion, we have established with RASA
a large pumber of joint studies including the reviews of the launch
vehicle program, manned earth orbital vehicles, commmication satellites,
wveather satellites, instrumentation networks, control centers, ete. As
a result, several formal agreemente have been concluded == on research
and technology exchange, satellite geodesy, gravity gradient tests, etc.
The Aeronautics and Astronautics Coordination Board is the principal
agency for effecting this coordination but key officials of both agencies
meet very frequently to discuss and work out matters of common interest.

Thus, the Defense Department's program will contimue to provide,
together with the programs of other agencies of the Govermment, a broad
base of technology and experience to0 permit the timely development and
exploitation of space systems and capabilities which may be needed in
the future, recognizing that lead timeg in certain areas such as manned
military space operations may be ten years or longer. Spesaking broadly,
about one-half of the Defense space effort is directly associated with
the unmanned military uses of space discussed above, while the other half
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is devoted to the creation of techmology for future applications,
i.e., exploratory and advanced developments. We can be sure that

nev diescoveries and develomments growing out of this effort will
eventusally copen up entirely new applications and capabilities which
cannot now be clearly foreseen., At the same time we pursue those
efforts whose military applications are evident, we must also insure
against an uncertain future by continuing to create a foundation of
space technology, knovledge and experience which 1s sufficiently broad
to provide for future applications as they materialize and are
1dentified.

The Defense Department's space program is summarized on Table 19.
In total, we estimate that $1,670 million of ocur FY 1966 budget request
is for space, about $12:4 million more than FY 1965 and more than double
the FY 1961 level.

1. Spacecraft Mission Projects

Last year we completely recrlented our men-in-gpace effort. The old
DYRASOAR progrem was cancelled and a new "Manned Orbital laboratory"
(MOL) program was initiamted. The reasons for this action were explained
to the Committee in considerable detail last year, In brief, we had
concluded that the most immediate problem in this area was to develop
a space vehicle with which we could explore man's potential contribu-
tion to military space operations, and that for this purpose the
DYRASOAR's capability was too limited.

As & result of intensive studies carried out by the Air Force during
the past year, we have reached several decisions regarding the future
of the MOL program. These decisions were reached with full considera-
tion of both NASA and Defense needs and in accordance with the agreenent
I reached with the Administrator of NASA in August 1962 to work toward
a single National manned earth orbital R&D program.

As you knovw, we are participating in NASA's GEMINI manned flight
program to the extent of executing certain military experiments vhich
are possible in the limited volume of that craft without degrading the
primary flignt objective. The $2 million requested in our FY 1966
budget will camplete this participation. ¥We are also providing a mmber
of supporting functione for GEMINI, including booster development, range
and recovery support. .

RASA'e principal effort is the APOLLO program with which 1 am sure
you are familiar, The APOLIO system for the lunar landing is planned
to be qualified for s maximm of ten days flight time; however, NASA
is also studying extensions of the system to provide for a longer stay
on the lunar surface. We helieve that the Defense Department, in
meeting its own requirements in space, should take these existing and
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future capabilities fully into account, in accordance with the con-
cept of an integrated National space program. And, this we have
done in planning our own man-in-space program.

The Air Force and the Havy have carried out s pumber of both
inhouse and industry studies to : (1) outline possible military
functions for man in orbit; (2) define ground and space experiments
to determine the effectiveness of these functions; and (3) design, in
a preliminary way, spacecraft and supporting equipment required for
the tests in space. Included were broad systems studies vhich empha-
sized the use of hardware already developed in the GEMINI and APOLLO
programs, a study of a set of primary and secondary priority military
experiments, a study of the ability of man to contribute t0 the assembly,
alignment and service in orbit of large structures such as a telescope
or radic antemns, and a study of the contribution which man in orbit
could make to the technology of military space activities, whether the
application was to be manned or ummanned.

On the basis of these studies and owr discussions with NASA, we
have concluded that the objectives of the MOL program should be broad-
ened., The following primary objectives, listed in order of priority,
have been established as & gulde to future planning:

(1) Development of technology contributing to improved
military observational and ocean survelllance capablility for
manned or unmanned operation. This may include intermediate
steps toward operational systems.

(2) Development and demonstration of manned assembly
and servicing in orbit of large structures with potential
mi)litary applications. This will interact strongly with the
preceding objective,

(3) oOther manned military space experimentation.

These primary objectives of MOL are essential military objectives
and will, therefore, be pursued by Defense. In addition, MOL program
Planning will consider the following "national” objectives of scientific
significance:

(1) Basic scientific and geperal technological menned
experimentation.

(2) Development and demonstration of manned assembly and
servicing in orbit of large non-military structures, such as
astronomical telescopes and radic antennae for scientific use.
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(3) BRiological responses of man in orbit for 30 days
or oore.

We believe that a program vhich satisfies the military objectives
can also accomplish many of the scientific and technical experiments
of significant non-military importance,

We have reconfirmed the characteristice we feel are important for
an orbiting vehicle. These include: (a) at least two men, (b) 30 days
duration, (c¢) 300 to 700 cubic feet of pressurized volume per man, (d)
capability for extensive activity outside the vebicle, (e) precise
attitude control, and (f) safe crev ascent and descent.

There are a nmumber of possible equipment configurations which could
provide a system with these characteristics, including an adaptation
from the GEMIRI or APOLIO programs where this can be done without inter-
fering with the national lunar objectives. The choice should be made
on the basis of effectiveness, timeliness and cost. No new hardware
should be developed unless necessary.

Accordingly, we have adopted the following course of action:

(1) The Air Force will define the experimentel program
to meet the broadened military objectives, placing emphasis on
developments that may lead to operational systems. The Air
Force will determine the essential vehicle characteristics to
meet those objectives and, in cooperation with RASA, will define
significant additional experiments addressed to the national
objectives.

(2) The Air Force will assess the proposed specifica-
tions of & MOL system (GEMINI B, laboratory and TITAN ITIC)
against the needs of the experimental program. Three pre-
liminary design studies will be initiated with industry using
FY 1965 MOL funds, to provide the cost and technical informa-
tion needed to select the final configuration. The Alr Force
will also examine approved configurations of the APOLLO syestem
and, in cooperation with RASA, will examlne the modified
configurations of the APOLLO system now being studied by HASA
to meet its objectives.

(3) To preserve the option for proceeding with MOL on
an orderly basis and to make effective use of the TITAN ITII
RuD flight program, action will be taken (using FY 1965 funds)
to qualify components of the GEMINI B plus laboratory configu-
ration aboard TITAN IIIC approved development vehicles. (No
men vill be carried on these flights.)
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(4) One hundred fifty million dollars has been
. included in the FY 1966 budget request for continuing the
design studies, narrowing the effort to two contractors for
program definition, and a single contractor for subsequent
full scale development. The study contractors to be selected
in FY 1965 will be chosen on the basis of their ability to
execute development, whether the approach finally selected is
the GEMINI B or a version of the APOLLO system. However, the
FY 1966 funds will not be obligated until we are convinced
that a satisfactory approach has been found and that the
expected results of the program will be cormensurate with the
cost.

The next item on Table 19, "GEMINI (Manned Space Flight)" represents
the Defense Department's participation in the RASA-GEMINI program. We
consider this project part of our oversll "man-in- space"” program, both
for the basic knowledge and experience we gain from i1t and the contribu-
tion it makes to the MOL program. The $2 million requested for FY 1966
will complete this project.




I bhave already discussed the next item, "Nuclear Test Detection
(VELA)" 1in connection with the Test Ban Treaty safeguards, Twenty-two
zillion dollars is included for this program in the FY 1966 budget.

Last year I informed the Committee that we were actively explor-
ing the possibllity of securing satellite commnication services
through the system which the new Commmications Satellite Corporation
was planning to build and operate. I noted at the time that "Major
problems related to global service, security of the military circuits
and the location and control of the ground stations have yet to be
resolved." To provide the time for negotiations with the Corporation,
we declided to hold our own satellite camminicatlions program in the
research and development stage and support it at e minimm sustaining
level.

: While our studies clearly indicated that a shared Defense-Commini-
cations Satellite Corporation system was not only technically feaslble
but also would have been more economical, it became apparent last
sumper that such an arrangement was not compatible with the international
agreements into which the Corporation wes entering. Accordingly, we
decided to resume development of our own system since satellite communi-
catlions promise an lmproved capability for commnications with remote
areas and a much more secure and flexible system of tactical comminica-
tions for Naval forces at ses. This system will be launched and ready
for use in early calendar year 1966,

Originally, we had planned to use the ATLAS/AGENA combination to
launch the satellites into medium altitude polar orbits. Now with the
progress made in the development of the TITAN ITIC and in satellite
technology generally, we believe we can launch the entire system of 2k
satellites into e high but rendom equatorial orblt with jJust three
launches of eight satellites each. This change will also greatly reduce
the complexity and cost of the required ground enviromment. We now
believe we can achleve a better system, at a cost $70 million cheaper
than the one previously envisioned. The design objective for average
operating life expectancy of the patellites in the initis) system is
three years with an assured minimm of 1-1/2 years.

Concurrent with the development of the initial system, studies
are being conducted to determine the operational and technical charac-
teristics required for a more advanced and longer-lived systcn, which
may be available for lsunch in.FY 1968.
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Sufficlent funds are available for the completlion of the initial
system's space elements which are the responsibility of the Air Force.
However, in eddition to $18 million of prior year funds, the Army will
require an additional $2 million in FY 1966 for further development of
the ground stations; $3.5 million will be required for overall systems
management, which is the responsibility of the Defense Commnications
Agency; and $9 million will be needed for the Navy element of the system.
The total request of about $33 million for FY 1966 is shown on Table 19.

"Program U435 (TRANSIT)", the Navy navigational satellite system,
will require $22.9 million in the FY 1966 budget. This system is
designed to provide, under all weather conditions, navigational fixes
on any point of the earth's surfece within one-tenth of a nautical
mile (600 feet). Primarily for the support of the POLARIS program, the
gystem, which reached full operational status in July 1964 alsc has wide
application for all navigational purposes. Although the development
Phase of this program is substantially completed, some research is con-
tinuing to improve the life and reliability of the satellite. 0f the
$22.9 million shown on Table 19, $7 million is for this purpose. The
remaining $16 million is for annual operating costs including the
purchase of launch vehicles required to replace inoperative or dylng
satellites.

A ' Satellite In5pector)" was completely reoriented as
informed the Committee last year. This last program wes originally
designed to provide a capability to rendezvous with and inspect, using
various types of sensors, potentielly hostile orbital objects and
transmit the resulting data to ground station. The proposed system
proved to be extremely expensive, if not technically impractical, Much
of the fundamentsl technology is now being pursued through other means - -
rendezvous in the MOL program and inspection of orbiting objects in the
Satellite Interceptor/THOR program as well as in the two large ground-
based optical programs at Clouderoft, New Mexico, and Maui, Hawali.

The Satellite Inspector project has therefore been deleted from the
program,

The FY 1966 request includes $10.6 million for the space "Geodesy"
programs of the Army, the Air Force and the Ravy. Of this amount,
$7 million is required for the Navy's geodetic satellite tracking system
(Project ANNA) which is used to map the earth's surface, measuring more
accurately its size, shape and gravitational field. The remaining $3.6
million will support the space-related elements of the Army's mapping
and geodesy program which is concerned with.the development of improved
methods of ascquiring and processing geodetic and mapping data on &
global scale,

193



2. Vehicle, Engine and Component Developments

The largest item in this category is still the "TTTAN IXI" which I
described to this Committee in considerable detail in past years.
Designed to serve NASA as well as Defense Department purposes,

TITAN ITI will be a standardized launch vehicle for a wide range of
manned and unmanned missions. The TITAN ITI actually consists of

& mmber of standardized building blocks: modified TITAN II first
and second stages; a nevw restartable, storable propellant upper-stage
(transtage); a control module; and two "strap-on” 120 inch Aiameter
solld propellant rocket motors. Until recently the TITAN III was
being developed in only two configurations -- Configuration A without
"strap-on" solid propellant motors, and Configuration C with solid
propellant motors, TITAN IITA would be able to place about 5,800
pounds into a 100 nautical mile orbit; TITAN IIIC would be sble to
place about 25,000 pounds into a 100 nautical miie orbit, adbout 5,000
pounds to escape velocity and about 2,100 pounds into synchronous
equatorial orbit. These payload weights assume that the launch would
be made from the Eastern Test Range (ETR).

On December 28, 1964, at an incremental cost of about $70 million,
wve initiated the development of the MITAN IIIX which uses the basic
TITAN III core sultably adapted to carry the already developed AGENA
vehicle. The decision to proceed with TITAN ITIX was made with NASA
concwrrence, after careful consideration of several approaches to meet
certain firm, current military needs for increased payload capacity
at the Western Test Range (WIR)., The TITAN IIIX program includes the
modification of one existing launch pad at WIR to be avaeilable for
operational use early in FY 1967. A production rate of 12 per year
is planned. TITAN IIIX/AGENA will be able to place about 7,100 pounds
in a 100 nautical mile polar orbit, launched from WIR (8,800 pounds if
launched from ETR).

The basic TITAR III development is proceeding essentially on
schedule. Ground qualificatlion testing of all TITAN I1I subsystems
has been completed and vehicles for early R&D flights have been accepted
by the Air Force. On December 10, 1964, the second development launch
of the TITAN IIIA was successfully accomplished. All systems performed
satisfactorily and a dummy payload was placed into a 100 nautical mile
circular orbit. Development of the solid propellant motors has also
proceeded very satisfactorily and the first flight of the TITAN IIIC
is scheduled for the second gquarter of this year.

Although progress to date clearly indicates that development could
be completed by June 1966, a decision has been made to stretch out the

basic TITAN III development program echedule to June 1967. The purpose
of this stretch-out is to assist in maintaining a TITAN IIIC production
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and launch capability for the various "user" programs, which will not
require the TITAN ITIC until calendar year 1967. It will not affect
the three initial Defense commmnication satellite payloads currently
assigned to three of the TITAN IIIC development flights., The follow-on
Defense Commnication Satellite and probably the MOL are expected to
use the TITAN ITIC once vehicle development is complete,

The cost of the basic TTTAN III R&D program to completion should
be between $880 and $890 million. This compares with a figure of $810
million which I gave the Committee last year but is still within our
original estimate of $800 to $900 million. The principal reason for
the increased cost estimate has been technical problems encountered
during develomment. As you know, the TITAN III program has been care-
fully controlled and intentionally very little allowance has been made
for contingenclies. The fact that we now plan to initiate construction
of & WIR launch complex in FY 1966, which will be suitable for launching
either a TITAN IIIC or TITAR IIIX as future military needs may require,
has aleo contributed to the increased cost, as will the program stretch-
out. All studies to date indicate the TITAN III will be a versatile
and economical launch vehicle of great importance to our space program
and 1t should pay for itself in a lower cost per launch over its
operational life.

The FY 1966 budget includes $35 million for "Reentry and Recovery
(START)" projects. Among these projects is the ASSET glider, a small,
winged vehicle weighing about 1,100 pounds vhich we are using to explore
the Mach 2 - Mach 20 flight regime. ASSET vehicles are launched by a
THOR booster to an altitude of about 200,000 feet and velocities ranging
between 13,000 and 19,000 feet per second. As the ASSET vehicle glides
dowvn the re-entry corridor, data on temperature, pressures and accelera-
tion are collected and stored on board the glider and simultaneously
transmitted to ground stations. The vehicles are recovered fram the
ocean for physical inspection of re~entry effects on materials. A
total of five launches hae been made including four highly successful
re-entry tests. We hope this project will ultimetely lead to the
development of & small lifting body re-entry vehicle vhich could return
military and scientific date from orbiting space crafi to predesignated

landing areas.

The next item is "Advanced Space Guidance” for which $10 million
is requested in the FY 1966 budget. This effort, formerly titled
"Standardized Space Guidance', 18 now being carried as an Advanced
Development program. As a result of a study to define the requirements
for a follow-on standardized space guidance system, it was determined
that the first priority was the development of advanced components and
subsystems from vhich a complete guldance subsystem could be developed.
This effort is more appropriate in Advanced Development wvhere a level
of effort program will be carried out.
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The $6 million included in the FY 1966 budget for "Solid Rocket
Engine Development” will complete Defense Department participation in
the national large solid fuel booster develomment program vhich was
initiated in the summer of 1961. NASA has taken over the funding of
the 260" motor development and the Defense Department is concentrating
on the demonstration of the 156" segmented motors and supporting
technology. The thrust of this latter engine is in the three million
pound class. The technology developed in this project will also be
applicable to future ballistic missiles using large solid moctors.

Last year we inftiated a new "Liquid Rocket Engine Development”
progranm, designed to demonstrate the feasibility of the modular
spproach to large rocket engline development., This engine demonstration
will incorporate advanced design features offering high performance
and light weight. Future applications of this technology could apply
to both ballistic missiles and space launch vehicles. The FY 1966
budget includes $8 million to continue thie work.

The next item, "Chemical Rocket, Space Maneuvering," is a new
program for which $7 million is requested for FY 1966. This program
vill provide a space maneuvering capability for possible near term
applicetion as well as demonstrated propulsion components for future
needs. Thie system will be capable of efficient multiple re-starts in
a space enviromment limited only by the avallability of propellants.

3. Other Defense Activities Supporting the Space Progran

The Ground Support category shown on Table 19 incluwdes the prorated
cost of the misslle renges and test instrumentation as well as the satel-
lite detection and tracking systems. The largest item in this category
is the $116 million for the Eastern Test Range.

The next largest element in this category is the ground based
syetem for satellite detection and tracking -- "SPACETRACK (USAF)" and
"SPASUR (Navy)". These are the field elements of the NORAD Space Detec-
tion and Tracking System (SPADATS). SPACETRACK is a global network of
conventional radars and optical devices which detect and track satellites
to determine their precise orbits. SPASUR 1s essentlally a warning
screen which, when penetrated by s satellite sounds an alsrm, The posi-
tion of the satellite is then determined by triangulation. The FY 1966
budget includes $40 million for SPACETRACK and $6.8 million for SPASUR.

The $30.2 million requested for "Satellite Tracking and Control
Facilitles" will continue the modernization of the network of six
tracking stations and one control center which provides an "on-orbit"
tracking, ¢ommand, control dats “"read-out" and recovery for all Defense
space vehicles except those of the Comminications Satellite (COMSAT) and
Navigational Satellite {TRANSIT) programs,
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The last two categories, "Supporting Research and Development"
and "General Support", include a wide range of activities constituting
essentially the overhead of the space program.

I would now like to turn to the details of the Research and
Development Program in FY 1966 which are summarized on Table 20.

C. RESEARCH

As T noted earlier, our military strength a decade or more hence will
depend importantly on the sklll and energy with which we conduct our
current research effort, It 1s from this realm of ideas and theory
that the new devices and inventions applicable to military requirements

eventually emerge,

In addition to its own inhouse laboratories, the Department of
Defense supports nearly half of all the academic research in the physical
sciences and engineering now being done in American universities and
colleges. As the size of the faculty and number of graduste gtudents
in these institutions increase, thelr research potential will expand.
We believe that in the Interest of the netion this potentisl should be
fully exploited, not only for military purposes, but for the benefits
of our soclety as a whole. Accordingly, the Govermment as a whole
should each year increase its support of research in theee lnstitutions
and the Defense Department should carry its share of that increase,
Fram the point of view of the Defense Department itself, it is extremely
lmportant that we maintaln our contacts with the creative reeearch
people who staff these institutions., These are the people who, in the
past, have been responsible for some of the most important technical
improvements in the equipment now being used by owr military forces
and we should not deprive our national defense of the benefits of their
creativity. We have therefore included in ocur FY 1966 request a total
of $387 million for research, about ten percent more than the amount
provided for the current fiscal year. A large part of this increase is
required to offset the rise in research costs, which have been moving
up at a rate of about five percent a year.

In order to increase the effectiveness of our research expenditures
(and our exploratory develomment expenditures as well), we are examining
the missions and management practices of our inhouse laboratories, which
spend about one-third of these funds. A general upgrading of both the
quality and utilization of these laboratories, together with & reduction
in administrative restrictions on the details of their technical
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operations 1s urgently needed. Furthermore, to reduce unnecessary
duplication in research and exploratory development, we have initiated
a nevw sutomated system, the Research and Technology Resume, for re-
porting progress on current projects. These reports are prepared in
a standard digital language which permits their rapid and proficient
interchange among the Military Services and Defense Agencies and, by
special agreement, with NASA, Finally, to make full use of the
research potential of universities in all parts of the United States,
the Executive Branch under the leadership of the President's Office
of Science and Technology is formulating a program to develop centers
of technologlical excellence in all parts of the country, for both
¢ivilian and military purposes.

D. EXPLORATORY DEVELOPMENT

During this stage of research and development, we approach the
solution of specific military problems up to the point of developing
hardware for operational testing. Along with research, exploratory
development forms the pool of technical knowledge from which future
weapon gystems will be devised and designed. A total of $1,142 million
has been included in our FY 1966 budget, $10 million more than was pro-
vided for the current fiscal year. While this increase 1lg proportion-
ately quite smell, we expect to improve greatly the utilization of
these funds, particularly in our own laboratories, by identifying those
management conditions which have in the past proved to be highly produc-
tive of useful military results, and then applying them throughout the
Defense establishment.

l. Army

The Army's exploratary develomment effort provides for studies and
analyses and fabrication, test, and evaluation of various components to
establish their feasibility, practicabllity and relative advantages for
use in future major development programs. This effort includes: com-
ponents for new infantry close-support artillery and air defense missile
systens; new and improved propulsion systems for Army aircreft; applied
research in rocket propellants; work on nev power sources and energy
transformation devices; new, lighter, improved ground surveillance and
target acquisition techniques; improved designs and materials for small
arms and armor defeating projectiles; nuclear weapons effects as applied
to Army equipment; applied research directed toward lmproved surface
mobility, particularly in remote areas; mine warfare and barrier research;
and mapping and geodetic research directed toward overcoming the limita-
tions of current equipment and techniques with respect to speed and
extent of area covered.

About $49 million of the $25% million requested for the Army in

FY 1966 will be devoted to biological and chemical warfare projects,
including the identification of and experimentation wlth potential agents,
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studies of dlssemination techniques and equipment characteristics and
work on detectlon and defencsive measures,

2. x‘w

The Navy's exploratory development effort is planned to produce
improved "know-how" for the performance of all important naval functions.
Included are the detection and localization of underwater, surface, and
alr targets; environmental surveillance with emphasis on the air~ocean
interface; navigation; commend-control; weaponry; ship and aircraft
construction; and personnel and logistics.

The overall program on survelllasnce and command-control includes
work on radar, ASW detection devices, jarming devices, data correla-
tion techniquee, navigation devices, commminications, etc., for both
ships and aircraft. In the field of ordnance, emphasis will be placed
on non-nuclear air launch syestems. Missile propellants, guidance gys-
tems and countermeasures will alsc be studied. Several projects involve
advanced airereft concepts, with emphesis on simplicity, endurance and
low=epeed characteristicse. Work related to ships and submarines will
concentrate on hull structures, integrated controls, and fatigue
characteristice of deep~diving submarines, as well as advanced pro-
pulsion systems (including nuclear) and messures to reduce underwater
noise levels. About one-third of the $342 million requested for the
Navy in FY 1966 will be devoted to problems directly related to ASW.

3. Alr Force

About one-fourth of the $316 million requested for the Air Force's
FY 1966 exploratory development program will be devoted to space or
epace-related subjects. Included are studies, experimentation and com-
ponent developments in such fields as guidance, flight control, propul-
slon, life sciences, swrvelllance and electromagnetic techniques.

In other areas, emphasis will be given to improving technology
related to advanced tactical and strategic missiles, new propulsion
cycles for hypersonic manned systems, over-the-horizon radars, V/STOL
aircraft, the feaslbllity of laminar flow control in supersonic flight,
new materials and structural concepte, technology related to reconmnais-
sance, commnications, command and control, intelligence techniques,
computer and data processing, electromagnetic waxrfare and advanced
weapons.

4. Advanced Research Projects Agency (ARPA)
A total of $230 miilion 1is included in the FY 1966 program for ARPA's

exploratory developments projects, compared with $227 million provided
in FY 1965 and $253 million in FY 1964.
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a. Project DEFENDER

We have included $127 million for Project DEFENDER, which
is concerned with the development of the sclentific and techni-
cal knowledge needed for the design of U,S5. defenses agalnst
ballistic missiles and satellites, and for the assessment of
the ability of U.S. ballistlic misslle systems to penetrate Soviet
defenses. The project involves the making of preclse measurements
of balllstic missile flight phenomena which are of importance to
the operation of m ballistic missile defense, the development
and application of new bellistic missile defense techniques and

The Pacific Range Electromagnetic Signature Studies (Project
PRESS) will continue to observe full scale missiles during re-
entry. Improvements in radar and optical sensors will be made,
Date reduction and anelysis facilities will be greatly expanded.

Other important tasks include work on improved signal processing
techniques for over-the-horizon radar systems, continued develop-
ment of high acceleration propulsion technigues for interceptor
mlssiles and the development of optical techniques, including the
use of lasers, for satellite detection an& for dlscrimination in
ballistic missile defense systems. The penetration aids program
will emphasize the development of advanced technology for future
applications.

b. Project VELA

I have already discussed this project in connection with
the Test Ban safeguards program. Fifty-nine and three-tenths
million dollars has been included in the FY 1966 budget to
continue this work, sbout the same amount provided for FY 1965.

¢, Project AGTLE

This project 1s designed to provide research and development
support for the solution of remote area conflict problems with
primaery emphasis on requirements of indigenous forces in guerilla
warfare situations. AGILE is but part of a much larger effort in
counterinsurgency warfare research for which a total of about

. '
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$160 million has been included in the FY 1966 RDTSE budget. Although
the needs of the war in South Viet Nam will cootimue to receive our
urgent attention, emphasis in this project is now being shifted from
"quick fix" solutions to materiel and equipment problems to the broader
problems of counterinsurgency varfare in general, Principal sttention
vill be given to the analysis of specific requirements for this type of
conflict including: studies of mobility and survelillance; the develop-

ment of non-lethal weapons for use in areas heavily populated by civilians,

ixproved identification techniques through the use of chemical and
biological sensing equipment; the improvement of night vision through
airborne battlefield illuwmination and infrared imagery; and acoustics
surveillance countermeasures.

E. ADVARCED DEVELOPMERT

This category includes projects which have advanced to a point
vhere the development of experimental hardware for technicsl or opera-
tional testing 1s required prior to the determination of whether the
items should be designed or engineered for everntual service use. In
contrast to engineering developmente where design specifications are
erployed, advanced developments permit the use of performance specifi-
cations vhich provide the contractor much greater latitude in meeting
the requirement, thereby encouraging innovation. Both the Over-the-
Horizon radar and the anti-satellite systems were developed in this
category but turned out to be easily convertible to operational systems,
To encourage innovation, we plan to expand the value of advanced devel-
opment projects from $572 million in FY 1965 to $828 million in FY 1966,
partly at the expense of engineering developments.

1. Army

The first two items on the Army list of advanced developments --
"Operational Evalustion V/STOL" and "Rew Surveillance Aircraft" -- are
both part of a broader Defense Department program for the development
of experimental prototype vertical, or short, take-off and landing air-
craft sultable for operational testing by the three Services. Both of
these projects have heretofore been fumded on a tri-Service basis. The
firet was formerly kmown as the "Tri-Service V/STOL Aircraft” program
and wvas funded, roughly, one-third by Army, one-third by Navy and one-
third by Air Force, It actually encompassed three separate V/STOL
developments -- the XC-1h2A and X-19A managed by the Air Force and X-22A
managed by the Navy. The second, the "New Surveillance Aircraft,”" wvas
funded one-half by Army and one-quarter each by the Navy and Alr Force
and also encompassed three separate developments -- the P-1127 HAWKER,
the XV-L4A and the XV-5A -~ all mansged by the Army. These financing
arrangements have proven to be unduly cumberscme and beginning in FY 1965,
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each project is being funded by the managing agency; the FY 1966
budget has been prepared on this basis. Accordingly, only s nominal
amount 1is requested for the Army in FY 1966 to participate in the
Tri-Service evaluation of XC.142A, X-19A and X-22A,

The XC~-142A 1s the largest of the three projects with a total
estimated cost of $120 mililon for five test aircraft. This tilt
wing turbo prop transport has a gross weight of about 37,000 pounds,
a four ton payload, a cruise speed of more than 250 lknots and a combat
radius of 200 to 300 n.mi. The first prototype flew as a conventional-
type aircraft in September 1964 and successfully transitioned from
hovering to conventional flight on January 11, 1965. Further technical
and operational evaluation will be conducted on all five aireraft during
the balance of FY 1965 and through FY 1966, In addition to the Army,
Navy and Alr Force, both RASA and FAA will also participate in the test
and evaluation program to ensure maximm use of the knowledge obtained

from this program,

The X-22 is & twin tandem tilting duct fan-powered flight research
vehicle. Two prototypes are being bullt at s total estimated cost of
$32 million with the first fiight scheduled for July 1965. The X-22
incorporates a variasble stability and control system which will enable
the aircraft to simlate the characteristics of other aircraft designs
and should provide wvaluable technical data on stability and control
criterie for V/STOL aircraft in general.

The X-19A 1s another research aircraft with twin turbines and four
tandem tilted propellers. Two prototypes are being procured at an
estimated cost to the Govermnment of $14 million. The first flight
was made in November 1963 and flight testing will continue through

FY 1966.

The largest development in the New Surveillance Aircraft progranm,
for which $7 million has been included in the FY 1966 budget, is the
XV-6A (P-1127 HAWKER), a British designed light weight V/STOL strike-
reconnaissance aireraft which was first flown in October 1960. Although
the operational capabilities of this aircraft were marginal, it never-
theless promised to provide an early source of technical and operational
experience with a V/STOL aircraft in a fighter configuration. Accord-
ingly, in 1962 the Unlted States joined with Germany and the United
Kingdom in the further development of this aircraft. A total of nine
aircraft are to be constructed under the joint program and sgix have
already been completed. The U,S. share of the cost is estimated at
about $38 million, including approximately $6 million in FY 1966. The
initial operational suitability testing of this aircraft will be conducted
in the U.K. by a tri-partite squadron made up of three aircraft each
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from the U.S., U.,K., and Germany. Upon completion of the test program
in the U.K,, further tests may be conducted in the U.S. with at least
three aircraft.

In addition to the P-1127 program, the U.S. is participating in
several cooperative RAD programs with Germeny and France vhich provide
for an exchange of technical data on V/STOL technology. The German
and French V/STOL projects incorporate variations in airframe and
propulsion designs which have not been duplicated in the United States.

The XV-4A, the second development under the New Surveillance Air-
craft program, is an augmented Jjet 1ift design. Two research aircraft
have been built at a cost of $4.2 million. The first conventional
fiight was made in July 1962. The aircraft hovered in June 1963 and
transitioned from hovering to conventionsl flight in Rovember 1963.
One aircraft was lost in the summer of 1964 but flight testing is con-
tinuing on the second airecraft.

The XV-5A, the third development under the New Surveillance
Alrcraft program, 1s a fan-in-wing design. The first conventional
flight was made in May 1964 and a full V/STOL transition was demonstre.-
ted in November 1964, Two prototypes are being procured at a cost of
$16.1 million. Flight testing will continmue through FY 1966.

Including the Navy and Air Porce V/STOL projects, a total of about
$79 million is included in the FY 1966 budget for this program compared
with $93 million in FY 1965 and $98 million in FY 1964,

The next item 1s the "Heavy Lift Helicopter" which was started in
FY 1963 with the purchase of six off-the-ghelf, heavy 1ift "flying
crane" type helicopters. These machineg are being used to test the
feasibility of using very large helicopters to move heavy Army equip-
ment over otherwise impassable terrain in support of combat operations,
The $3 million requested for FY 1966 is to continue field evaluation of
the six helicopters. If successful, we plan to provide one company of
12 aircraft for each field army.

For "Alrcraft Suppressive Fire Systems," $4 million 1s included in
the FY 1966 budget. This program provides for the translation of explor-
atory research in airborne weapons into prototype hardware. Included
are such projects as a stabllized sight for the airborne SS=11 wire guided
anti-tank missile, tracking evaluation of the SOLO autcmatic "lock-on"
tracker and the evaluation of various range finder techniques for heli.

copter use,
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The "CCIS for Field Army" is a command and control information
eystem which we are trying to develop for fleld army use by applying
automatic date processing techniques to the five {nter-related functions
of fire control, intelligence, operations, logistics and personnel.
Considerable progress has already been made in two areas -- intelli-
gence and fire support -- and the $13 million requested for PY 1966
will support work in the other three areas and will be used to develop
more efficient automstic data processing equipment and commmications.
As I indicated earlier, this type of integrated Command and Control
Information System would be particularly important in a tactical
nuclear war in Europe.

The next item, "Surface-to-Air Missile", for which $15 million
is requested in FY 1966, is the advanced missile system capable of
use against sophisticated aireraft and short range balllstic missiles,
which I discussed earlier as a means of alr defense for the field army.
Because of the complexity of the entire air defense problem, we have
declided to concentrate our efforte during FY 1966 on technologlcal
investigations and system definition studies. Development of various
other essential components of this system, e.g., phased array raders,
are also proceeding in other projects.

The next item, "DOD Commmnication Satellite, Ground", is the Army
portion of the Defense Commnications Satellite Program for which $20
million is required for FY 1966. I discussed this system eariier in
connection with the space programs.

The projects in the pnext two line items -- "NIKE X Experiments” and
"Anti-Tenk Weapons" -- have been moved forward into more advanced stages
of development or into production.

2. Ravy

The first two items in the Navy list of advanced developments
represent the Navy's participation in the Department of Defense V/STOL
development program., The $5 million requested for "V/STOL Develop-
ment" is to continue work on the X-22 which is now being completely
funded by the Navy. No funds are requested irn the Navy's budget for
"P-1127 HAWKER" which is now being entirely funded by the Army.

The $6 million requested for "Advanced Aireraft Engines" is for
a new program designed to demonstrate the technical feasibllity of a
high thrust-to-welight ratio, turbo-fan engine, including thrust
deflection and augmentation systems, Such an engine would have a wide
application to V/STOL and conventional general purpose attack aircraft
in both the subsonic and supersonic regimes.
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I have already discussed the next item, the "Advenced SAM System",
for which $12 million 1s requeeted in FY 1966. This is the surface-
to-air missile system which we hope will eventually replace the
TERRIER, TARTAR and TALOS in the early 1970s. Development is being
concentrated on the multi-function phased array radare, digitized
computeres and micro-electronices which should permit the development
of a lowver cost, smaller and more effective fleet air defense system.

The "Advanced Anti-radiation Missile System,” for which $6 million
1s requested in FY 1966, is contemplated as a follow-on to the SHRIKE
missile in the early 1970s. Emphasis will be placed on development of
a seeker with a broad-band coverage and capability against different
kinds of radars. Although the Navy will do the work on the sub-systems,
this missile develomment is also of interest to the Army and Air Force.

The $5 million requested for the "Advanced Sea-based Deterrent”
project would continue a broad program of investigation and applied
research focused on possible configurations of future gsea-based stra-
teglc systems from which an advanced weapon system may eventually
evolve, Among the areas being explored are materials and structures
for deep submergence, deep capsule launch and new re-entry systems.

The $13 million requested for "Astromautics” in 1966 includes
$6 million for the Kavy's portion of the Defense Communications Satel-
lite program and $7 million for satellite geophysics (Project ARNA),
both of which I discussed in the Space program.

The remaining items on the Navy's advanced development list are
all related to underseas warfare. As I indicated earlier, improved
weapons and equipment are considered much more urgent at this time
than large numbers of additional ASW ships. We have included in the
FY 1965 budget a total of $386 million for ASW RDTRE, $121 milljon
under Advanced Developments.,

The first item in this group is "ARTEMIS/Underwater Acoustics",
& large scale experimental effort in the long range detection of
enemy submarines by active means, vhich is directed at extending our
basic knovledge of sonar techniques, particularly in low frequency
acoustics, a science vital to the solution of the long range detection
and surveillance problem. Receiving arrays have been installed at
500 to 1,200 fathoms in watere south of Bermuda and a sound scurce has
been mounted aboard a ship. The $5 million requested for FY 1966 will
be devoted to the study of low frequency acoustic echo ranging to dis-
tances of 500 miles and to investigating the effects of reverberation
on acousticel signals.
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The next item, "Airborne ASW Detection Systems,” for which $21
million is requested in FY 1966, includes a number of related projects.
One project involves the development of an integrated avionlies system
for use in new alircraft to counter high speed deep diving submarines.

. Another project is concerned with investigating the feasibllity of en

ASW helicopter-based detection system which could shift from the
search to the attack role without loss of target contact. Work will
also be conducted under this project on sonobuocy systems which can

localize date with sufficient ac to allow ASW alrcraft to
strack sumarizes IREERNREN

The next two projects involve the development of new sopars, the
first for s submarine and the sBecond for a surface ship. The "Advanced
Submarine Sonar Development", for which $13 miliion is requested in
FY 1966, was initiated this year and is. directed to the dsvelopment of
a passive sonar with vastly increased performance, relisbility and
meintaipability, to cope with the "quiet" submarine threat anticipated
in the 1970s. Project definition results will be evaluated in FY 1966
and development contracts will be awarded for the design fabrication
and testing of developmental models in FY 1967-1968, with the hope of
having the new sonar available for the FY 1969 shipbullding program.

e "Advanced Surface Scoar" project involves two major efforts --
would have a passive and active
detection capability many times greater than our present

effort will provide increased detection, range and classifi-
cation capabilities for the existing AN/S5QS-23 so

The "Acoustics Countermessure" pro,ject , for vhich $'5 million is
requested in FY 1965, is designed o . o
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The $2 million requested for "Hydrofoils" in FY 1966 is for
the evaluation of the 110 ton 45 knot patrol craft already completed
and the 320 ton 50 knot hydrofoil auxilliary ship to be campleted late

. in 1965. The evaluation effort will concentrate on hydronamic

structure, propulsion and control systems in order t0 determine the
utility of these ships in the ASW and other roles.

One of the important efforts being greatly expanded in FY 1966 is
the "Deep Submergence Program" for.which $18 million is requested.
This program is concerned with the exploration and exploitation of the
continentel shelf and the ocean depths incluling: extended manned
operation at air pressures corresponding to 600 foot depths, submarine
personnel escape and rescue down to depths of 2,000 feet; the location,
identification and recovery of small objects down to depths of 20,000
feet; the recovery and salvage of large objects in depths down to 600,
feet; deep diving submersibles; and oceanographic research., This
program which is closely related to other supporting research and
development efforts, is also expected to contribute directly to the
requirements of other Government agencies.

The program "Reactor Propulsion Plants", for which $20 million is
requested in FY 1966, covers two major projects. One of these is directed
to the development of a "natural circulation” nuclear power plant which
would provide a quieter, safer, more reliable propulsion plant for sub-
marines. This project will require $€ million in FY 1966. Results of
work conducted under the second project, originally directed to the
development of a smaller, less expensive single reactor power plant
for frigzates an stroyers, have established the feasibllity of a

power plant with e very long fuel life. Since two
such reactors could produce as mch power as”four of the 'reactors on
the ENTERPRISE, we heve asked the AEC to develop a
power nuclesar propulsion plant for possible use on the atteck carrier
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tentatively planned for the FY 1967 shipbuilding program. The $14.2
million requested for this project would complete the Navy's share

of the development (propulsion plant machinery as opposed to the
reactor development of the AEC), and would provide for testing certain

prrototype components.

In discussing the destroyer escort program under the Navy's General
Purpose Forces, I pointed out that the emphasis on the SEA HAWK ASW
escort project had been shifted to work on the four essential components
of the system. One of these components is included among the Navy's
engineering development projects which I will discuss a little later,
The other three are included in advanced development.

The first of these, "Propulsion Development SEA HAWK," for which
$14 million is.requested in FY 1966, will concentrate on the development
of a combined gas turbine propulsion system for ASW ships, (possibly with
a regenerative cycle turbine as the basic unit). Such an engine would
be considerably more efficlent at the high speeds required of destroyer
escorts and considerably lighter in weight than s conventional power
plant.

For the third component, the "ASW/Ship Integrated Combat System,”
$1 million is requested for FY 1966 to investigate the cost end feasi-
bility of developing a single system which would integrate command and
control with the control of weapons and the sonars. Such an integrated
system would be particularly useful in an ASW escort ship where a quick,
coordinated effort is essential for the successful execution of the
nission. :




3. Alr Force

The first four items on the Alr Force list of advanced develop~-
‘ments are all part of the V/STOL aircraft technology program discussed
earlier,

The $8 million requested for "Tri-Service V/STOL Development" will
continue operational evaluation of the XC-1k2, the X-142A and the X-19A.

The $8 million requested for "V/STOL Aircraft Technology" provides
for the test and evaluation of various domestic and foreign V/STOL con-
. cepts and equlipments with a view towards the eventual design of an
operational V/STOL fighter-type aircraft. Included in this evaluation
are the Britisgh HAWKER P-1127, the French Mirage ITIC end the (erman
V3-101 end VAE~1G1B.

The $30 million requested for "VIOL Engine Development” encompasses
two separate types of engines -- one, a pure 1ift engine and the second,
an engine which can deflect its thrust to produce 1lift during take-off
and landing and also be used for forward propulsion. It 1s clear from
our extensive work on V/STOL aircraft that the key to further progress
is the availability of more efficient power plants. Much of the
technology has been developed under other related R&D projects but we.
feel the time ig now ripe to undertake the actual development of hard-
ware for test and evaluation.

The fourth project on the 1list, $10 miliion for a "Light Weight
Turbojet", is essentially to demonstrate the technology for light
welght turbo engines for various purposes including V/STOL. The
thrust to welight ratio sought in this project is twenty to one, mch
higher than found in existing engines.

The next two projects "Overland Radar" and "AWACS" are closely
related, The first, for which $8 million is requested in FY 1966,
copcerns the development of the radar technology vwhich would be
needed in the development of an airborne warning and control system
(AWACS). An aircraft with this mission would need a radar capability
of detecting and tracking airborne targets. over land in the presence

209



gla—

of severe ground clutter. This is very difficult and almost impossible
at the distances and with the speeds originally planned., A reduced per-
formance AWACS may well be possible but the radar must also be capable
of a track-while-scan operation and of height ranging. The $3 million
requested for AWACS would initiate systems development at & slower

rate compatible with the integration of the aircraft and the radar,

For "Tactical Fighter Avionics", $31 million is requested for the
development of an advenced air-to-air and air-to-ground delivery capa-
bility. 1In this program, state-of-the-art technoclogy is developed into
hardware which would greatly improve night time and all-weather delivery
when adapted to such aircraft as the F-ll1A.

The $10 million requested for "Reconnaissance Strike Capability"
is to develop and demonstrate a capabllity with multiple high-resolu-
tion sensors such as side-looking radars, for both the Strategic and
the General Purpose Forces,

The $10 million requested for the "Close Support Fighter" is to
{a) evaluate existing aircraft such as the A<}, A-6, A-7 and F-5 for
the close support role and (b) cover the cost of modifying one of these
types of aircraft for the Air Force close support mission. Our purpose
here, as I noted earlier, is to explore the possibility of developing
a low cost per unit aircraft to be used together with the F-111A in a
mixed tactical force, since there are many missions which do not require
such high cost/high performance aircraft as the F-111A or even the F-k,

The FY 1966 budget includes $6 million to continue the X-15 project.
This rocket powered research aircraft has contributed a great deal of
useful knowledge, not only to aircraft design but also to owr space
effort. The X-15 is now being used as a "test bed" aircraft for a
group of advanced experiments in aeronautical and space sclences, in-
cluding serodynamic research, air-breathing propulsion and the demon-
stration of supersonic transport structural techniques.

The $5 million requested for "Tactical Missile Guidance Develop-
ment” would provide for the fabrication and testing of several radiating
and non-radiating, homing and tracking guldance heads. The best of
these heads will be installed in existing missiles for further demon-
stration of their capabllities.

To wrap up the Stellar Inertial Guldance project which was orig-
inelly undertaken as part of the M/MREM development program, $1 million
will be needed in FY 1966. This technology will subsequently be picked
up in the Advanced Space Guidance project which was initiated this
year and which I discussed earlier in connection with the Defense

Department 's space program.
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The request also includes $5 million for continued study of the
various technological and operational concepts for an "Advanced
ICEM". This is the land-based counterpart of the Advanced Sea~based
Deterrent study which I touched on in comnection with the Ravy's
advanced developments,

The FY 1966 budget includes $6 million to continue wark on "Low
Altitude Supersonic Vehicles". This project consists of studies,
tests and investigations designed to explore the feasibility of com-
ponents which could provide the technical basis for the design of &
chemical-powered supersonic, low altitude vehicle.

The remaining items on the Air Force list of sdvanced developments
are all space projects which I discussed earlier. :

F., ENGINEERING DEVELOPMENT :

This category includes those projects being engineered for Service
use, but which have not as yet been approved for production and deploy
ment. i )

1. Army

I ave already discussed in considerable detail, in the section on
Strategic Offensive and Defensive Forces, the first two items on the
Army list, The "NIKE-ZEUS Testing” program will be completed during
the current fiscal year and all further testing will be taken over by
the NIKE X program. The $407 million requested for "NIKE X" will con-
tinue, on an urgent basis, the development of that new system including
the multi-function phased array radar (MAR), the migsile site radar (MSR),
high speed data processing equipment, the ZEUS missile and the high
acceleration SPRINT missile. :
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The $10 million reguested for "Forward Area Air Defense” will be
devoted to0 the further analysis of the forward area air defense problem
created by the disappeinting resulte of the MAULER development program
(MAULER was to have been the principal weapon for the defense of forces
in the field against aircraft attack). As I have already indicated, an
interim program comprising CHAPARRAL (& vehicle-mounted SIDEWINDER), the
gelf-propelled HAWK and a 20 mm. gun is now underway or planned. The
$10 million requested for thie project for F¥Y 1966 will be devoted to
the exploration of & longer term solution to this problem.

The $46 million requested for the "Division Support Missile (LANCE)"
will substantially complete Bystem development. LANCE is a light weight
self-propelled missile syestem designed as an eventual replacement for
BOREST JOHN and possibly LITTLE JOEN, This ailr-transportable missile,
wvith a range of more than 45 miles and e CEP of about 250 yerds, should
have a high "ki11" capability against troops, even with non-nuclear war-
heads. The first flight of LANCE is scheduled for February 1965.

Further testing will be requlred before a decision can be made to place
it in production

$6i million is requested in the FY 1966 budget to continue
engineering development of a variety of other weapons. Included in
this category is the development of the Special Purpose Individual
Weapon (SPIW) as a possible replacement for the M-1li rifle and the M-T9
. grenade lsuncher. Four different experimental models have been designed,
each of which can fire high velocity flechettes and high explosive
(4O mm.) grenades. Another item in this category is the 107 mm. mortar
being developed as & replacement for the current 4.2" mortar. The new
mortar would be half the weight of the present ope and would have 50
percent longer range., It could also fire a nuclear armed projectile
out to a range of 5,000 meters and could therefore serve as a replace-
ment for the DAVY CROCKETT system:. Also included in this category are
atomic munitions for tactical use (excluding the nuclear warbeads).
Current projects include projectiles for artillery and infantry support
weapons and atomic demolition munitions (AIM).

The next two items, "Aircraft Suppressive Fire Systems" and "Advanced
Aerial Pire Support Systems" are closely related. The former, for which
$15 million is requested, ie concermed with the development and adapta-
tion of weapon sub-systems for aireraft, and it was under this program that
the presently operational helicopter armament systems were developed.

The latter project, for which $17 million is requested, would initiate

the development of a completely integrated armed "helicopter-like" system
as a replacement for the present improvised armed HU-1B system. The new
vehicle would bave a speed of perbaps 200 knots, advanced fire control and
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avionics systems and would be designed to use such weapons &g & new
"high rate of fire" machine gun, and the TOW and SHILLRIAGH anti-tank
missiles,

The $2 million requested for Tactical Transport Aircraft 1s to
complete development of the CV-T (BUFFALO). This airplane is being
developed jointly by the U.S. and Canada for Army use. It can carry
about 55 percent more than the CARIBOU I and is about 25 percent faster.
Four prototype aircraft will be delivered to the U.S. Army for testing
early this year. No decision has yet been made to produce and deploy
this aircraft since the entire problem of Army air mobility is still
under study.

The $18 million requested for "Combat Surveillance and Target
Acquisition" includes a number of different projects: ground radar for
detection of moving vehicles and personnel; sound and flash ranging
equipment for locating hostile weapons; image interpretation and photo
processing equipnent; and an unmenned aerial surveillance system., This
last project, for which $6 million is included in the FY 1966 budget, is
designed to provide an serial combat surveillance and target acquisition
capability when weather or enemy air defenseas restrict mapned aircraft
flights.

The $25 million requested for "Communications and Electronics” will
finance the development of tactical radios, automatic electronic switch-
boards and air traffic control systems.

The next two items were discussed briefly in connection with the Army's
General Purpose Forces. The $17 million requested for the "Heavy Anti-
Tank Missile (TOW)" for FY 1966 should substantiaslly complete the funding
of this development. The $22 million in FY 1966 shown for the "Main Battle
Tank" will provide for: the U.S. share of the tank component development
costs covered by the joint U.S.-FRG tank development cost sharing agreement
($18 million); the project management costs for the Main Battle Tank develop-
ment which are not covered by the agreement (about $2 million); and the
development costs for the SHILLELAGH turret for the M-60, mentioned earlier
in the discussion of the Army's procurement program for FY 1966 ($2 million).

2. Navy

The first five items on the Navy's 1list of engineering developments
are all associated with undersea warfare and, in total, amount to $65
million in FY 1966.

As I noted earlier, the SEA HAWK project has been reoriented to
concentrate on tbe four baslc sub-systems and bas therefore been dropped
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from the engineering development category. The next item, $ million
for "ASW Ship Compand and Control System,” 1s tbe fourth of these sub-
systems. This development will continue modification of computer and
display equipment and camputer programs developed under the RKavy
Tactical Data System program. It is planned to use the USQ-20B
computer which will give faster input/output capabilities than

that of the present version (USQ-20A). Three prototype systems

will be developed, one to be tested on land, another aboard an ASW
carrier and the third aboard an eacort ship.

The largest single item in this category is the $43 million
requested to continue development of the "MK-48 Torpedo." As I
indicated earlier in my discussion of the Na ¥
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_ The FY 1966 budget includes $4 million for "ASW Rockets." This
project 1s directed to the development of a rocket-boosted ballistic
flight missile which will be compatible with the ASROC launcher and
fire control system and which will increase the effective range from
about 10,000 yards to 18,000 yards. Project definition is planned

for FY 1966 and introduction into the fleet for about 1970 or 1971.

The $16 million requested in FY 1966 for "Marine Corps Developments”
includes: an amphibious assault personnel carrier capable of transporting
infantry weapons and supplies through very rough surf in the essault
rhase of an amphibious operation; a landing force amphibious support
vehicle for rapid movement of supplies and equipment from ship to
shore and over land; and light weight, helicopter-transportable, high
performance ground radars.

The regenerstive turbo prop engine development for ASW aircraft,
which was described in this section last year under the heading
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"Adrcraft Engines,” is to be shelved following completion of the
hardwere, without going on tc pre-flight test rating. Farther
study bhas convinced us that it is unlikely that this engine will
be retrofitted into existing aircraft or installed in a new
aircraft during the next decade.

The last item, "Special Warfare Havy Aircraft,” is the new light
armed reconnajissance airplane (LARA), designed primerily as a com-
bination weapone delivery-logistics, primitive area STOL air support
vehicle for counterinsurgency operations. A contract was awarded last
October for seven prototype aircraft. %The first flight is expected
by the end of this year and an extensive operation evaluation will
follow. The total cost of the program is estimated at $18 million to
be completed with the $6 miliion requested for FY 1966.

3. ‘ Alir Force

I have already discussed most of the Alir Force engineering devel-
opments in connection with cther programs.

The $25 million shown for the "XB-TO" in FY 1966 will complete
the funding of that project, for a total development cost of $1,483
million. This is slightly below our target of $1,500 million but it
should be noted that the third test sircraft had to be eliminated from
the program. 'The first completed XB-70 was flown in September 1964.
Three more flights were made in October and the fifth is scheduled for
January 1965. The second vehicle is expected to be campleted in April
of this year with the first flight scheduled for July. The currently
approved two vehicle program provides for 180 hours of flight test
vhich we believe will be adequate to "de-bug" the aircraft and to
determine its basic aerodynamic structure and performance characteris-
tice. Only five howrs have thus far been accumilated on the first
ajircraft. After the initial flight test program is completed there
may be other exploratory test programe in which the XB-70 could be
used, for example, in comnnection with supersonic transports or general
aeronautice research in such areas as general handling gqualities of
large supersonic aircraft, sonic boom measurements, ete.

The next item, "Advanced Mznned Aircraft," encompasses studies
on the airframe, the development of advanced avionics and design and
demonstration of the new power plant required by advanced aircraft,
including strategic bemberes. Last year the Congress appropriated a
total of $52 million for the development of an advanced strategic
manned aircraft. As shown on the Table, $28 million of these funds
will be used in FY 1965 and the remaining $24 million in FY 1966,
leeving $15 million in nev obligational authority needed next year.

215



p

The development of a new "Short Range Attack Missile,” which
could be used with the B-52 as well as with a new strategic and other
advanced alrcraft, is shown as a separate item on the next line. To
begin development of the missile this year, $5 million of FY 1965
funds were reprogramed to this project and $37 million more is requested
for FY 1966 to continue this work.

The fourth item on the Air Force list is the "YF-12A" for which
$28 million 1s requested for FY 1966. Of this amount, $5 million will
be used to continue work to improve the ASG-18/AIM- ATA fire control
and air-to-air missile systems, already installed in the YF-12A. As
shown on the Table on the next line, these systems were developed in
prior years.

For continued development of "Advanced Ballistic Misgile Re-entry
Systems, " we are requesting $168 million in FY 1966, This effort
includes a wide variety of techniques desligned to improve the
capabilities of our strateglc missiles to penetrate anti-missile defenses
as well ae to improve their accuracy and overall weapon system effective-
ness. These advanced re-entry development programs require sub-
stantial numbers of flight tests and, for this purpose, we are using
ATLAS missiles,which are being phased out of the operational force,at
a considerable seving in the total cost of this program.

For "NIKE/ZEUS Targets" to support the NIKE X development program,
$9 million is requested for FY 1966. These target systems are developed
and fabricated to Army requirements and are delivered by ATLAS boosters
launched into the KwaJalein area from Vandenberg Air Force Base.

I have already discussed the next item, "TITAN IIIA apd IIIC."

No additional funds are being requested for the last item, the
"M/MRBM, " which 18 being dropped from the development program since the
Congress did not see fit to support the project.

G. MANAGEMENT ARD SUPPORT

l. Amy

As shown on Table 20, $88 million is requested for the support
of White Sands Missile Range, one of the national ranges used by all
Govermment agencies, Test programs conducted at White Sands include
those for REDEYE, NIKE X, LANCE, PERSHING and advanced re-entry systems,
a8 well as certain safety devices for the RASA APOLLO program. Work
will also be conducted on the development of improved cameras, telescopes
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and other optical and electronic range instrumentation equipment for
use at all pational missile ranges.

At the beginning of the current fiscal year, the Army assumed full
responsibility for the Kwajalein Test Site, providing essentially the
same range support as previously provided by the Navy. The need to
create an ICBM impact corridor across the Kwajalein Lagoon for NIKE X
and ICBM testing has required the relocation of the matives living in
the corridor to the Island of Ebeye. This project will require about
$6 million in FY 1966, the principel reason for the increase over FY 1965.

The $199 million requested for General Support covers the costs of all
Army R&D installations and activities other than White Sands and
Kwajalein, This support includes equipment procurement for research
laboratories, test facillities and proving grounds, the cost of civilian
and military salaries, and the construction of new facilities.

2. Ravy

The Pacific Missile Range with headquarters at Point Mugu, California,
is responsible for range scheduling, communications, weather and meteoro-
logical services and data reduction in support of all sea-based missile
and space launch operations in the Pacific. Facilities located at
Barking Sands and Kaneohe in the Hawaiian area provide communjcations and
range instrumentation. The FY 1966 request of $77 million is $46 million
lees than currently programed for FY 1965, principally because of the
planned transfer of the Point Arguello and Point Pillar facilities in
California to the Alr Force. Among the test programs supported by the
Pacific Missile Range are those for TERRIER, TARTAR and TAIOS, the new
Standardized Ship-to-Air Missile and the PHOENIX air-to-air missile.

The Atlantic Undersea Test Evaluation Center (AUTEC) will have three
underwvater test ranges sited in a deep sea canyon off the Bahamas, de-
signed to test weapons, sonars, and acoustics systems. The $8 million
request for FY 1966 is $11 million less than the current FY 1965 program,
primarily because of lower construction requirements next year.

For the General Support of all other Navy R&D laboratories and
test facilities, $210 million is requested for FY 1966.

3. Air Force
For the Eastern Test Range, formerly known a& the Atlantic Missile

Range, $22] million is requested in FY 1966, about the same as the
current fiscal year. This range consists of a complex of instrumented
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networks including fixed and mobile land-based stations and airborne
and shipborne instrumentation extending fram Cape Kennedy sovth-eastward
through the mid- and south Atlantic area, South America and Africa to
the Indian Ocean. The Eastern Test Range supports such Defense programs
as MINUTEMAN, POLARIS, START (Spacecraft Technology and Advanced Re-
entry Tests) and ASSET (an ummanned re-entry vehicle) together with such
RASA programs as GEMINI, APOLLO, DELTA, CENTAUR, RANGER and MARINER.
Future test activities will involve greater accuracies, larger payloads
and more complex re-entry vehicles as well as more sophisticated missions.
To meet these more demanding requirements, the funds included in the

FY 1966 request will provide a capability for covering different launch
azimuths, including a capability to assist the Western Test Range in
tracking polar-orbiting satellites. The program will also provide for
improved ship and aireraft instrumentation to facilitate the search and
rescue activities assocliated with the manned space flight programs.

The Air Force's Western Test Range (AFWTR) consists of a complex
of range instrumentation networks supporting Air Force, Ravy and NASA
lsunches from Vandenberg Air Force Base, Polnt Arguello and Point Mugu.
The transfer of responsibility for land-based missile and space launch
operations from the Navy will be completed by the end ¢f the current
fiscal year and therefore the $62 million required for FY 1966 is
inecluded in the Ailr Force request,

General Support, including "Development Support,” will require
$645 million in FY 1966. This item carries the major support of the
Alr Force Systems Command and its nmation-wide camplex of research,
development, and test Instaliations, the econstruction of additiomal
regsearch and development facilities, apd other support programs, It
includes about $38 million for the cost of services provided under
contract by organizations such ae RAND, Aerospace Corporation, and
the Lincoln Iaboratories.

L, Defense Supply Agency

The Defense Documentation Center which acquires, stores and
disseminates scientific and technical documents to the defense
community, will require $12 million in FY 1966, about the same as
the current fiscal year.

H., EMERGENCY FUND
As previously mentioned, we are requesting the appropriation of

$150 million and transfer authority of the same emount for the
Department of Defense Emergency Fund.
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I. FINANCIAL SUMMARY

The Research and Develomment Program, including the development
of systems approved for deployment, will require $6.7 billion in
New Obligational Authority for FY 1966. A comparison with prior
years 1s shown below:

($ Billions, Fiscal Years)

1962 1963 1964 1965 1966
Actual Actual Actual Est. Proposed

R&D - except systems approved

for deployment L,2 5.l 5.3 5.1 Selt
R&D - systems spproved for

deployment 2.6 2.5 2.3 1.9 1.9
Total R&D 6.8 7.6 7.6 T.0 7.3
Less: Support from other

appropriations -0.5 -0.5 «0.,5 =~0.h -0.5
Total R&D (‘TOA) 6.3 T.1 7.1 6.6 6.8
Less: Financing Adjustments  -0.9  =0.1 -0.1 -0.1  -0.1
Total R&D (NOA) 5.4 7.0 7.0 6.5 | 6.7
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. VII. GENERAL SUPPORT

General Support comstitutes the "all other" or residual category
and includes &ll costs not capable of being directly or meaningfully
allocated to the other major programs. Because of the large number
and wide variety of the functions encompassed, this major program is
best discussed in terms of its constituent parts.

For purposes of convenience, the variocus elements of the General
Sypport Program have been divided into ten broad groupings: 1individual
training and education; intelligence and security; commmications;
logistics support; military family housing; medical services; head-
quarters and support services; the National Military Command System;
the Defense Atamic Support Program; and miscellaneocus Department-wide
activities. These broad groupings are themselves further broken dowm
into more specific categories or functioms, a selected list of which is
shown on Table 21.

Much of the General Support Program represents '"fixed charges."
But, vherever we had some discretion, we eliminated marginal items and
activities.

The following highlights same of the important trends.
. A. INDIVIDUAL TRAINING AND EDUCATION

This portion of the General Support Program includes the cost of
equipment, base support, comstruction, imstructors, students and
travel directly related to recruit, technical, professional, and flight
training, as well as support of the Service academies.

l. Recruit Training

Included here are the basic training programs for new recruits
and inductees, and certain advanced individual training courses for
Army personnel conducted in recruit training centers.

About two-thirds of the overall cost of recruit training is borne
by the Army, chiefly because of higher Army enlisted personnel twrmnover
rates stemning fram the use of the draft and support of & larger Reserve
Enlistment Program. Also, the recruit training cycles of the Army and
Marine Corps are longer and more costly since these Services provide
more weapons instruction than the other Services. Tralning loads and
costs for active forces personnel will be higher in FY 1966 than in FY 1965
chiefly because of a relatively high turnover (a cyclical phenamenon) as
well as some increases in Ravy and Marine Corps militery strength.
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In FY 1966 the Army plans to change its concept of scheduling the
training of recruits s¢ as to ensure that replacements are trained and
ready to join their units at the same time as their predecegsors actually
leave, thereby assuring that unit readiness is maintained at all times.
The Army will attempt to plan its program so as to maintain a level
"trained” strength, and inputs will be adjusted accordingly. The number
of inductees peeded by the Army for FY 1966 is estimeted at 111,000,
about 22,000 more than FY 1965.

2. Special Training and Enlistment Program (STEP)

We also propose to implement a Special Training and Enlistaent
Program for individuals who desire to enlist in the Army but who fail
to qualify because of minor educational or physical deficiencies. These
men will be put through an initial speclalized training program and those
who can be raised to the regular mental and physical standards will be
transferred to & normal duty assignment for the balance of & three-year
enlistment. We hope this program will qualify a high percentage of the
trainees for continued Regular Army service, thus replacing an equivalent
number of draftees. It should also provide useful information for our
current study of future military manpower policies including the role of
the draft.

Tentatively, we plan to enlist 60,000 volunteers in this program
over &8 four-year period with the first growp of 250 trainees scheduled
to start specialized training in the spring of 1965. We have already
transmitted to the apporpriate Congressional committees our request to
reprogram $7.4 million of available funds toc start this program in
FY 1965 and $30.1 million will be required in FY 1966 to continue it. A
trainee strength of 3,750 is plenned for end FY 1965 and 8,000 for end
FY 1966. The funde shown on Teble 21 include the cost of military and
civilian staffs and the necessary supplies and equipment, as well as the
ray and allowances of the trainees.

3. Technical Training

Included here are the costs associated with the development of
the hundreds of specimlized skills required by our military personnel,
other than flight training or professional-level courses. In addition
to the costs of operating technical training schools and related training
equipment procurement and construction costs, the figures shown on
Table 21 alsc include the pay and allowances for the active-duty personnel
assigned to these schools for training.

A large majority of the one-half million new personnel who enter
military service each year require an initial period of formal
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technical schoaling before they can be assigned for duty to an opersting
wait. In addition, advanced or specialized training must be provided
to many of our career personnel to train them in new equipment or pro-
cedures and to qualify them for higher levels of responsibility.

A major portion of this training is concentrated in those
gpecialties associated with operation and maintenance of electronics
and missile guidance equipment, and other advanced weapons systems. In
spite of the relatively inflexible mature of much of these costs, there
are opportunities for inmproved effectiveness without compromising
quality. For example, & recamputation of Air Force technical training
requirements last year resulted in a reduction of 4,300 speces in FY 1966,
with a total cost savings of $19.2 million. For the future, we are study-
ing such areas as the balance dbetween on-the-job training and school
training and the feasibility of condensed electronics courses.

I mentioned last year that in order to reduce the expensive turn-
over of highly trained speclalists, we had revised the system of
proficiency payments to concentrete them in the most costly specilalties.
Under this plan, we are providing selective increases in the rates of

roficlency pay in the Army, Navy and Marine Corps, raising them from
230 to $60 per month to $50, $75 and $100 per month. The Air Force,
because of its more favorable overall career ratio is, for the

present, retalning the lower rates. In order to help us evaluate the
effectiveness of these higher rates over a long enough period, we pro-
pose to hold the FY 1966 proficiency pay program at virtually the

current year's level. By this time next year, we should know a good desl
more about the real value of proficiency pay.

4. Professional Training

Professional tralning encompasses primarily college and st-
graduate level instruction and includes the joint Service ¢
staff schools, post-graduate schools, officer candidate schools, and
the education of military persocnnel at civilian colleges and univers-
ities.

The requirement for personnel with a sclentific or engineering
background is rising every year. For example, the Alr Force estimates
that within the next ten years as many as 22,000 officers may have to
receive professional training. One way to increase training effect-
iveness and reduce costs in this area is to eptahlish Joint Service
schools such as those we are conducting in foreign language training
and weapons systems management. For example, the Defense lLanguage
Institute teaches over 60 different lenguages and, in its first full
year of operation, served over 6,500 studente. We will continue to
lock for additional opportunities for this kind of joint training in
the future.
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5. Fliight Training

The principal cost elements in this category are base operatioms
and procurement and operation of training aireraft. Pilots are the
most expensive military speclalists and we have rigorously reviewed
the requirements for flight training.

The Air Force's pilot training output is scheduled to increase
from about 2,200 in FY 1965 to about 2,300 in FY 1966, and to about
3,100 in FY 1967 in order to provide replacements for the large mmbers
of pilots who entered service during World War IT and who will be
retiring or leaving flying status over the pext few years. To mini-
mize costs, the Alr Force has modified its pilot training curricula
80 as 1o be able to absorb the increased student loads without
increasing the size of the training complex.

The Army pilot training program will produce about 1,900 new
pilots in FY 1965 and about 1,550 in FY 1966, Studies are now being
made of the requirement for Army aviators, including & review of each
position needed for command supervision and a re-evaluation of career
programs with a view to more frequent aviation duty assigmments for
officer pilots. Meanwhile, the Army plans t0 use more warrant officers
as pllots.

The Navy's flight training output (including pilots for the Marine
Corps), will remain level at about 1,700 in FY 1966 and is tentatively
scheduled to rise to 1,800 in FY 1967.

In total, we propose to procure about $116 million of flight
training airceraft in FY 1966. The FNavy would buy 73 TA-L4E jet trainers
to replace TF-9Js as well as 18 T-2B basic jet trainers. The Air
Force would procure its final increment of T-38 advanced supersonic
traliners in its planned replacement program for the aging T-33s. The
Army would procure TO instrument trainers -- ten fixed-wing aircraft
and 60 helicopters.

6. Service Academies

In sccordance with the legislation authorized by the Congress
last year, we plan to0 increase average enrollment at the Military
Academy from sbout 2,550 in FY 1965 to about 3,100 in FY 1968 and at
the Air Force Academy fram about 2,700 to 3,100 over the same period.
In FY 1966, enroliments at each will rise by about 200 cadets. Naval
Academy enrollment will remain at the current level of about 4,000
midshipmen.
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For FY 1966, we propose a construction program for the academies
of about $58.5 million -- $26.3 for the Military Academy, $17.1 for
the Naval Acedeny and $15.1 millica for the Alr Force Academy. Por
the Military and Air Force Academies, this represents the second incre-
ment of & five-year expansion program to accommodate the larger cadet
corps. The Army would build a hospital, BOQ and plysical education
facilities and certain utilities. The Air Force would build class-
rooms and a field house. The Navy would build & new science bullding
and a central beeting plant as part of a long range modarnization

program.
7.  Headquartere and Support

Included under this heading on Table 21 are the costs of general
training devices, films, publications, testing activities, correspond.
ence schools and "other miscellapecus tralning support activities, as
well as the operating costs of the major training cammand heasdquarters
of each Service.




C. COMMUNICATIORS

The commmnications category includes both the Defense Copmunica-
tions System (DCS) and certain non-DCS commmications cperated by the
military departments. The DCS elements include the vorld-wide, long- -
baul, owned and leased, point-to-point wire, cable and radio communi-
cations facilities. The non-DCS elements include those cormmunications
operated by the military departments which serve the subordinate
cammanders of unified commands or are eelf-contaiped within tactical
organizations; self-contained local commmications facilities; land,
ship and alrborne terminal facilities; and shore-to-ship, ship-to-ship,
air-to-air and grownd-air-ground systems.

The coste of operating and malntaining the Defense Communications
System will rise to about $367 million in FY 1966, over 10 percent
bigher than the current fiscal year. For the most part, ¢this increase
reflects changes in owr internal funding arrangements stemming from
the planned expansion of the Automatic Volce Metwork (AUFOVON) rather

. 1
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than an actual increase in costs. The AUT'OVON system, which was
established in April 1964 by cambining existing Army and Air Force
vodce networks, currently includes ten switching centers. Because of
ocur growing need for autcmmted voice coommnications, we plan to expand
the AUTOVON system to 26 centers by end FY 1966 and, ultimately to T8
by FY 1970, including 11 in Canada.

7 As these new centers became available, certain volce traffic now
handled by toll calls and leased private lines vhich are funded as

base operating costs in other parts of the program, will be transferred
to AUTOVOR. Ip addition, new AUTNOVOR lines will replace existing
Govermment-owned volce circuits whose costs are currently reflected

in other programs, e.g., the voice networks for SAGE/BUIC in the
Continental Air & Missile Defense Program. Since AUTOVOR will he
managed by DCA under an industrial fund, such costs in the future will
be shown in this program.

In eddition, we plan to expand and modify the Automatic Diglital
Retwork (AUTODIN) so as to comstitute a single Department-wide digital
comnunications system. When it first becames operatiocnmal in February
1963, AUTODIN consisted of five switching centers, each with a capacity
of 100-150 lines. We intend to increase the capacity of the existing
five switching centers to 300 lines each and add four more switching
centers to the system. When the expanded network of nine centers becomes
operational in late FY 1966, we plan to phase out certain manual and
seml-automated systems. Idike AUTOVON, AUTODIN will be managed under
an industrial fund.

The investment costs of the Defense Comunications System will
decline in FY 1966, in part the result of a camprehensive review of
Defense commmicaticns requirements which we conducted last year.

About $700 million 18 included in the FY 1966 request for the
mjor cammunications systems of the military departments -- STARCOM,
NAVCOM and ATRCGHM.

D. LOGISTICS SUFPCRT

Logistics support camprises a wide variety of activities vhich
cannot be readily allocated to other major programs or elements.
Included under this heading on Teble 21 are the costs of: (1) Moving
cargo, freight and passengers -- except for the first destination trans-
portation of cargo -- by commercial carriers, the Military See Trans-
portation Service, the Military Air Transport Service and contract
airlift; (2) Purchasing, storing, warehousing, inventory, inspection
and meterial management functioms; (3) Those parts of the industrial
preparedness program (e.g., the provision of new industrial facilities
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and the maintenance of idle facilities) not identified with elements
of other major programs; and (4) The major overhaul and rebuild
activities for items which are retwrned to a camon stock and cammot,
therefore, be related directly to specific military forces or weapon
systems.

The management of our loglistics support activities will be covered
in the discussion of the Cost Reduction Program in Section IX of this
statement.

E. MILITARY FAMILY BOUSING

A total of $748.3 million is included in the FY 1966 budget for
family housing: $228.4 million for the comstruction of 12,500 new
units; $2.6 million for the comstruction of trailer park facilities
and the relocation of certain housing wunits; $19.4% million for improve-
ments to existing public quarters; $1 million for planning; $327.2
million for operation and maintenance including the cost of units
leased; and $169.6 million for payments on indebtedness and for mort-
gage insurance premiums.

Two years ago we presented to the Congress what we bellieved to
be a sound program for meeting cr most urgent needs for family hous-
ing -- 62,100 units over a five-year period. To this end we proposed
the comstruction of 12,100 units for FY 1964 and 12,500 units for each
of the next four years. The Congress, however, funded only 7,500 new
units for PY 1964 and 8,250 units in FY 1965. We still believe that
our goal of 62,100 additicpal family housing units is valid. Although
we cannoct nov satisfy this requirement within the original five-year
Period without a crash bullding program, I strongly urge the Congress
to suport our FY 1966 request for 12,500 unite. The President has
stated that he wants our uniformed citizens to be first class in every
regpect and wants their famllies to know only first class lives. We
feel that the provision of adequate family housing is one of
the foundation stones in providing first class treatment to owr armed
forces.

We are also requesting an increase in our domestic leasing
authority from 5,000 to 7,500 units. Each year the Congress authorizes
the leasing of housing facilities where it can be shown that there is
a shortage of adequate facilities at or near owr military installations.
Two years ago Congress reduced this leasing authority from 7,500 units
t0 5,000 mits in order to enforce stricter standards in the use of
this authority. We believe that this authority ie an important adjunct
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to our new construction program, filling a need where private rental
housing exists but 1s too costly for our personrel to lease. This
situation frequently occurs in same of the major metropolitan areas.
Both our study and experience show that 5,000 leased units cannot meet
all legitimate needs and we, therefore, request a retwrn to the
previous authorization level of 7,500 units.

In addition, we are asking for authority this year to build a limited
number of representatianal-type quarters. Some of our senior military
officers, such as the cammanders of our unified and specified commands,
bave duty assignments in which they are called upon to act as official
hosts representing the United States Governmment. Pudblic quarters which
provide adequate facilities for these representatiomal duties and
vhich reflect the prestige of the United States are needed. We pro-
pose to conetruct two sets of this type of quarters in FY 1966. To
thies end, we are requesting relief from the statutory ceiling on the
amount which may be spent on individual units of public gquarters.

With regard to improvements in the management of the family
bousing program and in the comstruction of pew housing upits, we are
continuing to enjoy benefits of same of the measures I mentioned last
year, e.g., a new information gathering system which has led to
higher occeupancy rates for famlly housing and a portfolio of standard-
ized designs which have improved the quality of housing while at the
same time lowering costs.

F. MEDICAL SERVICES

This category includes the costs of medical and dental services
not directly associated with military units in other major programs,
the costs of medical care of military dependents at non-military
facilities, and activities such &8 the Armed Forces Institute of Path-
ology and veterinary services.

The major determinants of the cost of medical services are the
size of the active forces, the number of military dependents, trends
of medical services and equipment costs, and the medical facllities
construction program. Many of these factors are beyond our direct
contrel and operating costs of our medical program display the same
rising trend as we see in the private econamy.

In addition, while the active duty hospitalization rate has
reached an all-time low of 6.8 per thousand, medical care for dependents
and others 48 increasing. With no significant changes in overall work-
load anticipated, it 18 expected that the medical service personnel
strength for FY 1966 will have to be kept at approximately current levels.
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For FY 1966, we are proposing a medical construction program of
approximately $48 milifon, $31 million below the current fiscal year
and about $30 million below the amounts requested by the Services.
These funds would provide for the replacement of about 800 bed spaces
and various clinics, and for the construction of various laboratory and
other facilities. In planning these facilities, we have made
provision for spaces for dependents of active duty military persomnel,
except in a limited mumber of areas where we felt adequate civilian
facilities exist.

The problem of providing health care in military hospitals for
retired personnel and dependents of both active duty and retired per-
sonnel is an old one. We believe that an issue as camplex as this,
involving the potential outlay of hundreds of millions of dollars deserves
exhaustive analysis. I hope that by this time next year I will be able
to recommend some solution to this problem.

G. HEADQUARTERS AND SUPPORT SERVICES

This aggregation includes a number of essentially unrelated
activities.

l. Headquarters

. This element comprises the headquarters activitles of the military
departments, the unified &ard specified commands, the Military Assistance
Advisory Groups, date processing units, fiscal and audit activities,
engineering and inspection services and a wide variety of other central-
i1zed administrative and logistical activities. The scope and cost of
these activities are generally related to the overall slze and pace
of the total Defense program. Service requests for departmental admin-
ietration funds for FY 1966 were cut by $3.5 million during our budget
revievy last fall.

2. Weather Service

This program comprises the aerial weather reconnaissance, air
sampling, and weather observing and forecasting systems of the Ravy
and Air Force vwhich compile and analyze meteorological and geophysical
data affecting the operations of our military forces and of the
Government's missile and satellite activities.

I told you last year that we planned to retire 12 obsolescent
WB-50 aircraft and return five C-130Bs being used by the Alr Weather
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Service to the Tactical Air Cammand by the end of FY 1965, replacing
then with ten specially modified C-135Bs. Because of a delay in this
modification program, however, we now plan to retain the five C-130Bs

in the Alr Weather Service until the C-135Bs become operaticnal sametime
next fall. The 12 WB-508 will be phased out as scheduled by the end of
FY 1965. This temporary adjustmept will have no effect on our high
altitude weather reconnaissance capability or our ability to meet the
continuing requirement for very high altitude sempling that resulted from
the test ban treaty.

3.  Alr Rescue/Recovery

The air rescue and recovery program of the Alr Force comprises
the Air Rescue Service (MATS) which st present operates and maintains
seven rescue coordination centers, 12 air rescue squadroms, and 65 local
base rescue detachments. The air rescus squadrons are now equipped with
a total of 94 aircraft -- 30 HU-16s, 36 HC-Sks and 28 HC-97s.

A8 you know, we believe that both the HC-54s and the HC-9Ts should
be replaced with the specially equipped HC-130 aircraft on virtually
& "one-for-one" basis. Accordingly, for FY 1964 we proposed the pro-
curement of 30 HC-130s and planned an additional 33 of these aireraft
for FY 1965. However, funds were appropristed for only 19 in FY 1964
end the Air Force was asked to restudy its total HC-130 requirement.
Subsequently, I further reduced the FY 1964 HC-130 program by four
aircraft -- to & total of 15.

Last year, pending completion of the HC-130 requirements study,
we requested, and Congress approved, funds for 33 of these aircraft
bringing the total funded to 48. The Alr Force study again verified
the requirement for 63 EC-130s and we are requesting funds for the
remeining 15 aircraft in FY 1966.

Operating costs for FY 1966 will remain at about the current year's
level of $40 million, while investment costs will be reduced by about
one-half, to $45 million, reflecting the smaller procurement of HC-130s.

L. Construction Support Activities
The next item, Construction Support Activities, includes the cost
of minor construction, restoration of damaged facilities, constructiom

of access roads, advanced planning, construction design and architectural
services.
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5. DEEP FREEZE

Operation DEEP FREEZE is the U.S. scientific effort in Antarctica,
sponsored by the Rational Science Foundation, with Bavy logistic support
consisting of: one radar escort ship for weather service, search and
rescue, and air navigation; two icebreekers and four other ships; and
one alr squadron of 20 ajircraft of various types. Two years ago, we
decided that Defense support of Antarctica research should be funded at
s stable level, consistent with national objectives. In line with that
concept, $20 million is requested for FY 1966 for the Ravy's portion of
this project, the same amount as in FY 1964 and 1965.

6. Other Support Activities

The amounts shown on the Table for this category cover a wide
variety of functions including: persconel centers; welfare and morale
gservices; transients, patients and prisomers; disciplinary barracks;
finance and audit services; the Naval Observatory; overseas dependent
schools ($75.0 million); commissary stores ($94 million, including cost
of military personnel); official mail; Fleet post offices; and simlilar
activities. Also included under this heading are various classified
projects.

H.  NATIONAL MILITARY COMMAND SYSTEM

The National Military Command System (NMCS) is the primary com-
ponent of the World-Wide Military Command and Control System. Related
elenents of the world-wide system that directly support the commend and
control functions -- i.e., the headquarters of the unified and specified
camands, Service Headquarters, camponent commands, DASA, DIA, DCA with
their supporting communications, etec., -- are included elsewhere in
Genersl Support, or as integral elements of other programs such as the
Post-Attack Command and Control System in the Strategic Offensive Forces
Program.

The NMCS is camprised of the following: +the Rational Military
Command Center Ermcc) et the Pentagon, the Alternate National Military
Command Center (ANMCC), 4the National Emergency Command Post Afloat
(RECPA), the National Emergency Airborne Cammand Post (NEACP), and the
various warning and sensor and coammnications networks linking these
command facilities, the unified and specified commends and the Service
headquarters.

The NMCS was established specifically to provide the pational
comand authorities, the Preslident, the Secretary of Defense, the
Joint Chiefs, and their authorized successors, with the means to
provide strateglc direction to the armed forces of the United States.
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The survivability of this command and control capability is critical.

The primary command center, the fixed elternate, and the mobile altermates
are being operated as redundant facilities to obtain the necessary level
of survivability. In order to perform thelr required functioms, these
facilities are linked by reliable commmications, warning and sensor
systems, and are continuously manned and ready for use. The RMCS relies
wainly on the Defense Intelligence Agency for intelligence, the Defense
Cammuniceticns Agency for long-line commmications and other support, and
the wnified and specified commends and the Services for information relative
to forces, deployments, etc. The ultipate system as now envisioned will
provide a standardized, highly survivable, non-interruptable command
-capability for a wide range of possible situations, and will provide the
national authorities with a number of alternmatives through which they

may exerclise thelr command responsibilities.

For FY 1966, we propose to spend about $120 miliion on research and
development, construction, procurement and operaticn of the NMCS, including
the cost of supporting cammnications among the coammand centers and the
unified and specified cammands.
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I. DEFENSE ATOMIC SUFPORT AGENCY

The Defense Atamic Support Program includes the activities of the
Defense Atamic Support Agency (DASA) which provides: specialized
staff assistance to the Secretary of Defense and the Joint Chiefs of
Staff; operatiomsl, logietical and training support for the Military
Services; liaison with AEC on weapons development and the planning and
conduct of weapons effects tests; and management for the national
atonmic weapons stockpile. The amounts shown on Table 21 also include
the costs aof military personnel assigned to DASA.

Most of DASA's research and development and military construction
effort in FY 1966 will be in support of the safeguards related to the
nuclear test ban treaty which were discussed earlier under the heading
"Ruclear Testing and Test Detection' in the section on the Research
and Development program.

DASA's FY 1966 program will require $151 million, of which $105
million is in support of the safeguards, campared with $158 million
for the total program and $110 million for safeguards in the current
year. The decrease in FY 1966 reflects the campletion of funding for
certain cne time work associated with the malintenance of & sgtandby
nuclear atmospheric test capability. The FY 19566 DASA budget provides
$40.2 mllion for this program, including $3.7 million in military con-
struction funds primarily for shoreline protectlon at the newly dredged
and filled areas of Johnston Island. DASA support af the underground
testing program and the laboratory weapons effects program will
increase slightly.

J. MISCELLANEOUS DEPARIMENT-WIDE ACTIVITIES

Miscellaneous Department-wide activities include: <{he management
and staff advisory functicns of the Office o the Secretary of Defense
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and the Organization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff; Department-wide
funding for claims, a contingency fund for military purposes comtrolled
by the Secretary of Defense; and the troop informetion and sducation

program.
1. Contingencies

For many years now, Congress has provided funds for emergencies
and extraordinary expenses arising in the Department of Defense. Use of
these funds is authorized by the Secretary and accounted for on his
certificate and Congress is informed as to their status. In FY 1964,
$10.4 million of the $15 million appropristed for this purpose was
obligated, and in FY 1965 we estimate that all $15 million appropriated
will be used. FPor FY 1966, we are again requesting $15 milliocm.

2. Claims

These funds provide for the payment of all non-contractual claims
against the Department of Defense. For FY 1965, $29 million was
appropriated, of which $6.3 million was required to cover claims
adjudicated in FY 1964. In anticipation of a modest rise in the cost
of claims, $24 million is requested for FY 1966.

3. All Other

The Armed Porces Information and Bducation Program, which provides
world-wide radio, television and press services, together with a program
designed to promote & broad understanding among military perscmnel of
national goals and purposes, will be continued in FY 1966 at a rate
slightly below the current year, at a cost of about $9.3 million.

K. FIRANCIAL SUMMARY

The General Support Program I have outlined will require Total
Obligationel Authority of $14.6 billion for FY 1966. A comparison
with prior years is shown below:

(Fiscal Year, $ Billioms)

1962 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966
Orig. Final Actual Actual Bst. Proposed

Total Obligational
Authority n.y 1.1 13.0 13.7 4.3 1k.6
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VIII. RETIRED PAY

This section covers the pay, as authorized and prescribed by
lev, of military personnel on the retired liste and provides for
pyments to survivors pursuant to the Retired Serviceman's Family
Protection Plan,

In FY 1966, the average number of retired military personnel
is expected to rise to about 515,700, an increamse of about 51,100
over the current year. As shown below, a continuation of this trend
should see the average number of annultants on the retired roles reach-
ing 731,000, and the annual cost exceeding $2 billion, by the end of
this decade.

Averege No. Aversge Unfunded "Past
Fiscal of Retirees Cost Total Cost Service" Lisbility*
Year (Thousands)  ($) (gMillions) ($Millions)

1961 275.9 2,856 788 45,432
1962 313.4 2,858 896 47,679
1963 358.8 2,828 1,015 49,862
1964 410.9 2,948 1,211 57,596
1965 L64.6 2,982 1,385 61,093
1966 515.7 2,963 1,529 63,597
1967 568.0 2,949 1,675 66,028
1968 620.0 2,935 1,820 68, 384
1969 682.0 2,919 1,991 70,6368
19770 731.0 2,906 2,124 72,824

#End Mecal Year

While total costs of retired pay will rise in the future as
increesing numbers of personnel become eligible and retire, the aver-
age cost per retiree is expected to decrease (barring changes in the
rete structure). The vigorous efforts made over the past decade
to enhance the attractiveness of a Service career has resulted in
larger numbers of enlisted personnel staying on long enough to sttaln
retirement eligibility. And as the proportion of former enlisted
men on the retired roles increases, the averasge cost per retiree
declines,
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IX. THE FIVE-YEAR COST REDUCTION PROGRAM

We are mow at the half-way point in the five-year cost reduction
program inaugurated on July 1, 1962. I cam report that every military
department and Defense agency bas, for the secomd successive year, far
exceeded its goals. As a result, we hope to be able again to raise our
sights and establish a new targe% above the current goal of $4.8
bi:l.lizn of recurring annual savings vhen we review the program on July
1, 1965.

PROGRESS OF DoD COST REDUCTION PROGRAM
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This achievement is a tridbute to the entire Defense establishment.
The top management of the Department can plan the program, establish
objectives, prescribe the organization and procedures and follow up on
the execution. But in the final analysis, its success depends on the
skill, understanding and support of the people who must actually carry
out the program.
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Indeed, a program of this type can succeed only if:

(1) It is vigorously supported by the entire pansgement of
the Department, from the Secretary on down to the lowest mana-
gerial level.

(2) Firm, clearly defined goals are set for each level of
management and the objJectives, methods and procedures of the
program are clearly explained to the people who have to achieve
the goals.

(3) A uniform and effective system of progress reporting ie
established to ensure adequate followwrp on performance.

(4) Both the goals and the results are thoroughly audited
by an independent group to ensure the savings being reported are
valid and can be properly substantiated.

The Defense Department's cost reduction program has been developed
vith these principles in mind. Fimm, time-pbased goals bave now been
fixed for 27 distinct management areas. These goals are the aggregates
of the individual goals established for each of the Services and
Defense agencles. The Service goals are further subdivided down to
the lowest level of logistics management so that all of our key
mansgers know exactly what 1s expected of them.

Within my own office, the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Install-
ations and Logistics) bas been made directly responsible for the
effective operation of the program throughout the Department. The
Aspistant Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) has been given responsi-
bility for the review, examination, and validation of all goals and
savings reported under the program. The Service Secretaries and agency
heads have been made responsible for the accomplislment of the goals.
They are required 1o review and approve personally the reports of
progress. Within each of the military departments and the Defense
Supply Agency a senlor official bas been given specific responsibility
for the day-to-day administration of the program. And, with two and a
balf years of experience behind us, this program is now a reality
rather than a pramise.

The FY 1966 budget now before the Congress is same $4.1 billion
less than it otherwise would have been because of this program. The
detailed goals and accomplishments of the various programs we have
establisbed in pursuit of these objectives are shown in Table 22, dut
I have summarized them below:
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\
Savings Reflected Savings Goal By

in FY 1966 t FY 1968
_—(Hm (Fﬁions)

l. Buying only what we needecssscesses $2.0 *200

2. Buying at the lowest sound price.. 1.0 1.1

3. Reducing operating costsS.scesssese 1.1 p
mm.......l"'..l.....l. s;.l ﬁ

In previous appearances before this Committee, I have discussed the
character of these programs in some detail. At this time, I would simply

like to give you a progress report, highlight some of the savings actions
of the past year, and outline some of our plans for the future.

A. BUYING ONLY WHAT WE NEED

1. Refining Requirements Calculations

Better analysis of our materiel requirements will continue to offer
major opportunities for savings in the cost reduction program. Basically,
this effort is aimed at pruning ocut of each proposed new procurement
program every non~essential item. The value of such savings reflected
in the FY 1966 budget totals $1.7 dillion. They result from literally
thousands of individual reviews made by managers at all levels to ensure
that inventories of end items, spare parts and consumables are held to
the absolute minimms required to meet the needs of approved forces and
mobilization objectives. Some examples of these actions are:

« The Army was able to reduce scheduled procurement of M-85
machine guns when study showed that M-2 models already on
hand could satisfy all 50 caliber vehiculsr gun needs except
for the M-60 tank. Procurement quantities were reduced by
8,800 guns, at a savings of $21,120,000.

~ The Navy and Air Force conducted comprehensive re-evaluations
of their requirements for air-to-air and air-to-ground
missiles and other non-muclear ordnance in FY 1964, By
besing these requirements on a more deteiled analysis of the
threat to be countered and improved measures of Ipdividual
weapons effectiveness, previously planned procurements were
reduced by $152 million in FY 1964. Even larger reductions
are being made in FY 1965-1966.

- The Army restudied its training needs for the T.62 mm.
cartridge (used in the M-l rifle and the M-60 machine gun)
and cancelled the planned procurement of over 400 million
rounds, with a savings of $30 million.
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2. Increased Use of Excess Inventories

At the end of FY 1961, excess and long supply stocks held by the
three military departments totaled $13.1 billion. In that year, only
$956 million of such stocks had been returned to productive defense
uses. Since then, we have instituted procedures under which all new
proposed procurements must be matched against these stocks to determine
if a suitable excess item may not be substituted instead. Tbe result
has been a steadily increasing substitution of excess stocks for new
procurements as shown below:

Value of Excess Increase
Stocks Returned to Over ¢
Fiscal Year Productive Use FY 1961
(Hilicas] D)
1961 $ 956 -
1962 1,080 124
1963 1,120 164
1964 1,287 331

Some recent examples of the reutilization of excess:

- 'The Army received 60 excess aircraft engines from
the Air Force for use on its CARIBOU aircraft,
Bam LA O B B BN B N BE O A B BB BN AN BB NN IR NN NI NN N NN N NN N N NN NN NN N ) $2,010’m

- The Marine Corps received over 87,000 excess 3.5
inch rockets from tbhe Army for use in training
and to £i1l mobilization needs, B&VANG cesvsessess $1,045,000

= The Air Force received 15 million rounds of
excess 20 mm. ammunition from the Ravy to meet
valid operational requirements, B&VIDZ scsesescess $30,900,000

3. Eliminating Qoldplating Through Value Engineering

We cannot afford to buy qualitative features in our weapons, equip-
ment and supplies which are not essential 1o meet the standards of
performance, reliability and durabllity required by the military mission.
Last year, we estimated that, by "purifying" our specifications to
eliminate "friils" or "goldplating" and by employing greater ingenuity
in seeking out less costly materials and designs, we could eventually
save $145 million anmually. That estimate has proved to be far too con~
servative; in fact, actions initiated through FY 1964 alone will
ultimately save $224 million in the cost of Defense hardware -- half
again more than last year's goal.
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Looking abead, we are now convinced that savings of $500 million
annually will ultimately be attainable through "value engineering"
techniques. This improved outlook stems in great part from the
excellent assistance we are now receiving from industry in challenging
unnecessary quality features in our procurement specifications and in
seeking out more econtmical ways to do the job. ILast year, 580 cost
savings of this type were proposed by our principal defemse contractors,
and wve expect this number t0 increase significantiy in the future.

Same examples of recent savings achieved by eliminating "gold-
plating" are:

—___Unit Cost
Before ATter Savings on Current
Redesign Redesign _ Procurement

M9 Projectile
Eliminated components, simplified
manufacturing and assembly
PrOCEBBEE «vvuvrrevannonnvens $116 $71L $4, 480, 800
Xenon Searchlights
Redesigned the reflectors to
eliminate the excessive
Bupporting mMember'S sscasocvecs 1,757 h65 1,14'76,6%
Container for LANCE Missile
Propulsion System
Substituted light-weight deaign
made of fibreglass and aluminum
for a bulky steel contaiper... 2,732 860 17k, %00
Tilting Tailpipe for A-6A
Alrceraft
Eliminated as non-essential
after analyzing operationsl
experience. Weight reduced
154 1bs. per alreraft ....... 31,911

Q

765,864

k. Inventory Item Reduction

During the past year, we have also re~emphasized the standardization
of material within and among the Military Departments -~ in order to
reduce the varieties, sizes and types of items in use. To oversee this
effort, a new staff organization, the "Office of Technical ILogistics Data
and Standardization Policy", bas been established. During FY 196%, some
2,450 specifications and 583,000 individual items were eliminated.
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Actions taken since FY 1961 have cut supply management costs by
$61 million annuslly.

B. BUYING AT THE LOWEST SOUND FRICE

During the past four years, we have devoted much attention to
strengthening the policies and practices governing the ten million
purchase actions made annually by the Department of Defense. As a
result, we believe that most of the steps needed to realize the
savings potential in this area of the five-year cost reduction pro-
gram have now been initiated. To date, these actions have resulted
in s marked increase in coampetitive procurement and the elimina-
tion of cost-plus-fixed-fee (CPFF) contracts in all but those few
cases where it is generally agreed that this is the most suitable
type. Procurement savings stemming from these measures will
amount to over $1 billion in FY 1966 and future years, as shown on
Table 22.

1. Shifting from None-competitive to Competitive Procurement

Early in 1961, we began a detailed analysis of Defense pur-
chasing practices to determine whether more of our procurements
could not be made on the basis of free and open competition, with
award to the lowest responsible, responsive bidder. From this
analysis, we found significant opportunities to increase competi-
tive buying and we have pursued them energetically.

In FY 1961, 32.9 percent of the value of our contracts were
awarded on the basis of price competition. However, our analysis
of this performance showed that with better planning by our more
than 800 design, engineering and requirements staffs, this rate
could and should be raised to about LO percemt. In FY 1964, the
rate had been raised to 39.1 percent and we now expect to reach
Lo.o percent by the end of this fiscal year and 40.5 percent by
end FY 1966, as shown below.
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CONTRACTS AWARDED ON BASIS OF COMPETITION
AS A PERCENT OF TOTAL CONTRACT AWARDS
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In reaching our objective we will have shifted more than $1.7-
billion of our annual procurement program frax nonecompetitive t¢ com-
petitive type contracts at an average savings of 25 cents for each
dollar shifted. As & result of this sghift, anticipated savings of
$414 million have been reflected in the FY 1966 budget request. Some
recent examples of the savings achieved are shown below:
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Non-
Competitive Competitive Percent Total

Item Unit Price Unit Price Reduction Savings
Anti-exposure Coverall $ 358.80 $ 1T71.12 52 91,3

Helicopter Armament

Subsystem 19,471.00 10,218.00 L7 2,165,337
Electronics Assembly

(Polaris Guidance) 48,287.00 37,127.00 23 L, 924,466
Gimbal Assembly

(Polaris Guidance) T7,834.00 47,168.00 39 13,696,015
Radio Receiver-Trans-

mitter (AN/ARC-51) 4,670.00 3,207.00 31 1,958,712
Target Control System

(AN/SRW-4B) LL,80k.00  31,619.00 29 265,787
Test Set, Target Control

System (AN/SRM-2) 34,973.00  23,746.00 32 hh, 909
Radio Transmitter-

Receiver (AN/SRC-20)  12,375.00 9,025.00 27 556, 100
Submarine Antenna

(AT-317) 2,327.00 1,759.00 2k 67,175
Accessory Kits

(MK TOE/PRC-L1) 1,34k bk 878.32 35 151,022
Signal Caomparator

(cM-122) 36,000.00 26,550.00 26 340, 200

We believe that there are only a fev remaining commodity areas in
which we can expect to achieve significant further increases in the
degree of price competition. These include:(l) a few additional military
end items for which detalled specifications are available, such as ships,
tanks, guns, and electronic equipment; (2) spare parts; and (3) services
for the maintenance and repair of equipment and facilities. We will be
concentrating our energlies in these areas in the coming months.

2. Shifting from Cost-Plus-Fixed-Fee (CPFF) to Fixed Price and
Incentive Contracts

When we use CFFF contracts, the contractor 1s fully reimbursed for
all allownble costs and in addition is guaranteed a fixed fee as profit.
This type of contract places all of the risk on the Goverrment, and
provides equal reward for both good and poor contractor performance.

In addition, movement away fram CFFF contracts forces our military buy-
ing egencies to prepare much more precise work statements for our
contractors and contract costs 10 be controlled much more closely -~

as & result, cost overruns and schedule slippages are minimlzed, while
at the same time higher performance and better reliability are achieved.
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CFFF contracts are the least efficient method of contracting and
should be used only where no other form of contract is suitable, e.g.,
in exploratory research or study projects where no meaningful measure
of performance can be established in advance. We estimate that for
every dollar we can shift from CPFF to the higher risk arrangements of
incentive and fixed price contracts, we save at least ten cents.

\

In FY 1962, we set a goal of reducing the proportion of CPFF
contracts from the peak of 38.0 percent reached in March 1961 to a
level of 12.3 percent by FY 1965, As you can see on the chart below,
this objective has been met ahead of schedule, and our FY 1966 budget
request is $599 million less than it would bave been had no reduction
been made in the proportion of CPFF contractis.

COST PLUS FIXED FEE CONTRACTS
AS A PERCENT OF TOTAL CONTRACT AWARDS

407 ‘

M;w 6
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30% — / .
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Several other measures are contributing to improved weapon systems
contracting:

= Letter Contracts, which foster loose manasgement by both
the Government and its contractors, reached a peak of
$3.1 pillion in December 1962, dropped to a low of $638
million in September 1964, and are still declining under
the tight controls now being applied by all procurement
offices.

= A similar program of administrative controls has been
lsunched to hold down the mmber and value of "unpriced"
Change Orders with the goal of reducing them by at least
ten percent.

~ The performance of major contractors ip meeting their
contractual commitments, and in achieving cost reduc-
tions, 1s now being centrally recorded. Defense Depart~
ment purchasing offices are required to evaluate this
record prior 1o selecting contractors for new development
projects and prior to negotiating fees on non-competitive
contracts.

= As contractors assume a larger share of the cost risk
through incentive and fixed-price arrangements, we are
relaxing a number of detailed reports and controls {such
as prior approval of overtime) which are necessary under
CPFF arrangements. These actions will save administrative
costs both for Govermment and for industzy.

C. EREDUCING OFERATING COSTS

The third objective of the cost reduction prograem is to increase
the efficiency of ocur various supply, malntenance, communications,
transportation, and other support activities. In total, our goal in
this area is to achieve anmual savings of $1.7 billion by FY 1968.
During FY 1964, we actuslly realized savings of $757 million and the
FY 1966 budget estimate is $1,067 million less as a result of the
following actlons.

1. Terminating Unnecessary Operations
When I first appeared before this Coimittee in the spring of 1961

with the initial set of President Kennedy's amendments to the FY 1962
Defense budget, I pointed out:
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"Technological progress causes obsolescence not only
in weapon systems, but also in the often highly special.
ized facilities constructed for their deployment and
maintenance. Just as we continually measure our weapon
system development and procurenment programs against the
ever changing yardstick of military need, s0 too must we
review our world-wide complex of installations in light
of our present and future requirements. Facilities and
installations which fail this test of true need oply encum-
ber the national security effort and waste resources.”

Since then we have been continually reviewing the approximately
6,700 separately identifiable Defense installations and activities
throughout the world. The original list of T3 closure actions,
vhich I announced at that time, has now grown to 669, and the recur-
ring anpual saving from $220 million to over $1 billion, after
deducting all one-time closing and relocation costs. The present
status of the program is shown below:

. Number of actions to close or reduce...
. Real estate released...c.ecceeveccsesas 1,480,267 acres
. Industrial plants with commercial

ptentm made avallable for 881e.4ss 65
. Positions eliminated...seecesescscccses 149,881 jobs
. Recun'ing annual aaﬁnsacocoo-oooooccoc $l,038 million

These results have been achieved through a systematic evaluation
of each category of installations by a full-time staff in the Office
of the Assistent Secretary of Defense (Installations and Logistics),
assisted by similar staffs in each of the military departments.

Among the functional systems studied were the Defense Supply Agency's
supply and distribution facilities; the record centers of all of

the Services; the military ocean terminals; the Naval shipyards; the
Alr Force supply and maintenance depots; the Strategic Alr Command
base structure, etc. In each case, the facilitles excess to require-
ments were identified and placed on the closure 1list.

We know that in some cases these actions produce temporary hard-
ships for individual employees and local communities, and I described
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in the first section of this statement the many actions the Depart-
ment of Defense and the Government as a whole have taken to assist
them, But, we now have extensive evidence that when cbeolete or
surplus military facilities are made available for long term civilian
uses, they are frequently of even greater economic benefit to the
commnities immediastely concerned. Together with the General Services
Administration, we bave made an analysis of what has happened to the
military properties released since 196L. The results of this analysis
clearly demonatrate the wide range of productive civilian uses to
vwhich these facllities can be put.

New Use Locations States Acres

Other Federal Agencies 29 2 23,101
Civic Airports 18 10 5,763
Schools and Universities 54 26 7,655
Public Domain 6 3 627,785
Parks, Recreation, Commnity

Develomment 66 28 35,407
Private Industry for Production 22 10 6,218
Individuals & Small Companies 55 30 26,550

Altogether, cammmities in Wi different states have been bene-
ficiaries of these disposals, and the return to the U.S. Treasury has
. been over $84 million. Some of the most interesting cases involve the
use of former military facilities by private industry. For example:

= The Ravy Ordnance Plant at York, Pennsylvania, employing
some 1100 workers was due to be closed in 1965. Instead,
the plant and its equipment were sold for $9.6 million to
a private company which promptly rehired the entire work
force and has since increased employment by 60 percent.

= The Army's Signal Depot facilities at Decatur, Illinois
were sold to private interests. Today, its new owmers
employ half again as many civilians as did the Army and
they are still adding workers.

= The former SKARK missile base at Presque Isle, Maine
vas closed in June 1961 with the loss of 1200 military and
civilian jobs. Today, the o0ld base is a part of an
industrial complex which has added 2,000 jobs. The base
itself has provided educational, commercial aviation,
local government and industrial facilities.

248




. The list of base closings announced late last year is one of the
est such actions we have taken thus far. Although totaling only
91??801nthclmited8tntes), they bave virtually doubled the mumber
of military and civilian positions eliminated as well as the ultimate
level of recwring annual savings. In fact, about 146,000 military and
civiliap personnel will be dislocated by these closings. About 83,000
of the jobs will be moved to other locations but the remaining 63,000
pocitions will be eliminated. The civilian career employees holding
such positions, as I noted earlier, will be offered a job opportunity
elsevhere in the Defense establisiment and vhere moving costs are
involved, they will be paid by the Govermment.

Included in this list of 95 closures are some very large facili-
ties: Brookley AFB at Mobile, Alabama, with more than 13,000 military
and civilian jobs; the Air Materiel Area of Norton AFB at San Bernardino,
California, with about 8,500 jobs; Hunter AFB at Savanmah, Georgia, with
about 5,800; Schilling AFB at Salina, Kansas, with 5,400; Lincoln AFB
at Lincoln, Nebraska, with 6,800 jobs; Portsmouth Naval Shipyard in New
Bampshire, with 7,600 jobs; the New York Naval Shipyard, with about
9,800 jobs; and Amarillo AFB at Amarillo, Texas, with about 7,100 jobs.
Because of the magnitude of same of these installation closings, their
activities will be phased out over a period of years. In the case of
the Portsmouth Neval Shipyard, which is the principal employer in the
Portesmouth area, the phaseout will be extended over a ten year period.

Although many more jobs are involved in the realigmment of the

SAC base structure and the Air Force major depot system, the decision

t0 close two Naval shipyards has atiracted the greatest attention.
These are both very large installsgtions but it has been recognized for
wany years that the Navy has to¢ many shipyards for the workloads that
can be anticipated over the next ten years, in peace or in war. The
eleven yards are now working at ebout 63 percent of optimum capacity
and by 1967 would have been down to 53 percemt. Utilization of the
private shipyards has recently been estimated at between 40 and 55
percent of optimm.

Accordingly, about a year ago I appointed a special Shipyards
Policy Board to study the entire Naval shipyard system and t0 recamnend
to me what action should be taken to place this system on a more
efficient basis. The Board completed its work last November and made
the following recommendations:

(1) Tbe New York Naval Shipyard should be closed.

(2) The Portsmouth Naval Shipyard should be phased out by
a gradual phasedown prior to 1975.
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(3) The Mare Island and San Francisco Naval Shipyards should
be merged immediately under a single commander.

(4) The Department of the Navy should prepare a five-yesar
modernization program for the remaining Naval shipyards,
with priority to projects offering & three-year "pay-
back"” due to decreased costs.

(5) The Department of the Navy should establish more precise
procurement evaluation standards so as to assure that
bidders receiving awards of conversion, alteration and
repair work are qualified in terms of financial, mansage-
ment, technicel and facilities capabllities. Where there
are significant measurable benefits to the fleet related
to the location and services provided by specific private
and naval shipyards, these should be considered in
deciding between work to be contracted vs. work to be
performed "in-house", and in choosing among private con-
tractors.

I have approved these recommendations. On the bagis of my own
review of the Board's report and my visits to the shipyards during the
last year, I am fully satisfied that the selection of the yards to be
closed or merged was made solely on the basis of objective operational,
strategic and economic criteria, including geographic location,
relative industrial capabilities, cost, etc. What I want to emphasize
here 1s that the Department of Defense bas now moved to make its ship-
yard camplex more efficient. The Navy is presently preparing a five-
year modernizetion plan for the yards which will be retained, the first
increment of which is contained in the current year's program and the
second bas been included in the FY 1966 budget request. If we are to
realize the benefits of this modernization, as well as the economies
promised by the consolidation, the workload of the new yard complex
should be planned so as to serve these objectives.

Our studies show that on the basis of "incremental costs"{as
contrasted with "total costs") there is little or no sdventage in con-
tracting certain ship repair work to private yards. We believe that,
at least in tbe short run, annhual savings of $10~15 million would be
possible 1f the proportion of conversion, slteration and repair work
in public yards was raised fram 65 percent to about 80 percent, thereby
spreading fixed overhead costs over a larger workload. It will
continue tc be in the national interest to direct a portion of such
work to the private yards in order 1o help maintain a competitive
industrial base. Thus, in the future, the scheduling of any specific
year's ship construction and repair program should be directed prin-
cipally t0 achieving the most effective utilization of both Naval and
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private shipyard capacity. To this end, ve are requesting the elim-
ination of the statutory "35/65" retio for the allocation of ship
repair, alteration and conversion work between privately owned and
public shipyards, contained in Section 539 of the Defense Appropriation
Act for 1965,

2. Consolidation and Standardization of Operations

This element of the cost reduction program comprises our efforts
to eliminate unnecessary overhead and personnel expense through the
consolidation of comeon support functions previcusly performed

separately by the Military Depariments.

&. Defense Supply Agency Operating Expense Savings: The Defense
Supply Agency (DSA) was established in January 1962 to integrate the
management of some 1.9 million different items of common supply. The
resultant savings are indeed impressive. Operating savings alone in
FY 1964 amounted to $42 million, and the FY 1966 budget request anti=
cipates economies of $57 million. The following table illustrates scme
of DSA'e accomplishments.

Prior to DSA End

(Jan. 1962) FY 1%2 Reduction

Items Managed (Thousands) 1,875 1,630 245 331’)
Inventory Value ($ Millions) 2,486 1,91k 572 23%;
Personnel 431,039 33,168 1,871(19%

b. Consolidation of Contract Administration Services: last June, I
directed that a single crganization be established under DBA t0 mansge
the 150 fleld offices and 20,000 personnel concerned with the adminis-
tration of Defense contracts after they are awvarded, including such
functions as materiel inspection, production expediting, industrial
security and payment of contractor invoices. We have excluded from
this consolidation only the administration of highly specialized com=-
tracts, such as those for major weapon systems, construction, ship-
building and subsistence. The headquarters of this new organization
will be operational this February, and all field units will have been
integrated into DSA by June 1966. We estimate that, as & result, the
administrative costs of our contractors will be reduced by $60 million
annually, which will, in time, be reflected in lower procurement costs
for us. Additional savings of $19 million will be realized from the
elimination of 1,835 personnel spaces as previously separate contract
administration offices in 29 cities are consolidated.

In a related action, we have decided to consolidate 1n g single
organization the contract audit activities now performed by three
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separate andit agencies. This move will simplify the contractexr's
audit relationship with the Defense establishment, establish standard

policies, organization and procedures and we believe will eventually
permit significant manpower savings as administrative and management
functions are merged.

c. Departmental Operating Expenses: Savings in this area, estimated
at $95 million in FY 1966, result from the more efficient use of
electronic computers; contipued reduction in the mmber and volume of
forms, reports and paperwork; further simplification of procedures;
and increased productivity of persomnel.

3. Increasing Efficiency of Operations

The final category of cost reduction projects are concermed with
the logistic support services of commmications, transportation and
maintenance. These activities annually involve about $15 billion of
Defense expenditures. The FY 1966 budget anticipates savings of over
$364 million as a result of our actions in these areas and our goal
for FY 1968 is to achieve anmual savings of well over $500 millionm.
As a group, these activities offer a very great potential for future
savings and we intend to exploit this potential intensively.

a. Improved Telecammmnications Management: The FY 1966 budget
request anticipates savings of $129 million through the elimination,
consolidation and integration of leased lines, tariff rate reductions
and more effective use of existing Defense and commercial comsmmnica-
tions services and facilities.

b. Improved Transportation and Traffic Management: The FY 1966
budget request anticipates savings of $35 million through increased use
of less expensive means of pass=nger travel apd cargo transportatiom,
and lower cost of household goods shipments.

c. Improved Equipment Maintenance Management: The FY 1966 budget
anticipates savings of $156 million from many sources including:
transfer of certain types of maintenance functions fram depot level
to base level; reductions in the scope and frequency of inspections
vhen experience indicates this can be done without adverse effect on
readiness; increased use of an "Inspect and Repair Only as Necessary"
policy; increased emphasis on improving manpower productivity at
overbaul and repair shope; substitution of commercial-type vehicles
for tactical vehicles vherever permitted by mission requirements; and
increased use of Civil Service employees in lieu of more expensive
contract technicians.
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d. Improving Real Property and Hous Management: The FY 1966
budget estimate anticipates savings of $41 million as a result of
such actions a3s: control of costs through the establishment of coet
standards; higher productivity of the work forces; reductioms in
utility costs; and the consolidation of public works fumctions.

L, Military Assistance Program

Because we believe that good management is just as important in
the Military Assistance Program as 1t is in other Defense programs,
we are including that activity in our cost reduction effort with the
establishment of a savingas goal of about $100 milliom.
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X, PERSCNREL JTRENGIHS AND COMPENRSATION

A, PERSONNEL STRENUTHS

As @ result of the five year cost reduction program discussed
earlier, and other acticns we have taken, the overall mmber of
military and civilian personnel will again be reduced in FY 1966.

l. Civilian Personnel Strengths

Pursuant to President Johnson's directive of a year ago to in-
crease productivity through better personnel management, we have re-
doubled our effort in this area. The number of direct hire civilians
egployed in the military functions of the Department has been reduced
from about 1,038,000 &t the end of FY 1962 to about 998,000 at the
end of FY 1964, same 9,000 below our estimste of a year ago. This was
the first time since the begirmning of the Korean Wer that direct hire
clvilian employment totaled less than a milijon.

We now estimate the end FY 1965 strength at sbout 982,500 --
approximately 7,500 below our estimate of last year for that dsate.
During FY 1966, we intend to reduce civilian empl still further
by sbout 19,000 to a new post-Korean War low of 964,000. The reduc-
tion is mainly attributable to base closures and consolidations and
careful review of Service budget estimstes and work load trends.

2. Mllitary Personnel Strengths
Total active duty military strength planned for end FT 1966 is
2,640,000, sbout 16,000 less than the mmber planned for the end of

the current fiscsl year, and about 45,000 less than at end FY 196L4,
a3 shown in the table below,

End FY 1964  End FY 1965 End FY 1966

Actual) Estimated Planned
Army o7 3 53,0
Nevy 667,163 674,115 681,88
Marine Corps 189,751 190,069 193,190

Air‘rotFoaic;oD 8522205 " 828, g %! 134

Army strength will decline in FY 1966 as a result of the changes
in recruit training concepts which I mentioned earlier, the realign-
ment of the Army reserve camponents which will release active duty
personrel fram reserve training and administrative functions and the
inactivation of the troop ships which I have also discussed. These
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decreases will be partly offset by an increase associated with
the implementation of the Special Training and Enlistment Pro-
gram (STEP).

Navy strength in FY 1966 will increase somewhat as additional
POLARIS submarines, frigates and destroyer escorts are commissioned.
The resulting increased personnel requirements will be only partially
offset by the phaseout of the radar picket ships and airborne DEW-
LINE extension asirceraft. Marine Corps strength will also increase
next year principally because of the additional personnel needed to
man the rising hellicopter force.

Air Force strength will comtimue to decline in FY 1966 pri-
merily as a result of the base closure actions which I announced
last November, the phase out of the B=-4Ts and KC-97s and
reduced technical training requirements,

3. Selectlve Service

While all of our experience since the end of World War II
underscores the important rcle of the draft in the proper manning
of our armed forces, the e increase in the number of young men
reaching draft age (18 years), beginning in 1965, will cresate a
difficult problem of managing the draft in an equitable manner. For
example, lest year the mumber of men reaching age 18 was somewhat less
than 1.5 million. In the current year, this mumber will jump by
sbout 1/2 million and average ebout two million a year over the next
decade. Since the annual replacement needs of the militaery services
are expected to stey relatively stable (draft calls for FY 1965-66
ghould averasge about 100,000 per year), a declining proportion of
the men eligible for the draft will actually need to be called up.
With no change in draft selecticn policies, this trend would result
in a gradual increase in the average age of irduction and cause
rising uncertainty among draft eligible men as to whether they would,
in fact, be called,

It was for this reason that President Johnsomn, last April,
directed the Defense Department to meke a comprehensive study of
the draft system and releted military manpower policies. This study
is now well along and we have been working with the Selective Ser-
vice System and other interested agencies in exploring all aspects
of this problem. All reasonsble alternatives to the present system,
ineluding the possibility of meeting our requirements on an entirely
voluntary basis at some time in the next decade are being explored.
I plan to report on the results of this study and submit my recommenda-
tions to the President this coming April. We will then be in a posi-
tion to present our findings to the Congress.
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B. PERSONRREL COMPENSATION

"The first requirement for efficiency and economy in Govern-
ment," President Kennedy poimted out in his initial Budget Message,
"is highly competent personnel.” To ensure that this requirement
would be met, he proposed: a major reform in the "vhite collar" salary
systems of the Govermment; an increase in the basic allowvance for
quarters payasble to military personnel; and an up-to-date appraisal
of the many elements of military compensation and their relstionship
to the newv proposed levels of civilian compensation. This program
vas substantially enacted by the Congress in 1962, 1963, and 1964,
The civilian pay increase has added about $600 million a year to the
Defense budget. The increases in military compensation have added
about $1.6 billion a year in direct costs -- roughly $300 million for
basic allowances for quarters, and $1.3 billion in active duty pay --
plus an increase of almost $500 million per year in retirement
liabilities. Actual payments to retired military persomnel have in-
creased by $600 million a year. In total, the annual Defense Depart-
ment payroll has been increased by $2.8 billion during the last
four years, as shown on Table 1,

The $2.8 billion increase in "expenditures" does not include
the very substantial impact of the pay increases on the "unfunded
past service costs" of the military retirement program. Unfunded
costs rose from $49.9 billion on July 1, 1963 to $57.6 billion on
July 1, 1964, an increase of $7.7 billion of which $5.3 billion was
attributable to the 1963 pay raise. By July 1, 1965, they will rise
another $3.5 billion, to $61.1 billion.

In addition, there have been other improvements in the compen-
sation and living conditions of owr military personnel. Proficiancy
pay, for example, amounted to about $69 million in FY 1961; it will
reach $122 million in FY 1966. A major effort has been undertaken to
improve the availability of Govermment-furnished family bhousing for
our military personnel, The Congress authorized 7,500 unite in each
year FY 1963 and 1964 and 8,250 wnits for FY 1965, An additional
12,500 units are reccomended for FY 1966.

All of these improvements in military compensation were, in our
Judgment, fully justified, not only to attract and retain high quality
personnel in our armed forces but also to ensure them a decent standard
of living. We capnot campenssate the man in uniform for the umique
hazards of the military profession but we can and we should see to
it that he at least shares with the civilian population the rising
American standard of living.
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Accordingly, two years ago, we recommended to the Congress
that military compensation should be kept abreast of productivity
changes in ouwr natiomal economy, as are wvages and salaries in the
civilian sector. I directed the Assistant Secretary of Defense
(Manpover) at that time to establish the necessary administrative
procedures for an anmual review of military compensation in relstion
to changes in the civilian economy. The Congress included a similar
concept in the Postal Service and Federal Employees Salary Act of
1962. The first military pay comparsbility adjustment was recommended
to, and enacted by, the Congress last year.

With regard to future policy, President Johnson in his ¥Y 1966
Budget Message stated the Administration's position as follows:

"In preparing this budget I have given close
attention to the matter of Government pey.

Federal pey raises in the past three years have
moved us much nearer to the principle that civilian
pay rates should be comparable to those in private
enterprise for the same levels of work and that changes
in pay and allowances of members of the uniformed ser-
vices should keep pace with advances in the general
econcey. These policies have been firmly established
after careful Congressicpal review. Taken together,
they assure that civilian and military pay are
effectively interrelated and maintained at rates which
are fair to tax payers and to Federal employees.

I believe, however, that it is equally essential
to assure that any proposals for further pay adjuste-
ments during this calendar year accurately reflect
pay developments in the economy and be compatible with
our national wage and price objectives,

For these reasons, I have appointed a special
panel to make a progpt review of the present situa-
tion. This panel will be composed equally of distingulshed
public membars and officers of the Executive Branch, It
will report to me on April 1, 1965, after which I will
make a recamendation to the Congress. Provision has
been made in the 'Allowance for Conmtingencies! for a
possible militery and civilian pay increase.”
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XI. FINANCTAL SUMMARY

The programs proposed for FY 1966 including Nilitary Assistance,
Military Construction, Military Family Housing and Civil Defense, ag-
gregate $51,739,414,000 in total obligatiopal authority. A summary
by major programs for fiscal years 1962, 1963, 1964, 1965 and 1966
is shown 4in Table 1.

Of the $51,739,41%,000 in cbligational authority required to
finance the 1966 program:

. $2,448,289,000 would be obtained from prior year funds

available for new programs, including balances brought
forvard and recoupments anticipated during the year.

. $470,000,000 would be obtained by transfer from the
vorking capital funds of the Department of Defense in
lieu of new appropriatiopns, and

+ $256,125,000 would be obtained from anticipated reim-
bursements which would dbe available to finance nev programs
leaving, therefore,

. $48,565,000,000 of new cbligstional authority, the smoumt
requested in the President's FY 1966 budgst. A detailled
tabulation relating the appropriation accounts to the

major program saccounts, and the total obligational
authority to the new cbligational authority requested of
the Congress in the 1966 budget, is showvn on Table 24
(Comparable data for 1965 are shown on Table 23).

Provision for a pnumber of items of propesed or possible legisla-
tion == including military and civilian pay sdjustments, Carrier Flight
Deck Hazardous Duty Pay ($5,500,000), Uniform Career
E ,3)0,000; and a Cash Awards Program for Members of the Armed Forces

2100,000) == is made within the Govermment-wide "Allowances for

Contingencies.”

Of the $48,565,000,000 of new obligational authority, $15,897,200,000

is requested to be authorized for a iation under the provisions
of Section 412(b) of Public Law 86-149, as amended. Of this amount:
$8,738,400,000 18 for procurement of aircraft, miseiles, and paval
vessels; and $6,558,800,000 is for all research, development, test
and evalustiom,
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The specific amounts for each Service and esach category are shown
in the Bill which this Committee will consider. Tables 26 through 34
provide detailed lists supporting the authorization for FY 1966.
Table 25 compares the authorization amounts requested for procurement
in FY 1966, and the amounts authorized and appropriated for FY 1965.
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TABLE 1 - PINANCIAL BUMMARY
(In Billions of Dollara)

Y 61 T 62 PY G2 FY 63 FI &4 FY 65 FY 66
Orig. Final
Strategic Offensive Forces T.6 5.0 8.4 T.3 5.3 4.5
Continental Air & Missile
Defense Forces 2.2 2.3 2.0 2.1 1.8 1.8
General Purpose Forces 4.5 17k 17.6 aT.7T 18.1 19.0
Alriift/Sealift Forces .9 1.2 1.4 1.3 1.5 1.6
Reserve and Quard Forces 1.7 1.8 1.8 2.0 2.1 2.0
Research and Development 3.9 b2 5.1 5.3 5.1 S.4
Oeneral Support 1.4 12,1 13.0 13.7 4.3 k.6
Retired Pay .9 .9 1.0 1.2° 1.k 1.58/
ﬂl.it&r] Assistance 108 1.6 106 1.2 1.2 1-3
Total Obligational Authority ¥ usa W .9 50.7 51.9 51.9 50.9 51,7
Less Pinancing Adjustmente 3.0 1.3 1.3 .8 .9 1.1 3.2
New Obligational Authority 3.1 h3.7 bo. 4 51.1 50.9 Lo.7 48.6
Adjustment to Expenditures +1.6 +1.0 =1.2 -1.1 +.3 -.b +.4
Total Expenditures .7 bh,7 48,2 50,0 51.2 49,3 %5.0
TOA by Dept. and Agency
Army 10.4 10.4 2.5 12,0 12.5 12.0 2.4
Navy 12.7 12.h4 .7 ih.9 4.8 k.7 15.3
Alr Force 19.9 18.5 19.7 20.6 20.3 19.4 iB.9
Civil Defense .3 d 1 .1 2
Defense Agencies .3 4 .3 .9 1.1 1.2 1.3
Retired Pay K -9 9 1.0 1.2 1.4 1.5 8/
Defense Family Housing &/ .5 .5 .5 T T T K¢
Military Assistance 1.5 1.8 1.8 1.6 1.2 1.2 1.3
otar 2/ 6.1 k.9 50.7 51.9 51.9 50.9 51.1
Memc: Incresses since FY 1961 in payments to retired personnel and in yetes of compensation
iacluded above:
Increased Compensation Rate:
Nilitary 1 1.1 1.6 1.6
Civilian 2 .3 .6 .6
Incressed Payments to
Retired Personnel .1 .1 .2 A 6 T
Total —_— 1 ol s A8 28 _29
Unfunded Mil. Ret. Past
Service Liability ks, L M2 k9.9 57.6 61.1 63.6
a/ At eurrent pay rates, it would require $2.2 billion in FY 1966 to fund
feurrent service costs,"
b/ Excludes cost of muclear varheads.
g/ In 1961 and 1962 funds for this activity were appropriated to the military
departments,
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TARLE 2 - ETRATEGIC OFFENSIVE FORCES AT END OF FISCAL YEAR
161 1962 1043 1964 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970

Bombers a/ -

B-52 555 615 630 630 630 €00 600 60O 600 BOO
B:E:S-L Lo aao go hao 80 B0 T8 T6 T T2
B T 810 58 0 25

Towsl mmvers 1095 1508 2% 180 o O B &% % EE
Alr-launched Msls

Hound Dog 216 460 580 SBO s560 540 sko sS40 520 s20

Stratf(gc Reconnsissance
SR-T1
RC-135

r I B R R

Surface-Surface Msls

Minuteman I - 160 600 800 800 700 sso koo 250

Minuteman IT . Bo 300 Lso 600 TS50

Ttan 22 67 2108 sS4 s4 s sk sk s5h

Atlas 28 5T 126 113

Polarie 80 96 14k 2ho L& 512 656 656 656 656

UK, Fr., &/or RATO Force 26 78 _%
Total ICBM/Pol. TI8  TI7% Th97 1051 1318 I0G6 TI710 1736 1188 T

Other

Quail 224 392 392 .392 392 3% 390 390 3% 390

KC-135 b/ koo Lo 500 580 620 620 620 620 620 620

KC-97 600 580 3o 240 120

Regulus 17 17 iT T

PALCS :
KC-135 g 18 2l 24 2 24 24 24
BT 18 36 36 -

Alert Force Wpns ¢/
Weapons
Megatone

FORMERLY RESTRICTED DATA 4 : -
FOREIGN DISSEMINATION
SECTION 1M4b, ATOMIC EXERCY ACT 195k




TABLE 3 - CONTIRENTAL ATR ARD MISSILE DEFERSE PORCES
{ umber at End of Fiscal Year)
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TABLE 4 - FINANCIAL SUMMARY OF CIVIL DEFENSE
(TOA, $ in miliions)

Fr 62 FY63 Fr 64 FY65 FY66

Shelter Survey 58.4 9.3 7.8 11.7 36.3
Shelter Development 5.8 3.0
Shelter in Federal Buildings 19.8 a/ 7.8
Shelter Provisions 90.3 32.7 23.5 2.8 52.6
Warning 6.8 b.1v/ 1.8 2.4 1.3
Emergency Operations 19.8 13.1 b/ 13.1 12.5 13.3

Financial Assistance to States 18.9 27.5 23.7 27.0 30.5

Research and Development 19.0 1.0 10.0 10.0 15.0
Management 12.4 13.6 13.9 14.5 k.6
Public Information k.0 4.3 2.7 3.2 L.0
Training and Education 2.9 9.9 1.1 15.4 15.5
TOTAL 252.3 125.4 110.5 105.2  193.

Includes $2.3 million transferred from OCIM for construction of a
Reglonal Center.
Excludes $2.2 million transferred to Army for civil defense warning

and communications networks.

Note: Totals may not add due to rounding.
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TABLE 5 - GENERAL PURFPOSE FORCES - ARMY
(End Fiscal Year)

FY 61 FY 62 FY 63 FY 6L FY 65 FYB6 FY 67 FY 6B FY 69 FY 70

Divisions

Airborne P 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Armored 3 3 3 4 b 4 L 4 L b
Infantry g 9 6 6 6 6 € 6 6 6
Mechanized 2 _% L b N I L L L
Total I 18e/ I 1 16 1% 18 16 6 16
Combat Ready 11 La/ 18 T6p/ 168 16 16 g 18 I8
Training 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Brigaies ) 1 4 7 7 T 7 1 7 1

Infantry Battle Grps 8 g 6
Armd Cevalry Regts 5 5 b L N L L L L L

{Other Artillery Bas 43 L1 53 L8 L8 L8 L8 48 L8 L8

Other Combet Ene 3z 33 32 20 29 29 29 29 29 29
Avieticn Compenies 34 37 38 3L 3T 37 37 37 k1 37
Special Foreee Grps 3 L é T T T 7 T T T
Missile Commends L 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

. §-S Missile Bns o/
REDSTONE-Separate

3 3 3

CORPORAL-Separate G 8 5
CORPORAL-Organic 3 2 2
SERGEANT -Separate 3 & & 6 6 6 6 6 6
SERGEANT-Organic 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
PERSHEING-Seperete 1 3 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
LACROSSE-Separszte ) & € ,
HOAEST JOHN-Separate 7 T 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6
HOWEST JOHH-Organic 121 ¢ 103 1h 14 1k 1k 1L 1L 1k
LITILE JOHl-Separate 2 2 3 2 3 3 3 3 3 3
LITTLE JOHU-Organic - 13% I 3

Totel e Rer B X 0O0:® R 3 33 ¥ H

Air Defense Piy:s &/

HERCULES-Sepzarete 51 55 51 51 55 59 59 59 59 59
HAVH-Separates 52 76 76 76 T6 73 73 73 73 73
FOIWARD AFEA-Sepurate 12 L L
FORWAFD AFRA-Organic _ . _ . - —_ . 12 20 20

Total 0y It 187 1z I3 132 13 156 156 156

I

f Evcludes two Hationel Guard divisions con active duty.

L/ Plus 15,000 men in units required to test air mobility concepts.

Includes organic as well as separate battalions, Organic missile battalions are in
Divisione snd/or Missile Commande, & SERGEANT and B PERSHING missiles per battalion
{bagic loma).

Humber cf firing batteries; HERCULES - 33 missiles per each of

2 petteries in Europe, sll other batteries - 18 missiles; HAWK - 36 missiles per

. botter;y. 363_
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PABLE 6
COMPARISCN OF PRESENT AND FROPOSED RESERVE
CONPCRENT STRUCTURE

URIT CATEOCRY . PRESENT STRUCTURE FROPOSED NBN STRUUTURE
Aty he ] Remdiness Army fReadiness
Bational Army Matning Qoals i ¥Manning Goals
Ouard _ Reserve Zotal Level  (Weaks)® Bena D Leved (Woeks) &/
Units for which there is a ~
reguiremsnt
Alr Defense 7,400 7,400 Bs4 (4} 7,400 85% 0
Units to Roumd out Active 76,500 78,600 155,100 W8 1607“)!_:/ 8og .6
Army
6 Division Forces 118,000 64,100 182,100 7%0; 4,8 189,900  80% 4,8
2 Bpecial Purposs Div.
Forces 25,600 2,600 28,200 T0% b,12 33,500 80% u,8
Rrigades (now 11 - 0 be ' ) )
increased to 16) 25,000 15,300 41,300 T5-80% 8 69,600 0% 3
Nobilisetion Base 2,600 66,600 65,200 T5-100% 1,4 69,800  TS-1008 1,2
Suypport to Othar Sarvices 1,900 9,0 11,2000 0% 8 11,200 T0% 8
Btate Botrs. & Scbool Units® b,000 4,000 8,500
Total 261,000 ©37,500 198,500
Units for which thare ia not
& _requiremert
Other Divisions (21 ddvisions -
15 Guard wod § Beserve) 122,800 5,600 168,400 53-608 4
Noon Divisicoal Units 15,450 16,& n,75 5%
Ocamsand Bqs, Divisional 150 1,350
Total 139,000 62,500 201,500
TOTAL: Btrength 400,000 000 000 000
i A 7 R % .2%

Time Irom alert and mobilization to actual resdinsss for deployment (ihslufing training time).
B/ Paid arill space allocstions are still tantative.
¢/ Unit camposition may changs in & mmber of instances as the detslls of the plan are worked out.
_/ Agtual deployment of these units is dspendert on the svailability of sQquipment, fillar personbel, snd
activetion, manping and training of necessary Suppert Forces,
@/ Bechool units carried inp other categories under present structure.
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Attack Carriers
mﬁise
Forrestal
Midway
Essex

Total

Attack Carrier Qr
ars

b ="
FﬁE/B/C/D

F-4B/a/T
P-111B
Total

Attack
A=
A-hB
A-LC
A-4E
A-64
A=TA

Total

Heavy Attack
A=3A
A=-3B
Total

Recon/Inte ance
BA=-3B
BC=121
RA=5C
A-3B Tanker
Total

Fleet Early Wi

E-2A
Total

_F_t_ozhment Gr;gxz
L‘Lg-tar TA
gzgglzlc/n
F-ha/B

F=-111B
Total

TAELE 8§ - GENERAL PURPOSE FORCES - RAVY
{End Fiscal Year)

FE61 P2 F 63 FEh FYO65 PEE6 FMET F6O8 FEGO FYTO

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

5 6 é 6 T T 7 T 8 8

3 2 3 3 2 2 2 2 E 3

2

T © # ¥ ®#® ©# © # © ¢

167 12 T2 19

iT7 124 127 64 36

35 & 107 120 120 120 120 96 48

™ 108 16 204 240 240 240 2ko 212

12

™ O™ OO W W OW W™ o

215 197 183 145 120 108 96 60 24

1n k1 55 16

135 242 275 246 266 252 252 162 56

37 19 168 182 182 210 210 210
14 45 sk 63 90 n7 17
hp 140 280 so6

B T %0 W6 %% 0 %y BB w2 BT 133

. 4 B E 3 :

+ B® m & € # H# H# £ =
€ 5 67 &4 54 LS 45 ks ko 34
1k i7 18 18 18 18 17 16 15 4

[ 6 6 T [ 6 6 7 8 6
16 36 k8 k8 54 Sk 54
I, 2 2 2 2 2 2

R:) ) o b 03] TE hut) pat:s hL-In hht:) b0

BT 105 105 8L T2 62 2& kL 20 16;
10 _ 1

= ™ T ® w T T B % 5
59 35 13
63 67 47 by ]

20 18 32 29 27 23 21 17 1

21 37 38 5k kg 50 52 52 SE 11»2

b e S 5] s 30 :i} T 5 3 L T
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TAHIFE 8 - GENERAL FURPOSE FORCES - RAVY (Cont'd)

(End Fiscal Year)

FI 6L Fyeé62 Fy63 FY64 FL65 FY66 FY67 FY 6B P65 FYTO
Replacement Groupe {Cont'd)
Attack
- L8 k6 b 23 27 27 25 18 6
A=3 ol 23 26 13 12 8 8 8 8 5
A-ua/B/C 127 126 88 85 70 67 55 4o 33 13
A=LE 21 30 Lo 43 43 Ly Ly L4y
A-GA 3 8 10 15 20 28 28 28
A=TA 21 2 0
Total W™ O TR DD W ™ T2 T T8 1%
Recon/ Intelligence
A=BA 2 10 6 1 4 4 i L 3 2
RA=5C L 8 6 6 [ T T 6
RA-3B/RF-57 — =1 2 2 o o
Total 2 11 12 21 10 10 10 1 10 )
Trainer 154 125 132 126 125 123 n7 102 97 g8
Support Aircreft L1 ¥ MM % 3 o 3 2 2 2
Total 1679 1780 1709 1655 1642 1504 1634 1660 1650 1615
ASW-Surveillance & Ocean control'
Shi
Carriers 9 10 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9
58N 13 16 16 19 23 31 L1 L7 52 56
55 92 88 86 83 81 Th o 58 53 Lo
Sub Direct Support o7 27 26 24 25 25 2 19 16 16
IEG ] i 6 6 6 [
IE 2 47 21 2 23 27 29 36 51 63
DER T 9 12 1 [ 5 3 3 3 1
New ASW TE 1l
As;au. Patrol i g 4 8 13 ag 25 ag 32 32
¢ Support Ships 7 N T 7
ot ™ O M W™ ™ =™ OB W B W
ASW Carrier Air Wings
SH=30G/0 12 103 31 8 14
S=24/B/D/F 179 7 157 12 8o 60 Lo 20 20 20
SE-34 kg o 120 130 144 b 1Lh 14k pEnA
S=2E 3 6 100 120 140 160 160 160
A-kC 2L ol 2l 36 36 36
EA-1E/E-1B 37 18 36 57 ko ho 39 30 39 39
Statior Support A/C 38 4o 38 32 12 10 n 1L 14

Replacement 4/C
Total
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TARIF 8 - GENERAL PURPOSE FORCES - NAVY (Cont'a)
(End Fiscal Year)

FY€l rfé FY63 FL6h FYés Feé6 FL67 FY 68 FYé6o FYTO

Patrol A/C Sqdns
P-ZE/5=2A 158

Sp-ZE/H 2Lt 285 231 218 20k 168 120 84 L8 12
P-3A 31 56 50 17 153 180 207 234
EC+121k 1 1 1 1 1 1
Seaplanes T2 76 61 k7 36 36 36 36 36 36
P-eplacem:?‘é Alc k2 32 k6 45 32 33 32 32 BE 32
Support
ool W OW O ThR T W OW T W T W
Soun® Surveillance Sys {S0SUS)
Atl Caesar Arrays 18 18 18 19 20 23 26 27 o7 27
Pac Caecar Arrays 6 6 T T T T B 8 8 8
COLOSSUS I 1 2 3 3 3 3
My ti-Purpose Ships
SAF ships
TG 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
co/0LG/CAG 8 8 10 n 1 n 10 10 10 10
DLGH ) 1 1 1 2 2 2 1 2
LG 8 10 13 19 21 er 26 22 22 21
DG T 13 17 2 23 &3 21 29 29 29
Other Combat
CA (gun 4 4 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
DL (gun 5 b ] 5 5 L 3 3 3 3 3
DD/ITR 203'.‘/ 212 190 179 185 120 176 :Lfs 146 135
Direct Support Tenders 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
et B O B B oW B B ow = 5
Mine Warfare Shipe
Mine Warfare Shipa B3 &4 84 Bl aL 8k 8s 85 85 86
Direct Support
Total 2 ¥ ¥ 2 ¥ + w ® =+ =B
Azphibious Assault Bhips 111 131 133 13k 136 W b LY 142 k2 ki

Iog & r B Shi

eTvay Repien nt 65 76 76 T2 T2 32 g E’g’ T0 g

Tleet Support ég I'P rg%_ 88 88 8
Total T w W % Iy Iy T T8

Flest Tmctical Suppt A/C 64 68 68 (] 81 B 81 81
Fleet Suppt A/C 2713 318 32 303 333 333 334 3b 336 338
Other Support A/C 295 31 303 300 233 177 162 163 166 165
Total: Ships e 856 834 833 848 86p 858 861 857 858
Afrcreft 3,099 3,52 3,217 3,154 3,136 3,003 3ok 3,052 3,03k 2,90

g/ Includes 33 DIEs.
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TABLE 9 - GENERAL PURPOSE FORCES - NAVY SHIP CONSTRUCTION AUTHORIZATION PROGRAM
Authorized for Start of Copstruction in Fiscal Year

FY 61 FY 62 FY 63 FY 64 Fi 65 FY 66 FY 6T FY 6B FY 65 FY 70O

Kew Construction

CVA Attack Carrier

SSN Attack Submarine

Escorts

Small Patrol

Frigates

Destroyers

Mine Warfare

Amphibious

logistice & Oper. Support

Direct Support Ships
Total Rew Construction

=

Few
=
Fod

W
N o

o

(=28

L
10 16 10
12

now
-3

o
IHv <8

p4 PP
[l &
Bl B8 =
1B-58 -
1N B -

IRl o
[ RO
KAl
I

Conversions
CVA {Modernization) 1l
S8 Attack Submarine

pDG (DL & DD 931)
cag (BW to HT)
G (BT to HT)

CG (Modernization)
DLG/DLGN {Modernization)
ID {DD 931 ASW MOD)
Destroyers (FRAM)

Mine Warfare

Amphibious

logistics & Oper. Support
Total Conversions

o
o
ww . o
-
-+

=

1

SRV P
WP

oy
[

Total New Construction
and Conversion

49

I
13

e M~ w&e
fef
15
1=l
Gl
kol

3
I
IR?
lI#
1%
[N
I Al

Total Coet of Ships
(1o Millions) $914  $1,295 $1,606 $1,484 $1,732 $1,751

Net Adv, Procurement -5 +19 +28 <Al +10 =10
TOTAL $909 $1,31h $1,634 $1,4ko $1,7h2 $1,741
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TABLE 10 - GENERAL PURPOSE FORCES
{End Fiscal Year)

FY 62 FY 63 FY 64 FY 65

~ MARINE CORPS

FY 66 FY 67 FY 68 FY &0 FY 7O

Marine Divisions

Marine Air Wings

Tank Battelions

Light AA Missile Bns
{HAWK)

Hvy Arty Rkt Bns
{HONEST JOHIV)

Amphibien Tractor Bns

Hq Fleet Marine Forces

Res Div/Wg Teams

W [+ L L Lt

Marine Air Winge
Fighter Squadrons

F-4B/J
F-8E
F-8D as
F-8C 51
F-8B 51
F-Eﬁ: 4
F- 10
Total 588
Atteck Sguadrons
A=BA
A-TA
A-LE
A=be 106
A-L4B mE
AF«1E
Total EE'G

Recon/Countermeasures
RF-4B

RF-84 27

Eh-64

BF-103 _23
Total 50

Tanker/Transport

KC-130F 10

C=-119G 28

C-lJ.T/ N

C=S4LR/Q 1
Totel &

Helicopter Trans Sqe
CH-534A

CH-37C 25
CH=k54
UH-3LD 175
Total 201
Light Hel/Obe Sgs
UH-12
0H-L3D 31
0-1B/C 30
Totel cl
Tot Mar-Alr Wg 898
Support fircreft
Marine Air Wings 66
Hg Fleet Marine
Forces Lg
Marine Air Bases _gg
Total Support A/C T
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BANLE 11 - EAVY AND MARINE CORPS RESERVE FORCES
(End of Fiscal Year)

Y 61

Bavy Res Brog Ships & T
Db-Destroyer 13
LE-~Bscort 27
MBC Muswper
NBOO Mnswper (01d)

Total
Eavy & Mar Corps Res a/c

Fighter inits
Eﬁﬁ T
ree
)]
Ty
r-1B
F-9E/MF-1C/AF-1E
P-6A
AP-9J
Total
Attack Units
TRiE
A-20
A-4C
A-4B
A-ba
Total

Recon/Photo
R?-éT\?G
RF-9J

Total

Search Unita
5-2F 170
52D
5-2B
S-2A -

Total 170

Search Units
tH- J
SH-WJ
SE- 3G
UB-25

Total

Patrol Units
§P-28
SR-2F 59
TB-2F
P/EP-2E
F2r/G
F2D

Total

Transport Units
O-SE /T
c-5h P/Q
c-131r
C-117D
c-1188
C-119P
5C-47 12
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Support Alreraft

Total 3
Reperve Fleet
Shipe Maintained by Ravy

Category A P

Category B 150

Other 564
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B/ ‘mese are used as navel reserve training ships shovn above.
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F-UB/J

F-11]1B
Total

Attack
A-LE
ABA
A=TA

Total

Recon/Counter
BA-GA
RP-LB
Total

Fleet Early Warning
E-2A

carrier ASW
S-
8B-3A

Patrol
B
P34

Belicopters
UE-24
UB-1E
Ug-46A
CE-46A
CB-S3A
RE-LSA

Total

Fleet Tactical Tt
C/KC=
C=2A

Trainer
T=39D
TA=LE

Mission Support

Total

Proc Cost (
Millions )?

toLae,

g

TABLE 12 - FAVY AND NARINE CORPE AIRCRAFT PROCUREMERT PROGRAM

IneTudes 27 alrcraft procured from Alr Force.
Excludes 2 aircraft financed under RUTS&E in FY 1564,
Includes flyewey aircraft, advance buy, peculiar AQE, and training device costs.
All spares and other support are not included.
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TABLE 13 - OENERAL PURPOSE FORCES - AIR FORCE AND ATR MATIONAL (UARD
(End Fiacal Year)

M6l P62 M63 MO FTES P66 FET P 6B né& M

Active Forces _e/
Tactic ars
F-84 00 222 162
F-86 15
Fa200 910 860 728 657
66 65

129

265

453

$
]
8
;
E

F-101
F-104 54
F-105 39k
F-4
F-111
Total A/C
Fo. of Wings
Interceptor Fighters
F-85
F=102
Tactical Bombers
B-57
B-66
Tactical Recon
RF-84
RF=101
RF-4
RB-66 108
Total A/C -
No. of Squadrons 1k
KB-50 Tackers 120
Special Air Warfare Forces
B-26
.28
A-1E
Celi6
C=b7 fRCLT
U=10
C=123
Total A/C
Total Active A/C
Tactical Missiles
MACE A (MOGM- 13A)
MACE B {MiM-13B)
MATADOR
Alr Hsticnal Quara D/
Tactical Fighters
F=84
r-86
F-100
F-10L
F-105
Total
Tactical Recon
RB-57
RF-8L
RF-101
KC-97 Tankars
Total ARG A/C
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Fugbers of aircraft are derived by multiplying suthorized squadron unit equipment by the
pumbers of squadrons. They do not include command support sircraft.

s/

b/ Possessed aircraft where less than U.E.

¢/ 1Includen seven Alr National Quard tactical fighter wings (525 aircraft) and four tactical
reconnaissance squadrons (72 aircraft) for a total of 597 aircraft on sctive duty.

213

g



s

TABLE 1k- GENERAL PURPOSE FORCES - AIR FORCE ATRCRAFT PROCUREMENT PROGRAM
Fr 61 ¥ 62 P63 F6L M6 ME WE M8 MO WO

Typa of Alrcraft

¥-105 180 2n 107

RN 38/ 307 215

F=LD 52 222 58

P-4 9 174

F-111 (TFX) 10 55 12 188 192 192
RP-4C 2 = B a8 9

Total 30 2 . M6 360 08 286 188 lgg 12

Procuremsnt Cost

STy $32 #5330 HTh P55 M0k 4106

e/ Excludes 27 aircraft sold to Navy.

1_:/ Includes flypwsy aircraft, Advance Puy, Peculiar AJE, and training device costs., 4All
spares and other support are not included.
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TAELE 15 - AIRLIFT AND SEALIFT FORCES
(Bnd Fiscal Year) a/

61 62 FI 63 FI6h P65 FY K6 FY 6T FY 68 FY 69 FY TO
Active Forces
C-5A 18 32
C-141 16 80 160 208 208 208
c-133 Ly by bk by bh a/ bo ho ko 28
c-124 260 36 300 300 308 260 180 L6 325/ 16
C-130 208 240 312 k3t 504 sob 50U SOk b96  b56
c-118 107 95 95 48 v/
c-123 96 80 8o 8o <
C=-135 42 ho 38 111 bV}
C-97 b8
c-121 56 6 25
c-119 592 592 58 592 592 M3 208 L
c-123 L8 48 h8 48 24 24
c-124 Lo 20 20 k8 88 152 152 152 128
c-130 24
Adir Ratiopal Quard
C-121 56 56 56 3
c-97 88 ko 128 1hh ALY 14 120 80
c-124 24 T2 128 128
c-123 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8
Res & Guard-Total “ 176 ~ 688 B8 T 872 38 T80
Res &Mmﬁgth/ﬂ =8 TR %1 =220 28 o 250
r L} T
{c-97, c-121, ¢-124, C-130)
30-day 1ift to:
S.E. Asia (tons - )B/ k.7 20.0 23.6 25.4 29.0 36.1 MWB.5 548 67.0 TB.9
Europe tons - 000 2.0 2.4 50.3 Shh €21 T3.6 96.6 108.1 128.8 150.1
Sealirt
" Forward Mobile Depots
Fast Deployment
Logistic Ships 4 6
Victory-Class Ships 3 3 3 3 17 7 1T 17
Cargo:
General Purpose 13 14 13 13 13 12 12 n 10
Roll-on/Roll-off 2 2 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 3
Special Purpose Ly Ly ks L3 43 43 b2 bl ho 38
Tankers 2L 25 25 25 25 25 -} 25 25 25
Troop Ships i/ 16 16 16 16 16 16 16 16 16 _ 16
Total 9 101 106 102 102 102 115 ﬁ; Eg II;
a/ Rumbers of aircraft are derived by multiplying suthorized squadron unit equipment by the
oumber of squadrons.
‘_b/ Ravy will receive 35 C-118s as they are released from the Air Force; the balance will be used
to modernize the Aeromedical Fleet and Air Force mission support inventory.
c/ Transferred to Special Air Warfare units in Program III.
_g,/ Net increase results froam previously approved phase down offset by integration of two 18 U.E.
C-12L4 Logistic Support Squadrons from AFIC.
_g_/ Former Logistic Support Squadrons reduce to standard 16 U.E. squadrons.
5/ An end FY 1969 I0OC is possible with an expesdited program definition phase, Slippage to end
CY 1965 could occur however.
5/ Based on active and reserve military capabllities; CRAF not included.
y Doee not include amphibicus or underway replenishment ships in Program III.
1/ Distribution between Active and Ready Reserve Ships, 1965 through 1970, will be determined by

the Secretary of the Navy based on sea transportation requirements as they then exist.
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TAELE 16 = AIRLIFT AND SEALIFT PROCUREMENT PROGRAM
FY 61 FY 62 FY 63 FY 64 FY 65 FY 66 FY 67 FY 6B FY 69 FY 70

Afrlift .
C-130B/E 5T 93 4L T8
C-1354/B 20 15
g-141 16 L4s 84 B4 31
C-5A 3 2 0
Total Aircraft 77 108 150 123 8L B, 34 —zé go
Cost (% Miuicns)s/ 202 298 493 &3 521 399
Sealift
YISV, Roll-on/Roll-off b
T.FDL, Fast Deployment logistiecs Ships 3 2 2 2 2
T-A0 Copversion 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cost {$ Millions) 19 8 W0

5/ Includes flyaway aircraft, advance buy, peculiar AGE, and training device costs. All
spares and other support are not included.



o

TABLE 17 - SUMMARY OF STRENQTH, DRILL STATUS, EIC.
FOR RESERVE AND GUARD FORCES

{In Thousands)

25/ End Fiscal Year
Army Reserve 1961 1 1963 1 1 1966
Paid Drill Training 301.8 2%%.5 537.0 .E 50,00/ =
Other Paid Training . .a hE.Q %I. o1 8.4
Total Paid Status 361.1 309, 284.2 345,9 328. T3,
Army Naticnal Guard
Paid Drill Training 393.8 361.0 360.7 381.5 385.02/ 575.0
Other Paid Training - - - - - -
Total Paid Status 393.8 1.0 360.7 381.5 385.0 §75.0

Total Army Paid Status 754.9 670.8 6LL.9 T27.4 T13.4 €53.4

Naval Reserve

Paid Drill Training 129.9 111.3 119.6 123.3 126.0 126.0
Other Paid Training 8.0 1.9 9.8 8.4 .1 1
Total Paid Status 137.9 119.2 129. 131.7 135.1 135.1
Marine Corps Reaserve
Paid Drill Training 43.8 k6.6 hé.g L5.9 45,5 Ls5,5
Other Paid Training 2.1 2.0 1. 2.1 .1 o1
Total Paid Status L8.0 8.8 8.1 1B.0 R .
Alr Force Reserve
Peid Drill Training 6s.5 58.4 58.6 62.8 48.8 45.8
QOther Paid Training 11.5 10.7 .1 oy . 1.5
Total Paid Status 75.9 9.1 7.7 B7.2 5%.3 £3.3
Air National Guard
Paid Drilil Training 70.9 50.3 Th.3 73.2 T5.0 T7.0
Other Paid Training - - - - - -
Total Paid Status 70.9 50.3 4.3 13.2 15.0 17.0
Total AF Paid Status 146.8 119.5 142.0 140.5 131.3 130.3
Total Reserve Forces
Paid Drill Training 1082'8 823.1 826.5 953.2 95g.3 869.3
Cther Paild Training . - ’ . o1 .1
Total Paid Status 1085.7 G5B.0 §3ET% 16&7.5 1028, 7.

&/ Excludes reservists called to active duty during the "Berlin erisis.”

g/ The programed strength for the Army Reserve Components is 700,000, Army Reserve
300,000 and National Guard 400,000. The figures shown above are estimates of
strengths that will actually be attained.

NOTE: Detail may not add to totals due to rounding.
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TABLE 18 - DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE FROGRAMS SUPPORTIR
FOUR SAFEGUARDS REIATED TO THE TEST BAN TREATY
(04, $ Millions} :
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TARLE 19 - RECAPTTULATION OF DOD SPACE PROJECTS
_ (ToA, $ Millions)
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TABLE 20 - FINANCIAL SUMMARY OF RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENTE/
(ToA, $ Millions)

Prior FY FY FY FY FY
Years 1962 1963 196k 1965 1966
RESEARCH
Army 73 T3 Th 85 96
Navy 119 126 118 124 138
Air Force TO 83 8s 96 106
ARPA K B 3 L5 47
Total Research 295 313 31 350 387
EXPLORATORY DEVELOPMENT
Army 146 230 262 248 254
Navy 324 35Y 36L 338 342
Air Force 204 291 302 318 316
ARPA 217 223 32% 228 230
Total Exploratory Devel. 981 1T6T 117 1732 1342
ADVANCED DEVELOPMENT
Army v
Operation Evaluation V/STOL 1 7 12 17
New Surveillance Aircraft 2 T 1 10 1k 7
Heavy Lift Helicopter 15 2 1 3
Alrcraft Suppressive Fire Systems 2 9 6 L
CCIS for Fleld Army T 23 17 1L 13
Surface to Air Missile 13 15
DoD Comm. Sat. Grnd. 80 102 27 25 15 20
NIKE X Experiments 5 19 98
Anti-Tank Weapons 34 26 28 18

Other Adv. Developments 18 32 L7 L8 6k

Sub-Total 12z 18 218 145 T1TI1I 176
Navy
V/STOL Development 1 6 12 22 9 5
P-1127 HAWKER 2 3
Advanced Alrcraft Engines 6
Advanced SAM System 5 8 12
Adv. Anti-radistion Missile System 3 6
Adv. Sea-based Deterrent 15 12 10 5
Astronautics 1 2 12 11 13
ARTEMIS/Underwater Acoustics 3 1 6 5 5
TRIDENT 5 15 11 8 b
Airborne ASW Detection System y 11 18 21
Adv. Sub Sonar Development 3 3 13
Adv. Surface Sonar 5 T 5
£80
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TABLE 20 - FINANCIAL SUMMARY OF RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT (cont'd)

(ToA, $ Millions)

Prior FY FY FY
Years 1962 1963 1964

Navy Advanced Developments (cont'd)
Acoustic Countermeasures 1 a 1
ASW Torp C/M Resist
Sub-launched Anti-ship Torp.
Hydrofoils L 5
Deep Sulmergence Program 2
Reactor Prop. Plants 13 10 11
Prop Dev/SEA HAWK
Active PLANAR Array Sonar 1
Ship Int. Combat Sys
Adv Mine Development
Adv. Mine Countermeasures
Other Advanced Developments 23 13 2

Sub-Total 52 B9 137

Air Force

Tri Serv V/STOL Devel 1 6 12 19
V/STOL Aircraft Techn 3
VIOL Eng Development 2
Lightweight Turbojet 2 5 8
Overland Radar
AWACS (Airborne Warning & Control Sys)
Tac Fighter Avionics
Recon Strike Capability 6 L 10
Close Support Fighter
X-15 Afrcraft 150 10 10 9
Tac Missile Guid Dev.
Stellar Inert Guid. 3 Lo 22
Advanced ICHM 9 8
SAERE (Self-Aligning Boost

and Re-entry)
Low Alt. Supersonic Vehicle 2L 7 12 15
Manned Orbital Laboratory 10
GEMINT (Manned Space Flight) 16
X-20 (DYNASOAR) 109 100 132 65
Program 461 fMIDAS) 196 164 75 35
Program 706 (Satellite Imsp.) 6 26 29 2
Re-entry & Recovery (START) 1k 18
Advanced Space Gulidance
Solid Rocket Engine Dev. 14 14 31
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. TABLE 20 - FINANCIAL SUMMARY OF RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT (cont'd)
(ToA, $ Millions)

Prior FY FY FY FY FY
Years 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966

Air Force Advanced Dev. (Cont'd)

Liquid Rocket Engine Devel N 8

Chemical Rkt Space Maneuver 7

Other Advanced Develomments 1k 80 112 _69 65
Sub-Total 35 I%5 ? 310 g

Total Advanced Development 17 TO2 ¥ T2 020

ENGINEERING DEVELOPMENT
Army
NIKE-ZEUS Testing 836 273 175 el Lo
NIKE-X 270 318 LoT

Forward Ares Air Def

(incl. MAULER) 39 36 50 59 22 10
Division Support Msl (LANCE) h 1 18 kg 67 46
Fire Power other than Missiles 3 28 Lg 57 52 6k
Aircraft Supp. Fire System 7 6 13 11 15
Adv. Aerisl Fire Sprt. System 5 1 17
Tac. Transport Aircraft 3 5 2 2
Cambat Surv. and Target Acg. 36 35 23 19 18
Communications & Electronics 27 L7 30 2L 25

. Tank, Main Battle 2 9 11 22
Hvy AT Assault Wpn (TOW) 20 17
Other Engr. Dev. 79 !%% 62 L7 sk

Sub-Total s Bie 8L &o7

Navy
Adv. Des ASW Dest Esc (SEA HAWK) 9 1k Y
ASW Ship Cmd. Control Systexm 6 L4
W/G MK-48 Torpedo L 19 18 k3
ASW Rockets 2 L
Other ASW 3 5 9 12 14
Marine Corps Dev 6 7 4 5 10 16
Aircraft Engines 9 13 20
Special Warfare Navy A/C 12 6
Other Engr. Dev. 57 75 91 53 80
Sub-Total 67 106 151 137 187
Air Force
XB-T0 800 220 207 156 75 25
Adv. Manned Aircraft 28 39
Short Range Atk Missile > 37
YF-124 L 42 60 32 28
ASG-18/ATIMS-L7A 10 16 23
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TABLE 20 - FINANCIAL SUMMARY OF RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT (cont'd)

(704, $ Millions)

Prior FY FY FY FY FY
Years 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966
Oper. Sys. Dev. Army (cont'd)
HAWK 128 5 3 15 19 13
Combat Veh Sys Long Range 2 L b
SHILLELAGH 32 18 5
Multi-System Test Equipment k 10 5 3
DUCC (Deep Underground Command Ctr) 7
Comm. Intel. & Security 11 18 20 19 19
Other Operational Sys. Dev. 41 31 27 20 N
Sut-Total 178 Toz 135 100 T4
Navy
FBM Subs 1469 460 397 218 65 115
F4B Equipment Improvement 3 9 9 5 L
Helo Avionics System 5 8 T
Tactical Fighter F-111B 11 20 28 22
Tac Fighter F-111B FC & Msl 22 64 T3 TL
Impr Follow-on Lt Atk A/C 34 Lo 2
Avionics Development/ILAS* 5 5 10 15
A/C Launch & Retrieve Flt. Sprt. T 6 8 7
SATS (Short Airfield for
Tac Sprt)} 16 2 T 7 2 2
5QS-26 Sonar 16 3 3 14 5 13
Radar Height Finding N 6 6 2 1 3
Undersea Surveillence i 5 6 6 9
Sonar Fix Progrem 5 15
U/W Ordnance Fix Program L 5 10
Torpedo MK 46 38 11 21 1k 16 8
SHRIKE 7 1k 10 T T
SPARROW III 31 5 4 L 4 3
SUBROC 8L 34 37 18 6 i
Eye Weapons 1 1 1 15 10 8
Target Improvement 2 N T
SAM Improvement LT 40
A/L G/M Fleet Support T 7 8
Command Control System 6 11 13 9 1
Naval Tactical Data System 68 10 T 6 k 3
Marine Corps Tac Data System 21 LB 6 5 L 3
Other Operaticnal Systems 2 10 0 1
Sub-Total 602 3%% 35% Eg§ EEB

* Integrated Light Atk Avionics System
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TABLE 20 - FINANCIAL SUMMARY OF RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT (cont'd)

(TOA, $ Millions)

Prior FY FY FY FY FY
Years 1962 1963 196k 1965 1966

Oper. Sys. Dev. (cont'd)

Air Force
SR-T1 20 70 81 17
MINUTEMAN TT 137 329 307 238
PACCS (Post Attk Cmd & Cont Sys) 7 3 5 5
OTH Radar System 7 10 10 5
SPACE TRACK y 19 23 12 8 8
TAC Ftr F-111A (TFX) 5 6 116 231 321 205
CX-HLS (C-54) 10 4o 157
TITAN IIT X/Agena 3k 36
Special Support Activities 807 323 486 Lk 273 Lot
Other Operational Systeus 139 777 263 90 Lo
Sub-Total 1 1573 1342 1171 1118
Defense Agencies
Defense Agencies - Sub-Total 193 203 188 214 211
. TOTAL OPERATIONAL SYSTEMS DEV. 2615 2508 2262 1914 1851
TOTAL R&D 6820 7578 7591 7032 7300
less Support froe Other Approp. 482 507 5k 469 536
TOTAL OBLIGATIONAIL AUTHORITY,
RIT&E Appropriations 6338 7071 7137 6563 676L
Financing Adjustments -970 -78 =153 -78 =55
NEW OBLIGATIONAL AUTHORITY,
RDT&E Appropristions 5368 6993 6984 6485 6709

E’/ Prior year program data are presented on the basis of comparability to
the program as shown for the FY 1966 budget, except where transfer of
functions between services is involved for the missile test range
activities in the Pacific.
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. TABLE 20 - FINANCIAL SUMMARY OF RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT (cont’d)
(ToA, $ Millions)

Prior FY FY FY FY FY
Years 1962 1963 196k 1965 1966

Air Force Eng. Dev. (cont'd) '
Adv. Bal., Msl. Re-entry Sys (AERES) 121 152 161 168

NIKE/ZEUS Targets L 6 T 9
TITAN IITA and IIIC 35 233 330 198 95
M/MRBM (Mobile Mid Range Bal. Msl) in 26 26 19
Other Eng. Dev. L1 1 %ia 11
Sub-Total 7 'B';% E_E? T _ggl
TOTAL ENGINEERING DEV. - 970 1ho3 1687 1LL9 TI3B2
MANAGEMENT AND SUPPORT
Army
White Sands Msl Range 5L 65 75 87 88
Kwajaleln Test Site 1 34 38
General Support 159 15k 172 165 1
Sub-Total 213 219 248 TB% 3%2}
Navy
Pacific Missile Range 119 13k 141 123 7
AUTEC {Atlantic Undersea Test
& Bvaluation Ctr) 15 18 14 19 8
General Support 165 177 173 176 210
Sub-Total 299 329 328 TIB 755
Air Force
Eastern Test Range 193 268 239 220 221
Western Test Range 3 62
General Support 637 64 664 6 645
Sub-Total 830 §T§ 903 Eg% 928
DSA T 11 12
TOTAL MANAGEMENT AND SUPPORT 1342 1461 1LB6  1k97 1560
EMERGENCY FUND - 118 150
SUB-TOTAL R&D - k205 5070 5329 518 5k
OPERATTONAL SYSTEMS DEVELOPMENT
Army
SERGEANT 170 8 5 1 1 3
REDEYE 13 9 12 16 9 L
PERSHING 10k 29 12 5 12
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TABLE 21 - GENERAL SUPPORT
(T0A, $ Millions)

FY 63 FY 64 FY 65 FY 66
Individual Training and Education
Recruit Training and Education $ 605 $ 732 $ 750 $ 789
Special Training & Enlistment Program T 30
Technical Training 1,012 1,105 1,057 1,121
Professional Training 225 235 284 297
Flight Training 633 622 723 64T
Service Academies 99 97 132 162
Headquarters and Support 267 333 60 350
Total $2,8k3  $3,12F  $3,313  $3,39%
Intelligence and Security
Cryptologlic Intelligence Activities $ 825 $ 824 $ 859 $ 836
General Intelligence Activities LTl 526 6k 610
Total $1,298 $1,350 $i,ﬁa£ $1,5L7
Communications - Total $ 805 $ 884 $ 862 $ 8713
Logistic Support - Total $3,03%  $3,145  $3,160  $3,120
Military Family Housing - Total $ 693 $ 672 $ 667 $ 748
Medical Services - Total $ TT2 $ T62 $ 872 $ 864
Headquarters and Support Services
Headquarters $ 17T $ 922 $ 940 $1,000
Weather Service 121 lz22 129 130
Air Rescue/Recovery L9 92 125 85
Construction Support Activities 143 92 92 10k
DEEF FREEZE 21 21 19 20
Other Support Activities 2,0L6 g‘;%E 2,324 2,380
Total $3,157  $3,3 $3.629  $3,7.9
National Military Command System - Total $ 48 § 80 $ 93 $ 120
Defense Atomic Support Program - Total § 192 $ 155 $ 158 $ 151
Miscellaneous Department-Wide Activities
Contingencies $ 1 $ 10 $ 15 $ 15
Claims 22 19 29 2k
Other 81 88 87 140
Total $ 114 $ 17 $ 131 $ 180
GRAND TOTAL $2,955 $13,673  $14,310 $14,619

NOTE: Detail may not add due to rounding
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TABLE 22 - DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE COST KEDUCTION PROGRAM
(In Millions of Dollars)

Estimated Savings to be
Realized in: &

1963 FY 1 1955
A. BUYING ONLY WHAT WE NEED
1. Refining Requirement Calculations
a. Major items of equipment 90 L87 373 YL Y]
b. Initial provisioning 163 218 134 18L
c. Secondary items La1 643 607 799
d. Technical manuals - 10 - 8
e. Production base facilities 35 1 19 -
f. Technical 4ata and reports - 2 L 2
2. Incressed Use of Excesa Inventory in .
lieu of new procurement
a. Equipment and supplies - sT 15 75
b. Idle production equipment 1 - - -
¢. Excess contractor inventory 18 bt h 3
3. Eliminating "Gold-plating" (Value 2ng.) T2 T6 15 83
4, Inventory Item Reduction - - - 12
Total Buying Only What We Reed 860 1,52 1,168 1,913 2,001
B. BUYING AT TEE LOWEST SOUND PRICE
1, Shift from Non-Competitive to Com-
petitive Procurement
Total $ competitive 37.1% 39.1% - -
Total amcunt of savings 237 W) 216 Lk
2. Shift from CPFF to Fixed or Incentive
Price
Total § CFYP </ 20.7% 12,06 - -
Total amount of savings - 100 436 .599
3. Breakout for Direct Purchase - 5 - 2
. Total Buying at Lowest Scund Price 237 553 652 1,015 1,14
C. REDUCIIG OFERATING COSTS
1. Terminating Unnecessary Cperaticans 123 33 356 551
2. Consolidation & Btandardization of
OCperations
&, DSA cperating expense uvingsg 3 b2 53 T
b. Consolidation of contract admin. - - - -
¢. Departmantal Oper. exp. savings - 95 20 95
3., Increasing Efficiency of Operations
a. Improving telscommunisations mgmt. 8o 1 Lo 129
b. Improving trans. & traffic management 28 T 12 35
¢. Improving equip. maint. menagement - 65 100 108
4. Improving nca-combat vehicle mgmt. 2 18 12 21
e. Reduced use of contract tech. - 20 9 27
?. Improv. military housing management 6 13 8 1
g. Improv. real property management 23 25 9 27
h. Packaging, preserving, & packing - T 1l 3
L, Military Assistance Program - il —_— ——
Total Reducing Operating Costs 289 757 L1 1,067 1,711
TOTAL FROGRAM L6 28 zse¥ woss b

Includes certaln one-time savings not expected to recur in future years.

FY 1961 was 32.9 percent; total annual conversion from scale source by end of FY 1966

of $1.8billion - savings are 25 percent per dollar converted.

¢/ For the first nine months of FI 1961, CPFF was 38 percent, s reduction of $6.8 billion 1s
required to reduce that percentage to the FY 1066 goal of 12.0 percent; savings are tem percent
per dollar converted.

4/ Excludee DSA inventory drawdown without replacement of $35 millicn for FY 1962; $262 million in

FY 1963; $161 million in FY 1964; $111 million in FY 1965; and §131 mdllion in FY 1966, & total

of $703 miliion
0 e/ Amount reflected in the original FY 1965 budget; actual sccomplisiment is expected to exceed

e

this amount.
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TABLE 23 . FY 1965 BUDGFT PROGRAMS AND NEW OBLIGATIONAL AUTHORITY

By Apmropristicn PTitle
(Millions of Dollars)

MILITARY PERSONN
Military Perso
Militery Perso
Military Perso
Militery Perso
Hational Guard
National Guard
Reeerve Persco
Reserve Person
Reserve Person
Regerve Person
Retired Pay, D

TOTAL - Mil

QPERATION ARD MA
Operation apd
Dperation and
Operation and
Operation and
Operation and
Operation and
Opereation and
National Board
Claims, Defens
Contingencies,
Court of Milit

TOTAL - Qpe

PROCUREMENT
Procurement of
Frocurement of
Sbipbullding e
Other Procuren
Procuremert, N
Alrcraft Procu
Miseile Procur
Other Procuren
Procurement, L

TOTAL - Prc

* Leps than &<



RESEARCE, DEVEL
Research, Dex
Research, Dev
Research, Dev
Research, Dev
Emergency Fur

}

TOTAL - Re

MILITARY CONSTH
Military Cone
Military Cone
Military Cons
Military Cons
Military Cong
Military Cone
Military Cone
Military Cone
Military Cone
Loran Statior

TOTAL - M1

FAMILY BOUSING
Family Housir

CIVI. DEFERSE
Operation ané
Shelter, Cons

TOTAL - Ci

TOTAL

MILITARY ASSISI
Militvary Assi

FBCAPTTULATION:
Department of
Qffice, Civ
Department ot
Department ot
Defense Agenc
Retired Pey

——

TABLE 23 - FY 1965 BUDOET PROGRAMS AND NEW OBLISATIONAL AUTECRITY {comt'd)
Appropriation Title
Millions of Dollars)



MILITARY PERSONNT

tary rao:
M litary Perscor
Military Persoi
Military Persor
Rational Guard
National Guard
Reserve Persom
Reserve Persom
Reserve Person:
Retired Pay, De

TOTAL - Milis

OFERATION ARD Ma:
Cperation and }
Operation and }
Operation and
Operation and }
Cperation and }
Operation and »
Operation and }
National Board
Claims, Defense
Contingencies,
Court of Milite

TOTAL - Oper:

PROCUREMENT

Procurement of
Procurement of
Shipbullding ar
Other Procureme
Procurement, M
Alrcraft Proewr
Miseile Procure
Other Procurem:
Procurement, De

TOTAL - Proci

TABLE 24 - FY 1966

Appropriation Title
{Millions of Dollars)




TABLE 24 - FY 1966 BUDGET PROGRAMS AND NEW OBLIGATIONAL AUTHCRITY (cont'd)

By Appropriation Title
(Millions of Dollars)

RESEARCH, DEVELOP
Research, Devel
Research, Devel
Research, Devel
Repearch, Dewvel

Energency Fund,

TOTAL - Resen

MILITARY CONSTRUC
Military Copatr
Military Constr
Military Constr
Militery Constr
Military Constr
Military Contru
Military Contru
Military Contru
Loran Stations,

TOTAL - Milit

FAMILY HOUSING
Family Housing,

CIVIL DEFENSE
Operation and M
Shelter, Constr

TOTAL - Civil

TOTAL - .

MILITARY ASSISTA!
Mllitary Assist

GRA

RECAPITULATION:
Eparment of t
Office, Civil
Department of ¢
Department of t
Defense Agencie
Retired FPay,
Family Housin
Other
Militery Asaist

#  Less than $50



TABLE 25 - AMOUNTS REQUESTED FOR AIRCRAFT, MISSILES,

AND SHIP PROCUREMENT AUTHORIZATION IN FY 1966

Aircraft
Army
Navy and Marine Corps
Air Force
Missiles
Army
Navy
Marine Corps
Alr Ferce

Naval Vescels

Navy

Totals

COMPARED WITH FY 1965
(In Thousands)

Authorized Appropriated Requested
FY 1965 FY 1965 FY 1966
$ L43,600 $ 442,200 $ 344,500
1,854,500 1,836,258 1,915,800
3,663,000 3,563,737 3,550, 200
282, 600 233,900 253,700
660,100 660,100 364, 000
13,100 2,600 13,000
1,730,000 1,730,000 796,100
1, 966, 000 1,930,076 1,501,100
10,613,300 10,398,871 8,738,400
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TABLE 26 - SOURCE OF FUNDS FOR ATRCRAFT, MISSILES AND SHIPS
FY 1966 PROCUREMENT PROGRAM
{In Thousands)
Total Amount

Funding Available NOA Requested

of FY 1966 For Financing for
Program Program in Part Authorization
ATRCRAFT
Procurement of Eguipment
and Missiles, Army $ 344,500 $ - $ 344,500
Procurement of Aircraft
and Missiles, Navy (and
Marine Corps) 2,172,500 256,700 1,915,800
Aircraft Procurement,
Air Force 3,850,200 300, 000 3,550,200
Sub-Total - Aircraft 6, 367, 200 556,700 5,810,500
MISSILES
Procurement of Equipment
and Missiles, Army 253,700 - 253,700
Prccurement of Aircraft
and Missiles, Navy 378,062 1k, 062 36k, 000
Procurement, Marine Corps 13,000 - 13,000
Missile Procurement,
Air Force 1,161, 200 365,100 796,100
Sub-Total - Missiles 1,805,962 379,162 1,426,800
NAVAL VESSELS
Shipbuilding and Conversion,
Navy 1,906,100 405, 000 1,501,100
GRAND TOTAL 10,079, 262 1,340,862 8,738,400
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TABLE 27 - FY 1966 AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT PROGRAM

($ in miltions)

FY 1966 Program
Qantity  __ Amount
Arny
Airplane, Instrument Trainer 10 T
CH-LTB Helicopter Transport (CHINOOK) 60 79.8
Less: Advance Procurement, Prior Year 4.8 15.0
CH-U4TB Advance Procurement, Current Year .2
LOH-L/5/6 Helicopter Observation 168 19.3
Less: Advance Procurement, Prior Year -1.6 17.7
IOH 4/5/6 Advance Procurement, Current Year 2.7
UE-1D Helicopter Utility, Tactical (IROQ',UOIS) T20 170.7
Less: Advance Procurement, Prior Year -9.8 160.9
UH-1D Advance Procurement, Current Year T.2
Helicopter, Instrument Trainer 60 3.5
less: Advance Procurement, Prior Year -1 3.k
Helicopter, Instrument Trainer Advance Procurement,
Current Year o1

M@M-5TA (USD-1A Surveillance Drone) 100

Items Less Than $500,000

Modification of Aircraft

Aircraft Spares and Repair Parts

Comrponent Improvement

Common Ground Equipment

Other Production Charges

Avionics/Armament Support Equipment

First Destioation Transportation
Total Progran

Bavy and Marine Corps

A% !Atta.cﬂ INTRUDER =
Less: Advance Procurement in PY

A-6A Advence Procurement CY

A-TA (Attack) VAL iko
Less: Advance Procurement in PY

A-TA Advance Procurement CY

P-4J PHANTOM 90
less: Advance Procurement in PY

F-4J Advance Procurement CY

F-111B 4
less: Advance Procurement in PY

F.111B Advance Procurvement CY

CH-A6A 90
Less: Advance Procurement in FY

CE-46A Advance Procurement CY

UR-46A 10

CH-53A 40
Less: Advance Procurement in PY

29%

289.7
"7-7

237.2
=17.5

235.0
9.k
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TABLE 27 - FY 1966 ATRCRAFT FROCUREMERT PROGRAM (cont‘d.)

($ in miliions)

Favy and Marine Corps (cont'd)
CH-53A Advance Procurement CY
SH-3A

Legs: Advance Procurement in PY
SH-3A Advance Procurement CY
P-3A ORION

Less; Advance Procurement CY
P-3A Advance Procurement CY
S-2E Tracker

Less; Advance Procurement CY
E-2A

Less: Advance Procurement in PY
E-2A Advance Procurement CY

T-2B BUCKEYE ‘
Less: Advance Procurement in FY
TA-LE
Less: Advance Procurement in PY
C-2A COD

Lees: Advance Procurement in FY
C-2A Advance Procurement in CY
Modification of Aircraft
Aireraft Spares and Repalr Parts
Camponent Improvement
Industrial Facilities
Cther Production Charges

Total

Alr Force
SR-T1 Strategic Reconnaissance
F4D Tactical Fighter

Less: Advance Procurement in FY
F-LE Tactical Fighter
F-4E Advance Procurement, CY
P-111A Tactical Fighter

less: Advance Procurement in FY
F-111A Advance Procurement, CY
RP-4C Tactical Reconnaissance

Less: Advance Procurement, FPY
C-1k1A Jet Transport

Less: Advance Procurement, PY
C-141 Advance Procurement, CY
T-384 Supersonic Jet Trainmer

Less: Advance Procurement, PY
BEC-130H Search and Rescue

Iless: Advance Procurement, FY

295

FY 1966 Program

Quantity Amount

5.3

24 35.0
2.4 32,6
2.9

k5 186.2
-14.9 171.3
- 16.8

36 39.7
-5.5 34.2

10 104.4
4.6 99.8
2.4

18 18.1
-1.12 17.0

T3 62.5
4,9  5T.6

5 17.8
-2 17.6
.2
108.4
L49.0
33.5
12.8
24,2
659 2,172.5
s 1oks |
4,5 119.8
99 274.3
25.0

55 425.8
. -&-O ""0308
48.0

96 245.4
-10.1 235.3

84 §35.7
-55.1 380.6
18.2

70 k5.3
-T.7 37.6

15 0.8
v 6'0 3"'.8
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TABLE 27 - PY 1966 AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT PROGRAM (cont'd)

($ in millions)

Air Force (cont'd)

UH-1F Helicopter, Utility
Modification of Aircraft
Alrcraft Spares and Repair Parts
Common AGE

Compornent Improvement
Industria) Facilities

War Consumables

Other Production Charges
Classified Projects

Total

51T

FY 1966 Program
Quantity Amount
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TABLE 28 - FY 1966 MISSILE PROCUREMENT PROGRAM

(In Millions of Dollars)

Army
CHAPARRAL

XMIML34A REDEYE

MGR-1B  HONEST JOHN

MGR-3A  LITTLE JCOHN

XM -2GA SERGEANT

XMGM-31A PERSHING

MEM-51A SHILLELAGH

AQM-22L S85-11

TARGET MISSILES

MODIFICATION OF IN SERVICE MISSILES

PRODUCTION BASE SUPPORT

MISSILE SFARES AWND REPATIR PARTS

FIRST DESTINATION TRANSPORTATION
TOTAL ARMY PROGRAM

Mzrine Corops

XMIM-23A HAWK
XMIM-L3A REDEYE
ALL OTHER ITEMS
TOTAL MARINE CORPS PROGRAM

Navy

UM-278 POLARIS A-2

U@-27C POLARIS A-3

FPOLARIS FLEET Support

AIM-TE SPARROW III

AIM-9D SIDEWINDER 1C-IR
AIM-9D SIDEWINDER 1C-SR
AM-12C BULLPUP Tb

AM-45A SHRIKE

RIM-24B TARTAR

YRIM- 664 STANDARD MISSILE (MR)
RIM-2E TERRIER HT

YRIM-67A STANDARD MISSILE (ER)
RIM-B8E TALOS

UUM-Lk4A SUBROC

QH-50C DASH

Aerial Targets

Modification of Missiles
Missile Spares & Repair Parts
Misgile Industrial Facilities
Astronauties

TOTAL NAVY PROGRAM

297

FY 1966 Program

Qantity

1,.300
9,901

60
19,459
1,370
128

Amount
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TABLE 28 - FY 1966 MISSTLE PROCUREMENT PROGRAM (Cont'd)
(In Millions of Dollars)

FY 1966 Program

Quantity Amount
Air Force
H/LGM-25 TITAN 6 22.0
LGM-30F MINUTEMAN II 178 Loo.6
AM-12B BULLPUP Trainer - 1.2
AGM-454 SHRIKE 1,253 27.2
BQM-34a Firebee Drone T2 6.1
Modifications of Missiles - 226. 4
Missile Spares & Repair Parts - 45.8
Industrial Facilities - 10.7
Classified Projects - 419.5
Propellants - 1.7

TOTAL AIE FORCE PROGRAM 1,509 1,161.2
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TABLE 29- FY 1966 NAVY SHIPBUILDING AND CONVERSION PROGRAM

(In millions of Dollars)

New Construction

SS8N Attack Submarine
Less Advance Procurement Prior Year

SSN Advance Procurement Current Year

AKA Attack Cargo Ship

AGC Amphibious Force Flagship

LPD Amphibiocus Transport Dock

LPH Amphibious Assault Ship

LSD Dock Landing Ship

LST Tank Landing Ship

T-FIL Fest Deployment Logistic Ship

IE Escort Ship

PEH Hydrofoil Patrol Ship

P Motor Gunboat

MSQ Ocean Minesweeper

AD Destroyer Tender

AQFE Fast Combat Support Ship

ATS Salvage Tug

ADR Replenishment Fleet Tanker

AFS Combat Store Ship

AGOR Oceanographic Research Ship

AGS Surveying Ship

AS Submarine Tender

AE Ammunitien Ship

Service and other Small Craft
Sub-total New Construction

Conversion

CVA Attack Aircraft Carrier
Less Advance Procurement Prior Year

DLG Guided Missile Frigate
Less Advance Procurement Prior Year

DLG Advance Procurement Current Year
CG Guided Missile Cruiser
DD Destroyer
M35 Special Minesweeper
T-AO Oiler
Sub-total Conversion

Total Program
299

FY 1966 Program
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TABLE 30 - SOURCE OF FUNDS FOR THE FY 1966
RDT&E PROGRAM
(In Thousands)

Funding
Total Available
Amount for NCA
of Financing Requested
FY 1966 Program for
Program in Part Authorization
RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT,
TEST, AND EVALUATION
Army $1,464,300 $-26,300 $1,438,000
Navy 1,472,600 - 1,472,600
Air Force 3,176,700 -28,900 3,147,800
Defense Agencies 500, 400 - 500,400
TOTAL $6,614,000 -55,200 $6,558,800
300
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TABLE 31 FY 1966 - RDT&E, ARMY - PROGRAM
(In Millions)

FY 1966 Program
Amount

Budget Activity 1. MILTTARY SCIENCES

In-House laboratory Independent Research

Defense Research Sciences

Automatic Deta Processing Systems

Intelligence-Electronic Warfare

Surface Mobility Studies

Nuclear Investigetions

Studies and Analyses

Materials

Human Factors

Environment

Bilo-Medical Investigetions
Subtotal - Military Sciences
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Budget Activity 2. ATRCRAFT AND RELATED EQUIPMENT

Light Observation Helicopter

Aircraft Buppressive Fire

Avionices

Air Mobility

Aeronautical Research

Operational Evaluation, V/STOL

Heavy Lift Helicopter

Research Helicopter

New Surveillance Aircraft

Adrcraft Suppressive Fire

Avionics

Avionics Systems

Aircraft Suppressive Fire Systems

Advanced Aerisl Fire Support System

Aircraft Engines

Supporting Development Air Mobility

Tactical Transport Aircraft CV-Ta
Subtotel - Aircraft and Related Egquipment
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Budget Activity 3. MISSILES AND RELATED EQUIPMENT

Multi-System Test Equipment
PERSHING

REDEYE

SERGEANT

HAWK

w\.nu\{nco
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FY 1966 Program

Amount

Budget Activity 3. MISSILES AND RELATED EQUIPMENT (Cont'd)

Improved Fire Coordinaticn System -3
Interim Forward Area Air Defense - SP HAWK 1.6
Interim Forward Area Air Defense - CHAPARRAL/Guns 6.4
Missiles 31.6
Surface-to-Air Missile Developments {AADS-TO) 15.0
NIKE X 390.0
Forwerd Area Air Defense (MAULER) 10.0
Division Support Missile LANCE L6.0
Missile Support 1.0
Kwajalein Test Site 28.3
White Sands Misslle Range 76.0

Subtotal - Missiles and Related Equipment [YTR:

Budget Activity 4. MILITARY ASTRONAUTICS AND RELATED EQUIPMENT

DOD Communications Satellite Ground Environment 20.54
Subtotal - Military Astronautics and Related
Equipment 20.k

Budget Activity 5. SHIPS, SMALL CRAFT, AND RELATED EQUIPMENT

Budget Activity 6.

Marine Craft 1.6
Subtotal - Ships, Smell Craft, and Related
Equipment 1.6

SHILLELAGH - L,
Combat Vehicle Weapon System Long Range 3
Surface Mobility-Components and Techniques 6.
Chemical-Biological Weapons 3l.
Firepower other than Missiles 16

UC Weapons Program

CB Pilot Plant Processes

Field Artillery Direct Support Weapon
Close Support Weapon, Lightweight 155mm
Infantry Individual end Supporting Weapons
Tank, Main Battle

Field Artillerv Weapons, Munitions and Equipment
Heavy Anti-Tank Assault Weapon System (TOW)
Atomic Munitions

Power Systems-Converters

Wheeled Vehicles

Track and Speciel Vehicles

Foriifications, Mines and Obstacles

-

- - - - . - -
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-

o e e
MUV PNWOJmPW EFRPW
» -

CB Weapons .
Subtotal - Ordnance, Combat Vehicles, and
Related Equipment 184.0
302

-

ORDNANCE, COMBAT VEHICLES, AND RELATED FEQUIPMENT



“II" Amount
Budget Activity 7. OTHER EQUIPMENT

FY 1966 Program

Automatic Data Handling System

Communications Security Eguipment Techniques

Primary COMINT/ELINT

Specislized Collection Activities and Systems

Ducce

Communications-Electronics

Identification, Friend or Foe (IFF)

Airborne Surveillance and Target Acquisition

Ground Surveillance and Target Acquisition

Electronics-FElectronic Devices

CB Defense

Mapping-Geodesy

Combat Support

Night Vision

Limited War Laboratory

Command Control Information Systems {CCIS)

Night Vision

CB Detection and Warning

Identification, Friend or Foe (IFF)

Communications Developments

Image Interpretation Photo Processing

Ground Surveillance and Target Acquisition
. Airborne Surveillance and Target Acquisition

[
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Intelligence and Electronic Warfare Development

Strategic Communications

Tactical Communications

Tactical Applications of Command Control Information
System (CCIS)

Aeriel Combat Surveillence System

Unmanned Aerisl Surveillance System

Ground Based Surveillance Systems

Nuclear Surveillance - Survey

Support of Intelligence Operations

Image Interpretation Photo Process

Identification, Friend or Foe Equipment

Supporting Development for Communications

Electronic Warfare

Combat Feeding, Clothing and Equipment

Night Vision Development

Training Devices

Mapping-Geodesy

Nuclear Power Systems

General Combat Support

CB Defense

-]
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FY 1966 Program

Amount
Budget Activity 7. OTHER EQUIPMENT (Cont'd)
Army Electronic Proving Ground 8.0
Testing L18.9
Electromagnetic Compatibility Analysis Center 1.7
Subtotal -~ Other Egquipment 281.3
Budget Activity 8. PROGRAMWIDE MANAGEMENT AND SUPPORT
Facilities and Installations Support 4.3
International Cooperative Research and
Development L4
Civilian Training Pool .2

Subtotal - Progremwide Ma?agement and Support 4.9

Total Program, RDT&E, Army 1,464,3
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TABLE 32 FY 1966 - RDT&E, NAVY - PROGRAM
(In Millions)

FY 1966 Program
Amount

Budget Activity ). MILITARY SCIENCES

Defense Research Sciences
In-House Laboretory Independent
General Surveillance & Navigation
Life Sciences Technology
Personnel & Training
Materials
Electronic Materials & Techniques
ARTEMIS
Center for Naval Analyses
Center for Navel Analyses (Marine Corps)
Studies and Analyses

Subtotal - Military Sciences
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Budget Activity 2. AIRCRAFT AND RELATED EQUIPMENT

AFEW CV Based Aircraft E2A
Drone ASW Helicopter - DASH
FUYB Equipment Improvements
Tactical Fighter F111B-TFX Aircraft
Avionics Development (ILAAS)
Adrcraft Systems Improvements
Target Improvements
A-TA VAL Aircraft
Helo Avionics System
Alr ASW Fleet Support
EA6-B Aircraft
Airborne Surveillance and Navigation
Aircraft Communications
Aircraft, Other Exploratory Development
Submarine Surface Effects
Airborne ASW Detection
V/STOL Development
Air/Surface Fire Control
Advanced Aircraft Engines
Airvorne Electronic Warfare Equipment
Special Warfare Navy Aircraft
ATMS (ATCRBS/MARK XII)
Subtotal - Alrcraft and Relsted Equipment
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FY 1966 Program
Amount

Budget Activity 3. MISSILES AND RELATED EQUIPMENT

Fleet Ballistic Missile System (POLARIS) 11k.5
PHOENIX Missile System T1.2
Air-Launched Guided Missile Fleet Support 7.5
Sparrow III Weapons System 2.9
SUBROC k.0
Anti-Radiation Weapon (SHRIKE) 6.8
SAM Improvement Program 39.6
Guided Missiles Exploratory Development 36.4
Advanced Sea Based Deterrent 5.4
Advanced Anti-Radiation Missile System 5.6
Advanced SAM 12,0
Medium Range Guided Missile 10.0
Point Defense Surface Missile Systenm 3.0
Pacific Missile Range 61.7
Missile Flight Evaluation T

Subtotal - Missiles and Related Equipment 381.3

Budget Activity L. MILITARY ASTRONAUTICS AND RELATED EQUIPMENT

SPASUR 1.0

Astronautics Exploretory Development 10.6

Satellite Communications 6.4

. Satellite Geophysics 6.5
Subtotal - Military Astraenautics and Related

Equipment 2k.s

Budget Activity 5. BSHIPS, SMALL CRAFT, AND RELATED EQUIPMENT

AN/SPS 48 Height Finder 2.5
Sonar SQS-26 13.2
IM 1500 Gas Turbine .2
OMEGA Navigation System k.o
Naval Tactical Dsta System 3.1
Operations Control Center 10.7
Aircraft Launching and Retrieving Fleet Support T.3
Sonar Fleet Fix Program 15.2
Submarine Safety 5.0
Non Nuclear Propulsion 2.4
Fleet Support Electronics 3.7
Shipboard Surveillance and Navigation 27.5
Command Support 15.4
Jamming and Deception 6.1
Shipboard Countermeasures 8.4

306
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FY 1966 Program
' Amount

Budget Activity 5. SHIPS, SMALL CRAFT, AND RELATED BQUIPMENT (Cont'd)

Ships, Submarines, Boats L
Hydrofoils

Reactor Propulsion Plants 1
FRISCO

TRIDENT

Advanced Mine Countermeasures

Active Planar Array Sonar

Advanced Submarine Sonar Development
Advenced Surface Ship Sonar Developments
Accustic Countermeasures

ASW Torpedo Countermeasures Resistance
ASW Ship Integrated Combat

Propulsion D.velopment - Sea Hawk'
Aircraft Leunching and Retrieving
Advanced Command Data

Mine Surveillance and Destruction System
ASW Ship Command and Control

Sub Scnar Developments

Periscope Detection Radar

Surface Scnar Developments

BW/CS Countermeasures
. Radar Surveillance Eguipment

Communications Systems

Naval Ship Advanced Communication Syst-m

Intelligence Systems

Electronic Warfare System

Navigation System

Primary COMINT and ELINT

Secure Commnications

Subtotal - Ships, Small Craft and Related

Equipment
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Budget Activity 6. ORDNANCE, COMBAT VEHICLES, AND RELATED BQUIPMENT

Underwater Ordnance Fleet Fix Program 10.0
Air Launched Ordnance Fleet Support 5.3
ASROC System 3.1
Torpedo MK L6 8.0
Anti-Tank Weapon ROCKEYE 1.0
WALLEYE 7.1
Marine Corps Operational Weapon &nd Ordnance

Developments 1.0
Weapons and Ordnance k6.9
Marine Corps Ordnance/Combat Vehicles 3.1
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FY 1966 Program

“II' Amount
Budget Activity 6. ORDNANCE, COMBAT VEHICLES, AND
RELATED EQUIPMENT (Cont'dj

Advanced Mine Developments

Sub-Launched Anti-Ship Torpedo

Advanced Conventional Ordnance

Mine Warfare Developments

ASW Rockets

MK-L48 Terpedo EX-10

Unguided Conventional Air Launched Weapons

BW/C< Weapons

Conventional Ordnance Equipment

Marine Corps Ordnance/Combat Vehicles Systenms
Subtotal - Ordnance, Combat Vehicles and

Related Equipment 180.3
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Budget Activity 7. OTHER EQUIPMENT

Short Airfields for Tactical Support {SATS)

U. 5. Marine Corps Tactical Data System

Marine Corps Operational Electronics Developments
Marine Corps Operational Logistics Development
Undersea Surveillance

Shore Based Countermeasures

Logistics
Training Equipment
C/B Weapons Defense .
Other Marine Corps Exploratory Development
ASW Envirommental Prediction
Deep SBubmergence Program
Mobile ASW Target
Logistics
Other Marine Corps Systems
Subtotal - Other Egquipment
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Budget Activity 8. PROGRAMWIDE MANAGEMENT AND SUPPORT

AV |
® N3

Facilities and Installations Support
Atlantic Undersea Test and Eveluation Center
Electromagnetic Compatibility Analysis Center
International Cooperative R&D
Management and Technal Support (ASW)
Subtotal - Programwide Management and
Support
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Total Program, RDT&E, Navy 1,472.6
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TABLE 33 FY 1966 - RDI&E, AIR FORCE - FROGRAM
(In Millions) :

FY 1966 Program
. Amount

Budget Activity 1. MTILITARY SCIENCES

Defense Research Sciences
In-House Lab. Indepéndent. Research
CLCUDGAP :
Life Sciences
Enviromment
Meterials
. Studies and Analysis
RAND ’
ANSER -
Subtotal - Militery Sciences®

-
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Budget Activity 2. ATRCRAFT AND RETATED EQUIPMENT

SR-T71

F-111A

C-1k

c-5A {CX-HLS)

Aircraft Flight Dynamics

Tri-Service V/STOL Developments

Reconnaissance/Strike Capability t

‘Low Altitude Guidance

Lightweight Turbojet

VIOL Engines Develomment

V/STOL Aircraft Technology

Mach 8 Ramjet

Supersonic Combustion

Turbo Accelerator

Advanced Structures

Tectical Fighter Avionies

X-15 Research Aircraft

Advanced Filaments and Composites

Close Bupport Fighter

Advanced Turbine Engine Generator

XB-70

YF-12A Aircraft

F-12 Aircraft

Advanced Manned Strategic Aircraft (AMSA)

J 58 Engine Research and Development

Ajrcraft Operational Support ot : '

Aeronautical Systems Engineering Group

Subtotal - Aircraft and Related Equipment
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Budget Activity 3. MISSILES AND RELATED BQUIPMENT

Budget Activity L.

TITAN

MINUTEMAN II

Advanced Weapons and Application

Rocket Propulsion - Missiles

Electromagnetics - Missiles

Low Altitude Supersonic Vehicle

Tacticael Missile Guldence Development

Stellar Inertizl Guidance

Advenced ICBM

Self Aligning Boost and Re-entry Guidance
System (SABRE)

NIKE-ZEUS Targets

Advanced Ballistic Re-entry Systems (ABRES)

Short Range Attack Missile (SRAM)

Eastern Test Range

Western Test Range

Subtotal - Missiles and Releted Equipment

FY 1966 Program
Amount
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MILITARY ASTRONAUTICS AND RELATED EQUIPMENT

496L SPADATS

Biomstronautics

Aerosgpace Propulsion

Electromagnetics - Space

Space Flight Dynamics

Aerospace Surveillance

Space Studies

Large Solid Booster

Space Test Electric Propulsion

Program 461 - MIDAS

Vehicle Flight Control

Space Power Unit (SPUR)

Advanced Spolar Purbo Electric Concept (SPUD)
Advanced Space (Guidance

Advanced Storeble Liguid Propellant Rocket
Chemical Rocket Space Maneuvering

Laser Radistion Technology {LARIAT)
GEMINI

Advarniced Re-entry and Precision Recovery
Manned Orbiting Laboratory (MOL)

TITAN III Space Booster

Program 417

Arnold Engineering Development Center
Aerospace Corporation
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FY 1966 Program
Amount

Budget Activity 4. MILITARY ASTRONAUTICS AND RELATED EQUIPMENT {Cont'd)}

Environmental Research Support 13.0
Satellite Control Facility 9.8
Special Support Activities 406.6
Titan IIT X/Agena D 36.0

Subtotal - Military Astronautics and 995.1

Related Equipment

Budget Activity 7. OTHER EQUIPMENT

L65SL, Strategic Air Command and Control System
(saccs) .
4811 Post Attack Command and Control System (PACCS) 4
Over-The-Horizen Radar System 5
425L NORAD Combat Operations Center
Tectical Air Control System (TACS) 5
L92L U.S. STRICOM Command and Control System 1
TAC/Air Force STRIKE Automated Command and Control 1,
Chemicel Bilological and Conventional Weapons 5
Flectromegnetics-0ther . L
Surveillance 28.
Electronic Devices-Other 16
Overland Radar Technology 8
Airborne Warning and Control (AWACS) 3
Molecular Electronics 3.
Survivable Commend and Control Communications 2
Airborne Terminal for Satellite Communications 2
Lightweight COIN Radar
Tri-Service Lightweight Tactical Radar
Conventional Munitions
Biological Warfare/Chemical Warfare (BW/CS) Program
Penetration Aids for Tactical Fighters
Airborne Traffic Contrel Radar Beacon Systems/
Mark XII IFF (AIMS)
Other Operational Support
Chemical/Biological Operational Support
Test Instrumentation
Electromagnetic Compatibility Analysis Center
(ECAC)
Lincoln Laboratory
MITRE
International Telephone and Telegraph Communication
System (ITTCS)
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"II' ~ FY 1966 Progrem
Amount

Budget Activity 7. OTHER BQUIPMENT {Cont'd)

L66L Primary Communications/Electronic

Intelligence 1.9
Secure Communications 1.0
Specialized Collection Activitles 17.4
Electronic Data Processing, IDHS 2.8
LBOL Air Force Communication System 1.5
L73L Hg USAF Command and Control System .2
L33L Weather Observetion and Forecasting System 1.7

Subtotal - Other Equipment 257.6

Budget Activity 8. PROGRAMWIDE MANAGEMENT AND SUPPORT

Development, Acquisition and Test Management 93.8
Command Management and Base Operations 126.8
Exploratory Development Laboratory Support TL.6
International Cooperative Research and Development 4
Subtotal - Progremwide Management and 292.
Support
. Total Program, RDT&E, Air Force 3,176.17
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TABLE 3+ FY 1966 - RDT&E, DEFENSE AGENCIES - PROGRAM
(In Millions)

FY 1966 Progrem
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