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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

January 29, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR ‘ .
THE HONORABLE DONALD RUMSFELD
Secretary of Defense

The President reviewed your opening statement before the House
Armed Services Committee and indicated the following notation:

"Excellent"

//-fames E. Connor
z,/ Secretary to the Cabinet




PE PRESIDENT HAS SEEN..mwe

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON

INFORMATION

January 26, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR: THE PRESIDENT

Attached is a copy of my opening statement for my

testimony before the House Armed Services Committee
for your information.

Attachment
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STATEMENT OF THE HOYORABLE DONALD H. RUMSFELD
CRUTARY OF DEFENSE, JANUARY 27, 1976

v

iMr. Chairman and Mewmbers of the Committee:

-

I an pleased to present the proposed defense budget for FY 1977
and its implications for the defense authorization request for FY 1978,
and a preliminary five-year- defense projection for FY 1977-1981.

In FY 1977, the Department proposes a defense budget of $112.7
billion in total obligational authority and $100.1 billion in estimated
outlays. The details of this request as well as its justification are
set forth in the annual Defense Department Report. I will touch on
some of the points of particular interest.

I. The Defemse Budget

We estimate that because of a declining rate of inflation, the
defense budget for FY 1976 could permit some small real growth in
defense funding for the first time since FY 1968. The budget request
for FY 1977 and the preliminary five-year defense projection reflect
our conviction that there must be a real program growth in the years
immediately ahead.

Tha Defense establishment is engaged in a crucial function of
governzent —- providing for the common defense —— contributing to
eace, stability, and the preservation of freedom. I know it will
receive your most serious consideration. ' -

Within roughly three months, as prescribed by the new budget
reform guidelines, you and your colleagues in the House and Senate
will determine the total federal spending level, and the portion of
that total which will be devoted to defense and deterrence.’

These two decisions are of enormous importance to the nation and
the world. They will be of major significance today and in the years
to coma2, and they will bea among the most important decisions which
will be made by the Congress this year.

After careful delibzration, the President and the Defense Depart-
ment hszve mads their judgments. We recognize the importance of your
decision. Representatives of the Defense Department will be explicit .
and candid about the requirements of national security as they appear
befors you concerning this budget.



It is vseful to consider defense strategy, force structure, and
budget regua=sts within a broad international context, as is required
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by law. Tnat context has five major implications for defense planning: .

~— First, military power and the international appreciation of
it remain basic arbiters of international disputes and major determinants
of our capabilities to achieve the objectives of our foreign policy.

——- Second, tha United States has political, economic, and strategic
interests in the worla*wnluh must be fostered through forelgn policies
which are supported by our military posture.

-~ Third, U.S. interests remain under challenge, primarily by
the USSR, which continues to add to its military capabilities quali-
tatively and quantitatively. These challenges can be seen in Europe,
alorng the Mediterranean littoral, in the Middle East and Africa, in
the Persian Gulf and, 1ndLrectly, in Northeast Asia.

~- Fourth, the United States cannot»escape the principal role in
defending interdependent interests and maintaining world stability:
If we falter or fail, there is no other power to take our place.

—— Finally, the United States must maintain a military establish-
ment which permits it -~ in conjunction with allies -- to safeguard
its interests in the face of a growth in adversary capabilities. The
U.S. establishment must be both nuclear and non~nuclear. Much of it
nust be ready at all times. Security is not available at bargain-—-
basement rates, and the instruments of security cannot expand and con-
tract on short notice.

Today, there are a number of misunderstandings about the relation—
ship between defense and the international environment. I want to ad-
dress two in particular. The first misunderstanding is that there is
an inconsistency between detente and a strong national defense. The
szcond is that there is a contradiction between increases in the U.S.
defense budget and the maintenance of international stablllty

To deal with the first misunderstanding, it is"important to be
precise about the meaning of detente, this word borrowed “from the
French. Literally, in French, detente is applied to a number of
things having to do with weapons. For example, the entire  trigger
mechanisz of a2 rpistol is called "detente'" ~- the part you pull to fire
it, the hammer, the firing pin, and the spring mechanism. Detente is -
the word, also, for uncocking a cocked pistol -- that is, releasing
the tensicn on the spring which moves the hammer. In similar ways,
detante is Lsed to describe relaxing the tension on a taut bowstring,

or reducing the pressure of a gas in a closed container.




ngs is there any hint that detente wmoins
:on, or. assured pzace. Tn all uses, detente
n that -exists —~- for real, not iwmaginary,

On cur sida, detente is also a hope and an experiment. In this
zge Of nuclea an , 1t makes sense to seek a reasonable accommo-
dation of our 25 with the USSR. But, keeping the basic wmean-
ing of detenta i we should be under no illusion as to when and
how acco—modations might be reached. Strength is a prerequisite to
eccaeptable azgreezents. Thnat is why there is no inherent contradiction
arong the thres main objectives of U.S. policy: defense, deterrence, and
the effort to sze if it is possible to achieve some relaxation of ten-

ion éztente. That is why successive Presidents, including President

o] emphasized the connection between strength and peace between
weakness and war

Frenchman recently noted, "that the Soviet Union today is
one of the two main military powers in the world, and this power is
ruled according to methods which are substantially and essentially
different from... Western methods. Why therefore should it not be
termptad to exterd its influence, if not its rule, if it does not come
up against any form of resistance on the part of a power comparable

ts own?" Thnat is why I have stressed that weakness, too, can be

To address the second misunderstanding, it is well to consider some
conspicucus trends in Soviet military capabilities —-- trends that are

facts, nct projactions — before making any judgments about the de31rab111Ly

of increasing ¥.S. strength:

- Qver the past decade, Soviet defense spending has been 1ncrea51ng
stead ily in resal terms.

—— Ia that szme pariod, the Soviet military establishment (not
counting border guards and internal security forces) has expanded by a
million men from 3.4 to 4.4 million men.

-

Between 1955 and 1975, Soviet strategic offensive forces have
also increased:
ercontinental Ballistic Missiles (ICBMs) from 224
o l 600 (a2a increase of nearly 1,400);

~ Ssz-lawmched Ballistic Missiles (SLBMs) from 29 to 730
(an increase of about 700);

- Strategic warheads and bombs, from 450 to 2,500 (an in-
crease of zbout 2,000).



—~ The ponmzatum of this buildup shows no sign of slan_pnlm
improvemants conthuc, such as:

- e develeopmant of four new ICBMs, two of which are
urrontly belng deployed with multiple independently target-—
able reentry vehicles (MIRVs);

— The production of a new generation of Ballistic Missile
Subrarines (SSBNs),:one version of which has deployed with
a new 4,200 mile range SLBIM;

— Accuracy iwmprovements which could give their ICBMs a sig-
nificantly reduced circular error probable (CEP);

- Large MIRVs with high-yield warheads;
— Developnent of a mobile IRBM (in the form of the S$5-X-20).

~-— Since the eariy 1960's, Soviet general purpose forces have
also expanded substantially. Some of the significant developments
have been:

- An expansion in the number of divisions from lél-té 168,
with added tanks, artillery, and armored personnel carriers;

— An addition of nearly 2,000 tactical aircraft, combinad
with the introduction of more sophisticated fighter/attack
~aircraft;

~ A similar growth in the sophistication of Soviet naval forces,
with greater missile firepower, more nuclear-powered attack
submarines, greater fleet range, more underway replenishment
support, and the construction of three small aircraft carriers.

—~~ While much of the increase in ground and tactical air forces
has gone to the Far East, Soviet forces oriented toward NATO have im-
proved both quantitatively and qualitatively as well ‘and the Soviet
Navy has become increasingly a worldwide force. - o

It must be emphasized that while these developments have been
occurring in the Soviet Union, U.S. force levels and defense expendi-
tures (in real terms) have been going down. The U.S. force structure
is substantially smaller today than it was a decade ago, although it
is qualitatively improved in some respects. The crucial issue, however,
is not so much why these trends have occurred, or who has led whom into
the competition. It is whether the United States is still able to meet .
its international responsibilities. The nation must also ask itself
whether the United States will have a sufficient military capability for




defense, daterrence, and detsnte in the future if these adverse trends
continue. This budzet says it will not, and sets out to change the
trends.

III. Defense Objectives

Tha primary U.S. objective is, of course, deterrence and inter—
national stability. Ve do not try to do everything, everywhere our-
selves. We are not the world's policeman and we do not pretend to be.
We do bear the principal burden of nuclear deterrence —— both for our-
selves and our allies —- and hence have the responsibility, along with
the USSR, for restraining nuclear competition and maintaining a stable
balance of power. h

The basic objectives for the strategic nuclear forces are four in
number:

—— To have a well-protected, second-strike force to deter attacks
on our cities and people, at all times; '

—— To provide a capability for more controlled and measured
responses, to deter less than all-out attacks;

—— To ensure essential equivalence withtthe USSR, both now and
in the future, so that there can be no misunderstandings or lack of
appreciation of the strategic nuclear balance; and

—— To maintain stability in the strategic nuclear competition,
forsaking the option of a disarming first-strike capability and seeking
to achieve equitable arms control agreements where possible.

Obviously, the United States is not responsible for the deterrence
of all international disorders. Nor can U.S. nuclear forces credibly
deter all contingencies of concern to the nation. For many purposes,
non-nuclear forces must carry the main burden of deterrence. In order
to plan the conventional forces with restraint and realism, we seek
to maintain —- in conjunction with our allies —-- two principal areas
of strength and stability -- in Western Europe and in Northeast Asia.
Insuring stability in these two vital regions requires forward deployed
forces as well as strategic reserves.

If we and our allies have the forces to perform those tasks —-
particularly in response to a major conventional assault on NATO —-
the United States will also have the necessary capabilities (both
active and reserve) to deal with other contingencies which might arise
separately, as could be the case in the Middle East. A conventional
force structure with this capability and flexibility will strengthen
deterrence, enhance stability, and lower the probability of nuclear war.




IV. The A eq‘ acy of Our Forces

An' assessment of opposing forces is difficult and tentative in
the best of circumstances. I will not presume to speak conclusively
on this subject, nor with the certainty that flows from long study and
thorough probing and analysis. Nevertheless, there are two judgments
about U.S. capabilities that I want to convey. The first is that the
current force structure is adequate to perform its missions at the present
time. The second is that confidence in the future adzquacy of our force
structure is gradually declining. Because of the trends -- reductions
on our part and Soviet military expansion —- there has been a gradual
shift in the power balance over the past fifteen years. And, in light
of the momentum of Soviet military programs of all kinds, it will con-
tinue to shift unless U.S. defense outlays are increased in real terms,
as the President is recommending.

1. The Strategic Nuclear Situation

As of today, the U.S. strategic nuclear forces retain a substantial,
credible capability to deter an all-out nuclear attack. Their ability
to execute controlled and limited responses is being enhanced as a
result of improvements in plans, command and control, and the increasing
flexibility being introduced inte the Minuteman force. However, there
remains a basis for concern in three areas, and that concern will deepen
in succeeding years. : ’ :

—— First, the submarine and bomber forces are aging; at the same
time the Soviets are improving their antisubmarine warfare capabilities
and their defense against bombers.

—-- Second, there is an increasing possibility that major asymmetries
will develop between U.S. and Soviet strategic offensive forces because
of the momentum in Soviet offensive and defensive programs, and that
the Soviet strategic capability will come to be seen as superior to that
of the United States. :

—-—- Third, a continuation of current Soviet strategic programs --
even within the constraints of SALT -~- could threaten the survivability
of the Minuteman force within a decade. If that should be allowed to
happen, our ability to respond to less-than-full-scale attacks in a
controlled and deliberate fashion would be severely curtailed, and
strategic stability could be endangered.

2. The Situation in Europe
The defense of Western Eﬁrope continues to be one of our fundamental

interests. We are naturally concerned, therefore, about certain vul-
nerabilities that have developed along the southern flank of NATO. In




gion,:we and our allies have the basic capabilities
a to a Warsaw Pact attack. Even here, however, there
wo vulnerabilitias which will grow in seriousness 1if we fazil to

ake remedlal action.

First, we do not have sufficient long-range airlift capability to
deploy our reinforcements to Europe in a timely fashion.

Second, we are concerned that, unless we counterbalance them, in—'_ﬁ
creasing Soviet firepower and mobility will begin to give the Pact an
unacceptable advantage in the two contingencies against which we design
our forces: an attack-coming with little or no warning, and one coming
after a large-scale mobilization and deployment of Pact forces.

3. The Situation in Northeast_ Asia

The situation in Northeast Asia is directly influenced by the status
of Sino-Soviet relations. At present, we do not anticipate that either
power is likely to encourage or support North Korea in an attack on
South Korea. If there is no outside aid to North Korea, South Korea
should be able to repulse a North Korean attack with relatively modest
U.S. assistance.

U.S. ground forces continue to have a deterrent and stabilizing
effect on this balance. It would be unwise, therefore, to withdraw
U.S. ground forces from the Peninsula and jeopardize the stability we
have had in Northeast Asia during the last 20 years.

4. The Situation at Sea

A major non-nuclear conflict in Europe or in Northeast Asia would
make it essential for the United States to keep open sea lines of
communication to both regions, as well as to other continents and areas.
A war in Europe might well become worldwide in character, but even if
it were to remain contained, we would have to be concerned about Soviet
land and naval deployments in the Far East. We require the major elements’
of a two-ocean Navy. ' ' :

Maintenance of a fleet of the proper size and composition to fulfill
that role is a problem which requires the most thorough consideration.
The present assessment is that the current fleet can control the North
Atlantic sea lanes to Europe, but only after serious losses to U.S. and
allies shipping, and that our ability to .operate in the Eastern Medi-
terranean would be, at best, uncertain. The fleet in the Pacific could
hold open the sea ianes to Hawaii and Alaska but, because of a shortage
of surface combatants, would have difficulty in prot=cting our lines
of communication into the Western Pacific. This situation will pre-
sumably grow more precarious as the capabilities of Soviet nuclear attack
submarines increase. '




V. Proposed Programs

his general assessment of the planning contingencies which have
been important to the shaping and testing of U.S. forca2s suggests where ——
if not corrected —— our current and future vulnerabilities lie. It
also suggests the direction that the FY 1977 budget should take. Accord-
ingly, assessing the FY 1977 request requires examination of the larger
picture which has)been set forth. Judgments in the next few months
which fail to weigh adequately the need to check present adverse trends
will inexorably lead to a conclusion in the world that the United States
has decided to allow the trends to continue to the point of imbalance,
insufficiency and, possibly, ultimately, instability. We should not be
surprised if the discounting of U.S. power and will, which would follow
from such a conclusion, would bring unpleasant consequences. '

Expert witnesses will be appearing before you to discuss the specific
details of the FY 1977 request. - In light of the objectives set forth,
the expanding capabilities of the Soviet Union, and the trends described,
my chief purpose today is to underline the importance of five major pro-
gram areas I consider essential. '

1. Strategic Nuclear Forces

U.S. strategic nuclear deterrence continues to be based onr a Triad
of strategic forces. These forces are designed to be able to ride out
a surprise attack and retaliate in a controlled second-strike at Presi-
‘dential direction. A combination of ballistic missiles -~- land- and
sea-based ~-- and heavy bombers is necessary to diversify the strategic
forces sufficiently, so that neither system failures nor enemy ingenuity .
could prevent retaliation. Responsive command and control of these forces
is essential to deal with the possibility of less than all-out attacks
and to terminate a nuclear exchange at the earliest moment possible if,
despite best efforts, deterrence should fail.

At the present time, one component of the Triad ——- the Minuteman
force —— is essential to both diversity and control. -'‘And, it is the
Minuteman force that the increasingly sophisticated Soviet ICBM capa-
bility threatens to neutralize eventually. Accordingly, we must move
steadily, but with deliberation, to retain the option to move toward
a more secure basing mode for the ICBM force.

~ The Trident program is necessary in any event to replace the aging
SLBM forces in the mid-1980s. We are also concerned with possible
Soviet advances in anti-submarine warfare capabilities, and the quieter
Trident boat with its longer range missiles hedges against any significant
Soviet ASW gains.




-~ The 2~1 bozber represents a suitable successcer to the B-52. Its
25ility to penatrvata at low altitude and high speed will allow us to
ofiset any Soviet air defease improvements. Most important, the B-1's
advances in structural design, hardening azainst nuclear effects, aand
tha ability to fly out from under nuclear attack, with minimum warning
tice, would represant a2 valuable improvement in survivability.

s

~ The M-X missile, either in fixed silos or in a multiple—aim-point
node, with a combination of larger throw-weight and increased accuracy,
should improve on the desirable features of the Minuteman, without
Minuteman's potential vulnerabilities. We should develop M-X at a rate
that would allow us to-supplement part or all of the Minuteman force in
the 1980s, should that prove necessary.

In order to keep open the option to diversify further the nuclear
forces, exploiting new technology in which we lead the Soviets, we are
developing two cruise missiles -- sea-launched (SLCM) and air-launched
(ALCY). .

Vith these major programs, we should be able to ensure a modern
strategic deterrent force through the next decade, and remove, as neces-—
sary, the vulnerabilities that could increasingly degrade elements of
our present posture. As our deterrent improves, so will our contri-
bution to strategic stability.

2. General Purpose Forces

The prlaa*y T.S. contribution to the non-nuclear defense of Western
Furope continues to be a combination of ground forces and tactlcal
airpower. Because a war in Europe could break out suddenly, we keep
the initial defense capability largely in the active force structure
rather than in the guard and reserve. The added weight in men, armor,
and guns that the Soviets have been providing to a potential assault
force in Central Europe is a fundamental reason why the active Army _
is being expanded from 13 to 16 divisions (within a constant level of man-
power). Ve are adding two combat brigades to the European deployments
(also within the manpower constraints established by Congress) Two
more steps need to be taken: - -

~- First, we should "heavy up" the additional Army divisions now
progracmed, to give them the increased firepower and moblllty necessary
for combat in the European theater.

~— Szcond, we should consider adding aircraft to fill out the Air
Force's twenty-six fighter/attack wings, both to complement planned
Army divisions and to increase firepower and mobility across the Euro-—
pean front.
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tions concerning additional large-~deck carriers, strike cruisers,
and the broad adoption of nuclear propulsion merit close attention in
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You will find a tentative five-year shipbuilding

oracast outlined in the Apnual Report, as requested by Congress. It
may prove to be the right progran.

However, we are examining some

ootions within the Department now and it will be a few weeks before 1
am in 2 position to mzke specific recommendations to the President and

the Congress.

3. Strategic Mob

ility Forces

Long-range mobility forces are critical to our capability, in con-
junction with allies, to offset a major Warsaw Pact mobilization and

cdeploynant in Central Europe.

There remains ‘considerable difference

of opinion as to how long it would take the Soviets to fill out and
move the tank and mechanized divisions they retain in the western mili-

tary districts of the USSR.

For planning purposes, the United States

should be able to reinforce NATO rapidly by moving a substantial number
of divisions from the continental United States to the European theater

—— C-5A wing
capacity to move

— OStrategic
parts sufficient

within a few weeks.
[=]

fatigue
outsize
airliit
for the

Current strategic 1lift forces cannot today fully
t that requirerent for these reasons:

problems and flying hour limits reduce our
cargo;

squadrons are not manned or supported with spare
requisite number of sorties; and R

—- We have yet to achieve essential reductions in‘preparafioh"éﬁdﬁ
marry-up time (at CONUS and overseas terminals) to exploit the potential
of the airlift and sealift resources we own. , .

The Departiment is moving to correct some of these defects. We
continue to recormend modifications in the civil reserve air fleet
(CRAF) so as to improve our capacity to move outsize cargo in the
requisite amounts during the early days of a reinforcement effort.

In short, tha faster we can move to reinforce, the better NATO's

hznces will be and the lower the probability that the Warsaw Pact will
e tempted to undertake any kind of an attack.

10

This is also why we need




4. Tfeadiness’

Lozistics capabilities undergird the readiness of forces and their
ability to sustain coxbat. The logistics base is of particular concern
at a time when competing demands on the defense budget require increasing
combat procductivity from both men and machines. Despite the resources
previously allocated to logistics, the United States has not maintained
the levels of equipment readiness and stocks of war reserves required
for a fully credible posture of deterrence.

The precise impact of deficiencies in readiness on combat effective-
ness is difficult to measure. However, it is widely agreed that:

—— Too many U.S. ships are overdue for overhaul, and the number is
still growing; .

~— Too many tactical aircraft are grounded awaiting repair, which
in too nany instances is delayed because spare parts are lacking;

—— The materiel resadiness of U.S. land forces is improving, but
remains substandard in some important respects;

~- Finally, we are running unnecessary risks because of shortfalls
in war reserve stocks, especially of modern and more efficient munitions.

I will not belabor the reasons for the present level of readiness.
I am persuaded that we must make a significant and sustained effort to
correct the four major weaknesses just outliend. U.S. combat capabilities
are already strained when judged against their tasks; we should not fur—
ther reduce their effectiveness and ability to sustain themselves in
combat because of weaknesses in logistics support.

5. Research and Development

A vigorous program of research, development, test, and evaluation
is critical to the achievement of long-term U.S. national security
objectives. The effectiveness of our strategic and general purpose-
forces in relation to the modernized Soviet forces depends on the
quality of our R&D. We try continuously to hedge against the uncer-
tainties of a rapidly changing future. We also attempt to reduce costs
and improve effectiveness. ' :

Overall U.S. technological leadership is as directly challenged by
the Soviet Unmion as is our military capability. During the past decade,
Soviet investment in military and space R&D appears to have at least
equalled our ownj; now it is growing at a more rapid rate. The Soviets
have been producing and deploying large quantities of advanced weapons,
seizing tha technological lead or closing the gap in almost every class
of weapon.

11




2rsing these treads in R&D is vital, and ¥Y 1976 appropriations
appear to have halted the downward trend in the U.S. RDT&E program.
Nearly $11 billion is requested in FY 1977, an amount essential to
correct the divergent U.S./USSR trends and provided real growth needed
to:

p
o

—— Strengthen the U.S. technology base to create options for
future development;

—— Demonstrate selected alternatives chosen from among new options;
~~ Select the best system or systems and manage the resultlng
development and prochtlon program eff1c1ent1y -and effectively; |
—— Concentrate on completing current U.S. development prbgrams
to achieve improved deployed capabilities.

VI. Restraints on Défense Planning. -

The improvements being made in the U.S. force structure, and the
efforts to maintain a superior technological base through research and

development, are essential if we are to have continued deterrence, stablllty,:'

~and detente in this period ahead — a perlod which will almost certalnly
include increases in Soviet military capabilities. Without improvements,
the vulnerabilities which can be anticipated from the momentum of present
trends .will become a2 reality -- with all that could mean. To reduce the
danger, we must begin to act now.

I recognize that national defense accounts for about 25 percent of
the President's proposed outlays for FY 1977, and that roughly half of
the total increase in Federal spending from FY 1976 to FY 1977 is pro-
posed for the Department of Defense. All of us wish that it could be
otherwise. But the Constitution requires that we '"provide for the common
Defence," and war, as Alexis de Tocqueville pointed out, is "an occur-
rence to which all nations are subject, democratic nations as well as
others. Whatever taste they may have for peace, they must hold themselves
in readiness to repel aggression..." : -

This nuch we must continue to do, but we must do it with continuing
attention to economy and efficiency. In order to improve our "readiness
to repel aggression," and restrain our requests, we are recommending

nine key neasures to reduce Defense costs. We propose to:

—— Restrain the growth in compensation levels for military and
civilian personnel;
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030 civilian positions by consolidating headquarters
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-— Phas2 out subsidias for the operating costs- of military com-
ssaries over a three-year period;

E

—— Eliminate dual compensation of Federal employees on active
duty for training with tha National Guard or Reserve;

—-— Reduce temporary duty and permanent change-of-station travel;
—— Dacrease pztroleum consumption for proficiency flying programs
through greater use of smaller aircraft and ground training aids;

—— Narrow the scopz of the civil defense program so that it concen-
tratss on the support of measures at the state and local level to reduce
losses from a nuclear attack;

~— Hold rew military comstruction below the levels of FY 1976;

-— Reduce the paid drill strength of the Navy Reserve by 40,000.

These nine steps enabled us to reduce our request for budget

hority by approximately $2.8 billion in FY 1977. Most of the pro-

ed actions require the approval of the Congress. These decisions will
be

o

ﬂ)
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easy to make. t should be recognized, however, that if these
a2re mot approved, additional defense appropriations of up to’
1lion, and total obligational authority of as much as $116 bil~
will be required. Withim the budget of $112.7 billion that the
eaid ent has presented, an amount of $2.8 billion cannot be absorbed
without a reduction in cozbat effectiveness.
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VII. Conclusion

We live in an age of paradoxes, at a time when hope and peril run
side by side. To be just and compassionate, we must be strong. As
you consider this budget, you will inevitably consider the milditary
environment, the state of our defenses, and the facts of the world
situation, as I have done. The arithmetic is not encouraging; the
facts are not kind,’but the task is fundamental. I urge your support
of this regquasst. T -
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