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OVERVIEW STATEMENT: DEFENSE RDT&E 

A. INTRODUCTION 

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee: 

I am privileged to appear before this Committee to offer my assistance 

as you begin your review of the Fiscal Year 1976 budget request for the 

Defense Research, Development, Test and Evaluation program. The RDT&E 

program is an aggregate of thousands of individual items, each designed to 

meet a specific defense need. The proposed program for FY 1976 will cost 

$10.2 billion. 

In my full presentation for the record, Mr. Chairman, I will explain 

each item, but I would like now to present a broad perspective which I 

believe is essential to your consideration of the complex details of the 

program. 

In short: This program is designed explicitly to maintain for our 

nation now and for the future one of its priceless assets -- the technological 

initiative. 

I will describe what I mean by the technological initiative. I will 

assert that we have the initiative today, but that it is increasingly 

perishable in the world environment which we foresee. I will outline a 

philosophy of research and development managem�nt and describe a broad pro­

gram that I am convinced can maintain this initiative for the years ahead. 

And I will ask this Committee -- and the full Congress -- to provide the 

vision, the wisdom and the investment decisions that will forge a secure 

future for ourselves and our children. 

For decades we have based much of our security and economic vitality on 

technology. Does this dependence on technical leadership still have 
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validity today? I think it does. In an increasingly competitive, often 

hostile and rapidly changing world, Americans have no other real choice. 

Our national well-being must be based on our ability to multiply and enhance 

the limited natural and human resources we do have -- attributes which 

technology alon� can provide. 

Make no mistake about it: Rapid technological change in future decades 

will be a global fact of life, not a U.S. choice. We can respond with 

vision, as we traditionally have, and keep the leadership, or we can leave 

the initiatives to others. 

I am urging today the clear articulation of a national policy. We 

must maintain. the broad technological initiative. To do this, Defense­

related research and development must be funded, led and managed so that it 

can continue to make its vital contribution. 

The Decision Environment 

We cannot foresee exactly the needs of our children to the end of this 

century. Neither can we afford to fund enough R&D to cover every plau�ible 

future contingency. What we can do effectively is deliberately create 

options through a, selective R&D program, thus permitting those who follow 

us to shape their own destinies based on conditions which will exist in 

their own times. 

Our RDT&E budget is a constrained request -- very much the product of 

today's difficult fiscal environment and of the disturbing trends in world 

affairs, including such forces as: 

A strained national economy. The Defense R&D program was deliberately 

limited by today's fiscal realities, and it may be substantially diminished by 

inflation beyond the levels projected in our budget calculations. 
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eased, long-range technological and economic competition will persist and 

intensify. 

An increasingly complex and uncertain world. Events of the last year 

portend further shifts in.the complex interrelationships of a world of 

changing leadership, power status and access to raw materials. 

The rising costs of Defense manpower, maintenance and operations. 

Added R&D emphasis fs needed to reduce manpower, maintenance and operations 

costs. These categories have grown to 60 percent of the total Defense budget 

while "modernization investment" the sum of R&D and procurement -- has 

been squeezed in recent years to about 30 percent. The comparable Soviet 

investment is estimated at more than 50 percent of the military budget. 

Vladivostok. Because it limits total numbers of weapons and weapon 

carriers, the accord on strategic nuclear weapons at Vladivostok re-enforces 

our need for technological progress. 

B. TECHNOLOGICAL INITIATIVE AS A NATIONAL GOAL 

Right now, we still do have the technological initiative in most areas 

critical to our security. This is, however, a dynamic balance capable of 

rapid change. 

The technological initiative requires pioneering and aggressive innovation 

over the spectrum of research, engineering, production and management. Good 

science is only the first requisite for the technological initiative. The 
. 

I .t 
American edge lies in an ability to apply science to the development of 

devices and techniques for which there is a real need, which are substantial 

advances over existing applications, which can be produced in quantity, and 

which can be afforded by the ultimate user �- military or civil. 



4 

Traditionally, the United States has excelled in the practical uses of 

science for several reasons: 

National Style. Modern America evolved from a frontier society. The 

frontier today lies in science and technology, and Americans remain anxious 

to reach out and explore. We have a competitive society, and science and 

technology are highly competitive. Individual initiative is our hallmark. 

There has evolved a basic confidence that investment in research and develop-

ment will provide the edge -- and it has. 

Incentives. The American society offers effective incentives for 

technological excellence. A successful individual receives pay and 

prestige. A corporation -- the source of most of the technical applications 

earns a profit. The Department of Defense gets a battlefield �dge which 

pays in deterrence, in lives and in security. 

Institutions. This country has evolved institutions for R&D in 

Government and the private sector which work well. The Defense R&D estab-

lishment is closely linked to the civil R&D establishment. So Defense 

benefits substantially from national R&D that it does not fund, just as the 

civil sector reaps its bonus from Defense R&D. 

The Soviet R&D Approach 

I 

I would characterize the Soviet approach to R&D as "conservative 

incrementalism," a commitment to step improvements of existing equipment. 

When incrementalism is the dominant development strategy, risks are fewer. 

On the civil side, Soviet R&D has, for the most part, been intractable 

and ineffective. Civil laboratories lack quality control and modern 

instruments and facilities. Industry often produces shoddy and unwanted 
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consumer goods. The managerial and technical skills of mass production are 

scarce . .  The civil sector receives little bonus from work done in the 

defense R&D establishment. 

In Soviet military R&D, no such difficulties exist. Defense enjoys 

high priorities for instruments and facilities; success is rewarded in a 

most unsocialistic way -- with money and privileges. Funding, judging from 

the scale and breadth of military R&D, is not a problem. Massive application 

of resources has made up for any lack of efficiency. 

The weapon�:; produced. are the real test of the effectiveness of the Soviet 

approach to defense R&D. I have examined some Soviet deployed systems and 

they are good by our standards. 
I 

In Chapter II of the detailed Statement I have provided a more complete 

assessment of Soviet military technology as compared to ours. 

I do not doubt that the Soviet Union if uncontested -- can in time 
I 

gain the broad technologic�! initiative but only if we decide, whether by 

conscious national intent or by default, to slacken our efforts. 

I believe that the American approach to Defense R&D is superior to 

Soviet incrementalism. It has provided us -- so far -- with the broad 

technological initiative. 

C. A CONCEPTUAL AND MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK FOR DEFENSE R&D 

I would like to describe briefly the concepts which underlie our plan-

ning and management of Defense RDT&E. These concepts can provide a framework 

in which to understand the overall Defense �&D program. 

Defense R&D programs fall essentially into two groups having different 
! 

objectives: 
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Group One: Creation and demonstration of options which may be useful 

for future military capabilities. 

Group Two: Full scale system development for potential deployment. 

Group One includes the thousands of projects in the "technology base" 

plus programs for creation and demonstration of subsystem and system options. 

In this group (generally comprised of Budget Categories 6.1 - 6.3) we fund 

work in the sciences and the development of new techniques and devices 

which could form the basis for future weapons. We foster feasibility 

demonstrations, and competitive approaches to military problems. We also 

build prototypes for pr.oving out new technology -- whether in electronics, 

propulsion, materials, aerodynamics, guidance or elsewhere. I strongly 

endorse hardware rather than paper competition wherever possible. 

Group One programs are often risky but they reduce risk. They are highly 

leveraged because the potential return from success is so large compared to 

the investment. They make innovative use of technology to reduce costs and 

make more efficient use of manpower. 

Group Two programs embrace generally the R&D budget category 6.4. They 

are characterized by the terms "full scale system development" or 

"engineering development." In Group Two we build full-scale engineering 

models suitable for the combat environment and for test and evaluation by 

the military men who will use them. Each program usually involves much 

greater cost than the programs in Group One. This cost accrues because 

of the extremely detailed engineering documentation and testing that a 

system must have in preparation for possible production and deployment. 
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We draw a sharp management line between Group One and Group Two programs . 

It is at this point of transition that a crucial·commitment begins. We 

need to be particularly demanding and thorough in our review of programs at 

this decision point. We ask hard questions on cost-effectiveness, alternative 

solutions, life-cycle costs, adequacy of the test program, schedule and cost. 

The decision to put a program into Group Two is made by the highest 

officials in the Department of Defense meeting as the Defense Systems 

Acquisition Review Council (DSARC). Seventy-nine major programs are under 

this DSARC management review process, and 66 lesser programs are similarly 

approved through Program Memoranda. 

Of these two broad categories of R&D programs, Group One represents 

a FY 76 investment of roughly 4 billion dollars, supporting literally 

thousands of individual projects. Group Two, with only a few hundred 

programs, represents an investment of about 6 billion dollars. 

I invite the Congress to review the Defense RDT&E program from this 

two-group perspective so that we can better address together the details 

of the many projects and their contribution to our defense objectives. 

Additional Comments on Management 

The success of this approach to R&D -- creating many options and then 

selecting only a few for full development -- depends upon rigorous management 

discipline. I believe that we have both the management tools and strength 

to make this approach work. 

In last year's testimony I discussed a set of management initiatives 

which have now become an intrinsic part of the R&D management process. 
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These management initiatives included: planning by mission area, measurement 

of potential Return on Investment, nurturing competition at early stages of 

development, adopting Design-to-Cost goals, doing test and evaluation early 

and rigorously, and emphasizing improved program management. We are 

working hard to make these thrusts work and I believe they are proving 

effecti•!e. The Service Assistant Secretaries for R&D and I have published 

and distributed widely -- a Statement of Principles of Defense RDT&E 

Management which contains these initiatives. The Statement is attached as 

an Appendix to my detailed Statement and I invite your attention to it. It 

is a brief of my philosophy, embodying the whole approach I have been discussing. 

But we are doing more. During the past year I have initiiated -- with 

the cooperation of the Services -- a number of specific activities aimed at 

eliminating duplication and proliferation. 

Formation of the Intelligence R&D Council 'has also contributed to the 

effective coordination of programs across both the Services and the 

intelligence community. 

D. MAJOR R&D PROGRAM EMPHASIS 

With this conceptual and management framework as background, I would 

�ike now to de$cribe some major thrusts which shaped this RDT&E request in 

the broad areas of strategic forces, general purpose forces and the 

technology base. 

1. Strategic Programs 

Our research and development programs for strategic systems continue 

to be guided by the fundamental objective of strategic forces, the deterrence 

of war. We want always to provide visible evidence to any would-be attacker 
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that losses to him will far outweigh any possible gain, and we must preserve 

our capability despite adversary improvements, political change, and 
i t 

technological advancement. 

There has been speculation that the Department of Defense would accelerate 

programs and increase spending as a result of the Vladivostok ceilings. Such 

is not the case. We have actually reduced strategic research and development 

programs from the previously planned funding levels for FY 1976 and 76T. 

Of about $2.5 billion requested for research and development in this 

area for FY 1976, about 60 percent is concentrated in two full-scale system 

development programs -- TRIDENT and B-1. The remaining 40 percent of our 

efforts is focused in technology options to permit us to project equivalence 

both actual and perceived -- in the face of a Soviet throwweight advantage. 

Offensive Systems 

Our offensive forces in being constitute the central ingredient of 

deterrence and assure us that the risk of nuclear war today is at a low level. 

Deterrence for the future requires a broad spectrum of technology options 

both to provide new systems, if they are required, and also to signal any 

adversary that we have the resolve and ability to foreclose possible 

opportunities to change the military balance in his favor. 
I 

Last year, with the concurrence of Congress, we embarked on a program of 

"strategic R&D initiatives" to provide these options for the future. Today, 

the need to continue these initiatives remains evident. We will emphasize 

improved yield and accuracy for our ballistic missile forces, within the 

letter and spirit of the Vladivostok agreement. As the Secretary of Defense 

has pointed out, we should continue with our accuracy improvement programs, 
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and improve the yield-to-weight ratio of our warheads to acquire a more 

eff�cient hard-target kill capability or to inlpro've our overall effectiveness 

against soft, point targets. This effort is pivotal to the maintenance of 

parity with the growing strategic offensive capabilities of the Soviet Union. 

In other efforts aimed at providing strategic options, an advanced ICBM 

program (Missile�X) will develop technologies applicable to a possible 

follow-on to Minuteman having greater throwwe�ght and adaptable to a variety 

of basing modes. We will continue the development of a cruise missile 

through coordinated Navy and Air Force programs. 

FY 1976 represents the peak R&D funding year for TRIDENT and B-1. The 

TRIDENT system, consisting of a new, much quieter submarine and a long 

range missile will be the backbone of our future seabased deterrent forces. 

The TRIDENT I missile, capable of backfitting into Poseidon submarines � 

will give us a range approaching that of the Soviet SS-N-8. The system can 

also accommodate a larger and longer-range TRIDENT II missile now in the 

planning stage. 

The B-1, because of its high cost and past technical problems has been a 

controversial program. We have subjected the B-1 to several rigorous cost­

effectiveness studies. Our most recent such effort was the Joint Strategic 

Bomber Study -- a year-long analysis conducted under my jurisdiction and 

completed last fall. I believe this study plahes the B-1 in proper 

perspective. By comparing B-1 forces against a set of alternative equal­

cost forces, including re-engined B-52's, stretched FB-lll's, and wide-bodied 

stand-off cruise missile carriers, the study provides total-engagement 

cost-effectiveness analyses and insights. 
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The study shows that the cost-effectiveness of the B-1 is dependent 

on the level of the Soviet threat. If that threat evolves in the late 

1980's as currently projected, the capabilities designed into the B-1 for 

survival in an SLBM attack on bomber bases and for penetration against 

sophisticated air defenses make it cost-effective.· At current threat 

levels -- and levels projected at least through the early 1980's -- the 

B-52's, with improvements, are adequate. 

I conclude that the B-1 -- as costly as it appears -- should be 

continued in development and in an extensive program of test and evaluation, 

thereby maintaining an option for a future production decision based on 

demonstrated performance and updated threat assessment. 

Defensive Systems 

There are no systems develo'pment programs underway for defensive 

systems. All the effort here is in advanced technology development. The 

preponderance o� funding is devoted to Ballistic Missile Defense. BMD is 

at the same level as FY 1975 ($245M) and about $100 million below FY 1974. 

We have restructured the Site Defense program as requested by the Congress 

and revitalized our BMD technology program to enhance deterrence, and to 

preserve the technological initiative in BMD. 

Strategic Command, Control and Communications 

We must have a comman� and control cap�bility that can survive 

massive nuclear attack and still respond to the National Command Authorities. 

This objective has the highest-priority in the Department of Defense. We 

are stressing, in addition to improvements in the existing communications 
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�etwork, the continued development and deployment of the Air Force Satellite 

Communications Systems (AFSATCOM), the Advanced Airborne Command Post (AABNCP) 

aircraft, and' the SANGUINE extremely low frequency radio relay site. 

Space Systems 

Space systems are playing an increasingly important role by providing 

us with highly reliable and relatively inexpensive world-wide surveillance, 

communications, meteorology, geodesy, and navigation. We_will continue 

to emphasize research and development to improve these capabilities. In 

some areas, space systems are in fact so much cheaper and so much more 

effective than surface·-based systems that we are phasing our our ground-based 

back-up systems. Of special 'significance is the NAVSTAR Global Positioning 

System development which I believe has the potential for revolutionizing 

strategic and tactical warfare. 

2. Programs for General Purpose Forces 

Last year I stated that the technology of conventional warfare is 

undergoing a transformation. We are on the threshold of a new era in which 

evolving new capabilities will profoundly influence the nature of such wars 

and the way they are deterred. 

The United States holds the initiative in such potentially revolutionary 

areas as first-shot target destruction with precision guided ordnance, 

stand-off control of battlefield weapons, powerful new forms of surveillance, 

command and control, night vision and remotely piloted vehicles. 

The research and development program for our general purpose forces is 

designed to build on these advances and to bring them to full fruition. At 
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$3.6 billion, this program is the largest in our overall RDT&E request . I 

believe that this high level of investment is necessary. No single 

development is likely to dominate the battlefields of the foreseeable future. 

We will require an intricate orchestration of many of the emerging new 

developments. 

Each tactical warfare R&D program has been reviewed rigorously. The 

scrubbed program of R&D for our general purpose forces is described in 

Chapter VI of the written statement. I will here highlight only major 

objectives in several areas. 

Ground Forces 

Ground warfare in the future will be characterized by highly mobile 

and densely deployed armor and air defenses. Concentration of firepower 

will reach new levels of intensity. Electronic warfare will be robust and 

sophisticated. Precision weapons and new techniques for target acquisition 

and control of firepower will change the way the battle is fought. 

The new main battle tank (XM-1) will demonstrate in 1976 whether it 

can achieve a new magnitude of effectiveness within its stringent cost 

objectives. Meanwhile, the M60 series will continue to be improved. 

Similarly, existing attack helicopters will be improved and modified for 

TOW while the Advanced Attack Helicopter (AAH) demonstrates in competitive 

prototypes whether it can achieve its goals in cost and performance. 

Development of the potent A-10 attack aircraft is virtually complete. 

Night vision based on infra-red thermal imaging is being developed for 

a variety of systems. Much work remains to produce this capability at 

reasonable cost but I foresee the day when it will be ubiquitous on the 

battlefield and will change warfare. 
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The feasibility of a variety of precision weapons is being established 

by prototype efforts. Mini-RPV's and laser-controlled artillery shells 

will institute radically new capabilities for location of targets and 

guidance of weapons. 

Our present air defense systems lack the mobility, firepower and all­

weather capability needed in the European environment. The choice of the 

ROLAND II short-range air defense system for final development will alleviate 

this deficiency and will help achieve NATO standardization through a new 

kind of cooperative effort with our allies. For the future, SAM-D technology 

still remains for eventual replacement of HAWK and Nike Hercules. But it 

will be carried forward only as rigorous tests are successful and as costs 

can be controlled. 

Finally, I request support for continuation and enhancement of the efforts 

we initiated last year on comprehensive improvement of our electronic 

warfare capability in the field Army. 

Tactical Air Forces 

Our overall investment in tactical air is very large, both in terms 

of initial acquisition and in terms of operational costs. In both areas we 

must use limited dollars more efficiently while maintaining superiority in 

capability. 

One major thrust towards this end is the F-16 Air Combat Fighter which 

has evolved from the competitive lightweight fighter prototype. A departure 

from the trend towards heavier and increasingly costly and complex fighters, 

it is an opportunity to strengthen our overall force structure within 
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affordable bounds. But the success of this program has yet to be demonstrated 

it will rest on our collective management determination to control cost. 

Whether the Navy can effectively build on a similar opportunity remains to 

be seen. 

A second major thrust is to be more effective in our use of existing 

aircraft. More efficient command and control can achieve this. A system 

such as AWACS, although expensive in itself, can be cost-effective because 

it enhances the effectiveness of billions of dollars of assets. 

Precision delivery of air-to-ground weapons through terminal guidance is 

a third major area of emphasis. We now have a remarkably effective 

inventory -- such as WALLEYE, MAVERICK, CONDOR, and laser-guided weapons. 

These are being expanded to provide all-weather and night-time precision 

delivery at extended ranges. 

Because of the proliferation and sophistication of ground-based air 

defense, defense suppression is receiving continued emphasis; it will be 

the key to effective use of tactical air over enemy territory. We are 

initiating programs for improved anti-radiation missiles, precision location 

and strike systems, advanced airborne electronic warfare, and remotely 

piloted vehicles (RPV's). 

Naval Forces 

Despite a severe challenge by aggressive Soviet naval developments, 

our tactical naval forces must be able to maintain our sea lines of communi­

cation, project power across oceans and provide presence in support of U.S. 

interests and policy throughout the world. 
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To counter the increasing Soviet attack submarine threat, we are 

enhancing our ability to detect, localize and attack submarines. New 

concepts for towed array and deployable survei1lance systems are in 

development. Complementary ship-based and airborne ASW systems are moving 

forward. ARPA has initiated Project SEAGUARD to focus scientific exploration 

of longer-range concepts in undersea surveillance. 

Ship defense against Soviet anti-ship missiles has been and is a thorny 

problem. For overall fleet defense against intense attacks we need a system 

such as AEGIS. For self-defense of individual ships we require significantly 

better missile and gun systems. And we must do better at integrating these 

systems in ship platforms. 

For offensive capabilities, the HARPOON anti-ship missile has almost 

completed development and will give the fleet a powerful new punch. Our 

nuclear attack submarines provide a formidable offensive capability. Newer 

ship types, such as the Patrol Hydrofoil Missile Ship, powerfully armed 

with HARPOON, have higher speeds, tactical flexibility and relatively low 

cost. 

3. Technology Base Program 

.Our technological initiative rests ultimately on the basic and exploratory 

research which make up our defense-related technology base. It gives 

rise to the fundamental new opportunities which have been the hallmark of 

our past leadership -- achievements such as jet engines, lasers, precision 

weapons, satellites, billion-bit-per-second computers and communications 

systems. 

I .  
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I have been seriously concerned over the erosion of our technology base. 

Real effort has decreased 40 percent over the last decade. Many members of 

Congress have shared my concern and recognize its debilitating implications 

for the future. 

In last year's testimony I stated that I would defer a request for a 

substantial increase in technology base funding until I strengthened the 

framework in which such an increase would be used. I am now satisfied that 

our technology base efforts are organized properly, are rnanageed well, and 

have renewed and cohesive direction. 

We have completed a year-long DoD Laboratory Utilization Study which 

has better defined the role of in-house laboratories. This study also 

confirmed my concern -- shared by many -- that the ratio of in-house to 

contract research was too high in the Defense Department. We have established 

a broad action plan, including draw-down of laboratories' manpower, for 

redressing this balance. 

I am convinced that now is the time to act. I am asking for an increase 

in real funding for the technology base effort. These increases are to be 

accomplished without increases in the RDT&E performed by in-house organizations. 

E. FY 1976 RDT&E REQUEST IN SUMMARY 

My detailed statement submitted for the record summarizes the RDT&E 

request, breaking it down in several different ways, and discusses the programs 

in detail. Also, Service spokesmen will testify in further detail about 

their programs. 

The FY 1975 funding is $8,616 million. In the FY 1976 request for 

$10,236 million, I would note that $200 million is comprised of items 

• 
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<:·. formerly appearing in other accounts but moved to RDT&E in accordance with 

Congressional direction and that something between $700 million and $1000 

million is accounted for by inflation. The resulting incre�se in real 

effort of $400-800 million is requested specifically to reverse the trend 

of the last decade and build for the future as I have discussed. 

F. CONCLUDING REMARKS 

Mr. Chairman, on the eve of our Bicentennial Year, we as a nation face 

difficult decisions in building for ourselves an enduring future. In a 

changing and uncertain world we must have the perception and resolve to build 

on our strengths. One of those strengths is our technological initiative. 

But .the technological competition is very real. Both friendly and 

adversary nations -- particularly the Soviet Union -- are competing. The 

Soviets seek to wrest the initiative from us. The stakes in this competion 

are high. In the long run they involve national survival. 

I have stated my belief that the U.S. has the initiative now -- we lead. 

in most areas of technology. I believe that maintaining that lead should be 

an essential element of our national policy. We must be prepared to invest 

accordingly. 

The choices to be made are difficult ones. Social demands are pressing 

and are growing. The outlays for our military manpower dominate the Defense 

Budget. It is always tempting to fulfill near-term needs at the expense of 

the future. And research and development is our investment in the future. 

Whatever these choices are, they should be made consciously by us as a 

nation. 

I am confident that we will choose well. 
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The Department of Defense budget for FY 1976 reflects the resolve 
of the President to maintain the Defense structure in such a posture 
that the United States can fulfill its objectives of peace, mutual 
security, and international stability. The role that the United States 
plays in the world requires that we, along with our Allies, maintain 
military equilibrium through effective balancing of strategic and 
conventional forces with potential adversaries. 

In terms of real purchasing power, the Defense budget has declined 
sharply in recent years. Substantial reductions have been made both in 
terms of manpower and force structure. By most measures of comparison, 
the Defense establishment has been reduced below pre-Vietnam levels. 
Administration initiatives to maintain military readiness within lower 
funding levels have been complicated by large Congressional reductions 
in budget requests and, even more significantly, by the impact of 
inflation. 

The FY 1976 budget represents a conscious effort on the part of 
the President to reverse the erosion of DoD purchasing power. Although 
it is still well below the real-term FY 1976 levels projected in last 
year's President's b�dget, it does reflect program growth from the 
significantly depres.sed FY 1975 funding level. 

FY 1975 supplemental and amended requests are included in the 
Defense totals for additional assistance to the Governments of South 
Vietnam and Cambodia. This involves $300 million for Defense assistance 
to South Vietnam and $222 million in military assistance for Cambodia. 
Since December, North Vietnam has escalated its military attacks against 
South Vietnam. In Cambodia, too, Communist forces have pressed new 
assaults. The Administration, in these situations, feels an obligation 
to provide the material support necessary to South Vietnam and Cambodia 
to permit them to defend themselves adequately. 

(MORE) 

Jimmy Carter Presidential Library
Sticky Note
To view this document in its entirety, please contact the Jimmy Carter Presidential Library
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BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH 

GENERAL DAVID C. JONES 

General David c. Jones was appointed Chief of Staff of 
the United States Air Force on July 1, 1974. 

General Jones began his military career in April 1942 

when he enlisted in the U.S. Army Air Corps and, in February 
1943, received his commission and pilot wings. His early 
service included duties as a flying instructor with both 
active and reserve forces and as a rescue pilot in post-war 
Japan. 

He has served in operations and command positions at 
squadron, wing, and headquarters level with the Strategic 
Air Command (SAC) and Tactical Air Command (TAC); held staff 
positions at Headquarters USAF, and commanded the Second 
(now Eighth) Air Force (SAC). 

In combat General Jones was assigned to a bombardment 
squadron during the Korean War and accumulated over 300 

hours on missions over North Korea. In 1969, he served in 
the Republic of Vietnam as Deputy Commander for Operations 
and then Vice Commander of Seventh Air Force. 

In Europe, he served with the United States Air Forces 
in Europe (USAFE) from 1965 to 1969 successively as Inspector 
General, Chief of Staff, and Deputy Chief of Staff for Plans 
and Operations. After a two year absence, he returned to 
Europe as Vice Commander and then Commander in Chief of 
USAFE. Concurrent with his duty as Commander in Chief, 
General Jones also commanded the Fourth Allied Tactical Air 
Force. 

General Jones was born in Aberdeen, South Dakota, on 
July 9, 1921. He graduated from high school in Minot, North 
Dakota, in 1939 and attended the University of North Dakota, 
and Minot State College. He· is a graduate of the National 
War College and was awarded an honorary doctor of humane 
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I INTRODUCTION 

MR. CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE: 

It is a great privilege for me to join the Secretary of 

the Air Force in presenting the FY 1976 Air Force Posture 

Statement. As you know, I have .served as Chief of Staff of 

the Air Force for less than a year and this is my first 

opportunity to testify before this distinguished Committee 

on the full range of key issues which affect the Air Force's 

contribution to national and i�ternational security. I 

welcome this opportunity because I believe it is vitally 

important that the members of Congress have the fullest 

possible access to .the professional military judgments 

pertaining to u.s. security interests and capabilities. 

Therefore, my statement today will feature neither 

"handwringing" nor "saber.rattling." Moreover, I will 

not presume to deliver an abstract presentation on foreign 
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or defense policy. None of these approaches appears approp­

riate and there is a much more positive and meaningful 

message for me to convey on this occasion, namely, the 

status of Air Force peacetime management and wartime combat 

capability, each in the context
, 

of our perception of the 

threat. I believe you will find the message encouraging, 

but not without some solemn concerns in the light of external 

and internal problems which the country faces. 

The members of this Committee are well aware of the 

rapid expansion of Soviet military strength which proceeds 

despite an era of detente and negotiations on the control of 

arms. At the same time, we are witnessing an array of 

international economic and political crises, increasing 

interdependence, and growing worldwide demand for resources. 

Domestically, we are in the midst of a stubborn recession 

coupled with serious inflation which has greatly eroded the 

purchasing power of the dollar. Obviously, a statement on 

the Air Force posture would be meaningless in isolation of 

these world conditions. Our framework must also include the 

nation's commitments both at home and abroad, the contribution 

of other United States military forces and those of our 

allies, the expressed intent of the Congress, and guidance 

from the President and the Secretary of Defense. This 

statement presents my judgment of these factors as they 

impact upon the level and cost of Air Force programs. 
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II MANAGEMENT INITIATIVES 

Of the problems mentioned above, it would be a difficult 

and complex judgment to select any one as the most serious. 

However, from the standpoint of "clear and present danger" 

to U.S. vitality, it seems obvious that the problems of our 

domestic economy must be high on the list. In the context 

of today's discussions, I would judge that the impact of 

inflation on defense buying power represents a greater and 

more immediate threat to our military capability than any 

other single factor. For example, the proposed Air Force 

budget for FY 1976 is 5.9 billion dollars larger than the 

one for FY 1967, yet this "larger" budget represents 38 

percent less purchasing power than we had ten years ago. 

Although current rates of inflation are at record 

peaks, the basic problems of rising costs and reduced buying 

power have, of course, been with us for some time. The Air 

Force has long recognized that, if we were to continue the 

modernization necessary to support the American position of 

Free World leadership, a substantial part of the necessary 

resources would have to come from internal efficiencies and 

economy measures. For a number of years, we have been 

undergoing a continuous process of belt�tightening, motivated 

partly by the need to fund some of our modernization out of 

our own hide and partly by our obligation to perform our 

mission as efficiently and economically as possible. 

- 3 -
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I would like to summarize some of the more significant 

of these past and present initiatives, Mr. Chairman, for two 

important reasons. First, we have taken these actions in 

measured and prudent stages over the years, without a great 

deal of publicity or fanfare. Consequently, their aggregate 

impact may not be recognized in full by all the members of 

this Committee. More important, though, the Air Force is 

accountable to Congress for the efficient management of 

resources appropriated for us and I believe this Committee 

is interested in assessing our "track record" in this regard. 

From a resource standpoint, people are not only our 

most important asset but also our most expensive. Well over 

one-third of our budget (38 percent) is devoted to personnel 

costs alone. Therefore, our most significant savings have 

come from manpower reductions, which we have been able to 

accommodate (while enhancing our overall combat capability) 

largely by capitalizing on qualitative technological improve­

ments, developing a more streamlined organizational structure, 

�nd cutting deeply into the "softer" areas of headquarters, 

support, and other "overhead" personnel. Strength reductions 

in recent years have been significant. 

The FY 1976 force, when compared to the 1968 peak, 

reflects a decline of 315,000 military and 87,000 civilian 

personnel, an overall reduction of 32 percent. But the 
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total percentage drawdown does not tell the complete story. 

It is generally recognized, when a large organization makes 

reductions of this magnitude, especially when the reductions 

come incrementally over a period of years, that reductions 

in overhead usually lag appreciably behind. Yet during this 

same eight year period, we will, have reduced headquarters 

strength by over 50 percent, partly by direct cuts and 

partly by eliminating some headquarters altogether and 

absorbing their functions in other organizations. While a 

large share of these headquarters and other support reduc­

tions were pure savings, many of the manpower authorizations 

were "plowed back" into operational units to increase our 

combat capability. 

We have been able to make reductions of the magnitude I' 

have described through a combination of reorganizing, stream­

lining, and modernizing our management techniques. A few 

recent examples will illustrate how we have applied this 

combination. 

In Europe, the focus has been on improving the effic­

iency and combat capability of our NATO-qommitted forces, 

while realizing significant economies through improved 

management techniques and reorganizations. First, peacetime 

organizational structures were reduced and recast to put 

them more on a wartime footing. Second, the USAF peacetime 

headquarters was collocated with the NATO headquarters that 

would actually command the force in wartime. Third, headquarters 

-5-



were moved out of cities and· onto operational bases to 

improve operational effectiveness. 

I believe it is significant that the U.S. Air Force 

headquarters and associated support manpower in Europe have 

been reduced by over 50 percent since 1968, while the total 

number of air units in Europe remained essentially level. 

The personnel resources released by these reductions have 

been reinvested to provide significant improvements in 

combat capability. For example, a one-for-one transition 

from F-lOOs to F-4s and F-llls in Europe substantially 

increased our combat capability, but also required additional 

maintenance personnel per aircraft. Manpower savings from 

headquarters reductions permitted these positions to be 

filled with no increase in overall personnel totals, while 

grade levels and personnel costs actually decreased. We are 

continuing with actions to streamline our management system. 

The Tactical Air Command .(TAC) has historically been 

the doctrinal "parent" of our tactical air forces, in the 

sense that among other responsibilities, TAC is the prin­

cipal point of contact and coordination with the Army's 

Training and Doctrine Command, develops and tests combat 

tactics, trains all our tactical aircrews, and has opera­

tional control over the majority of the u.s. based tactical 

air forces. We propose to move toward broadening TAC's 
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direct role in tactical airpower. worldwide by extending its 

responsibilities to our tactical Air Force units in the 

Western Pacific. Naturally, command in combat will continue 

to reside with CINCPAC,-the overall joint theater commander. 

However, we plan to have TAC assume the.majority of the Air 

Force management and support functions,. conducted .through 

the senior Air .Force commanders in ·the Pacific. 

Besides strengthening .the linkage bet,ween the Pacific 

theater air forces and the Tactical Air Command, this applica:-

tion of. the single manager concept will enable us to make 

still further.savings in manpower and dollars. Our current 

plans are to disestablish Headquarters, Pacific Air Forc�s. 

(PACAF), based in Hawaii. Phasing out PA9AF, tradition�lly 

one of our larger and more expensive-to-support major com:-.· 

mand headquarters, will free approximately 2000 headquarters 

and support personnel for reallocation·or reduct�on, and 

will save some $32 million annually. 

Still other organizations were involved in our consoli:-

dation initiatives. In seeking fruitful areas for further 
. 

! . . 

savings, we recognized that two of our Major Commands -- MAC 

and the Air Force Communications Service (AFCS)--had.certain 

key characteristics in common_despite their different primary 

missions. For example, both operate worldwide� fr�quently 

at deployed locations with small detachments. Each is .a 
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"service" command for customers in the Defense Department 

and other agencies. Each headquarters devoted much of its 

attention to caring for and managing the activities of 

people at distant bases who frequently worked side by side, 

separated only by differing command lines. Therefore we 

decided to merge the AFCS field and headquarters functions 

with MAC and phase out Headquarters, AFCS, as a separate 

major command. Besides the reductions of over 750 military 

and 150 civilian positions, we are confident that the air­

lift and communications missions will be enhanced through 

the worldwide integration and central direction.of these 

important functions. 

An even more dramatic application of this single manager 

concept within MAC pertains to the prime mission, the airlift 

business. You are familiar with our three classic categories 

of airlift; strategic, �actical, and support. In supporting 

a national strategy whose implications call fo� a capability 

for rapid movement of men and/or supplies quickly over long 

distances, we are doing everything possible to enhance 

strategic airlift. We have ·trained our C-5 crews in air 

refueling to reduce dependence on enroute·bases; we want to 

stretch the C-141 to increase total capacity at far less 

cost than by buying more C- 14ls; and we· propo·se to improve 

our total oversize cargd capacity through modification of 

some commercial wide-body jets. 
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I mentioned ta6tical airlift earli�r,'but as we have 

modernized our aircraft over the years, we have realized 

that the line between tactical and strategic airlift has 

blurred.· appreciably • .  For example, our c_;t30s have a strategic 

capability and can be used in this role (as, indeed, they 

have been iri the past).· Similarly, our C-5s and our C-14ls 

have a tactic�l cap�bility. Therefore, we �re transferring 
' 

all tactical airlift aircraft to MAC -- except, of course, 

for those in the Reserve forces, which will come under MAC's 

operational control if called up. The result will be one. 

command responsible for both strat
'
egic arid tactical airlift 

roles and for management of resources between them. 

MAC's charter has been broadened stilt' further by also 

picking up responsibility for the third category of airlift 

I mentioned,· support. The aircraft involved -- C-118s, 

·c-13ls, T-29s, T-39s, c�97s, etc. -- have some cargo capa-

'bility, but their main role has been to transport personnel. 

We have never had them assigned to individuals, but they · 

have been assigned in "ones and twos;' to bases around.· the 

country for admin'istrative' support and proficiency flying. 

This arrangemeht obviously decentralized'the s�heduling and 

control and, sin.ce many of them are of World War- II vintage 

technology, �hey hav� proven increasingly expensive to 

j' . • 
ma1nta1n. 
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Consequently, we are taking two related actions. 

First, we are phasing out over 400 of these aircraft, 

primarily the older reciprocating engine types. Second, we 

are assigning the remainder to the Military Airlift Command, 

which will operate and maintain them at a small number of' . ' ' . 

centralized bases. If individuals or groups have travel 

requirements, they will apply for transportation under MAC-

standardized rules. This streamlining will release over 

6,000 manpower spaces for increased combat capability, and. 

reduce,fuel consumption by roughly 150,000 gallons per day. 

Naturally,. this will result in some increased use of com-

mercia! transportation which will require a slight increase 

in travel funds, but even allowing for offsetting increases, 

this realignment will avoid costs approaching $100 million 

per year. 

The fuel savings I consider especially important, and 

we are attacking the problem of energy conservation on a 

broad front. We are flying half the number of hours today1 

that we did in 1968. In terms of fuel consumption assoc­

iated with that flying, we are consuming less than half the 

fuel th�t we consumed in 1968, yet our total fuel bill is · 

twice as high. .Looking at it another way, in comparison to 

FY 1973, we plan to purchase 28 percent less fuel in FY 

1976, a significant measure supporting the national effort 

to reduce energy consumption. However, this reduced quan­

t·i ty of fuel will cost over a billion dollars more in FY 
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1976 than· .the larg€7r amount consumed in 1973. This enormous 

increase provides additional incentive for reducing fuel: 

consumption to the absolute minimum consistent with main-
' 

taining capability and readiness. 

We are looking to savings in other areas as well. Life 

Cycle Costing techniques examine ownership cost along with 

procurement cost in making acquisition decisions. This 

factor weighed heavily in our recent selection of the F-16 

Air Combat Fighter. We are pursuing a number of fuel and 

cost saving innovations in training and instructional tech-

nology. For example, we plan to ihvest significantly in . 
.. 

flight simulators over the next few years. Although there 

is, naturally, an irreducible minimum of actual flying 

training to be accomplished, over the next decade simulators 

will allow us to train aircrews faster, more safely, more 

cheaply, and by the mid-1980s, with nearly 10 million fewer 

barrels of jet fuel burned every year. 

To return to the present, though, our FY 1976 budget 

request reflects a savings of about 2900 personnel from Air 

Force management headquarters alone and an additional 8500 

spaces will be saved from the combined initiatives I men-

tioned above and other economie�. These actions, along with 

many other manpower realignments, consolidations, and force 

adjustments, have made it possible to reduce total manpower 
. . 

requirements in the FY 1916 ·budget by more than.3l,OOO 
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below the FY 1975 budget appropriation, while maintaining 

our combat capability. 

From what I have said so far, it must be abundantly 

6lear that I am proud of the record of innovation, resource 

judgment, and tight management the Air Force has established, 

and I am determined to sustain and, if possible, accelerate 

�hat momentum. We think we have done a serious job of belt 

tightening in order to maintain the level of modernization 

needed to keep us on top, and I am grateful to the members 

of this Committee, and to your predecessors, for the inval-

uable support you have rendered over the years. It is for· 

that reason; Mr. Chairman, that I wanted to take this oppor-

tunity to reinforce the confidence of the members of this 

Committee that the Air Force's primary interest is to provide 

the nation the best defense for the dollars appropriated to 

us. We have made our mistakes, but we try to minimize them, 

learn from them, and avoid.repeating them. 

We realize that the economic and military stakes are 

too high to permit margin for much error. For, if the 

present economic straits of our country are the most imme-' 
·� ·, 

diate domestic threat to our national security, there are ! 

equally perilous forces abroad which also must engage our 

attention and influence our defense decisions. 

III THE STRATEGIC BALANCE 

Strategic nuclear deterrence continues to be paramount 
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TRIAD of land-based ICBMS,· long range bombers, and SLBMs 

best meets these req�iremerits in light of GUrrent strategic 

tasks and presently perceived threats. It is, of course, 

impossible to predict with precision what particular combina­

tion Qf systems and �apabilities _will be required in the · 

future, as present trends develop, new technologies emerge, 

or new forces come into being. The only certainty is that 

deterrence will take on broader dimensions. 

Hopefully,_progress in SALT and other arms limitation 

negotiat·ion!i will serve to limit the deterrent burden. 

In this respect, we cari-. hope that future negotiations will. 
' - . .  - ­• . .  

lead to mutual reductions which result in a stable strategic . 
. ·. ,-�, ' 

balance at equal, but .significantly lower, aggregate levels. 

However, equal aggregate numerical limits alol)e, although: a 

necessary first �tep which I fully endorse, ar� not sufficient 

to ensure equivalence between United States and Soviet 
' : .· 

strategic forces. Other vital indices of effectiveness; 

such as.throw weight, accuracy� and. yield, must be taken 

into account in measuring relative capabilities. Hence, 

while completely symmetrical forces are not E:equired, not: 

all asymmetries should· favor the other side in the balance. 

Some balancing of capabilities is necessary to offset the 

potential represented by the large throw weight of Soviet 

missiles. Consequently, it is essential that we continue 

with the Advanced ICBM Research and Development program and 
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�,., 



�mong the responsibilities charged to the United States Air 

Force. As noted by Secretary Schlesinger, "Without a firm 

foundation of nuclear deterrent forces the rest of our power 

�ould not count for much in the modern world." 

As a member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, I fully 

�ppreciate that this responsibility is shared with the other 

$ervices, and particularly with the Navy whose submarine 

�aunched balli�tic missiles (SLBMs) form an essential 

�lement of the Nation's strategic power. 

The criteria for structuring strategic forces derive 

directly from national policy and are transmitted to the 

Military Departments by the Secretary of Defense. This 

guidance prescribes that strategic forces must retain an 

assured retaliatory capability in the event of a massive 

surprise attack; provide for a wide range of options approp­

riate to differing levels of provocation and to control 
. .  

escalation; promote crisis stability and stability with 

respect to arms levels; and ensure essential equivalence in 

the indicators of strategic power and the capability to 

implement and maintain a full range of alert and surviv-

ability postures that are responsive to political circum-

stances.' Providing forces which satisfy these exacting 

�tandards presents an unparal1eled challenge. 

The fundamental conclusion which emerges from our 
. , ,  . 

constant re-evaluation of strategic posture is that the 
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the Air Launched Cruise Missile program in order to preserve 

our options for achieving increased throw weight capability 

and alternative basing and penetration modes. 

For the foreseeable future, the mutually supporting; 

elements of the TRIAD provide an essential hedge against 

uncertainty. A key aspect of the TRIAD is that it provides 

the flexibility essential for selective, measured option� in 

response to aggression below the level of general nuclear 

war. These options are required to deter serious intimi� 

dation, coercion, overwhelming conventional aggression, or a ·!· 

limited nuclear attack against our deployed forces or those 

of our Allies. We are presently taking a number of actions 

to improve this flexibility, to include the development df 

highly discriminate targeting packages; improvements in 

command, control, and communications; and improvements to 

the MINUTEMAN force such as Command Data Buffer. Let mei 

stress that these efforts simply refine the capabilities 

which our strategic forces have always had. These improve­

ments promote stability by reassuring our allies and by 

signalling to potential adversaries that our response will 

always be commensurate with the provocation. 

Beyond the immediate task of maintaining options for 

flexible and discriminate response lies the more difficult 

problem of developing forces which will keep those options 

viable in the uncertain strategic nuclear environment of'the 
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future. Two factors weigh heavily if! our fqrce. planning. 

Th� first is that despite the associated costs, present and 

prpspective limitatioqs on strategic nucle�r arms place a 

premium on maxtmizing e�fectiveness through technology, 

thereby helping to ensure. that deterrence can .be maintained. 

The second is_ the sc�pe and vigor of .the strategic progr�ms 

of: the Soviet Union, the most important nuclear power con-

fronting the United States. 

Taking into account, therefore, the prospect of future 

ar�s limitations, our assessment of prospective Soviet 

�apability, the strategy which our forces must support with 

respect to that capability, and.tradeoffs among the size, 

readiness, and modernizatiqn of our forces, I am convinced 

that our s�rategic programs are moving in the proper direction. 

Of these programs, th� most urgent is the continued 

development of the B�l·bomber. I recognize the controversy 

surrounding this program, so I believe it is appropriate to 

take this opportunity to enunciate the Air Force rationale 

in· supporting the B-1. To .appreciate the need for the 

B-1 -- indeed for any manned bomber -- one must begin with. 

the conceptual premises implicit in our TRIAD strategy. 

The cornerstone of this strategy is credible deterrence, 

guaranteed by maintaining an assured "second strike" capa­

bility which would render �: successful Soviet surprise 
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attack impossible. The complementary characteristics of our 

�trategic systems, particularly the bomber/ICBM interaction, 

deny the Soviets any option for a successful knock out blow 

against our land-based forces. An apparent enemy ICBM 

launch would be detected in time to launch the bomber alert 

force under positive control well before .any possible impact 

on our bomber bases. Moreover, substantial numbers of our 

hardened ICBMs would survive even a large scale attack. 

Somewhat
.

less warning time would be available in case of ·a 

submarine launched ballistic missile (SLBM) attack, but o.ur 

bomber alert posture would still deny the Soviets the 

assurance that the bomber threat could be neutralized. More 

important, our ICBM force is even less vulnerable to the 

Soviet's comparatively less accurate SLBMs than to their 

ICBMs. 

Finally, if the Soviets were to contemplate a simultan­

eous ICBM/SLBM attack, these same considerations would 

combine to cancel the element of surprise and insure our 

second strike capability. For example, a simultaneous 

launch of hostile ICBMS and SLBMs would be ineffective 

because earlier nuclear impacts from the shorter flight-time 

SLBMs would provide unambiguous proof of an attack, allowing 

retaliatory launch of our land-based missiles and surviving 

bombers. On the other hand, timing an attack for simultan­

eous arrival of hostile ICBM and SLBM warheads would be 
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equally flawed because the longer flight-time �CBMs would 

have to be launched first. Here again, the warning provided 

by ;our launch detection systems would allow ample time for 

the, National Command Authorities to direct appropriate 

actions. Moreover, our own SLBM force, the third essential 

leg of the TRIAD, would always remain a further complication 

for an enemy bent on a first strike. 

Complications of a different sort, but equally intract-

able, are created for a potential attacker by introducing 

the penetrating bomber into his problem of air defense. The 

prospect of copin-g with manned bombers, penetrating on a 

variety of unpredictable routes toward multiple targets, in 

a degraded and confused air defense environment, with human 

intelligence brought to bear over enemy territory, poses 

extreme-difficulties for an enemy planner. 

Equally significant is the impact of the bomber threat 

on military spending of a potential opponent. As observed 

by Secretary Schlesinger on occasion of the roll-out of the 

B-1 development aircraft, "The Soviet Union will contin-

uously be faced with the choice of allowing a free ride for 

bombers . . .  Otherwise it must face up to the continuation 

of very substantial expenditures on air defense • .  .Air 

Defense is that aspect of the Soviet military-posture that 

this country finds least disquieting and least threatening." 
. 

·. 
. . . . 

Over the past decade Soviet air defense expenditures have 
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exceeded those. of the U.S. m�ny_times over, and the current. 

disparity, on the order of $5 billion annually, is likely to 
f 

continue. No -one can maintain with absolute assurance that, 

if the U.S. reduced or eliminated the manned bomber leg of , 
l 

the TRIAD, the Soviets would divert these resources to ·oth�r 

capabilities or to the civilian sector of their economy, as 

the u.s. has done. But the essential points are two, as I� 

s�e them. First, a continued credib1e U.S. bomber capability, 

together.with a strong Soviet predi1ection for massive air 

defenses, "freezes" significant resources in an.area of no 

direct threat to U.S. national security, either militarily· 

or economically. Therefore, second,. a sophisticated assess-

ment of. the utility of the bomber in our strategic arsenal 

must include not only the capabilities and costs of the 

system, but also the costs to a potential enemy for defending 
I 

against it--and the additive .capabilities he is thereby_ 

denied . 

. _ In .sum, while land-launched and submarine-launched 

missiles are essential elements of our strategic forces 

because of the mutual perception of their deterrent capa-

bilities, their utility (beyond the fact of possessing them 

in quantity) can only be measured in their use or non-use. 

In the case of the ICBM, in particular, their deterrent 

value is static, .in the sense that they are always on full 

alert and the next step above,their normal peacetime posture 
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is to launch their warheads irretrievably toward an enemy. 

The bomber force, on the other hand, has a high degree of 

m�litary flexibility and political utility short of actual 

c<;mflict. It can be used actively to influence or .discourage 

a·hostile power while minimizing the risk of miscalculation 

or escalation, even in an extreme crisis. For example, 

bombers can be generated .within a broad ratige of ground and 

airborne alert and survivability postures to provide a 

visible, unmistakable signal of national resolve. Launch of 

strategic bombers toward their positive control line in a 

crisis, while clearly an act with grave implications for an 

adversary, still provides him a margin for reflection on 

objectives and risks, a margin which could be decisive in 

averting a nuclear war. 

Moreover, the human element gives the bomber the 

additional capabilities for recall, diversion, and immediate 

target damage assessment and reporting. Also, while a 

missile is literally a "one shot" vehicle, the aircraft can 

be recovered, reloaded and used again if necessary, thereby 

sustaining deterrence against reattack, encouraging termination, 

and multiplying its combat potential beyond the mere numbers 

that impose a finite upper limit on missile targets. 

Finally, without in any way casting doubt on the over­

all missile reliability of either side, I would remind the 

members of this Committee that the bomber is.the only 
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element of the strategic TRIAD which has proven itself in 

actual combat. Since we are without experience in missile 

warfare--and I fervently hope we never will reach the point 

of having to gain such experience--there are many risks and 

un.certainties in actual performance which no amount of 

component testing or extrapolation can completely dissipate. 

Such scientific variables as warhead "fratricide," weather 

effects, etc., are uncertainties which we have to live with 

or accommodate. As the one "known quantity" in the strategic 

equation, the manned bomber provides an irreplaceable measure 

of assurance in our total strategic posture. 

Taken singly, none of the above points argues decisively 

for a manned bomber. Taken together, however, the unique 

advantages I have mentioned lead logically and, in my judgment, 

inexorably to the conclusion that the bomber must remain an 

integral part of the U.S. strategic deterrent for the foresee-

able future. Since the top civilian and military leadership 

in the Air Force is unanimous on this point, I felt it 

appropriate to articulate the logic which produced this 

judgment. Also, I wanted to assure this Committee that the 

Air Force has thought through the strategic and resource 

implications of our position, rather than succumbing to the 

"follow-on syndrome" which argues that possession of a 

system automatically produces the requirement for a replace­

ment. 
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Nevertheless, reasonable people may accept the logic of 

the TRIAD and still harbor reservations about the B-1. 

Thoughtful questions are raised which require answers. 

Since the cost of the B-1 is usually the primary issue, let 

me address that point first. 

To deal with the cost issue in proper context, it seems 

to me we have to answer two fairly fundamental and inter­

related questions: Can we afford the system, and is it 

worth the cost? 

In addressing whether we can afford the B-1, the easy 

answer would be that we can't afford to not buy it, but that 

begs the question. A more thoughtful response might be that 

there is no more important area in which national resources 

should be invested than maintaining U.S. security. The 

d�gree to which one supports the national position of free 

world leadership, accepts the burden o! military capability 

which that role imposes, and appreciates the relationship of 

the TRIAD to that capability will largely decide each 

person's assessment of the affordability of this system. As 

Secretary Schlesinger pointed out in the speech cited 

earlier, "These strategic forces are acquired, not for their 

specific, cost-effective contribution to target destruction 

narrowly defined, but for their broader contribution to that 

panoply of power that maintains deterrence." 
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So in an objective sense, dependent upon the price tag 

one attaches to national security, the answer must, of 

course, be, "Certainly we can afford it," so long as we are 

convinced of its irreplaceable contribution to th�t "panoply 

of power" or, in other words, if the return is appropriate 

to the investment. 

We believe it is. The B-1 exploits the practical 

advantages of. the manned bomber with much improved speed, 

range, payload, accuracy, pre- and post-launch survivability, 

and modern technology which will sustain a credible manned 

bo�ber capability beyond the end of the century. The first 

aircraft is now flying and will provide the Congress with 

hard evidence of these improvements. I am convinced that 

the B-1 program is based on a sound R&D effort, that the 

flight test program will produc� the results we expect, and 

th�t the aircraft will be ready to enter production in 1977. 

My personal involvement in this program has strengthened 

my conviction that the B-1 will provide a return appropriate 

to the investment. 

One other key question ought to be addressed before 

turning to other matters. Although related to cost, it is 

really a separate issue, namely, the c6st-capabilit� 
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implications of the SALT negotiations, and particularly the 

Vladivostok understanding. 

Three factors are pertinent here. First, a very large 

percentage of our equivalent megatonnage is carried by our 

bomber force. In addition, the understandings would provide 

an upper limit on equal aggregates of weapons carriers. 

Finally, the lower number of U.S. missiles vis-a-vis the 

Soviets is implicitly compensated for by a larger numb�r of 

bombers. Several signitioant �onclusions derive from these 

three factors. 

First, given a fixed number of land-launched ICBMs, and 

the projected changes in the SLBM force, we cannot build a 

large number of new bombers, each of which is, of course, 

counted as a "carrier," without exceeding the equal aggregate 

limit.. On the other hand, each B-52 we phase out represents 

a disproportionate reduction in numbers of effective weapons 

and in megatonnage unless replaced by a carrier of equivalent 

or greater capacity. Therefore, if we are indeed to maintain 

essential equivalence within the SALT guidelines, and until 

hoped-for lower limits can be negotiated, prudence dictates 

moderate numbers of a follow-on bomber with high unit perform­

ance. In fact, as ceilings are imposed on quantity of 

syst�ms, the qualitative features of remaining systems 

assume even more importance for credible deterrence. If 
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future negotiations are productive, reassessment of these 

imperatives will certainly be appropriate. Notwithstanding 

a quantitative reassessment, I am convinced that the B-1 

will provide a very critical part of our strategic force 

for many years. 

Turning to the role of Strategic Defense, we are taking 

ma�imum advantage of all air defense capable assets, in 

part, by augmenting our dedicated interceptor force with 

tactical fighters and by transitioning to a joint use FAA/USAF 

radar network which phases out the costly SAGE system. 

It is clear that an absolute prerequisite to a strategy 

of flexible response is the ability of our strategic defensive 

sy$tems to provide adequate and timely warning, attack ahd 

damage assessment, and command, control, and communications. 

Improved Air Force space systems will continue to play a 

vital role in satisfying these requirements. Further, 

improvements underway to the E�4 Advanced Airborne Command 

Post and the Worldwide Military Command and Control System, 

to which the Air Force is a major contributor of resources, 

are designed to improve significantly the responsiveness and 

survivability of this vital link between the National Command 

Authorities and our military forces. 

In concluding this portion of the Posture Statement, 

let me reaffirm that the Air Force does not confuse the ends 
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and means of the strategic balance. We are wedded to no 

"pet" programs. Rather, we ar� recommending a level of 

capability which in our judgment is sufficient to assure 

that this Nation will never be forced to bend to a superior 

force in protecting its vital security interests. 

IV REGIONAL PERSPECTIVES AND GENERAL PURPOSE FORCES 

Turning to an assessment of the regional objectives 

which our forces must support, my thoughts are drawn immedi­

ately· to Europe, which, for me, means NATO. The primacy of 

the Atlantic Alliance in my personal thinking stems from two 

major influences. First, and most important, is the priority 

given to the defense of Western Europe in sizing Air Force 

general purpose forces, assessing the likely scenarios for 

their .employment, and the linkage of other NATO forces to 

United States strategic nuclear forces. The second is my 

service experience in Europe dating back to 1965 and culminat­

ing in my previous assignment as both a U.S. and NATO commander. 

After long association with the Alliance, I am convinced 

that the strategy of flexible response, based on a strong 

conventional forward defense, is both credible and well 

within the collective capabilities of the Alliance members. 

This conclusion is based on the following convictions. 

First, the true capabilities of currently available 

allied resources are sometimes not given full weight in 

quantitative evaluations of the NATO/Warsaw Pact balance, 
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evaluations which are themselves subject to interpretation 

and honest disagreement. Second, NATO capabilities, which 

are already substantial, .can be markedly improved, without 

dramatically increased budgets, through restructuring, 

standardization, specialization, and improved interopera-l 

bility. And third, anticipated modernizatibn in the worl�­

wide capability of United States air forces, will, at the 

same time, significantly enhance the Alliance defense posture 

to which we contribute, and thereby h�lp to reinforce Allied 

confidence, both in the U.S. commitment and in NATO's conven­

tional defense capability. 

In a war in Central Europe the initial and principal 

task of Allied Air Forces must be to assist friendly forces 

in halting the Pact ground offensive. This requires that 

NATO air power become immediately and heavily engaged in 

close air support operations, while attaining local air 

superiority as necessary. Less immediate critical objec-t 

tives, such as achieving theater-wide air superiority, must 

await a reduced need for close air support. I believe that 

NATO air power is well suited to these requirements. The 

capability of NATO aircraft is, and will remain, superior to 

comparable classes·of Warsaw Pact aircraft. Moreover, 

NATO's air power provides an essential hedge against the 

Pact option of choosing the time and place for opening · 
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hostilities, an effective means for blunting the initial 

shock of multiple air and armored thrusts, and the capability 

for rapid augmentation and resupply during the critical 

early stages of a war. 

As I mentioned a few moments ago, before returning to 

the U.S. to take over the job of Air Force Chief of Staff, I 

was assigned to a "dual hatted" position in Europe, as Com­

mander in Chief of USAFE and Commander of Fourth Allied Tac­

tical Air Force. A short time before my departure, I had 

been designated commander of Allied Air Forces Central 

Europe, responsible for wartime command of all the NATO 

committed air forces of the six nations contributing to the 

defense of the Central. Region. In both my NATO and national 

hats, there was no problem which engaged more of my atten­

tion and energy than Tactical Command and Control. The 

twofold irony of the situation is that, first, qualitatively 

speaking, the NATO air forces are a far more potent combat 

force than their Warsaw Pact counterparts, and second, 

rapid, flexible employment of airpower is the potential 

keystone for successfully countering an armored attack by, 

the �umerically superior Pact ground forces. Yet the "central 

nervous system" for controlling air--NATO's Command and 

Control System--has deficiencies which prevent the most 

effective application of the force. The system in Europe 

-28-



consists of surveillance, control, and communications 

facilities which were designed and deployed during a period 

when NATO's strategy was a "tripwire" nuclear response to 

aggression. 

Deficiencies in command and control--and my conviction 

that they must be remedied--are in large measure responsible 

for my strong support of the Airborne Warning and Control 

System (AWACS). Not that AWACS should be considered exclus­

ively, or even primarily, a European-oriented system. On 

the contrary, its greatest strength lies in its worldwide 

capability to provide timely support to U.S. and allied 

forces wherever warning and control may be needed. Never­

theless, the European theater has the most obvious immediate 

need for AWACS and also represents the most demanding 

yardstick for measuring the system's potential. 

As you know, AWACS has been subjected to the most 

rigorous examination by authorities within and outside the 

Department of Defense. While recognizing that no system is 

completely immune to countermeasures, my experience in 

Europe and my study of test results convince me that AWACS 

·can make a unique and vital contribution to NATO's conven­

tional capability. Even if the Warsaw Pact forces were�to 

exert the maximum effort to counter AWACS using all possible 

techniques in the high intensity European air environment, 
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the system's warning, detection and control capabilities 

would still remain a quantum jump beyond the current ground 

based systems. 

We plan to augment the basic configuration of AWACS 

with an improved data link system and other modifications in 

later procurements, but I cannot overemphasize the urgency 

with which I view early production and deployment of the 

first generation model. We have given serious thought to 

the relative merits of providing the large margin of increased 

capability in the near term versus delaying until all 

production aircraft can be configured with the sec·ond 

generation improvements. All my experience within the 

European theater convinces me it would be a mistake to delay 

production. 

In the future, the many benefits from the improved 

system will accrue to air and ground forces alike. In a 

European scenario, better flexibility in employment of air 

resources benefits the ground forces directly because of our 

heavy close air support involvement, especially against 

hostile armor. Beyond this, AWACS has further inherent 

potential for providing near-real time intelligence, force 

status and disposition, and a wide variety of currently 

fragmentary critical information needed by air and ground 

commanders. The improved AWACS will not be a replacement 
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for today's systems in Europe, but will make all the other 

systems better by serving as the "connective tissue" integrat­

ing tbese components into a coherent, mut�ally reinforcing 

in�t:r1.,1ment of surveillance, warning, and control. Mean-

while, the immediate leap forward obtainable from early 

deployment of t:he core model strongly supports our proposal 

for co�tinued acquisition this fiscal year. 

Tu�ning to other tactical systems, as you are well 

awa+e, we are producing the F-15, the most capable air 

sup�riority fighter in the world, which was designed specifi­

cal�y to count�r the high perf6rmance porti6n of the Soviet 

threat through the 1980s. The F-15 was introduced into the 

Tactical Air Command last fall, after demonstrating truly 

out�tanding reliability, maintainability, and performance 

during test and evaluation. Last month its climb performance 

exceeded previous world records in a series of demonstrations 

conducted under int�rnational supervision. This fine aircraft 

results from a highly efficient development and production 

program, and we are mos.t pleased with all aspects of the 

airc.raft. 

To complement the F-15, we are requesting funds this 

year:- to initiate full scale engineering development of the 

F-16 Air Combat Fighter (ACF), a follow-on of the highly 

successfu.l Ligh:tweight F'ighter prototype development program. 
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I was delighted with the success of this program for two 

important reasons. First, both Northrop and General Dynamics 

produced superb prototypes. Although the YF-16 was clearly 

the better selection for the Air Force, each aircraft was a 

credit to U.S. initiative, technology, and enterprise. The 

Air Force was fortunate·to· have two such highly capable 

aircraft from which to select our proposed Air Combat Fighter. 

Second, the keen competition and the high quality 

achieved further validate the efficacy of our emphasis on 

prototypes and of our "fly before buy" approach to major 

system procurement. These concepts have produced a system 

of comparatively low cost, high reliability, and high 

confidence--features all of us like to see in development 

and procurement programs. 

I am confident that the development of the F-16 will 

produce a highly effective complement to the F-15 in our 

"high-low" mix force. The resulting combination of sophisticated 

aircraft and highly capable but more austere fighters will 

enable us to maintain a larger force for equivalent budget 

expenditures. This larger force will serve to minimize any 

quantitative advantage of the Warsaw Pact without sacrificing 

our overall qualitative edge. 

You are aware also of the strong interest of our 

Allies in replacing their F-104 and other aircraft with the 
·��t 

ACF. This promising aircraft can provide an unusually 
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versatile multi-mission addition to their air forces. Its 

procurement in quantity will improve substantially the 

combat capability of the Alliahce as .well as standardizing 

and integrating allied forces more closely with our own. 

As I have already pointed out, the crucial task of 

blunting a massive o�slaught of armor is a principal-concern 

for NATO planners. The A-10 close air support aircraft is. 

optimized for that role, .. not only _in NATO, but wherever 

required. It represents a vast improvement.over present 

capc;�.bilities. And, not only does it carry antiarmor ordnance 

of prov�n effectiveness, but it also can deliver up to. eig�t 

tons of general purpose or specialized ordnance. The A-10 

has been designed speci�ically to survive when pitte� against 

the high intensity defenses over the modern battlefield. 

Morever, all of these capabilities have.been combined into 

one system that is reliable, e�sy to maintain and.repair, 

and very low in procurement and life cycl� costs. 

Our experience in Vietnam and assessments of air opera-

tions in the 1973 Mideast War underscore the need for effective 
. �·. 

. 

tactical electronic warfare systems. There is ·�o doubt .that 

the military force which fails to keep abreast of the ''state 

of the art" in this dynamic technology risks decisive defeat 

at the hands of a modernized force. Therefore, our budget 

request include$ th� resources to improve our airborne 

jamming and warning systems and to develop remotely piloted 
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vehicle systems for saturation, confusion and decoy missions. 

Later witnesses w111 elaborate on these requirements. 

The systems I 'have disbussed are products 6f the most 

advanced aerospace technology base in the world. Our future 

security will depend iri large measure upon mairitaining 

technological superiority. Clearly then it is in our interest 

to support a dynamic research and ·d�v�lopment progtam. 
.·.: 

Before turning to other subj ects, I want tb brin� to 

your attention an essential improvement in our tactical · 

forces combat capability. Althoug� we·'ar� deploying highly 

c�pable aircraft, present crew r�source limit�tions pr��ent 

us fr6m achieving full system efficiency iri te�ms of a 

. . 
capability to meet the high-sustained sortie rates we wouln 

encounter in combat. Now, support savings will enable us'to 

make marginal increases in tactic�l airc�ew ratios to maximize 

the rapabilities of our deployed systems. The increase in 

trained aircrews and associated maintenance personnel will 

greatly expand capability for rapid engagement with enemy 

forcPs and mean greater staying pdwer for units in combat.· 

I hope to make furthei improvements in tactical air readin�ss 

and operat1ng capability during FY 1977. 

The Air Force progra�s �ighlighted above serve not only 

to bolster our ca�ability to c6ntribute to the security of 

the NATO All1ance, but al�o a�d more importantly, to �re�tli 
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strengthen U.S. conventional forces in their worldwide capa-

bilities. Before turning to other areas of interest, I 

would like to reaffirm my confidence in the efficacy of the 

LATO TRIAD, which links U.S. strategic capability, tactical 

nuclear weapons, and·a stalwart allied conventional defense 

as inseparable elements of NATO security. We are improving 

our capability in all three· areas, with particular emphasis 

on 'Sustaining allied confidence in U.S. commitment and in 

the credibility of successful conventional defense. 

For at least the past year and a half, world attention 

had been focused on the Middle East. As you know, Air Force 

airlift and supplies supported the national effort to maintain 

a balance and restore peace to the region. We continue to 

4be keenly interested in the military situation there. 

(; 

It is recognized that, in the event of a European 

conflict, the ability to reinforce rapidly from the United 

States will be critical. Thusr our airlift operations to 

the Middle East in 1973 served as a useful test of our 

capability to support the more demanding requirements we 

would encounter in a NATO conflict. The conflict high-

lighted the need for improvements in our strategic airlift 

forces. Accordingly, as I mentioned earlier, we are under-

taking a major program to enhance our airlift capability. 
. . . 

We are providirig inflight refueli�g training for C-SA �ir� 

crews and increasing the utilization rate capability of our 
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strategic airlift force. At the same time, we are recom-

mending modification of C-141 aircraft to increase their 

load capacity and proposing improvements in the capacity of 

the Civil Reserve Air Fleet. In related efforts we are 

continuing the development of the Advanced Medium STOL 

Transport and the Advanced Tanker/Cargo aircraft. These 

improvements will substantially compress the time required 

to move combat forces anywhere in the world while minimizipg 

dependence on en route bases. 

Referring again to the October 1973 war, the relative 

tactical air strengths and weaknesses of the principal 

adversaries bear striking resemblance to those of NATO and 

Warsaw Pact forces in Central Europe. The value and impor- , 1,_, 
tance of proper logistics management, electronic warfare 

capabilities, refueled ferry flights, aircraft sheltering, 

modern munitions, and command and control were convincingly 

demonstrated. These are old lessons reaffirmed and, like 

the need for airlift enhancement, are directly applicable to. 

a contingency in any overseas location. Our budget request 

appropriately reflects these considerations. 

I would like to turn now to the Western Pacific, 

another area where the Air Force maintains a presence in 

support of national objectives. The Air Force has followed 

a policy of reducing our presence as tensions in the area 
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diminish. We have removed all combat forces from the main 

island of Japan and have only two major bases in that country 

and two in Korea. In Thailand, substantial reductions also 

have been made. 

Notwit�standing these. reductions, the Pacific region 

retains a high potential for. sudden crises. The United 

States has significant interests and commitments in this 

area, obligations that no other nation can assume. Addi­

tionally, should global deterrence fail and u.s. forces 

become involved in a NATO conflict, we could expect the 

Soviet Union to be an adversary in the Pacific as well as in 

Europe. Consequently, we cannot foreclose our options to 

augment our force� rapidly in the Pacific. Hence, we sup­

port retention there of relatively modest forces, necessary 

bases, materiel storage facilities, rights of transit and 

access, and an operating command and control structure. 

V THE TOTAL FORCE 

Having addressed our interdependence with allied air 

forces and U.S. Air Reserve Forces, I would like now to 

touch upon an equally important element of the Total Force 

Policy, and that is the support we receive from and provide 

to the other three Armed Services. 

For years, strategic planning ha� �een conducted jointly 

with the Navy, and multi-Service cqntingency planning is a 

way of life in the unified headquarters worldwide. Beyond' 
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that, however, there are other examples of cross-service 

cooperation which deserve more recognition. For example, 

Air Force B-52s long have had a collateral mission of aerial 

mine laying. More recently we have been exploring ways tq 

assist the Navy in their difficult task of sea surv�illanqe 

and sea lane defense. To that end, those aircraft capable 

of mine laying also will be configured for employment of the 

Navy's anti-ship HARPOON missile. The extended range, 

endurance, and payload capability of those aircraft make 

them especially suitable for such a mission. In addition, 

we have exercised our tactical aircraft in maritime surveil­

lance operations and found that these weapon systems, 

particularly the F-111 and RF-4, possess an inherent capa­

bility to perform this mission. On the other side of the 

coin, plans are being developed for Navy and Marine tacti�al 

fighters to join our air defense interceptors and tactical 

fighters in an air defense pool for responding to worldwide 

emergencies. Airspace control in a combat zone is another 

subject receiving cooperative inter-Servic� consideraiion� 

We intend to work closely with the Navy in the ACF/Navy ACF 

development program, as we presently are doing in selected · 

missile development and other programs. The mounting demands 

and complexity of modern warfare and the reality of limited 

resources have produced a new era of mutual Service under­

standing, cooperation, and support. 
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Turning to a third aspect of the Total Force Policy, we 

have made great strides toward modernizing and integrating 

our Air Reserve Forces (Air National Guard and Air Force 

Reserve) with the active force. They are being equipped 

with more modern weapon systems to complement the active 

component, and priority for support resources has now been 

assigned to units on the basis of mission in the total 

force, regardless of active or reserve identity. Well over 

half of our tactical airlift aircraft are assigned to the 

Reserve components, and approximately 40 percent of our 

Military Airlift Command C-141 aircrews are provided by the 

Air Force Reserve Associate program. 

During FY 1976 we will begin transferring KC-135 tanker 

aircraft to the Air Reserve Forces. Thus, in addition to . 

their continuing refueling support of tactical forces, for 

the first time, reserve units will augment active strategic 

offensive forces in support of our strategic integrated war 

plan. 

In the area of general purpose forces, by the end of FY 

1976, six Air National Guard squadrons will be equipped with 

the A-7, and half of the AC-130 gunship aircraft will 

become the responsibility of the Air Force Reserve. By the 

end of FY 1980, Guard and Reserve forces will be modernized 

with A-10, A-7, F�4, and RF-4 aircraft. 
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VI PEOPLE 

I said at the beginning of my presentation that people 

are our most important resource and I would like to close on 

the same theme. We are proud of our all-volunteer record 

and of our reputation for good management and sensitive 

leadership; we are even more proud of the quality of the 

young men and women joining the Air Force. Frankly, in an 

age when many people express concern about the so-called 

"alienation" in our society, I find very little evidence o£ 

this problem among our people. On the contrary; I have been 

deeply impressed with the intelligence, motivation, open­

mindedness, and sense of involvement among the people joining 

and remaining in the Air Force. Most of the "people problems11 

which we face, fortunately, are the sort which yield to 

sound leadership, proper discipline and competent management. 

Our continuing goal is to maximize force cap�bility by 

improving individual initiative, morale, and productivity. 

I believe our record in achieving this goal during a period 

of high social and economic turbulence attests to our 

success in striking a happy balance between good discipline 

and good human relations and in carrying out the letter and 

intent of the Equal Opportunity Program. Our people make up 

a well-motivated, competent, ·and well-disciplined force of 

professionals of which you and the country can be j�stly 

proud. 
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VII CONCLUDING REMARKS 

Mr. Chairman, the foregoing statement is not intended 

to be a comprehensive description of Air Force systems or 

programs. Rather, I have regarded it as an opportunity to 

present my views on selected subjects which concern me as 

the Air Force Chief of Staff and which I believe will also 

interest this distinguished Committee. Secretary McLucas 

and I are the first of ·a series of Department of the Air 

Force witnesses who will provide you with program details 

and answer your questions relating to their specific respon-

siblities. 

Sine� this meeting initiates our bridget justification 

process, it should be useful to summarize the major Air 

Force elements to be supported by thi� budget. In FY 1976 

the Air Force will operate about 400 bombers, over 1000 

missiles, and 600 �Ius tankers in our strategic offensive 

forces. The strategic defensive force includes fighters, 

space and warning systems, and other defensive elements, 

augmented from tactical fighter forces� Our g�neral purpose 

forces number more than 2300 fighter aircraft in the active 

and Air Reserve Force. Airlift support for all four 

Services will be provided by some 300.strategic airlift 

aircraft. This lift capability is reinforced b� ab6ut 600 

active and Air Reserve Force tactical airlift aircraft. The 

budget includes over half of all DOD intelligence costs, a 
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major portion of DOD communications costs, and substantial 

direct support for the National_Command Authorities. It 

also embodies the research and_ development funds so essential 

to our future security, and includes the procurement dollars 

to continue selectively the vital force modernization process. 

Over one-third of our dollars represent the rising costs to 

maintain 590,000 military and approximately 270,000 civilians 

in the force. 

Mr. Chairman, as I noted at the outset, despite a full 

menu of challenges my statement today is one of confidence 

and realistic optimism. When I assumed my_present position, 

I joined with the Secretary in responsibility for an Air 

Force whose people, equipment, and capability are second to 

none in the world. It is my solemn pledge to dedicate my 

every effort to keeping the U.S. Air Force second to none 

through the economical and efficient management of the 

resources which the country provides. I have outlined for 

you today the priorities and the resources which we believe 

are essential to maintaining that preeminent position, as 

well as our approach to managing them. I earnestly solicit 

the support of this Committee .and of the Congress for the 

Air Force programs in the Department of Defense Budget. 

Thank you. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

MR� CHA IRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE: 

As ·we submit our FY 1976 budget statement to this committee, 

I want to acknowledge the many years of vision and dedication 

demonstrate.d by Congress in supporting an Air Force that 

possesses outstanding capabilities. • During the past six years, 

first as Under Secretary, then Secretary of the Air Force, I 

have learned how-important these annual meetings with 

·congressional committees are. This is inyi second appearance 

as Secretary of the Air Force in these proceedings,"_arid I welcome 

the opportunity to discuss Air Force programs with Congress. 

Today's Air Force is powerful and prepared, but maintaining 

a high level of effectiveness in the years ahead requires 

coping with inflation, lim! ted resources, and increasing ·scivie-t 

military powe:r. 

�he impact of inflati bn i� si�nific�nt in our FY 1�76 

budget. The purchasing pOwe'r of the F'Y i975 Air FOrce hucrg·et of 

$26 billion (TOA) has been eroded by an inflation rate· 

substantially greater than was anticipated when we developed 

our request at the end of 1973. 

In our modernization efforts, we are faced with the · 

problem of forecasting weapon-systems costs well'out into the 

future -- as far out as 1984 for the B-1· as· an example.' We 

need your help in this respect, especially your understandirtg 

and perspective of the.magnitude of; the problem. 



The degree of escalation in operating costs over the last 

several years is evident in the pri�e- of petroleum. Air Force 

fuel consumption in FY 1915 is projected to be 27% less than 

that of FY 1973, yet the cost this year wil� be 133% greater than 

in 197 3. 

Ev�n after major cutbacks, in fuel use and els�wher�, 

inflation is driving up the cost of maintaining a ready Air 

Force capable of meeting. its responsibilities� An effective 

and, efficient combination of peop.le and h�rdware is 

imperative, as is an optimum mix of quality and quantity. 

Our effectiveness begins with and .depends upon our 

people. In this'all-volunteer era, we are acquiring and 

retaining quality people, our personnel managemen� prqgrams 

are �orking well, and Air Force morale is gopd. . . . 

On the other hand, the continuing reductions in 

au�horized manpower are forcing us to separate experienced 

people. Authorized manpower levels must remain compatible 

with Air Force equipment., activity rates, and mission. , ., 

responsibilities, and reductions should not outstrip o�r ._,, 

ability to adjust to lower force levels. 

Along with the need for adeguate numbers of capable 

people, national security and world stability require that we 

continue to modernize Air Force equipment. 
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The hation's-strategic forces must-remain sufficient to 

deter nuclear war and to assure the balance of power needed 

for international negotiations toward peace. Tti� Air Force 

must continue to maintain. a force of-strategic bombers and 

missiles that are modern and capable, and which serve to 

prevent-U.S� forces from falling into a posi�ion of inferiority. 

Our efforts to improve Air Force tacti�al .capabilities 

are bearing fruit. The F-15 is now entering the operational 

inventory. The A�lO will be available next year. We have 

just selected the F�l6 as tne new Air. Combat Fighter, a 

program that demonstrates a balanced approach to the challenge 

of-maintaining a quality force of adequate numbers. in the face 

of rising costs. Our weapons development programs, such as 

improved strike·and defense suppression syst�ms, are 

progressing well. Overall, we are on the verge of fielding a 

new generation �f tactical forces_that are indispensable to 

the conventional combat strength that strategic parity is 

making increasingly essential. 

Throughout our research, development, and procurement 

programs, we are aggressively pursuing Design to Cost (both 

�cquisition and life cycle costs),. standardization, and 

high-low mix concepts in order to hold down the price of 

modernization. 

Meanwhile, we are cutting operating costs through such 

actions as sharply increasing the use of simulators, reducing 

energy consumption, improving lo_gistics nianageinent, 

3 .- ... 
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consolidatihg units, phasing out older support aircraft, and 

trimming .our headquarters structure-, · 

All in all. our FY 1976 budget (summarized in Ta.hle I� page 

50*) ·reflects· the approp_riations required to maintain a 

first-rank Air Force. It is an .austere,· but. realistic blend 

o� es�ential research and devel9pment. inv�stments, prudent 

procurement expendit�res, restrained operating costs, and 

esaential pe�sonnel costs. The Air Force continues to· 

recogn�ze its responsibility for managerial efficiency in this 

era of economic �tre�s. We have tightened our belts� and we. 

will continue to strive for maximum return from_ our resources .. 

• I b�lieve that the Air Force is lean bu� strong, and that 

the needs specified in this budget request_are essential t6 

continued u:s. airpower effectiveness and national security. 

II·. PERSONNEL 

People, and creating- ·a.n atmo�pliere· 1n -- �ihi c:h--They can 

perform prodtrctively and efficiently,· continue to- be top 

priority concerns. The cost of supporting our personnel 

programs in FY 1976 is proj�cted at approximately $11.6 

billion; by com�a�ison� people cost� were $11.2 billion in 

FY 1974 and $11.6 billion this fiscal y ear. These relatively 

stable costs durin�� period of-rising inflation can be 

.traced ·to steadily declining strengths. 

*The tables at the end of_ this statement list separate_figures 
f-or fi-scal year 1976 and· fiscal quarter -7T. -·The statement­
itself discusses FY 1976 fund,tng only,-except that any_major 
new start in fiscal quarter 7T also is addressed. 
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Fiscal Year 1976. will be the eighth consecutive year of 

decline in our personnel totals. Since 1968, the force 

structure ha� been reduced by approximately 315,000 (35%) 

active duty military personnel -- including approximately 

40,000 officers and 275,000 airmen ··- resulting in the smallest 

Air Force personnel structure since 1950. The civilian trend 

is similar. The total FY 1976 civilian end strength of about 

270,000 is approximately 87,000 (24%) less than the FY 1968 

level. Overall, the military and civilian reductions since 

FY 1968 total 401,000 -- a decrease of 32%. 

We recognize the necessity to fit manpower levels to 

new equipment and mission requirements. However, continued 

reductions in Air Force manpower of the magnitude annually 

being sustained reduce our surge capability and impair our 

short�term flexibility to realign available personnel with 

adjusted requirements. As the force shrinks, our ability to 

assimilate cuts is hampered; a force of 900,000 active duty 

military personnel can absorb cuts more readily than can our 

projected FY 1976 end strength of about 590,000. Moreove�, 

the ramifications .are proportionate to the rate of drawdown. 

The impact of reductions is felt over several years; thus, 

annual cuts compound the turbulence in our personnel planning 

and can ir1pinge upon our combat rea.diness. 

Personnel strengths and costs are summarized in Table II, 

page 51.· 
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Total Forbe Po�iciy. Because of this substantial reduction 

in manpower� the Total Force Policy is' vital· to maintaining our 

combat capabilities. The Total Force Policy blends a6tive 

duty and-Reserve Components (Air National Guard and Air Force 

Reserve) into a highly qualified team capable of meeting 

military contingencies� High-priority, early-response 

missions and a�sociated modern �quipment continue to be 

assigried to �ur Reserve Component�. Their performance in air. 
-

defense; airli£t, and tactical air operations demohstrate the 

reality of the Total Force. 

Fiscai Year 1976 manpower levels in the Air National 

Guard .(ANGJ are projected at 9�,000 -- 27% above the FY 1968 

figure. In the Air Force Reserve (AFR), FY 1976 totals are 

projected at 53,000 -- 33% greater than in FY 196tj, The 

overall increase within the Reserve Components since FY 196e 

has been �9%. 

In terms of equipment, our Reserve Components are being 

modernized at an accelerating rate. Two ANG tactic�l fi�hter 

squadrons -- the 188th at Kirtland AFB, New Mexico, and the 

120th at Buckley ANG Base in Denver, Colorado -� have 

completed conversion from the older F-100 to new production 

A-7D aircraft and are c6mo�t�ready. Another -- the 166th at 

Rickenbacker AFB, Ohio·�- has recently convert�d to A-7s and 

three additional units will be converted by the end of FY -1Y76. 

We will continue in the future to modernize the ANG and AFR 
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fighter and reconnaissance forces with F-4, A-7, A-10 and 

RF-q aircraft replacing F-lOOs, F-105s, RF-lOls, and A-37s. 

Elsewhere, 5b% of our tactical airlift aircraft are now 

assigned to Reserve Components . .  BY the end of FY 1976, 50% of 

the AC-130 gunship aircraft in the Air Force will be the 

-- responsibility of the AFR. Also in FY 1976, we will begin the 

assignment of 12� KC�l35 tanker aircraft to the Reserve 

Components a move that invol�es not only modernization for 

their long-established tactical role, but the assumption of 

an important strategic mission. Despite the turbulence 

generated by the various equipment and mission changes, 

approximately 90% of ou:r Reserve Components are combat ready. 

The Total Force Policy requires increased emphasis, and 

reliance on ANG ana AFR forces. With decreasing active duty 

manpower, we mus� recognize tnat future major contingencies 

will require the quick activation of our Reserve Components. 

We urge approval of DoD's legislative proposal to authorize 

the President to call up as many as 50,000 selected 

Reservists in situations short of natiortal emergency. 

Support and Headquarter� Cuts. Meanwhile, we are 

continuing aggressive a6tion to.reduce headquarters and 

support manning and to manage more efficiently overall 

support functions. 

Sa�ings reflected in the FY 1976 budget request include 

approximately 2,900 positions from Air Force management 
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headqJarters and significant numbers �f additional spaces 

through such ·actions �s r�tiremerit.�f su�port aircraft (6,400 

spaces); consolidation and realignment or" Research, Development, 
. . 

Testing artd Evaluation airc�aft and i�btiratories (800 sparies); 

relocation of Air·Nati6rial Gu�rd and Air F6rc� Reserve 

�ctivities from Ellirigton AFB, Texas, and the 6losu�e of that 

facility (l,DOO spaces); arid bther initi�tives. This does not 

me�n that vit�l functions are being discontinued. For 

example, the fact that we a�e dise�tablishing the Air Force 

Communications Se�vide Headqu�rters does not m�an that we are 

de-emphasizing communications. Rather, we are providing 

adm�ni�trative support �nd rtori-spe�ialized logistics for 

our communications functions through consolidation under 

Military Airlift Command (MAC). 

Our efforts to'find b�tter, more e6onomical.ways of 

supporting Air Force combat forces include initiatives in the 

area of logistics improvements. We initiated in Apri1 of 1974 

a Maintenance Management Information Control System (MMICS) 

at base level. Thi� s�ste� uses co�puters to perform many 

of the routine tasks p�eviously perform�d by people . .  By the 

end of FY l97b�·MMICS will result in the net reduction of 499 
. . . 

f 

manpower authorizations. This i� th� first phase of a multi-phase 
· ,  ' 

program to improve effectiveness and efficiency within our 

base lev�l maintenance operatiort. Another example is the 

Customer Integrated Automated Proc�rement >System ·ccr"APS) 
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fighter and reconnaissance forces with F-,4, A-7, A-10 and 

RF-q aircraft replacing F-lOOs, F-105s, RF-lOls, and A-3 7s� 

Elsewhere, 5b% of our tactical airlift aircraft are now 

assigned to Reserve Components . . BY the end of FY 1976, 50% of 

the AC-130 gunship aircraft in the Air Force will be the 

responsibility of the AFR. Also in FY 1976, we will begin the 

�ssignment of 12� KC-135 tanker aircraft to the Reserve 

Components a move that involyes not only modernization for 

their long-established tactical role, but the assumption of 

an important strategic mission. Despite the turbulence 

generated by the various equipment and mission changes, 

approximately 90% of our Reserve Components are combat ready. 

The Total Force Policy requires increased emphasis and 

reliance on ANG and AFR forces. With decreasing active duty 

manpower, we must recognize tnat future major contingencies 

will require the quick activation of our Reserve Components: 

We urge approval of DoD's legislative proposal to authorize 

the President to call up as many as 50,000 selected 

Reservists in situatiqns short of national emergency. 

Support and Headquarters Cuts. Meanwhile, we are 

continuing aggressive action to .reduce headquarters and 

support manning and to manage more efficiently overall 

support functions. 

Savings reflected in the FY 1976 budget request include 

approximately 2,900 positions from Air Force mana�ement 
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headquarters and �ignificant tiumbe�s of additional spaces 

through such actions
.as retiremen� �f suppo;t aircraft (6,400 

spaces);. consolidation and realignment of Research, Development, 

rresting and Evaluation airc"raft and- laboratories ( 800 spaces),; 

relocation of Ai�:Natioriai Gu�rd arid Air Force Re;erve 

activities from Ellington AFB, Texas; �nd t�e closure of that 

facility (1,000 spaces); and other initi'atives. This does not 

mean that vital fuhctions are being discontinu�d� For 

example, the fact that w� ar� disestablishing the Air Force 

Communications Service Headquarters does not mean that we.are 

de-emphasizing conirnunications. Rather, we are providing 

administrative support and non-specialized logistics for 

our communications functions through consolidation under 

Military Airlift Command (MAC). 

Our e.ffort s to ·find better, more eco.ncimical ways of . 

supporting Air Force combat forces include initi�tives in the 

area of logistics improvements. We initiated in April of 1974 

a Maintenance Management· Information Control System (MMICS) 

at base level. This sy�t�m use� computers· to perform many 

of the routine tasks previously performed by people. By the 

end of FY 1976� JVIMICS will result in the net reduction of 499 

manpower authorizations. This is the fi��t"pha�e of a multi-phase 

program to improve effectiveness and efficiency within our 

base leyel maintenance operation. �not�er exampl� is the 

Customer Iritegrated Aut6�ated Procurem�nt�System (ClAPS) 
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which became operational- in 1972. · · . The system was designed· 

and.�ev�loped to�_support-base'lev�l-ptocuremefits pr imaril y in 

the area of co mmodities acquisition. Like MMICS, CIAPS ·uses 

.. computers tq perform. routine tasks and. has- resulted -i'n the 

reduction of. 110 manpo wer authorizations ·'from ba'se level • 

procurement. 

Anothe� major logistics ini tiat ive, be�un in 1972-and 

now reaching fruit-ion, is the Depot-Plant.Mod�rni�ation 

Pro_gram (DPMP). The_ numerous. projects. embraced within this 

program provide monetary savings through enhance� prod�ctivity, 

improved _workmanship,. and reduced manpowe r  requirements•. 

;rn brief, we are_ committed to reducing support· costs· and 

reinvesting these funds into. force modernization and impr·oved 

comb at capab i lity . 

Re c ruitin g • .  Despite the overall reduction in manpOwer, 

we must continue our recruiting- efforts to maintain a capabl�� 

. balanced forc-e. 

We e x pe� t to meet this year's active duty recruiting quota 

of 75,655 airmen. _ Moreo.ver , 89% of· our first,term enlis-tments 

du ring the first _six months of FY 19.75 were high schoOl graduates 

or the equivalent (state certified General Educational 

Develqpm�nt test)_-:-. a percentage that exceeds draft era levels. 

We anticipate little, difficulty in meeting ' our manpower 

needs ip the Air Nati.onal Guard,_ but · we ·are having ·t·o wo'rk - ·  

hard to meet Air Force Rese:rve. requirement·s:-.. - Tn· FY. ·197 4 ,· the 

>,· '·-
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Air Force Reserve experienced a 12% shortfall in enlisted 

manning ( invo_l ving ·selected Reserves .and comparing programmed· 

end strengths of 40,8�2 to the 35,936 actually assigned). We 

believe that increased emphasia on recruiting and retention; and 

greater. cooperat.ion between _active and Reserve Components are 

closing the gap in FY 1975. 

�trength Reductions. The Ai� Force has sought in'the 

past to accomplish force reductions through strictly . 

volurttary. separations because this method saves money and is 

least disruptive to the mission and our people. 

Enlisted reduction in FY 1976 again will be accomplished 

through voluntary programs. However, as was the cas� in FY 

1974 and FY 1975, voluntary actions will not produce. sufficient 

reductions within the officer corps. Based on curreht FY 1976 

strength projections, a reduction of approximately 4,500 

officers will be required -- including an involuntary· 

reduction in force (RIF) of 1,200-2,200 depending on voluntary 

losses. 

DQPMA. The Defense Officer Personn�l Management 

Act (DOPMA) is extremely important to our personnel 

management program because it would enabl� us to manage our 

people more. eff�ct i vely and fairly.. Furthermore, it would 

provide the permanent grade table� required to maintain an 

equitable promotion program cornpar�d with the other Services� 

We enthusiastic�lly support DOPMA, and we already have 

st�rted to align, where possible, our persorinel management 
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With this new system. Last fiscal year, promotion 

opportunity was lowered to coincide with DOPMA levels 

promotion to major was changed trom 90 to 80% and to · 

lieutenant colonel from 75 to 70%. We are also aligning 'our 
. . . 

Regular officer augmentation program to facilitate our 

transition to a force structure based on DOPMA. 
' ' . . . 

Equal Opportuni�. Another personnel responsibility of 

great interest to the Air Force is equal opportunity. 

Currently 3% of our otficer corps consists of minorities� 

Our goal is to increase thit to 5.6% by 1980 and �hereby 

approximate the percentage of minority college graduates in 

the U.S. population. Our minority enlisted manning is 15.4%. 

Today, women eompose about 4.2% of our acti�e duty force 

and we.expect that percentage to almost double (8.2%) by 

1978. Women are being given full opportunities in ai l career 
" . 

· specialti�s except those directly related to combat. 

Whether in the active force, civilian structure, or 

Reserve Components, I think we are making continued progress 

in equal opportunity. In 1971, for example, we experienced 
' .. : 

eight serio�s racial incidents. In 1974, we had none. 

Our human relations training program is resulting in 

more cohesion and creating an atmosphere in which men and 

women of differing backgrounds, races, ethnic groups, and 

religions can work together more cooperatively and 

efficiently. Our work in equal opportunity certainly is not 
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finished;, but we have· made many improvements and we intend to 

.. continue our emphasis. 

Education and Train��· .In education, the Community 

Coll�ge of t'he Air Force CO[ltinues to qualify our people for 

acade�icr credit in civilian institutions for work performed 

in Air Force training courses� The Career Educatiorr 

Ce�tificates that are av�ilable through this program are also 

credentlals for entering the civili.an labor force at the 

journeyman level. The Community College program assists Air 

Force career development and is a major asset in recr�itment 

and retention. 
, . 

The Airman Education and Commiss�on;tng Program (AECP) 

and the Graduate Education P.rogram for officers are �lso 

are�s of current emphasis. Congress GUrtailed the Graduate 
,, 

Education Program and cut off .inputs to AECP; however, I 

. would like to stress their value to the Air Force. For 

example, AECP is a necessary source of technical degree 

holders. Moreover, it has provided the major avenue by which 

skilled airmen could progress to officer status, and thus it 

is an important moral� and motivational factor for our airmen. 

The program also is extremely 6ost effective, with a 

graduation rate of 97% and 95% retention. of these graduates. 

The Graduate Education Program is. an essential source of 

advanced tec�nical and managerial degree holders. With a · 

) . 
. 

forecast shortage of engineers in the ci vi.lian s�cto� ,-. this 

program will play a crucial role in providing the techriic�l 
.. 

competency the Air Force needs. 
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In the training area, the Instructional Systems 

Development (ISD ) .process (the application of systems logic 

to training and ed�cation ) 1� used to identify training 

requirements 1 on an individual and group basis. .This helps 

insure that we expend only those resources that are .needed. 

Over the last three years under the ·ISD system, we have 

.restructured 213 high-cost technical training courses, 

resulting in a reduction of over 3�000 man-years in the 

technical training pipeline and a cost avoidance of about $20 

million. We expect to do a lot more in this area. 

Furthermore, we are participating in an Interservice 

Training Review Program to insure that training courses 

of other services are used when they prove to be more c.ost 

effective and practical. Present goals are to develop 

common-core courses in the areas of construction equipment 

op�ration, military police, data processing, and.audio�visual 

services. In addition, a task group wa�. formed recently.·,· 

to analyze flight training programs for possible cost-saving 

,consolidations. 

�eanwhile, there are several other aspects of the 

personnel picture where we need your help • 
. . 

Medical Care. Despite the decline in our·active duty 

force, our medical beneficiary population has remained . , . 

relatively constant due to dependent and.retiree .increases. 

However, the active for.ce. drawdown has been accompanied 

by a reduction in medical authorizations, and a shortage of 
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I' 
I 
I 

Historically, we have depended upon airpower, not only to 

protect our ground forces, but'also to carry the battle to 

opponents. With advances in aviation te�hhology, esp�cially 

in aircraft range and -deliv�ry accuracy· with guided weapons, 

airpower has the potential to play an even greater role. We 
. . 

. 

count upon it to offset the Warsaw Pact adva-ntage in numbers 

of tanks and to help the Navy protect vital sea lanes. 

Successful development programs. dep.end upon: relevant 

research. Last summer, Senator Barry Goldwater wrote· to-

.Secretary Schlesinger and me expressing·his-concern·about the 

erosion of basic research. Du� t6 essentially level fundirtg 

during a period of inflation, there has been a reduction in 

- real research effort. Both Dr. Schlesinger and I share the 

Senator's concern; we are taking steps to halt the �rosion 

and.to protect research funding from undue competition with 

developmeht and producti6n programs. While we capitalize 

upon Air Force research and that of other government 

agencies, my primary emphasis will be to preserve and enhance 

the effectiveness of our contract research programs :ln 

universities and industry. I believe that the talents 6f our 

colleagues in ac�deme and business are �it�l to a 

well-balanced defense research program. 

'ro support essential RDT&E programs, we are requesting 

$3 . .9 billion (13% of the USAF budg�t request) .. While this is 

about 7%· more in real buying power. than the level of the last 

three years, it is about:orie�third less thah in the 
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pre-Vietnam war year of 19b4. 

The major equipment categories of our RDT&E request. 

include aircraft ($1,430 million), missiles ($358 million}, 

space ($561 million), ordnance_ and combat vehicles ($189 

million), and other equipment ($720 million). A summary of 

our RDT&E funding request is at Table III, pag��52.· 

B�l Strategic Bomber. Within the aircraft category is 

our most important development program, the B-1. 
. 

. . 

Since I 

know you are particularly interested in this program, I would 

like to reiterate why we believe the B-1 is a sound value in 

terms of significantly increased national security. Let me 

discuss what bombers do for_ us in peacetime, particularly in 

relation to SALT, and also what they do for us in periods of 

crisis. 

In peacetime, bombers serve as an element of our 

strategic Triad that he�ps deter nuclear attack upon the 

United States and our Allies. 

Bombers enormously complicate any attack planned on our 

strategic forces by helping to make it impracticably difficult 

to coordinate a successful surprise attack on all Triad 

elements. In addition, bombers provide a hedge against 

possible countermeasures or technological breakthroughs that 

an enemy might seek to employ against our missiles, either in 

a prelaunch attack or in terminal defense. 

A second-basic way bombers contribute to deterrence is 

by complicating the defenses any potential aggressor would 
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need to block our retaliation. Bomber capabilitie� require 

the Soviets to continue to commit very substantial resources 

to air defenses that must guard against retaliatory air 

strikes from any altitude or direction. Yet Soviet air 

defenses are an aspect of their armed forces that least 

threaten the United States directly. At the same time, our 

bombers are not destabilizing, because their relatively long 

time-of-flight does not pose a first strike threat. 

Bombers play a particular role in relation to SALT . 

Although not specifically included in the 1972 SALT I 

agreements, bombers helped compensate for Soviet advantages 

such as in numbers of missiles and throw weight. With 

the proposed SALT II limits on the total number of strategic 

delivery vehicles, and considering continuously improving 

Soviet air defenses, our future bomber force must have high 

unit performance. 

The B-1 is designed to have just that. It will be able to 

penetrate with high�subsonic speeds at tree-top level 

below enemy radar coverage. It will be able to deliver gravity 

bombs with precision acc�racy or carry internally up to 24 

SRAM air-to-surface missiles to attack various targets, 

including defenses. The B-1 force should be able to attack 

any target system with high confidence of success well into 

the 21st century . 

. Bombers are also uniquely useful in crucial periods of 
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international tension -- serious crises like, or more intense 

than, Cuba in 1962. Fort�nately,
' 

such crises have riot 

happened frequently, and visible nati6Qal resblve coupled with 

a strong defense posture reduces their likeli&bod. But we 

cannot guarantee that they will not occur again, with or· 

without detente. It is of the utmost importance to be 

prepared for such crises. They increase sharply the terrible 

risk of catastrophic, all-out nuclear war, and we must have 

means to try to control them. 

In serious crises, the flexibility of bombers becomes 

more apparent. The President used them to signal our 

determination to the Soviets during· the Cuban mis�ile cri�is. 

The bomber force can be dispersed or put on higher alert 

status, including airborne alert, to insure its prelaunch 

survivability. If further security or signals ar� required, 

the President could launch all or part of the bomber force, 

yet still have time for decision, nego� iation, and
.

reca il. 

In an even more extreme situation, such as limited 

nuclear strikes against the United States or the imminent 

overrun of Western Europe, bombers would be partic�larly 

suitable for carrying out limited nuclear o"ptions. Bombers 
• 

r 
• 

can be highly selective, discriminating, and controlled� 

Small scale bomber attacks are relatively easy to distinguish 

from large attacks and they allow time for negotiation. 

Given the Soviet capability for secure s�cond-sf �ike, a 

limited nuclear option capability is essential if we are to 
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deal with limited nuclear aggression and continue to deter 

broader nuclear conflict. We all hope that nuclear 

proliferation. can be halted; however, none of us can predict 

with certainty that it will, nor how vital U.S. interests will 

be involved. In the future it may be necessary to deter 

actions in parts of the world where only long-range bombers 

can do this quickly, visibly, and effectively. 

Bombers were proven effective with conventional weapons 

in World War II, Korea, and Southeast Asia. The B�l is 

designed primarily as a nuclear deterrent, but it has the 

potential to carry up to 57 tons of conventional bombs, about 

twice the payload of the B-52. Bombers also have a swift, 

worldwide ocean surveillance and attack capability, especially 

with guided weapons. 

The many and varied capabilities of the B-1 will not be 

inexpensive. Therefore, I believe it is important that all 

of us not only understand wh�t the aircraft oan do but also 

have a good perspective on its real cost. 

Our estimate of the B-1 program cost has increased since 

we began development in 1970. Since our economic crystal 

ball is no better than that of others, we did not predict the 

recent rate of inflation. It is difficult to determine or 

comprehend the full effect of economic escalation on a large 

program like the B-1 that involves compounding inflation over 

future years. 
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Imagine that you had gone to sleep in 1965 and just 

awoko now. Today's prices would be a shock. Wh�n we look at 

the estimated cost of the B-1, it is as if we were sudderi:ly 

awakening te� years from now after another decade of 
I 

inflation. We' r,e just not used to thinking in 198'5 dollans, 

but we must to put the B-1 cost in perspective. 

In 1970,_we planned on $1.3 bill�on tor inflatiori: Today 

we estimate $9.6 billion for inflation -- almost half the 

current total program estimate. Each 1% increase in the 

inflation rate adds about $1 billion to the program . .  To put 

it another way, the present estimate of a-1 unit procurement 

cost in 197U dollar� �s $34.3 million, �n increase of less 

�han 12% since the program began. 

We realize that costs are a problem·for·everyone: DoD, 

Congress, and citizens. We are determined to do our share to 

hold down the price of the B-1. We have taken many actions to 

get the most cost-effective aircraft possible.· For example, 

we have substituted aluminum for more expensive titanium 

where we could in the B-1' s airframe. 'We have modified' the 

engine inlet to a more easily manufactur�d design. Last year 

we conducted another intensive review to identify any 

additional possible design changes to redu6e costs.· This 

review went well beyond the specific requests made last· year 

by the Senate Appropriations Committee. As a result, we are 
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taking a number of cost and technical risk reduction.actions 
. . 

such as replacing the crew escape module with new, advanced 
. 

. 

technology ejection seats in the fo�rth and subsequent 
I 

aircraft. We re-examined the variable�sweep wing and 

determined that it. is essential for B-1 performance. Simply 
. . 

stated, we need the greater lift provided by the wings in the 

forward position for efficient takeoff �nd aerial refueling . 

. But we also need the low·drag associated with swept wirigs for 

high speeds at low altitudes. 

We will continue to evaluate other tradeoffs. Realizing 

that cost is a prime factor, we will give up f.eatures that 

are not absolutely essential to mission performance. Let me 

meet its mission requirements. 

We are pleased with how well the B-1 has performed since 

its first flight last December. We no� have a flying 

aircraft that is meeting its test goals. As is appropriate 

for a complex, "expensive system, we have a rigorous, thorough 

flight test program that lasts for two years. Our planning 

is geared to permit a production decision by late 1976, based 

on development progress and the SALT environment; The B-1 

Initial Operational Capability is planned for 1981, with 

deliveries continuing for about five years. 

In FY 1976 we are requesting $672 million for R&D and $77 

million f6r long-lead procurement. The R&D funds are to 

continue building the remaining R&D aircraft and to conduct 
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the flight test program. The long-le�d money will be used to 

complete design of producticin�ooling and to order materi�l 

for tooling and for the early aircraft. It may be ques�i0ned 

why we need procurement .funds when we have not made a 

production decision. The answer is that this_is the minJmum we 

can invest to protect the schedule . .  Otherwise, delivery:of 

operational aircraft �auld slip one year, which .could 

increase costs by about $1 billion. 

Strategic Missiles. Before talking about our strategic 

missile R&D, I want to put strategic force program costs in 

perspective. The overall DoD st�ategic f6rce program has 

been funded at an annual level of about $7 billion in direct 

costs for a number of years. Even in then-year dollars, this 

is over $3 billion less than what we spent in 1962, for 
� \ 

example. Until the government has had more time to study all 

the. ramifications of the recent Vladivostok agreements and 

until the agreements are more formalized, our options sho-uld 

be kept open. However, the Vladivostok agreements have.not 

caused the-Air Force to commit to the production of any new 

systems, beyond those already planned. In fact, SALT II 

proposed ceilings generally con&istent with. our previously 

planned programs. 

In the Vladivostok proposals, each party is allowed 

freedom to mix types of weapon systems within. the overall 

limits. Since it will .. be some time before our current 

programs approach these limi ts-·-and we are hopeful for early 

negotiations on lower limits--we believe it is too soon to 
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foreclose options to increase any type system, including . 
· ,  _ _ _  _ 

alternatives such' as mobile ICBMs. 

The major pC>i'nts I 'In making are that (1) �ALT II is a 

cap on strategic arms; (2) beyond those weapon systems 
. : .. ' -: 

already.programrne�, we. are not now plannipg to initiate any 

new ones just to reach the numerical limits proposed at 

Vladivo�tok; and (3) it is t6o early to foreclose strategic 

options. 

Therefore, we· believe it is still necessary to carry .out 
. . . 

the previously pl�nned R&D on strat�egic missiles. Let me discuss 
. . 

the key programs. 

For MINUTEMAN R&D, we are seeking $123 million for FY 1976. 
. . . 

The major items are coQtinued development of options for 

MINUTEMAN III_such as �etter accuracy Ct41 million) and the Mark" 

12A larger-yield war�ead ($36 million). These 4ualitative 

improvements become increasingly important as quantitative 

limits are set . 
... •h·-· - · - -----·-- �-�·-- ---- -

we must be in a position to retain- strat-egic arms 

balance and stability_as the Soviets deploy more advanced 

strategic forces. The potential Soviet growth in numbers and 

yields of their MIRVs could create more serious threats to a 

wide range of U.S. targets including our strategic forces. 

Therefore, we are pursuing an Advanced ICBM Technology Program 

to examine options for improving our land-ba�ed missile force. 

Two ye·ars -ago· the ___ Air- For-ce -began investigating advanced 

ICBM technology, larger throw weig�t missiles, and more 
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survivable basing modes, including air mobile, ground· mobile, 

and improved silo condepts. To demonstrate the basic 

technical feasibility of the air mobile concept, we air 

launche� a MINUTEMAN missile from a C-5 aircraft last fall. 

For l�Y 1976· we are requesting $4� million to. continue work on 

those key items of te�hnology n�cessary to support a future 

decision on full-scale development. of an M-X missile. We do 

not contemplate deployment before: the mid-1980s. The pace 

and scope of this program are keyed .to the evol:ving, Soviet 

threat and, via SALT, further progress on· arms .limitations, 

including, hopefully, reductions. 

In the Advanced Ballistic Reentry System (ABRES), we are 

requesting $101 million in FY 1976 to continue our 

investigation of improved reentry systems. Also we are 

asking for $51 million to continue advanced development of . 

the Air Launched C�uise Missile (ALCM) �o provide an. extended . 

range, modern weapon to be launqhed by and• complement the 

penetrating bomber force. We have extended development .to 

further-design validation and to_maximize commonality with 

the Navy Sea Launched Cruise Missile. The ALCM should dilute. 

enemy defenses, il!lprove bomber . survi vabi li ty, and .increase 

overall for�e effectiveness. 

Tactical Programs. We also must keep an effective, but 

econorni cal, balance of forces .in the.· tactical. area. 



Our Lightweight Fighter program, which investigated 

advanced fighter technology in less costly but high 

performance aircraft, was so successful that we were able to 

pick one of the two prototypes, the YF-16, as the basis for 

full-scale development as the Air Combat Fighter (ACF)� The 

F-16 will be a multi-mission fighter weighing about half as 

much as the F-15 and costing significantly less. It will 

help control the trend toward rising weapon systems costs. 

We are requesting $273 million for ACF development in FY 1976. 

The Air Force intends �o ask Congress for at least 650 F-16s 

to modernize and expand our tactical fighter force. We hope 

our European allies will select the F-16 as a replacement for 

their aging F-104s. 

Another program in which we are using prototypes to 

investigate advanced technology is the Advanced Medium STOL 

Transport (AMST). Our present basic tactical transport, the 

C-130, cannot meet all current or future tactical airlift 

requirements. Further, by the mid-1980s, most of the C-130 

force will be between 20 and 30 years old, and will require 

either expensive modification or replacement. The AMST is 

being designed to accommodate the Army's new .larger 

equipment, carry about 2 1/2 times the C-130's payload, 

operate from shorter runways, and be air refueled to help 

meet strategic airlift surge requirements. 

As we found in the Lightweight Fighter and other 

programs, prototype competition between two contractors can 
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provide us with a better, more economical aircraft. 

Therefore, we are requesting $85 miliion in FY 1976 to have 

Boeing and McDonnell Douglas continue development of their 

YC-14 and YC-15. The first YC-15 prototype is in final 

assembly with first flight scheduled for the latter part of 

this year. The AMST should give us an option for significant 

improvement in supporting the Army's mobility and reducing 

our operating costs. 

In another prototype program called COMPASS COPE, 

we have two contractors developing high altitu.de, long 

endurance Remotely Piloted Vehicle (RPV) prototypes. These 

unmanned RPVs could carry a variety of surveillance and data 

relay packages on 24-hour long missions above 50,000 feet. Both 

versions successfully flew last fall and we plan to select 

one contractor and start engineering development in FY 1976. 

We also are requesting $5 million to continue the 

development of an Advanced Tanker/Cargo aircraft to meet our 

most demanding, long-endurance aerial refueling requirements 

for airlift, tactical, and strategic forces. We are 

examining currently-produced, wide-bodied transports and 

expect to select a candidate this year. 

In keeping with DoD's mutual support principle of force 

interdependence, the Air Force is assisting in the ocean 

surveillance and control mission. For FY 1976 we seek $7 

million to initiate interface modifications essential to the 

B-52/HARPQ�N system, using two B-52Ds as prototypes to carry 
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nnd launch the Navy-developed ant:t-ship missile, the HARPOON. 

This will give us a swiftly deployable, global capability to 

attack ships with an all- weather, standoff weapon. 

Improved Night, All-Weather Defense Suppression and 

Strike Capabilities. As I reported last year, the recent 

conflicts in Southeast Asia and the Middle East emphasized 

the need for effect�ve, 24-hour tactical air operations in 

intense defensive environments. This need is particularly 

critical in Europe where in addition to very sophisticated 

air defense�, we�ther is often bad. We have concentrated on 

development of effective defense suppression and strike 

systems for day, night, and all-weather use. We have given 

special management emphasis to a group_ of such systems (PAVE 

STRIKE) to assure their expeditious entry into the 

operational force. They include surveillance systems that 

can locate electronic radiators and direct weapons against 

them under all-weather conditions; forward looking infrared 

(FLIR) systems for day/night target acquisition and weapons 

del�very; laser guided weapons and designators that can be used 

with the FLIR system or independently; a modular family of guided 

munitions for attacking point and area targets�; airbraft for 

suppressing and attacking ground systems that employ electronic 

emitters; and multi-mission RPVs for selected EW,· 

reconnaissance, and strike missions. 

_0pace. We are requesting $561 million ·for FY ·1976 

astronautics R&D programs. Some essential missions can be 

28 



\ 

A.ccomplished "only in space, and others can be handled more 

effectively or less expensiVely there. 

The Air Fore� is working on two compl�mentary, worldwide 
. 

' 

satellite systems to improve the responsiveness and 

effectiveness. of u.s. forc�s by upgrad-ing our corrimunications 

capabilities. The Defense Satellite Communications System 

(bSCS) handles general communications at high data rates 

between fixed s�tes and rapidly deployable smaller equipment. 

'rhe two satellites we launched in 1973 have been giving D.oD 

better long distance capacity from both the Pacific and 

Europe. The launching of two more sat�llites early this year 

will complete the initial system. A contract for replacement 

satellites through 1980 has been· signed, and in FY 1976 we plan 

to' start development of an improved satellite for the 198.0s. 

The second system is the Air Force Satellite Communications 

System (AFSATCOM), a highly reliable, low data rate systefu 

designed to provide command and control communications to 

strategic forces. It will not require satellites 6f its own, 

but will use communications capabilities on other satellites. 

Terminals will be installed in strategic aircraft, ·missile launch 

control centers, and key command centers. Terminal. equipment 

testing is to be completed in FY 1976 and Initial Operational 

Capability is planned shortly thereafter. 
I 

Perhaps the most imp6rtant present space ptogram is our 

satellite early warning.system. We have two satellites over 
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the Western Hemisphere and one over the Eastern. Using 

infrared and other sensors, they provide us warning of ICBM _ 

and SLBM launches in near real time. 

A space system that I believe has the potential of 

revolutionizing the effectiveness of airpower and world 

navigation is NAVSTAR; We are developing this global 

positioning system, consisting of satellites and user 

terminals, to give the positions of aircraft, ships, and 

v � hicles with an accuracy of tens of feet in three 

dimensions. Besides helping to stop the costly proliferation 

of navigation systems, one of NAVSTAR's most important 

ap plications could be in weapons delivery worldwide, especially 

at night and in adverse weather. Last year .we began the 

first phase of a deliberate, evolution�ry development program 

aimed at initial launch of prototype satellites in 1977 to 

demonstrate the actual ac�uracy capability. 

Also for space use in the 19�0s, the Air Force has been 

d�signated as the DoD executive agent to participat-e with 

NASA in the Space Shuttle program. The Space Shuttle is a 

reuseable vehicle for carrying payloads to and from, 

low earth orbit. DoD is participating with NASA in the. 

shuttle -desigri to assure that military �equirements are 

satisfied. NASA will provide the East Coast launch facility 

at the Kennedy Space Center. A West Coast site-is essential 

for polar orbits, and ·noD is planning to provide that.at 

Vandenberg AFB, California, not earlier than December 1982. 
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For. launches into high orbits, NASA plans an upper .stage 

called a Space Tug ,for the mid-1980s. Since- all DoD payload� 

launched from the East Coast require higher orbits, we-plan 

a minimum cost modification of an existing upper stage to 

make an. Interim Upper Stage (IUS}. - This IUS is expected to 

be available in l98D and will allow �arlier use of the Space 

Shuttle for East Coast launches and earlier phase out of 

expensive expendable space bo·osters . 

. - IV . .  PROCUT{EMENT --_ ------ _-------.- - ----- - -

After- research and development activities provide the 

technology necessary to maintain a modern,·effective Air 

Force, we then must select, procure,:anddeploy appropriate 

new equipment. In the strategic sector for FY-1976, we want 

to continue MINUTEMAN-III production for one - inore year and· 

other on-going efforts-to improve our ICBM force. Increased U.S. 

strategic airlift capability also is a high priority 6bjective. 

For our tactical forces, we are requesting funds to continue· 

production of the F-15 and the AWACS, and to b�gin full-rate 

production of the A-10. In addition, our request cover�' 

procurement of tactical missiles, such as·. the MAVERICK for 

air-to�surface, and SPARROW and SIDEWINDER fof ai�-to-air 

operations. 

The FY 1976 procurement requ�st includes t��6 million for -· 

50 MINUTEMAN III missiles to provide an adequate operational 

test program, $388 million to moderrifze the MINU'l'EMAN' force·, 
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and $2.3 billion for 191 aircraft. Sixteen C-12 utility 

airplanes are for use by Defense Attache Offices and Military 

Assistance Advisory Groups. For the Air Force, we want to 

procure 175 aircraft consisting of 108 F-15s, 61 A-lOs, and 6 

E-3As (AWACS). The missile and aircraft procurement requests 

are summarized in Tables IV and V, pages 53 and 54. 

respectively. 

ICBM Force. For several years we have had under way 

programs to modernize our ICBM force, which as of February 

1975 was composed of 500 MINUTEMAN II, 500 MINUTEMAN III, and 

54 TITAN missiles. We have been replacing older missiles with 

the much more capable MINUTEMAN III. In fact, this past 

September the last of the MINUTEMAN Is were removed from the 

force. The newer MINUTEMAN III not only provides us with an 

increased number of target able weapons, but, because of· its . 

accuracy and yield combination, also increases our overall 

effectiveness and ability to tailor our response to changing 

military and political conditions. 

Last year we requested funds for 61 MINUTEMAN III �issiles 

for testing reliability and evaluating accuracy . .  This als6 

allowed us to maintain a production base, a prudent step in 

view of the continuing Soviet drive to produce greatly improved 
"' 

ICBM s. I believe we should continue this production base in 

FY 1976. The 50 missiles we are requesting are ·needed to 

continue the testing that will maintain high confidence of 

force effectiveness. 
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WP. are requesting $388 million td continue the two-element 

Force Modernization Program . . To assure the continued high 

sorviv�bility of the force-int� b �e mid- 19 80s , existin� silos 

are being u�graded t6 improve reiistance to nuclear blast, 

�hock� and eiectroma�netic pulse effec�s. To provide better 

c-ontrol and flexibility, the Command Data Buffer modification 

gives MINUTEMAN III a se6ur�� rapid, and remote retargeting 

capability that further increases the deterrent potential of 

the force against all-out or selective nuclear attacks. 

Force modernization i� ori.schedule. Three hundred and 

fifty Upgraded· Silos have been completed as of February 1975. 

By FY 1977 the entire M!NUTEMAN fii force will be deployed in 
. . 

these improved silos with Command Data Buffer. By FY 1979 all 

MINUTEMAN II missil"es will be in Upgraded Silos. 

Strategi6 Ai�lift Enhancement. Str�tegic airlift is a 

vital part of our capability to deter conventional wars and to 

support United States interests overseas. Effective strategic 

airlift forces help strehgthen relationships with our allies 

and �lay a crucial role in �stablishing s�ability in crisis 

situations. One familiar example occurred during the 1973 

Middle East conflict,-but it ii a�parent that a much greater 

cballenge c'o�l'd face us in Europe. 

We need to increase our total. strategic airlift capability 

to move a large force to Europe iri the critical early weeks of 
·: J 

a NATO�Warsaw Pac� conflict; This impr6�ement is needed so 
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that we could counter a major attack by conventional means. 

Currently, the predominant requirement is for oversize cargo, 

that is, cargo that can be transported by a medium aircraft 

such as the C-141. If we can increase our capacity in medium 

transport aircraft to a point whe�e those �ircr�ft can move 

all of the required oversize equipmeht to Eur�pe in the same 

time the C-5s need to move the outsize cargo, we will be able 

to double the amount of forces deployed in the early stages of 

currently planned NATO reinforcement. 
.-

Last year we proposed an extensive airlift enhancement 

program. Congress recognized the fundamental need for 

improvement� but directed additiotial study of alternative ways 

to meet requirements. This study was completed in January 

1975 as a joint effort by the Air Force and the Office of the 

Secretary of Defense, and its conclusions form the basis of 

our FY 1976 request. There ar� seyeral related p�rts in th� 

enhancement effort. 

In this year's budget, we are asking for $17 million to 

complete the prototype and testing of the C-141 stretch and
' 

inflight refueling modification. We consider this program to· 

be one of the most readily .�ttainable means of enhancing 

airlift capability. Stretching the fuselage provides a 

potential increase in force productivity equivalent .to about 

So new C-14ls, without the associated increases in manpower or 

maintenance costs. Since the purpose of.this modification is 

to increase capability during emergency conditions, we do not 
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plan to add extr.a payload during normal peacetime operations. 

Th�refore, the impact on. airc�aft fati�ue life shoul� be. 

hegligible. The inflight refueling �apability will allow us 

to reduce o�r dependence on foreign bases .in crisis 

situations. 

To improve surge and sustained wartime utilization rates 

for strategic airlift .aircraft, we are increasing the crew-:to­

aircraft .ratio for both the active force and Reserve Components. 

Our primary emphasis is on increasing the crew ratio for the 

Reserve Components in .both the C-:-5_an(j C-141, but we aiso are 

increa�ing slightly the active ratio for the C-5� In 

additionj we are beginning an auxiliary aircrew concept _under 

whi�h former transport ere� members _and certain support 

per�onnel can be·diyerted from other duties to the airlift 

mission during emerg�ncies� With these improvements plus a 

rnodest outlay for additional war readiness spare�, we can 

increase future wartime capability of the C-5/C-141 force by 

25%. 

_To support another aspect of the program, we are 

requesting •22 million. in FY 1976 and $24 �illion in the 

transition period to begin a program to modify fl�ors.and 

entrances of wide-bo�ied jet passenger aircraft in the U.S . . 

Civil Reserve Air Fleet (CRAF) so: that they co�ld carry . 

. military cargo in_ an emergency. .By using �hes�. aircraft, we 

could secure· this additional capability at a :fraction of ,the 

cost it.would take to acquire an� mainta;n_its equiva�ept 

within organic military resources. 
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The airlift enhancement program is not our only effort 

to improve strategic airlift. We have been training our C-5 

aircrews for inflight refueling, and we can now utilize that 

capability as circumstances require. We also are proposing 

a modification of the C-5 wing to extend the useful life of 

this unique and important aircraft. Pending this 

modification, we are carefully controlling the use of t&e C-5 

to prolong its life while meeting current airlift 

requirements. In FY f9t6, we are r-equesting $22- million in 

RDT&E funds for this alteration to cover design of the 

conversion kit and modification of a test article. 

F-15 Tactical Fighter. The FY 1976 request includes $1,438 

million to procure 10� F-15 tactical.fighters. This aircraft 

is needed to give us all-weather air superiority against all 

challengers. Effective tactical air warfare in support of' 

ground forces depends on maintaining, at a minimum, local air 

superiority. 

The F-15 was designed from the beginning to optimize its 

counterair capability. Because of its inherent aerodyn�mic 

and avionic performance, it also possesses an excellent 

air-to-surface strike potential. In its flight test program, 

which has been under .way for 2 1/2 years, the F-15-has met or 

exceeded all of our expectations. We are encouraged by its 

reduced cost of ownership compared to contemporary operational 

fighters. The aircraft is -durable and requires only moderate 

maintenance. In fact, the radar in the F-15 that flew to the 
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Farnborough Air Show in 1974 went 72 flights before 

maintenance was requir�d-�� � p�rformance.many times better 

than current fighters achieve. 

The lOB aircraft being requested for FY. 1�76 will provide 

an F-15 production rate of 9 per month in lieu of the 6 per 
' . 

month-previ6usly planned. This increased production will give 

us lower total program costs per aircraft and 6oul� provld� 

the last three F-15 wings si� months earlier than cui�iriti� 

scheduled. 
... 

D�ring FY 1916 the F-15 d�velopment test program will be 

completed, and p1ans call for the first operational wing at 

Langley Air Force Base, Virginia, to receive two of its tbree 

squadrons. The first ogerational aircraft wer� d�livered to 

Tactical Air Command in November 1974, as scheduled, and are 

being used.for training. We plan to seek procurement of a 

total of 729 F-15s through FY 1980. 

t\_-10 Close Air Support Aircraft. Providing coinbat air 
' ' ' 

suppo�t of ground troops has been a primary mission 6f 

ta� tic�l air fo�ces since World War I. In Eur6pe, one 6f. the 

most challengirig tasks' for air iupport is to help counter the 

Warsaw Pact's numerical advantage in armor. In the A-10, we 

have an aircraft that has b�en de�igned sp�cifi��lly for,bhe 

destruction of enemy grotind power, including armor. 

During its development p'rogram, the A-10 has demonstrated 

that it has all the ����s�ary a�tributes of an excellent 

combat air support syst�m, including extended loiter.time, a 
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lethal weapons load, survivability, and responsiveness to 

ground commanders' needs. The A-10 can operate from forward�, 

austere bases, and can do so with a large, versatile, ordnance 

load, including the new 30mm GAU-8 gun that can defeat even· 

heavy armor. Because it is highly maneuverable, it is 

effective even under low cloud£ and in poor visibility, 

conditions that �re often encountered in Central Europe. 

W� expe6t to complete the initial tactical evaluation of 

the A-10 in October 1975. The 22 aircraft being procured with 

FY 1975 funds will be us�d for operational test and aircrew 

training. In this year's budget we are requesting $361 million 

for 61 airDraft. Our request .takes into account the efferits 

of increased inflation, as well as Congressionally directed 

changes in the FY 1975 program, and thus we now project a unit 

flyaway cost of $3 million. 

Airborne Warning and Control System (AWACS).· The 

effectiveness of both the F-15 and the A-10, as well as our 

other tactical systems, can be greatly increased by bette� 

surveillance, warning, and control. We learned in Southeast 

Asia that with fast, relatively long-range jet aircraft, a 

commander needs an improved ability to monitor and direct 

large scale air operations. In C�ntral Europe the 

difficulties are much greater because there the environment 

would be one of high aircraft density and variety. Moreover, 

there ·has long been a need for more effective integration of 

the operations of the various national air forces in �ATO. 
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The E-3A AWACS is able to provide this improved 

surveillance and control capability. With its exceptionally 

capable radarJ the AWACS can detect hundreds of aircraft at 

all altitudes. over all kinds of terrain �nd over water. It 

is the only system which can detect air6raft flying at very 

low levels. It also will be configured to detect and track 

ships at sea. At its normal operating altitude near 30,DOO 

feet, it can detect aircraft hundreds of miles away. 

The AWACS radar is highly resistant to ECM. An independent 

review panel under the chairmanship of Dr. H. P. Smith, Jr. 

concluded that AWACS is "an impressive technical accomplishment 

that has met its design goals and in so doing is less susceptible 

to ECM than ground suryeillance radars now employed in Europe." 

This characteristic, plus its IFF sensor and substantial 
. 

surveillance capabiliiy to monitor the activities of enemy 

aircraft, make AWACS operationally effective everi in the 

presence of ECM. 

Finally, the AWACS can be deployed to any �egion of the 

world, and immediately begin its miss�on of surveillance� 

warning, or dir�ction of air-to-air or air-to-su�face combat 

operations. The inherent mobility of the E-3A, coupled with 

its long range radar, will enable it to perform its mission 

�hile remaining outside the threat area of enemy 

surface-to-air missiles or fighter aircraft. However, should 

the' need arise, AWACS can issue precise directions to friendly 

surfac�-to-air missiles or fighters to act in its defense. 
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All of these factors make AWACS far more survivable than 

current ground systems. 

The AWACS would greatly in6rea�e the effectivenes� of our 

forces in a variety of situations. It has been demonstrated 
' . . .· . 

. . . . . -

in Europe and has generated consider�ble enthusi�sfu there: A 

multinational study group is investigating the feasibility and 

cost of several AWACS variants for the European mission. Of 

course, any NATO AWACS program will depend upon continuation 

of U.S. procurement. 

In December 1974 we completed a·successful Systems·· 
. . . 

Integration Demonstration which verified that the· AWACS 

concept is technically and operationally suitable for tactical 

and aii defe�se operati6ns. In FY 1976 we plan t� complete work 

on the second and third Development Test and Evaluation 

aircraft. We are continuing work on the six operational 

aircraft funded� last year and are requesting $�31 million in 

FY 1976 to procure six aircraft and $199 million.t6 continue 

development and testing. 

Advanced Airborne Command Post (AABNCP). With advances 
. • . · .  3 . I • 

in command, control,· and communications· (C ) equipment, ·we 

have been trying to get the most effecti�e and survivable 

command post possible for the Nationa·l Command Authorities 

(NCA) and the SAC Commander. The Advanced .Airborne Command 

Post will provide the greatly increased cc.ipability req-uired by 

the NCA to as�ess damage, m6nitor statui of torries,·��aluate 
. . . . 

I. ' • • 

enemy intention�, and allow seie6 � ion cit � c6ntrciiled 
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response. The AABNCP utilizes the larger Boeing 747, 

designated the E-4, to teplace the p�esently used EC�l35 

aircraft: The basic 7Q7 airc�aft �resents little technical 

risk, and our major development effort has concentrated on the 

adva�ced c3 equipment. In FY 1976, we are· requesting $42 

3 million in research and development funds to continue C 

development efforts. ·Also �n FY 1976, we plan to a�cept and 

initiate modification of the test bed aircraft for the advanced 

3 
' 

C package, and to begin testing of that package in a ground 

mockup. 

Three production aircraft were funded in previous years. 

In fisbal quarter 7T, we are requesting $175 million to 

procure three additional aircraft. This will allow us to 

exercise a firm, fixed-price option in the present aircraft 

contract before it expires in July 1976� 

Tactical Missiles. To exploit fully the capabilities �f 

our tactical �ircraft, we are developing better missiles for both 

the strike and air-to-air missions. The TV.-guided MAVERICK 

continues to demonstrate excellent effectiveness, against both 

moving targets like tanks and reinfor�ed stationary targets 

such as bunkers. With this missile we have not only· a very 

high probability of hitting the target, but also a l�unch and 

leave capability that decreases �xposure of our aircraft t6 

enemy fire. We are working with.the Navy to expand MAVERICK's 

usefulness with a modular warhead and Imaging Infrared 

guidan-ce. We also are cooperating with both the Navy and the 
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Army on a tri-service laser-seeker option . .  Our request 

includes $144 million for 6,000 miSsiles, $33 million of which 

is. ad�ance procurement for FY 1917. Additionally, we are asking 

for $46 million to purchase 1, 318. SHRIKE missiles for use . i 

against electronic emitters·, such as air defense radars. 

In two other jo�rit programs with the Navy, we have been 

developing improved missiles for air-to-air combat. We have 

completed a successful development program, characterized by a 

very extensive testing effort, on the improved SPARROW, or· 

AIM-'7F,. radar-guided missile .. Our requested FY 1976 prpcurement 

is 620 SPARROWS for $HO million. ·we also are working on an 

improved version of the SIDEWINDER, or AI'M-9L, heat.,;_seeking 

missile. We are now in the final stages of testing and 

anticipate a decision regarding production.iri a few months. 

r:f·the decision. is favorable, planned initial procurement 

would be 710 missiles at a cost of $40 million. 

Aircraft Spare Parts� A key aspect of Air Force 

readiness is the availability of aircraft spare parts. While 

our operating requirements generally are consistent with those 

?f the past few years, this year's request includes $332 

million to acquire War Reserve Materiel spares, the previous 

procurement of which has been delayed. This is especially 

true ?f strategic airlift requirements� FuPther deferral of 

these· requirements could place i� jeopardy our capability· 'to 

perform assigned wartime missions. In the case of our new 

weapon systems,' such as the F-15, A-10, and AWACS, our request 
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for investment spares represents the minimum acquisition of 

those items necessary to bring theie aircr�ft systems to 

operational status. 

Reducing M6de�riizatiori Cdsts. In both our RDT&E and 

procurement programs, we are employing methodologies 

specifically aimed at reducing co�ts -- both initial 

acquisition cost and the cost or ownership. We are placing 

greater emphasis on design-to-cost concepts and have 

established specific goals for our new major programs. We are 

taking into accoun£ total life cytle costs -- that is, 

operating and maintenance costs, as well as acquisition cost�. 

The life cycl� perspective helps to ensure that we buy neither 

a cheaper product that s6dri breaks dowrt nor one that is so 

complex that maintaining it would be prohibitively expensive. 

These considerations are applied t hroughout the design and 

clevelopment phases of a riew syste� to help us make necessary 

tradeoffs between cost and performance. We have used them in 

such major programs as the A-10 and, most recentlY, the Air 

Combat Fighter. Our objective is to merge them into a 

design-to-overall cost concept. 

In the Air Combat Fighter program we have focused the 

contractor's attention on th� cost of ownership by 

incorporating an award fee incentive approach to both the 

development and production phases, Additionally, rather than 

relying on logistics performance promises, we have 
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contractually structured forms of warranties for demonstrated 

logistic performance in the operational environment. 

The Air Combat Fighter program also illustrates two other 

cost control-s. As I mentioned earlier, the F-16 will permit 

us to operate the required· numb.er of fighter aircraft at a 

cost effective balance and, hopefully, it will be a means of 

establishing standardization with our allies. If effective 

standardization is achieved, each user _would realize 

substantial savings, not only in acquisition costs, but also 

in total operating and support costs. Moreover, operational 

effectiveness could be improved. 

In our on-going pursuit of increased reliability, 

maintainability, and standardization, as well as reduced life­

cycle costs, we have initiated several ·:modifi-caTions designed 

specifically to achieve these objectives, As an example, 

installation of the ARC-164 UHF radio in most of our aircraft 

will result in savings of $9 million per year when fully 

implemented. 

V. S0CIETAL RESPONSIBILITIES 

Although the primary
.

missions of the· Air Force are 

deterrence and def�nse, we also realize our further 

responsibilities-for energy conservation, humanitarlan­

assistance, and environmental improvements. 

�nergy Conservation. Energy conservation is not a new 

topic with the Air Force. However, rising costs, especially 

of petroleum products, have provided new significance to 

that objective. 
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In FY 1976, we anticipate the purchase of approximately 

lll million barrels of petroleum products �- a figure 28% less 

than the_amount purchased in FY 1973. However, the cost of 

this dimini-shed amount will exceed the FY 1973 total by more 

than $1 billion. 

To achieve the interrelated purposes of conservation and 

cost reduction, we have instituted a number of promising 

measures. The r�tirement of 400 reciprocating engine support 

aircraft should provide art overall cost avoidance _of $75 million 

in FY 1976 and reduce our fuel consumption by over 1.5 million 

barrels annually. 

The Department of Defense has asked all branches of the 

armed forces to strive for a 25% reduction in flying hours by 

1981. One of. the major actions w� are taking toward that 

goal is signific�ntly increased use of flight simulators. We 

anticipate an investment of more than $1 billion over the 

next six years for modern, state-o�-the-art equipment. 

The results of this effort are being felt already. 

Flying training has been completely eliminated for Electronic 

Warfare Officer (EWO) and navigator-bombardier students. 

Recent acquisition and use of our 6nly modern, visual-display 

simulators have resulted in a 20% reduction in programmed 
I 

flying hours for C-5 and -c-141 initial qualifidation and 

upgrade training. 

Obviously, all flight training.-cannot be· accomplished 

through simulation, but our investment in this area should 
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pay extensive dividends in terms of energy conservation and 

cost avoidance. The resultant arinual �avings could build to 

300,000 fly�ng hours, 9.5 millibn barrels of !tiel, and 270 

million iri constant FY 1975 dolla�s by the middle of th� next· 

decade. 

The Air Force also has accornplisheda significant· 

reduction in the consumption of energy for operation of our 

facilities. Using consumption levels in FY.l973 as a base, 

the President's goal of 15% reduction wai �xceeded (.17.2%) 

during the first thre� qua�te�s of CY 1974, �ith an estimated 

cost avoidance of $50 million. In new construction, we are 

incorporating energy-saving �eatures as a primary design 

parameter for all new Air Force facilities. Existin� 

facilities will be. upgraded for increased �riergj 

effectiveness using military construction funds requested in 
' 

this year's budget for the DoD Energy Investment Program. 

Humanitarian Assistance. Another responsibility that we 

in the Air Force readily accept involves humanitarian 

assistance. Air Force people in the Unite� States and 
-

. 

throughout the world are d�eply involved in programs that 

create a better life for their fellow men and women. 

Probably most familiar is the airlift' o:f food, medicine, 

and other supplies to disaster victims in many foreign 

countries -- the floods in Bolivia, Chile, Burma, Bangladesh, 

and the Philippines; the landslides in Colombia;· the 

hurricane in Honduras; the cyclone in Darwin, Australia; and 
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the drought in the Sahel region of Africa. Altogether, Air 

Force C-5s, C-14ls, and C�l30�� including Guard and Reserve 

participation, airlifted nearly 20 million pounds of relief 

supplies in CY 19'( 4 to alleviate human suffering, 

Here in the United States, our Aerospace Rescue and 

Recovery Service participates in the joint Military 

Assistance to Safety and Traffic lMAST) program, which 

provides emergency medical evacuation fo� civilian victims of 

serious illnesses or accidents. The Air Force Rescue 

Coordination Center established in 1974 at Scott Air Force 

Base, Illinoi�, coordinates the use of military and civilian 

resources for both military �nd domestic rescue requirements 

here in the continental U.S. The Alaskan Air Cormnand Rescue 

Coordination Center at Elmendorf Air Force Base performs that 

same function for Alaska. Civilian pilots working with the 

Civil Air Patrol, an official Air Force auxiliary, also 

contribute significantly to rescue �perations. The Air Force, 

in conjunction with the U.S. Forest Service; has developed an 

Airborne Fire Fighting System specially designed for use by 

C-130 cargo aircraft, The method is proving invaluable in 

containing forest fire damage in situations where civilian 

fire-fighting capability is inadequate. 

Air Force people stationed here in the U.S. also are 

involved in a vast variety of community service projects. 

The programs range from vo·cational education to youth summer 

encampments, but all indicate the desire of Air Force people 

to be good neighbors and responsible citizens. 
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Environmental Protection. Environmental protection is 

also a subject of Air Force emphasis. Since 1967 and 

including the program envisioned for FY 1976, we have allocated 

$190 million for pollution control to insure our 

installations meet �ederal, state, and local standards. 

We are working with other federal agencies on a variety . _ 

of projects that seek to reduc� environmental pollution. For 

example, a cooperative effort is being conducted with the 

Environmen·ta.l Protection Agency to evaluate .a flue gas 

desulfurization system. In Hampton Bay, Virginia, we are 

working with the city government, other nearby communities, 

and NASA to develop a total energy system which will burn 

trash to provide heat arid power. This project not only will 

conserve fuel but also will end the use of valuable land for 

waste disposal. 

The Air Force's environmental protection efforts 

actually began in 1949; however, guided by the National 

Environmental Policy Act of 1969, we have further modified a 

number of operations to support the national concern for 

environmental enhancement. Last year alone, some 1,000 

environmental assessments were accomplished to examine the 

impact o� proposed projects at the earliest possible moment 

in the planning process. Moreover, Air Force civil engineers 

have established an Environmental Planning Division to 

control more carefully the impa6t of Air Force activities on 

the environment. 



The Air Installation Compatible Use. Zone (AICUZ) Program 

is proceeding at all major flying installations within the 

United States. The program emphasizes cooperation with local 

and state governments to encourage compatible use by the 

civilian community of land adjacent· to .our bases. 

Wherever possible, we are per�itting public use of 

recreational areas on Air Force installations. Currently, 18 

of our bases are involved and some tnree million recreational 

visits were reported in FY 1974. About 60% of the visits were 

by civilians. Eglin Air Force Bas�; �i6rig the Gulf Coast of 

Florida, is a good example. Some 510,000 recreational visits 

were made the�e in FY 1974 � - about 75% fro� the civilian 

community. 

VI. CONCLUSION 

We are determined to maintain a powerful Air Force 

despJt.e the ghal1enge of inflation, but we need support. The· 

nation must not attempt to pay for today's efficiency by 

jeopard�zing tomorrow's effectiveness; both economic 

operation and modernization are essential. Our development 

programs must keep pace with a world characterized by 

technological advance and political and economic uncertainty. 

The Chief of Staff, General Jones, will discuss matiagement 

initiatives that are reducing Air Force o�erating costs. 

I assure you that the Air Force is ready and capable of 

carrying out its mission to protect this nation's security 

interests. With your help and the support of the American 

people, in the form of resolve and resources; our future 

strength will match our vital responsibilities. 
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TABLE ·r 

Total Obligational Authority 
(Miilions of $) 

HDT&E 

Procurement 

FY 75 

$3,298.9M 

Aircraft 3,060.0 

Missile 1,542.7 

Other 1,656.0 

Military Construction 444.9 

Military Personnel 7,500.0 

Operations & Maint. 7,327.7 

Reserve & Guard 1,371.2 

'I'otal (TOA) $26, 201. 4M 

FY 76 

$3,903.2M 

4;575.5 

1,791.4 

2,342.8 

703.6 

7,400.6 

7,956.3 

1,522.2 

$30,195.6M* 

FY 7T 

$l,034.0M 

l,Ot)7.1 

277.4 

383.6 

14.0 

1,816.3 

2,020.3 

391.1 

$7,023.BM 

*'l'hr� OSD contingency 11ne ( $397 .1M is USAF portion) for 
October 1975 military and civilian pay raises' 

and military 
travel pay increases is not included. 
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TABLE II 

Personnel End Strengths 
(Thousands) . 

Active-Duty Military 

Civilian 

Direct Hire 

Indirect Hire 

Selected Reserve 

AFR 

ANG 

Active-Duty Military 

Civilian 

Selected Reserve 

AFR* 

ANG 

Total (TOA) 

% of Budget ** 

FY 75 · 

612 

266 

15 

52 

96 

Personnel Costs 
(Millions of $) 

FY 75 

$7 ,500M · 

3' 7 68 . 

FY76 

590 

256 

15 

53 

95 

FY 76 

$7,40lM 

--

3,805M 

(25) 148* (24) 161* 

2Qt) 213 ___ -=....;; 

$ll,62lM . $it,SSOM 

44.4 38.3 

FY 7T 

590 

258 

15 

54 

95 

FY 7T 

$1,8l6M 

938 

(6)51*· 

61 

$ 2 , 866M 

, _ ' 40.8 ' 

*P<trentheses indicate funds included· for ROTC and Health 

.
Professions Scholarship programs. 

· · · 

**When the Air Force portions of the OSD accounts (funded by OSD 
and not incll]ded-in the Air Force budget request) for family 
housing and retired· pay are. added, personnel and related costs 
are 49.1% of r'f'l975 costs arid 44.2% of FY 1976 costs ... 

Family Housing 
Retired Pay · 

Personnel Subtotal 

FY. 75 · 

330 
2,138 

$14,089M 
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_·FY 76 

340 
2,495 

354 (FY 76 Pay Raise) 
$14�769M 



TABLE III 

Research and 
Millions of ' funds in parentheses 

show funding for selected major systems) 

FY 75 FY 76 

AIRCRAFT . $1� 697. 5JVI $1,430. 2M 

B-l (445.0) (672.2) 

YF-16 (ACF) (32.0) (273.0) 

AMST Prototype (55.8) {85.0) 

A-10 (81. 4) (51.9) 

F-15 (182.6) C.39.9) 

Adv Tanker/Cargo (2.0) (5.2) 

MISSILES 370.5 358.3 

MINUTEMAN III (123.9) (122.7) 

ABRES (111. 8) (101. 01 

ALCM (66.5) (51.0) 

Adv ICBM Technology (37.3) (41.2) 

ASTRONAUTICS 453.7 560.5 

NAVSTAR GPS (23.9) (74.6) 

Space Shuttle (10. 0) (22.72 

ORDNANCE & COMBAT' VEHICLES' '- 14�.4 - 188. I - -- . 

QTHER EQUIPMENT 633.7 ., 19-: 9. 

AWACS (202. 0) (199.2) 

AABNCP (62.7) -(42.2). 

MILITARY SCIENCES 132.2 143.6 

MANAGEMENT & SUPPORT 462.0 502.0 . 

TOA $3,298.9M $3,903.2M 

52 

FY 7T· 

$ 362.2M 

(168.3) 

(82.5) 

(11.4) 

(1.0) 

-0-

( 1-. 4) 

107.2 

l34.0) 

(29.2) 

ll3 . 0 ) 

(15 .J) 

133.7 

(13.2) 

(8.2) 

57.6' 

204 . 7  

(54.5) 

7. 8) ' 

38.3 

129.3 

$1,034.0M 

'ir, 
- .  .. 
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TABLE IV 

Missile Procurement 
(Number of missiles in parertthes

.
es_; millions of $) 

FY 75 

MINUTEMAN III . (61) --$298-� 4M. 

MINUTEMAN FORCE_· 
MODERNIZATION --- �r98)9 

MAVERICK (5600) 72.7 

SHRIKE (270) 11.1 

SPARROW (300) 43.3 

SIDEWINDER (AIM 91) 

SIDEWINDER {AIM 9H) 

MODIFICATIONS 40.9 

SPARES 43.3 

OTHER Z34.1 

.TOA $1,542 . 7M 

53 

FY 76 

-(50) $265;.8M 

�87. T 

(6000) 144.0 

(1318) 45.9 

(620) 8-o-.-1 · 

(710) 39·5 

(800) 22.7 

49.1 

86.6 

6zo.o 

- $1,791. 4M 

FY 7T 

70.5 

(1200) 25.0 

(300) 9.6 

,. -

0.3 

6.2 

165.8 

'$277. 4M 



TABLE V 

Aircraft P.roc.ureriient . 
lN�mber of aircraft in par�ritheses; millions of $1 

FY 75 

F-15 (72) $756.9M 

A - 10 (?2) 166.9 

AWACS- (6) : 370.7 

AABNCP · 
' . ·. 

B-1 

C-12* 

A-7** 70.5 

F-lli*** 82.6 

F-5 (71) 69.2 

MODIFICATIONS 525 . 8 

SPARES 726.2 

OTHER 291.2 

TOA $3,060.0M 

Acft for USAF 

* For DAO/MAAG use 
** $29.6M impounded 

*** $122.9M impounded 

(171) 

FY 76 FY 7T 

(108) $1,437.8M {271 $319.5M 

,(61} 360.7 C33)' '. 8,7 .o 

(6) ' 430.5 '' 30 ;_0 

(3) 175.0 

77.0 ',,Jl.-0 

(16) 11 .. 8 

660.1 - 12 6.3 

l, io i.7 '·190.1 

495.3 128.2 

�4, 575 .-5M $l,087.1M 

' (17 5} (6 3) 
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TABLE 1 
FY 1976 Department of Defense Budget 

FINANCIAL SUMMARY 

By Program, Component and Budget Title 
{Total Obligational Authority - In Millions of Dollars) 

FY 1974 FY 1975 FY 1976 

DoD Program 
Strate�ic Forces 6,835 7,394 7,721 
Genera Purpose Forces 27,535 28,207 35,851 
Intelligence and Communications 5,891 6,375 7,272 
Airlift and Sealift 778 921 1 ,597 
Guard and Reserve Forces 4,308 4,853 5,579 
Research and Development 6,850 7,674 9,365 
Central Supply and Maintenance 8,537 8,985 9,896 
Training, Medical, Other Gen Per Act 18,203 19,919 21 '717 
Administration and Assoc Activities 1,772 2,095 2,426 
Support of Other Nations 4,283 2,570 3,261 

Total Direct Program (TOA) 84,992 88,993 104,684 

DoD Com�onent 
Department of the Army 21,584 21,663 25,098 
Department of the Navy 26,860 28,136 34,093 
Department of the Air Force 

I 
24,682 26,201 30,593 

Defense Agencies, OSD and JCS 2 '134 3,061 3,513 
Defense-Wide 6,339 7 '513 8,598 
Defense Civil Preparedness Agency_ 80 87 88 
Military Assistance Program 3,314 2,331 2 '701 

Total Direct Program (TOA) 84,992 88,993 104,684 

DoD Budget Title 
Military Personnel 24' 104 24,975* 25,913 
Retired Pay 5,137 6,276 6,936 
Operation and Maintenance 23,862 26,259 * 29,846 
Procurement 17,467 17,356 24,720 
Research, Development, Test, Evaluation 8,195 -8,616 10,294 
Special Foreign Currency Program 3 3 3 
Military Construction 1,695 1,914 2. 901 
Family Housing and Homeowners Asst Prog 1 '136 1 '176 1 ,282 
Civil Defense 80 87 88 
Military Assistance Program 3,314 2,331 2, 701 

Total Direct Program (TOA) 84,992 88,993 104,684 

Note: In the FY 1976 and FY 197T columns, amounts for military and civilian 

FY 197T 

2,100 
7,251 
_1 ,692 

348 
1 '517 
2,457 
2,642 
5,445 

616 
574 

24,642 

6,328 
7,590 
7 '167 

848 
2' 177 

20 
513 . 

24,642 

6,731 
1,870 
7,861 
4,578 
2,704 

76 
290 

20 
513 

24,642 

pay increases, military retired pay refonn and other proposed legislation 
are distributed. 

* Reflects proposed legislation. OASD (COMPTROLLER) 
Deta i 1 s may not add to tota 1 s due to rounding. February 3, 1975 



TABLE � 

FY 1976 DEPA�THENT OF DEFENSE BUDGET 

TOTAL O�LIGATION AUTHO�ITY, BUDGET AUTHO�ITY, AND OUTLAYS 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------·------- ---------------------------------------- ------------------------------·-------

CHILLIONS OF OOLLARSJ 

FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICAT ION 

HlliTARY PERSONNEL 

ACTI VE FORCES 

RESERV E FORCES 

TOTAL - HILITARY PERSONNEL 

RETIRED HILITARY PERSONNEL 

OPERAT ION AND HAINTENANCE 

PROCUR EHENT 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPHENT TEST • EVAL 

HILITARY CONSTRUCT ION 

CIVIL DEFENSE 

SPECIAL FOREIGN CURRENCY PROGRAH 

P50POSED LEGISLATION 

INVENT ORY REPLENISHHEN T 

REVOLV ING AND HANAGEHENT FUNDS 

OFFSETTING RECEIPTS 

N AVAL PETROLEUH RESEQVE, RECEIPTS 

PAY INCREASE/RETIRED PAY REFO�H 

TRUST FUNDS 

INTRAGOVERNHENTAL TRAN SACTIONS 

T OTAL - HILITARY FUNCTIONS 

HILITARY ASSISTANCE 

HILI TARY ASSISTANCE - GEN. ACCTS. 

HAP OFFSETTING RECEIPTS • FED. FUNDS 

HAP TRUST FUNDS 

HAP OFFSETTING RECTS - TRUST FUNDS 

TO TAL - HILITARY ASSISTANCE 

GRAND TOTAL - DEPT. OF DEFENSE 

DI�ECT BUDGET PLAN C TOAl BUDGET AUTHORITY CBAJ OUTL AYS 

--------------------------------------------------- ---------------------------------------- ------------------------------·-------· 

FY 1974 FY 1975 FY 1975 FY 1976 TRANSITION FY 1974 FY 1975 FY 1q7 6 TRANSIT ION 

----------------------------------------- ------- --------------------------------- - -------------------------------------

22t4�8 
1,675 

�3.195 
1t797 

23,278 
1,800 

5t861 
592 

22.466 
1t702 

23,195 
1o805 

23,278 
1,800 

�2.150 
1,579 

-------------- ------------------------------------- ---------------------------------------- --------------------------------------

24,104 

5,137' 6,276 

23,862 

1,695 1o914 

1,136 1,176 

80 87' 

3 

1 

25,078 

6o885 

29,300 

24,42 0 

10,237 

2.901 

1,276 

88 

300 

1,374 

6o453 

1o775 

4,578 

Zo683 

76 

287 

20 

53 

577 

24.167 

5,151 

17,0�8 

�.176 

1o563 

1,099 

82 

3 

-153 

7 

-7 

25,000 

82 

1 

76 

-144 

7 

-6 

25,078 

6,885 

24,420 

10,179 

1,222 

88 

3 

122 

300 

-116 

1,374 

7 

&,453 

1, 775 

7t629 

4,578 

2o683 

76 

283 

20 

53 

-31 

-uo 

577 

2 

-1 

23,728. 25,050 

5,128 6,281 

22,478 I 25,657 

15,241 14,785 

1t407 1o457 

884 1,090 

75 90 

4 

268 

-153 

-11 

-7 

3 

-2 

144 

-11tlt 

35 

-6 

25,002 

6,884 

16o510 

1o70 3 

88 

5 

6 6  

9 0  

-116 

-46 9  

&,lt53 

1,789 

4o700 

2,�50 

579 

375 

16 . 
1 

10 

36 

38 

-31 

-uo 

603 

1 

-1 
--------------------------------------------------- --------------------------------------- --------------------------------------· 

81,679 101,983 24t130 

2,701 513 

81.073 

3,370 
-109 

7,7'31 
-3,167 

85,795 

2,302 
-147 

6,700 
-3,892 

101,749 

z,E73 
-213 

6,800 
-4,669 

23,986 

5D7 
Js8 

1,/.roo 
-1.276 

1o421 
-109 

�.675 
-3,167 

82,978 

2,24,. 
-147 

3,613 
-3,892 

89,80 0 

'3,013 
-213 

4o86 9 
-4.669 

24,800 

658 
-58 

1o276 
-1,276 

--------------------------------------------------- --------------------------------------- ---------------------------------------

2, 331 2o701 513 7,825 4,591 873 819 1,8 22 600 
-------------- -------------- -------- ---------------

104o684 88,898 90,758 106,340 24,859 78,445 84,800 92,800 �5.400 
---------�------------------------------------------------------------------·�------.. ---�--- -------------------------------------�- --------------------------------------

DEPARTHENT OF THE ARHY 

DEPARTHENT OF THE NAVY 

DEPARTHENT OF THE AIR FORCE 

DEFENSE AGENCIES /OSD 

DEFENSE-WIDE 
CIVIL DEFENSE 

PAY IN CREASE/QETIRED PAY REFORM 

INVENTOR Y REPLENISHMENT 

HILITARY A SSISTANCE 

21.584 
26,860 
24, 682 

2.134 
1),339 

80 

21,663 
28,136 
26,201 

3,061 
7,513 

87 

24,6� 0 
33,688 
30,196 

3,476 
8,242 

88 
1,374 

300 
2. 701 

6o153 
7o442 
7,024 

835 
2o079 

20 
5 77 

513 

21.262 
26,679 
24,670 

2,070 
6,310 

82 

21,395 
27,800 
25,883 

3o139 
7,497 

82 

�4.657 
33,179 
30,246 

3, 719 
8,187 

88 
1,374 

300 
4,591 

6,142 
; 7, 321 

7o016 
835 

2,076 
20 

577 

873 

21,395 
23,984 
23,928 

2,1711 
6,065 

75 

819 

21, :n1 
26,139 
24,755 

3,2 16 
7,447 

90 

1,822 

22.740 
�7.72 3 
26,554 

l,Oit6 
8,2�5 

88 
1,335 

90 
3,000 

5,995 
7,787 
7,369 

808 
Zo185 

16 
603 

36 
600 

---------------------------- ------------------------ --------------------------------------- - -------------------------------------
TOTAL - DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 88,993 24.642 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

88,898 90,758 106,340 21t,lt59 
----------------- -- ---------------------

78,445 81t,800 92,800 25,400 -------------------··oAso(coMPTROLLER)
--
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----.--------- ---------------�-��-�---

DEPT. OF THE AIR FORCE 
------------------- -----------�-------

FV 1974 FV 1975 FV 1976 TRANSITION 
------------- --------------------------

7,479 7,5 00 7o401 1,816 
308 355 374 112 

------- ------ -------------------------

7,787 7,855 7,775 1, 929 

-· 

7,672 8,295 9o024 2,297 

2,82 4 3,060 4, 576 J,' 08 7 
1,41 6 1,54 3 J.,79l 2 77 

375 260 505 38 
294 366 626 54 
97 2 J '030 J.,2l2 292 

----------------------------------�---
5,881 6,259 8,710 1, 748 

129 132 144 38 
1,115 t,ocn: 1tlt30 363 

238 370 358 108 
521 45ft 561 134 

112 149 189 58 
479 63ft 720 ·205 
467 462 502 129 

------------ --------------------------

3,062 3,299 3,903 1,034 

280 496 785 16 

·2 

---�-----------�---�----�-----�-------
OEF.AGS/OSDIOCDIHAP/UNOI�T 

- ----------�--------------------------

FV 1974 FY 1975 FV 1976 TRA'NSIT ION 
- ---------------------- ---------------

-

-------------------------- ------------

5,137 .6,276 6,88 5 1o77S 

1t621 2,458 : 2,64 8 671 

66 98 J 2 8  2]. 
---------�------------·--·-----�-------· 

66 98 128 21 

Sit 56 63 16 

6 9  69 7 5  19 

322 3ft8 441 114 
16 18 1 9  s 
25 25 2 9  7 

------------------------------·--------

48 6 516 

25 47 

1,136 1,176 

80 87 

3 3 

626 

152 

1,27 6 

8 8  

3 

30 0 

1,37 4 

160 

1 

287 

20 

577 
-------------------------------------- ------------------------------·-------· 

26,201 30,196 7, 024 10,6&1 13,48 0 3,511 
--------------�--------------�---��---- �----�------�--------�-�--------------· 

3,314 2,331 2, 701 513 
------------------- ------------------- ----------------------- -------�-------; 

24,682 26,201 30,196 7,024 u. 86 7 12,992 16,18 1  4o023 

14 •244 82. 7 15 7 

-26 •74 •32 -8 4o413 2o678 1o 92 0 366 
------- --- ------�--------------------- - -------------------------------------

24,670 25,883 30,246 7,01& 16,287 15,680 18,259 4o381 
-------------------------------------- --------------------------------�-----. 

23 '928 24,755 26,554 9,138 12,574 15,783 4o248 
----------- ---------------- ----------- ---------------------oAso-�oMPr�oLLER)--

February 3, 1975 



TABLE 4 

FY 1976 Department of Defense Budget 

FY 1975 Supplementals and Amendment 
($Millions} 

Purpose 

Military and Civilian Pay Increases 
1 October 1974 

Retired Pay Cost of Living Increases 
1 January 1975 @ 7.2% 

Wage Board Pay Increases 

Increased Subsistence Costs 

Naval Petroleum Reserve 

Military Assistance 

Total 

Title 

Military Personnel 
Retired Pay 
Operation and Maintenance 
Research, Dev., Test and Evaluation 
Family Housing 
Naval Petroleum Reserve 
Military Assistance 

Total 

Component 

·Army 
Navy 
Air Force 
Defense Agencies 
Defense-Wide 
Military Assistance 

Total 

1 '131 

235 

405 

46 

18 

522 

2,357 

829 
235 
684 

59 
10 
18 

522 

2,357 

644 
456 
439 

51 
245 
522 

2,357 

OASD(COMPTROLLER} 
February 3, 1975 
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TABLE 5 

FY 1976 Department of Defense Budget 

Chronology of the FY 1975 Budget Estimates 
($ Millions) 

TOA 

- Transmitted Contin-
to Congress gencies 

FY 1975 Budget (February 1974) 90,337 2,242 
Amendments Submitted During CY 1974 +1 ,757. -438 

Total Estimate for FY 1975 92,094 1,804 

Congressional Action -5,201 -----

Status After Congressional 
Action 86,893 1 ,804 

Proposed Supplementals: 
Southeast Asia +522 -----
Pay and petroleum reserves +1,835 -1,804 

Proposed Rescissions and Savings -296 -----
All Other Changes +39 -----

Total Changes Since 
Congressional Action +2' 1 00 -1 ,804 

Current FY 1975 Estimate 88,993 -----

OUTLAYS 

Total 

92,579 85,800 
. +1 ,319 +952 

93,898 86,752 

-5,201 -3,097 

88,697 83,655 

+522 +275 
+31. -6 

-296 -132 
+39 +1,008 

+296 +1,145 

88,993 84,800 

OASD {COMPTROLLER) 
February 3, 1975 
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TABLE 6 

FY 1976 Department of Defense Budget 

Scheduling of FY 1976 Budget Requests 
(TOA, $Millions) 

Appropriations (TOA) Requested 
with Budget Transmitted in 
January 1975 

Appropriations to be Requested · 

at a later date, but 
included in Defense Budget 
Estimate: 

October 1, 1975 military & civilian pay raise 

FY 1976 wage board raises 

Proposed legislation: 

Retired pay 

Other 

(1,170) 

(62) 

(43) 

(99) 

Inventory replenishment (300) 

103,010 

Total appropriations to be reques�ed later (1,674) 1,674 

Total FY 1976 budget estimate 104,684 

OASD (COMPTROLLER) 
February 3, 1975 



TABLE 7 

FY 1976 Department of Defense Budget 

Mil itar_y 

Army 

Navy 

Marine Corps 

Air Force 

Total Military 

Civi 1 Service 

Army 

Navy 

Air Force 

Defense Agencies/OSD 

Total Civil Service 

Total - Military and 
Civil Service 

Defense Related Industry 

Total Defense Manpower 

DEFENSE EMPLOYMENT OUTLOOK 

(End Year - In Thousands) 

FY 1964 FY 1968 

972 1 ,570 

667 765 

190 307 

856 905 

2,685 3,547 

360 462 

332 419 

305 331 

38 75 

1,035 1,287 

3,720 4,834 

2,280 3,173 

6,000 8,007 

FY 1974 

783 

546 

189 

644 

2 '161 

342 

324 

274 

75· 

1 ,014 

3,175 

1 ,665 

4,840 

FY 1975 FY 1976 
Change 

FY 75-76 

785 785 0 

536 5
.
29 -7 

196 196 0 

612 590 -22 

2 ·, 129 2 '100 -29 

337 334 -3 

318 322 +4 

266 256 -10 

74 73 -1 

995 985 -10 

3,123 3,085 -38 

1,494 1,469 -25 

4,617 4,554 -63 

OASD (COMPTROLLER) 
February 3, 1975 



TABLE 8 

FY 1976 Department of Defense Budget 

SUMMARY OF SELECTED ACTIVE MILITARY FORCES 

Strategic Forces: 
Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles: 

MINUTEI�AN 
TITAN I I 

POLARIS-POSEIDON Missiles· 
Strategic Bomber Squadrons 
Manned Fighter Interceptor Squadrons 
Army Air Defense Firing Batteries 

General Pur�ose Forces: 
Land Forces: 

Army Divisions 
Marine Corps Divisions 

Tactical Air Forces: 
Air Force Wings . ' 

Navy Attack Wings 
Marine Corps Wings 

Nava 1 Forces: 
Attack & Antisubmarine Carriers 
Nuclear Attack Submarines 
Other 

·
warships 

Amphibious Assault Ships 

Airlift and Sealift Forces: 
Strategic Airlift Squadrons: 

C-5A 
C-141 

Troopships, Cargo Ships_and Tankers 

Actual 
June 30, 

1964 

600 
108 
336 

78 
40 

107 

16 J/3 
3 

21 
15 

3 

24 
19 

370 
133 

0 
0 

100 

Actual 
June 30, 

1974 

1 ,000 
54 

656 
28 

7 
21 

13 
3 

22 
14 

3 

i4 
61 

187 
65 

4 
13 
37 

Estimated 
June 30, June 30, 

1975 1976 

-

1,000 1,000 
54 54 

656 656 
27* 26* 

6 6 
0 0 

14 16 
3 3 

22 22 
14 13 

3 3 
' 

15 13 
64 68 

189 185 
64 63 

4 4 
13 13 
40 43 

*Reflects reorganization; total number of strategic bombers remains unchanged 
from FY 1974. 

OASD (COMPl'ROLLER) 
February 3, 1975 



TABLE 9 
FY 1976 Department of Defense Budget 

DEFENSE BUDGET, FEDERAL BUDGET, AND GNP FOR SELECTED YEARS 

(Billions of Dollarsl 
Fiscal Federal Budget Outlays DoD Outla s as % of 

Year GNP Net Dept of Other Offse�l GNP Federal 
Total Defense Budget 

1950 Lowest year since 
World War 11£/ $ 263.3 :j> 43.1 $ 12.0 $ 32.8 -1.7 4.5% 26.8% 

1953 Korea peak 358.9 76.8 47.5 31.3 -2.0 13.3% 60.3% 

1964 Last prewar year 612.2 118.6 50.8 70.7 -2.9 8.3% 41.8% 

1968 SEA peak £1 826.1 178.8 78.0 105.3 -4.5 9.4% 42.5% 

1974 Last actual year 1 ,348. 9 268.4 78.4 . 199.9 -9.9 5.8% 28.2% 

1975 Current est.imate 1,434.1 313.4 '84.8 240.4 -11.8 5.9% 26.1% 

1976 Budget estimate 1,595.6 349.4 92.8 268.8 -12.2 5.8% 25.7% 

� These amounts are undistributed intragovernmental transactions deducted from 
Government-wide totals. These include Government contribution .for employee 
retirement and interest received by trust funds. 

£1 In constant prices, and as a percentage of GNP. Until FY 1975, this was also 
the low year for 

_
Defense as a share of the Federal Budget. 

OASD (COMPTROLLER ) 
February 3, 1975 



TABLE 10 

FY 1976 Department of Defense Budget 
'PAY INCREASES AND PAY AND>PRICE INDICES SINCE 1945 

Military and civilian 
Pay & purchase price indices (FY l964=100) pay increase 

Regular Classified Regular Classified 
Effective Military � Civilian Fiscal Military� Civilian Purchase 

Date Compensation Salaries Year Compensation Salaries Price b/ 

Jul. 1 ' 1945 - 15.9% 1946 - 50.2 
Jul. 1 ' 1946 23.7% y 14.2% 1947 61.4 57.4 
Jul. 1' 1948 - 11. o�; 1948 . 61.4 57.4 
Oct. 1, 1949 21.6% - 1949 61.4 63.7 78.2 
Oct. 28,1949 - 4.1% 1950 73.0 65.4 76.2 

Jul. 1 ' 1951 - 10.0% 1951 76.2 66.3 83.2 
May 1 ' 1952 10.9% - 1952 77.5 72.9 83.1 
Mar .. 1 ' 1955 - 7.5% 1953 84.4 . 72.9 82.4 
Apr. 1 ' 1955 2.8% - 1954 84.4 72.9 80.9 
Jan. 1 ' 1958 - 10.0% 1955 84.8 74.8 85.5 

Jun. 1 ' 1958 6.3% - 1956 86.1 78.4 88.8 
Jul. 1 ' 1960 - 7.7% 1957 86.1 78.4 94.8 
Oct. 14' 1962 - 5.5% 1958 86.5 82.3 96.2 
Oct. 1, 1963 8.4% - 1959 91.0 86.2 98.1 
Jan. 5' 1964 - 4.1% 1960 9'1. 0 86.2 97.6 

Jul. 1 ' 1964 - 4.2% 1961 91.0 92.9 99.3 
Sep. 1 ' 1964 1.4% - 1962 91.0 92.9 98.8 
Sep. 1 ' 1965 6.4% - 1963 92.8 96.5 99.4 
Oct. 1 ' 1965 - 3.6% 1964 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Jul. 1 ' 1966 2.8% 2:9% 1965 102.1 106.3 102.3 

Oct. 1 ; 1967 4.5% 4.5% 1966 107.8 109.2 104.2 
Jul. 1 ' 1968 4.9% 4.9% 1967 112.0 113.2 106.8 
Jul. 1 ' 1969 9.1% 9.1% 1968 116.7 117.1 109.7 
Jan. 1 ' 1970 6.0% 6.0% 1969 124.2 124.2 113.7 
Jan. 1 ' 1971 6.0% 6.0% 1970 140.1 139.6 119.3 

Nov. 14,1971 13.1% - 1971 148.5 148.0 126.3 
Jan. 1, 1972 5.5% 5.5% 1972 173.3 156.5 131.0 
Jan. 1 ' 197 3 5.1% 5.1% 1973 193.2 164.8 136.6 
Oct. 1, 1973 4.8% 4.8% 1974 208.4 174.9 152.2 
Oct. 1 ' 1974 5.5% 5.5% 1975 222.6 184.3 184.5 
Oct. 1 ' 1975 5.0% 5.0% 1976 234.1 193.7 212.2 

� Regular m1l1tary compensat1on 1s the sum of bas1c pay, quarters allowance, 
subsistence allowance, and the tax a dvantage on these allowances (which are not 
subject to income tax). 

� Non-compensation component of the deflator for federal purchases of goods and 
services. Source: 1949-74, Dept. of Commerce. FY 1975 & FY 1976 estimated by 
DoD. 
This was a 23.7% increase in basic pay. The equivalent in RMC terms has not 
been computed. 

OASD (COMPTROLLER) 
February 3, 1975 
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TABLE 11 

FY 1976 Department of Defense Budget 

Aircraft 

Army 
Navy and Marine Corps 
Air Force 

Total - Aircraft 

Helicopters 
Fixed Wing Aircraft 

Missiles 

Army 
Navy and Marine Corps 
Air Force 

Total - Missiles 

Shies - Nav� 

New Construction 
Conversions 

Total - Ships 

Tracked Combat Vehicles 

Army 
Marine Corps 

MAJOR PROCUREMENT ITEM QUANTITIES 
FY 1974, 1975 and 1976 Programs 

FY 1974 

Program 

-
297 
369 
666 

238 
428 

26 '1 07 
8,028 
4,344 

38,479 

14 
5 

19 

594 
120 

Total - Tracked Combat Vehicles 714 

Toreedoes - Nav� 500 

Other Weaeons 

Army 29,842 
Navy and Marine Corps 8,000 

Total - Other Weapons 37,842 

FY 1975 FY 1976 

Program Program 

6 120 
212 338 

171 191 

389 649 

21 138 
368 511 

38,924 43,633 
1 0,1 05 9,935 

6,231 9,498 . 
55,260 63,066 

22 23 

4 . -
26 23 

950 2,412 
172 169 

1 , 122 2,581 

425 175 

8,409 1,022 

2 6 

8,411 1,028 

OASD (COMPTROLLER) 
February 3, 1975 



Members of Congress For Peace Through Law 
201 MASSACHUSETTS AVENUE, NE, SUITE 316 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20002 202/544·4250 

June 24, 1976. 

Mr. Steve Stark 
Carter Campaign Headquarters 
P.O. Box 1976 
Atlanta , Georgia 30301 

Dear Mr. Stark, 

Enclosed is a carefully written report 
on the FY1977 defense budget by a group of 
Congressional staffers and outside experts 
under my direction. I am sending it to you 
with the thought that it might be helpful to 
Governor Carter in reviewing the defense 
budget. 

I understand that Gov� Carter has called 
for $5 to $7 billion cuts in the Pentagon 
budget annually. This report points out where 
$8.5 billion might be safely cut without 
endangering the national security. Would 
you be good enough to look it over and forward 
it to Gov. Carter through appropriate channels 
before he delivers his position paper on 
defense? 

Thank you for your attention to this 
report. 

Sincerely, 

t3 
Barr�ider 
MCPL

Y
S�Consultant 

Arms Control & Military Affairs 
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MCPL DEFENSE POSTURE STATEMENT 
by 

The MCPL Defense Task Force 

In October 1975 a joint meeting of the MCPL Military Affairs Committee and MCPL Arms Control Committee produced a decision to nroduce an MCPL Defense Posture �tatement as an alternative to the :r-r :.:J77 Defense Department Posture Statement. This is that document which has been produced with the help of numerous-offices within MCPL, with the outside criticism and advice of numerous defense experts, and under the direction of the MCPL staff consultant. It was entered into the Congressional Record on May 19th by Senator Dick Clark, Chairman of MCPL. Th1s 1s essentially an options paper and should be regarded as such. It is not meant to be representative of the views of each and every Member of MCPL. Indeed, MCPL as an organization does not take block positions. Rather, this is a report of the MCPL Defense Task Force to the MCPL Military Affairs Committee and the MCPL Arms Control Committee for their consideration. 

The report does three things: 

FIRST, The report identifies $8.538 billion i� defense "softspots" that could be eliminated from the FY1977 Defense Department budget without harming the e�sential military capability of the United States. In this ��nNOMY DEFENSE BUDGET $8.5 billion would be saved the taxpayers at no apprecla�ie loss of military strength. These savings would take the form of the following cuts: 

R,e<:cm;ne:1ded.: The fvllo"-·lng ch!l.ngcs 
fr.Jm curre1:t drfcnse prot:rarru. or requeets. 
1. Strategic JOTces: Su�gestcd cuts fn ques­

Honat>le programs 

[In millions I 
Savings 

a. B
·
-1 bomber JlTC>gfW>Dl------------ U, 049 

b. !llX mhslle pro:;r�o.m____________ 84 
c. MK-12A warhl.'<�d program______ · 93 · 
d. Trl�ent submnr:.nc fundln£: (sus-

I'O'-s!on awaiUng study)-------- J, 114 
e. s-,�-v.unched crul:;..e tn!nslle 

1sLCM) - - - - - ------ --- - -- ---- --- 369 
r. 1\�lnutemr.n Itt mt��ilc R<hl-ons.----26-1 

3,061 
2. s�"i'O"'CT: Gc;cer!ll p!irpou force suggested 

cutf. (J1. prugra1ns 

[In Ir..ill;ons) 

a. :!\';>\\' NU::11t� cv.rr!cr p,ocunment 
tur:ds (Long Le;.d-time Items ln 
r� 1�77)----------------------- �350 
3. Defense mt:'!lpot:•�: Suggl"sted c11ts in 

que.,tlljowble Jl"ograms 
{!n r:1\lllonsj 

a. P.l•drEs.s the baln.pte .bet.wfcn of-
t!c�rs Ln<t e;u!�t.£,;1 .rcrsounel by 
not re:,Jla.clug 6,000 omr.�:r slots ••• 

b. Improving the coml.lat-to-support. 
ratios--------------------------

c. Trar.,;!C( 50,000 naval rc.;ervlst.s to 
tt.e In!!tl-ldual Ev.1�)' Reserves.-­

d. El!J:1lnate "d;:.·uble dippers" who 
draw two salarletL •.. -- ---------

e. Increu.se e.vc:ra;;e tour of. duty 
rro!ll H to �8 moB---------------

f. Incrense trmC:ent/tt>!t.cher ratlo 
from 1.11 to 1 to :a to L-----------

g. Dec;esse nverage tminlng period 
by 1 we<'!t from 67 a .. ys to 60 days. 

b. Cup retlrem�nt �:onnnltles at D 
po;.rc.mt lncren..<io per yel\1' _______ _ 

t. s.::.uwve the 1 perc.ent kicker for 
rt��ees --�--�-----�� · ----------

1- Do not ap�•ro\·e rcc<>mput.il.tlon fOT 
re�:rees-t.hts would r•dd Rome t550 
n1l.!II<.m In f\�.:nl year 1977 _______ _ 

lt. RE-Cuce ch'l!.lr.n rn�.npower by ·1.& 
ptircent In nn ee;clcncy lnct'ntlve 
c':lt or 41,(100 sp.,.ct>.s (15,000 more 
��projected by the DoD)�----

1. In!otltuto a II per�nt pay cap on 
a!1 pc.)'ro!l lncre!U>Cil for all DoD 

peoplo In fl�cnl yel\r 1977-.----

6150 

188 

36 

60 

260 

520 

200 

580 

2,200 
---

Total manpower �1wlngs..... 4, 687 
4. TacHcal airpower: Sugge�ted cut1 fn 

· .quesHo11able program• ' 
{In mllllons) 

a. Ad\'enc&d attack helicopter pro-
grem (AAS)-------------------- $112.1 

b. A-7 Corsair program___________ 235 .. 4 
· c. A--4 Skyho.wk progrl\m__________ 102.4, 

449.9 

Total Oscal ycn.r 1977 ,a,·lngs. 8. 537. 9 



..... ... ...,. 

SECOND, the report provides a second option, an EFFICIENCY 
DEFENSE BUDGET, which would still eliminate the $8.538 billion worth 
of programs listed in option #1 (the ECONOMY DEFENSE BUDGET) but would 
reinvest the money:in other defense programs that make more sense than 
the present DoD proposals for FY1977. In this "fat into swords" approach, 
the United States would invest in more worthwhile military programs such 
as: 

VSS mini-aircraft carriers 
VSTOL aircraft R&D 
additional TOW anti-tank weapons 
advanced surface effect ships 
armoured personnel carriers 

improved satellite verification 
command and control improvements 
precision-guided munitions R&D 
laser research 

· 

remotely piloted vehicles R&D 
tank forces if cost effective 
additional F-18 aircraft 

NATO standardization costs 
additional A-10 aircraft 
additional cargo aircraft 
prepositioned NATO supplies 
new carrier alternatives study 
improved ship maintenance 
improved aircraft maintenance 
improved ship readiness 

improved nuclear weapons security 
NAVSTAR navigation satellite R&D 
improved ASW systems R&D 
Captor Mines 
new SSBN alternatives study 
improved TACAIR readiness 
improved anti-air weapons improved anti-tank weapons 

The investment in this kind of military program rather than those that 
· -·· 1 d be deleted ·under options 1 and 2 would provide more military muscle 
for the defense dollar invested and would improve the military capability 
of the United States. 

THIRD, the report identifies four major foreign policy stances that 
the United States might adopt,along with the kind of defense forces needed 
to support them, and the defense price tag on each alternative policy.u.s. 
defense costs would vary in the· following ways depending upon the foreign 
policy selected and whether an "Efficiency" or an "Economy" defense budget 
were adopted. 

Foreign Policy Adopted 

1. Present u.s. Policy 

2. Pax Americana Policy 

3. Pacific Pullback/ 
Europe-First Policy 

4. General Retrenchment 
Policy 

FY 1977 Defense Expenditures 

Efficiency Budget Economy Budget 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

$116.4 Billion 1.$107.86 Billion 
($114.2B+ 2.2B ($8.538 Billion 
in payroll added) saved) 

$220.0 Billion 2.Not Applicable 
(rough estimate) (All kinds of extra 

forces purchased 
(Extra Cost: as hedges against 

$104 Billion) all contingencies) 

$107.3 Billion 3.$98.8 Billion 
(foreign policy (foreign policy + 

cuts alone) economy cuts) 

(Savings: (Savings: $17.6 
$9.1 Billion) Billion) 

$93.5 Billion 4. $85.0 billion 
(foreign policy (foreign policy + 
cuts alone) economy cuts) 

(Savinis: $22.9 (Savings: $31.4 
B�llion) Billion) 

Questions about this MCPL Defense Posture Statement should be directed 
to Barry Schneider, MCPL Staff Consultant for Military Affairs and Arms 
Control, MCPL, Suite 316, 201 Massachusetts Avenue, N.E.,Washington,D.C. 
?.0002. Telephone: 202-544-4250. Extra copies are available on request and 
the original may be found in the Congressional Record,May 24,1976,beginning 
on page S7507. 




