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STATEMENT OF SECRETARY OF DEFENSE ROBERT S. McNAMARA
BEFORE THE HOUSE SUBCOMMITTEE ON DEPARTMENT OF DEFEKSE APPROPRIATIONS
ON THE FISCAL YEAR 196G-73 DEFENSE PROGRAM AND 1969 DEFENSE BUDGET

Mr. Cheirman and Members of the Committee:

This is the seventh and final Five Year Defense Program and
Financial Budget it will be my privilege to present to this Committee.
Since there are a number of important basic policy issues which warrant
s more extensive discussion, I have dropped from this year's statement
some of the usual program detail. However, other Defense Department
witnesses will be availeble to go into these matters in whatever depth
you may desire.

As has been my practice in the past, I will attempt to call your
attention to the more important changes in the Defense Program which
have occurred since last year, particularly those relsting to our
effort in Southeast Asia.

A. APPROACH TO THE FY 1969-73 PROGRAM AND FY 1969 BUDGET

Last year when I appeared before this Committee in support of the
FY 1968 Budget I said, "...barring a significant change in the charac-
ter or scope of the Southeast Asia conflict, or unforeseen emergencies
elsevwhere in the world, the FY 1967 Supplemental and FY 1968 Budget
should be sufficient to cover our reguirements until FY 1969 funds
become available...." A careful review of our financial requirements
for the balance of FY 1968 has convinced me that we can still manage
the program within the total obligational authority provided. However,
to do so we will need suthority to transfer a limited amount of funds
ameng the various Defense Department appropriations. The amounts ‘e
involved, both for autnorization and appropriation, have been furnished
separately to the appropriate Committees. a/

With regard to the FY 1969 Budget, I have again deleted all pro-
grams which can be safely deferred to a later time. In particular, our

g/ In addition, we will need the funds required to cover the costs
of the military 'and civilian pay raises enacted by the Congress
last year. This requirement was included in the President's
original FY 1968 Budget in the category of Government-wide
"Allowances for Contingencies" rather than the Defense program,
since it involved proposed legislation.



military construction reguest includes primaril, viaose projects needec for
support of our forces in Southeast Asia, for new weapons systems, and

for the health and safety of our personnel. And, of course, we are
continuing with undiminished vigor our cost reduction efforts.

By eliminating the unneeded and marginal activities and by defer-
ring whatever can be safely deferred, I have been able to reduce the
FY 1969 Budget requests of the Services and Defense Agencies by about
$21.7 billion, while at the same time providing for all essential mili-
tary requirements. As shown in Table 1, we are reguesting for FY 1969
a total of $79.6 billion in new obligational authority. Expenditures
are now estimated at $7L.2 billion for FY 1968 (sbout $500 million more
on a comparable basis, i.e., taking account of pay raises and the new
budget ccncepts, than was estimated one year ago and several billion
less than some have predicted in recent months) and $77.1 billion fer
FY 1969,

B. ASSESSMERT OF TEE INTERNATIONAL SITUATION AS IT BEARS ON MILITAFY
POLICIES AND PROGRAMS

In the seven years since I first came before this Committee to
testify on our defense programs, the military and economic strength of
the United States and its allies has increased dramaticaelly. But so
have the difficulty and complexity of the problems we have had to face
in framing our military policies. These years have seen the acceler-
gtion of a number of trends which will make the world cof the 1970s
very different from the world of the early 1960s. Today, as then,
our military posture remains rooted in a commitment to collective de-
fense. We and our allies are demonstrating this commitment every day
in Vietnam. But today, and tomorrow, our country must be prepared to
cope with a complex range of contingencies requiring forces and weapons
systems with very diverse capabilities.

Since the early 1960s the divisions within the camp of our adver-
saries, already apparent then, have both deepened and widened. Indeegd,
there are now not simply two centers of Communism but several: Havana
shows little inclinetion to follow the lead of Moscow or Peking, and
is itself trying to exert a lead over the splintered Communist move-
ments of the developing world. In Moscow, we still detect a desire to
undermine the institutions of many nations and the influence of the

-United States. But we find this desire tempered by a prudence power-
fully reinforced by 8 Justly-held fear of nuclear war.

At the same time that we find ourselves engeged in a conflict with
North Vietnam and its South Vietnamese supporters to preserve the principle




that pelitical change must not be brought about by externally directed
violence and militery force, we find ourselves engaged in many forms

of peaceful competition with other Communist states. 1In the world of
the late 19L0s and early 1950s, when our adversary seemed monolithic,
such a situation would have been unimaginable. Yet today it would be

as short-sighted for us tec fail to seek peaceful accommodation (in those
activities in which this may be possible) with the Soviet Union and its
Bastern European allies as it would be for us to fail to meintein the
credibility of our deterrent egainst Moscow's improved strategic systems
-- or to fall to resist aggressicn in Korea or Vietnam.

Thus, circumstances for which we must formulate our military poli-
cies have changed grestly from those of the early 1960s. But our goals
remain the same. Fundementally, what is at issue today -- as it was &
decade ago and as it will be a decade from now =- is the kind of world
in which we and others wish to live. When this Nation made the decision
at the end of World War II to base its own security on the principle of
collective defense, it was with the hope that there could be created,
in accordance with the principles of the United Nations Charter, a
world in which even the smallest state could look forward to an inde-
pendent existence, free to develop in its own way, unmolested by its
neighbors, and free of fear of armed attack or political domination by
the more powerful nations.

Some years later, in & world already familiar with the gap between
Communist promise and Communist reality -- and with Communist aggression
as well -- we sought to achieve this same high purpose by aligning our-
selves with other like-minded nations in a series of multilateral end
bilateral mutual defense treaties. By the close of 1955, this system
of interlocking alliances had grown to include the Ric Treaty in the
Western Hemisphere, NATO in Europe, SEATO and ANZUS in the Far East and
the bilateral mutual defense agreements with Korea, Japan, the Republic
of China, and the Philippines -- & total of some 40-odd sovereign nations
bound together in en effort to defend their freedom and prevent the fur-
ther extension of Communist influence and hegemony.

Looking back over the history of the last two decades, I believe
it is fair to say that this system of allisnces has substantially
achieved its purpose. Although the record is less than perfect, the
outward thrust of Soviet and Red Chinese aggression has been generally
contained and the independence of even the smallest member of the al-
liances has been preserved. Beyond the immediate objective of these
alliances, our adherence to a policy of collective defense has helped
us to pursue our ultimate geal -~ the creation of e world order in
which all states, small and large, aligned and unaligned, can preserve
their independence and live in peace.



Collective security, however, has had its price. The members cf
the alliances have had to support large and costly military forces for
many yeers, with small prospect of an early reduction. Morecver, we,
and some of our asllies, have had to pay = particularly high price,
both in lives and in weslth, for the alliances' echievements -- first
in Korea during the early 1950s and now again in Socutheast Asiza. Sc,
the Amerjcan people have & right to ask: Were these achievements worth
their cost, particularly in terms of their ultimate contritbution to the
reace and security of our own Nation?

I believe they were. But this is a question which can never be
answered conclusively; there is no way by which we can determine with
certainty what the world and this country would have locked like tocday
had we not based our natiocnal security pelicy on the principle of col-
lective defense during the last 20-5dd yeears. However, we do know that
the pelicies of unarmed isolationism angd attempted neutrality, which we
followed prior to World War II, were in the end far more costly in lives
and property.

Moreover, it must be clearly recognized that while it is conceivable
that we could return to a pelicy of isolaticnism, today this cculd no
longer be the unarmed isclationism of the 1930s. In an age of nuclear
weapons and intercontinentael ballistic missiles, when other naticns have
the cepability to strike our homeland a devastating blow with perhaps
only a few minutes of warning, such an easy orticn is denied us.

Nevertheless, orne could argue that we could still rencunce all of
our mutual defense treaties, pull back our military forces tc our own
scil, and build a "Fortress America" so powerful as to deter virtually
any enemy or combination of enemies from deliberately attacking our
territory. Then we could deal with the rest of the world on a strictly
arms-length basis. But that would be an entirely different world than
the one we now live in —- and an entirely different United States as
well! Without dependable friends or allies, we would surely have to
maintain a larger military establishment than =t present. We wculd also
have to reorient our irndustry and commerce to achieve a maximum degree
of economic self-sufficiency with a lower standard of living for our
people, and considerably less economic freedom feor all. Most important,
we would be living in & far more uncertain and dengercus world, one in
which our influence over the course of events would be greatly diminished.
It would also be a world in which the pressures for proliferation of
nuclear weapons and the means of their delivery would be much stronger
than they are today. In time, we could find ourselves literally isoclated,
& "Fortress America" still relatively prosperous, but surrounded by a
sea of struggling, envious and unfriendly nations -- s situation herdly
calculated to strengthen our own state of peace and security.



Isclationism is clearly an undesirable alternative to our continued
involvement in the responsibilitiuvs of world affairs and collective
defense. This does not mean, however, that we must assume the role
of "world policeman”. But it does mean that we must be willing to
continue to support those internztional arrangements which help to
preserve world peace, alleviale vonflicts anong nations and create
conditions for economic and sccial progress in the less developed
areas of the world.

I would hope that our allies and friends will similarly recognize
that the new international situation is too complicated and threaten-
ing for any sudden abandonment by them of the collective defense of
freedom and independence. The Trinciple thet every nation should feel
secure in its independence is still valid, anrd it cannot easily be
ignored in one part ol the werld and sustained in another. The con-
trivution of individual nations to this gozl can take many forms, and
there is admittedly no precise way to determine any nation's Teir share
of the burden. We, on our part, must recognize that some of cur friends
and allies simply do not have the economic strength or industrizl ca-
pacity tc equip and maintain the armed forces they legitimately need;
in fact, & Tew cannct even meet their military payrolls from their own
resources, It is in the common interest thet these nations be furnish-
ed the necessary financial and meterial support, not only by the United
States, but &lso by the other more presperous members cf the alliances.
Theres have been some encouraging moves in that direction, but too great
a share is still being furrnished by the United States.

Having said that other nations should do mere in the common cause
does not mean that I think we should do less, at least at the present
time. The severe cuts made by the Congress lest year in the Administra- L///
tion's economic and military aid reguest constitute a very serious set-
‘beck to the entire ccllective defense effort. Moreover, the numerous
limitations which were incorporated in the military eid legislation
will seriously hamper the administration of the program and greatly
complicate our relaticens with many of cur allies. 1In this connectien,

I think it is of the utmost importance for us to remember that the non-
Communist worlid is made up of sovereign states which have widely dif-
fering histories, capabilities and political and econcmic orientations.
Even where these states subscribe in principle to the policy of collec-
tive security, we should rnot expect that there will always be a unanimity
of view as to how and by whom that policy should be implemented in any
particular situation. Neither is it realistic for us to expect them all
to share our scale of priorities. Each has its own particular set of
local problems and national aspirations, and each will insist on judging
for itself what is best for its people. We should, and do, try to guide
them in areas where our joint interests are involved. And, we should,
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and do, try to ensure that what aid we give them is effectively used
both from their point of view and ours. We do not, and should not,
attempt to force our views upon them by unilatersl coercion threugh
trade and aid, for this is not the way to achieve the unity needed
for the collective defense of the Free World.

REowever, I canrot help but feel that most of thé restrictiens

and fund reductions imposed by the Congress on the national security
progran last year reflect a much more fundamental problem, and that is
8 growing unwillingness tc face ur to the fact that if the pelicy of
collective defense is to work, we must be ready to pay our share of the
price of supporting it. If this is so, I must tell you in &ll candor
that our naticn will be much better off if we confront the resl issue
directly, and that is whether we should continue 1o base our pa<icn
security on the policy of collective defense. There is nething t
geined erd much to be lost by paying lip service to the policy arn
then failing to support the programs designed for its implementatiorn.

1
&

e
<
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That the American people have become somewhat disillusioned arnd
weary with the problems of the rest of the world is readily under-
standable: for many years we have borne a large share of the burdern
of world peace and security, and of assistance to the developing nations.
But we must never forget that of all naticns we have the most a< stake,
The existence of an open, outward-looking, humane society in the United
States depends upon the vitelity of similer socicties elsswhere., We
must &lso never forget that cur burden is large because our caracity is
large -- sc much larger in fact, than that of any cther netion as te
make comparisons misleading. For better or for worse —- hopefully,
for better -- we are preeminent, with all of the obligations which ec-
crue tc leadership. So despite the rapidly increasing complexity of
the world of the late 1960s and the 1970s, and the difficult choices
it will pose for us, we must not in weariness or disillusionment abanion
our international role, or neglect to face up to tne resl implicaticns
of new and cld elternatives.

For my part, I am convinced thet we will judge the slternatives
to a continued dedication to collezzive defense to be unaccertable.
I em slso convinced that embracing the otligetions of lesgershir will
not force us to divert badly needed rescurces fronm the imprcvement of
American domestic scciety. Our resources are sufficient, if wisely
allocated, to meet the needs of the weex and the undergrivileged beth
at home and abread. For the sake of cur security and our well-teing,
we can afferd no less.
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1. The Communist Countries.

During the year since my last statement on this subject the fis-
surcs within the Communist world have shown no signs of healing. These

divisions, of course, have existed for some time, and it may be that no
influence short of a change of regime either in China or in the USSR

can bring about the restoration of even a facade of unity across the
Communist world. Peking's drive in opposition to Moscow has resulted

in greater Chinese militancy, and at times in greater militancy in
Scviet policies as well. On the whole, however, the strident behavicr
of the Peking regime has caused the Soviet leadership -- both Khrushchev
and his successors -- to confront the fact that they, too, have an inter-
est in stability that has to be balanced off against continued adherence
1o a revelutionary ideclogy. Eoth strands are present in Soviet pclic
The task of creative statesmanship for the West will be to move Moscow
further in directions that we can ¢all constructive, while at the same
time working to break down the Chinese wall which insulates Peking from
all outside influence.

Our own interesis have not fared badly as a result of the divisions
in the Communist world. Boih the Soviet Union and Red China have suf-
fered serious setbacks in Latin America, in South Asia, in Indonesisa,
and in the developing world in general, and each is devoting a large
share of its energies to its dispute with the other. Partly as a re-
sult of Moscow's increasing concentration on domestic affeirs and partly
due to Peking's deliance, the Communist governments of Eastern Europe
have been able to assert increasing independence in many spheres, and
we may hope for the establishment of better relations with the West.
Over the long run these bonds may ease the defense problem for the en-
tire NATO area; for the near future, however, although Europe is com-
paratively free from gvert threats or pressures, current NATO force
levels will still be required to kKeep it that way.

Aside from the purely netionalistic component of the Sino-Scviet
dispute, & large rumber of ideologicel issues have emerged, some of
which are matters of indifference to the United States. Of greater con-
cern for us is the Sino-Soviet dispute on how the "world reveolution" is
to be achieved. The Soviets since 1962 have generally taken a less
militant approach, although they continue to affirm tneir support for
what they chocse to call "wars of national liberaticn." The Soviet
leadership has demcnstrated some restraint in their support for Norih
Vietnam and in support of insurgencies in some other areas of the weorld.
In Letin America, for example, they apparently oppose Fidel Castro's
policy of externally supperted armed insurrection, choosing instead <o
compete for influence over the indigenous Communist parties and



seeking to expand Soviet presence and relations with Latin Amer-
ican governments. The Red Chinese lezders, by contrast, enthusias-

tically endorse Castro's efforts to apply their highly touted doctrire
of "pecples' wars".

There are, of course, many problems lying betwesn uc and the
Soviets, scme of them old, some of them new. Independently ¢
disagreement with the Chinese, or perhaps because of it, th
lesders seem to feel impelled to support Kanoi in its aiten
its srea of control, and therefore are less willing to cooperate with
the United States in other areas of policy, such as the mutual reducticn
of forces in Eurcpe or in arms control measures. It is likely thet re-
letions with the USSR could improve if Hanoi's aggressions in Southeast
Asia were terminated. In the meantime we must simultaneocusly do our
best to preserve the constructive aspects of our relestionship with
Moscow, and to guaré against counting on improvements befcre they occur.

a. The Soviet Union

The past year has seen increased Soviet assistance to North Viet-
nam, but if it has bought Moscow any significant political leverage, it
has not been used tc move Hanol towards a .negotiated settlement of the
Vietnam conflict. Instead, its support has done much to sustain Hanci's
aggression. Similaerly, extensive Soviet militaery assistance to the Arab
states was not only unaccompanied by any effort to steer them away from
their reckless confrontation with Israel in Mey 196T,but, at least in
its early stages, the crisis appears to have been purpcsefully stimulated
by the USSR. Thus, the Soviet Government must carry a major share of the
responsibility for triggering the short but explosive war which followed,
and subseqguently for mzking more difficult the achievement of a Middle
Ezstern settlement. At the same time, Mcscow's record over the last
half-dozen years includes its initiative to bring about peace between
India and Pakistan in 1965, its generally constructive behavier during
the Laotian crisis, and its stance on the Sino-Indian border dispute.

The Soviet leaders have also been willing to incur the sustained in-
vective of the Chinese in their negotiations with us for an agreement
t¢ halt the proliferation of nuclear weapcns. These are only a few
samples, but they serve to point up the mixture of conflict end coop-
eration in the USSR's relations with the non-Communist werld.

Over the past year, the Soviets have projected an image of increased
activity, determination and new strategic directions, especially towards
developing a capability for flexible response. There are some signs
that the Soviets are developing the forces required to give them a limited
meobile military capebility to meet some tyﬁes of contingencies beyond
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tne land ereas of the Commmunist group of cew.tries, However, a fully
flexible response remains outside the realm of immediately foreseeable
Soviet capability.

Wnereas Soviet developments in the erea of strategic sysiems --
notably ABMs and FOBS (Fractional Orbit Bombardment System) -- give
evidence of a continuing search faor security through more advanced
arms, ostensibly militery applications of power such es recently in-
creased levels of Soviet navel activity in tne Mediterranean appear to
be primarily diplomstic gestures aimed at recouping political losses
suffered as a result of Moscow's inability to forestall Israel's vic-
tory over the Arabs in June 1967. Soviet naval craft in tne Mediter-
ranean, including guided-missile cruisers, a number of submarines,
lesser warships, and support units which could provide for year-round
operations, have effectively shown the Soviet flag. Altnough modest
in size and in puncn compared witn the U.S. Sixth Fleet, the Soviet
fleet provides the type of visibility which Moscow has elected to seek.
It has similarly signaled that the future Soviet posture will includc
"Marine" amphibious forces and helicopter carriers. How all these
activities will affect future Soviet behavior is a matter to which we
will give close attention.

Tne politico-military developments were accompanied by a substan-
tial increase in defense expenditures projected in the budget announced
for 1968. This increase of 2.2 billion rubles, coming on top of twe
smaller increases in 196€ and 1967, will raise publicly announced de-
Tense expenditures from about 12.8 billion rubles in 1965 to about
16.7 billion rubles in 1968,

Bookkeeping changes, higher prices for military goods and perhaps
a military pay raise in themselves account for more than one billion
rubles of this increase, while the balance apparently reflects the
continued expansion of the Soviet defense effort. Analysis of tne
available data on botn the budget and the economic plan for 19GZ in-
dicates that this diversion of additional funds to military purposes
may force a slowdown in the rate of investment in agriculture and
industry, and possibly in housing. Apparently, Lhe Soviet leaders are
willing %o risk a reduction in the growth rate of tneir industrizl
plant over the longer term, and to gamble on the conitinuation of reason-
ably good growing weather to meet their agricultural needs over the next
several years, all to meet their estimate of current defense needs.

Wnat is not entirely clear is now the additional resources for de-
fense are to be distributed among the various military programs. Neo
single program -- except under extraordinary crash conditions -- could



