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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
W"SHINGTON, D. C. 20301 

24 Deeellber 1971 

HEl101WlDUH FOR ASS !STANT TO THE PRES IDEHT FOR NATIONAL SECURITY AFFAIRS 
. ~ .. i:. ' ~ 

: i . ,; t ~ . 

I have reviewed the program detennlnatlons underlying the Presi­
dent's decision to <approve··a ::defense budget request of approximately 
$82 bii_Hi>n of bud~et 1·authorlty and $78.6 billion of outlays for FY 1973. 

· AlthOugh -a further appeal at this late date In the budget process 
appears to ··be' IIIPractlcal~ T do· want to conment on the IIIDPact of cer­
tain of the prograt~J'·declslons . as well as the resulting reflection of 
the total resource trend. 1 feel It necessary not only because of 
the critical requtraaent to praeN'e a strong defense posture during 

·;his periOd; ' but aJ~o·because ·of the · need to project a clear public 
lndlcatlon ' that -the •FY·1973 budget does provide for an lq~rovlng 
defense posture. · 

~t.liERAt TREND · 

' In curnnt year dol Ius, the trend of budget authority In FY 1972 
-.proprlatlonsr and' 'ln the FY 1973 request Is stMirply. up over FY 1971. 

After adjusting for: pay and price Increases, however, the actual trend 
Is very different·. ' 'In: constant dollar values, the progriiiiS look as 
fo11ows: · • ·, · 

Sudqet Aythorltr ($ ·blJIIons) FY 1921 
~ . _. . 

Current Prlce5; ·· · · · $72.98 
~tant Prices { 171) · 72.9 

' I ·• i' ·" · 

FY 1972 

$77.6 
71.6 

FY 1973 

$82.6 
71.2 

'The ·outlays ·or ' sPendlng picture -· as opposed to that of budget 
authority -- · refl~t~ the same d~rd trend. 

ooo se~tns ($ btlllons) · FY 1211 FY ·~zz FV ~~n 
.. , . ~ •. ! . : 

Current Prices $75.5 $74.8 $78.6 
Constant ·Prlces ( 171) :·, · 75-5 69.1 67.4 

. :: ' "' "· 
The ·media, •the ·Congress and the pub1 lcdWIVe bec:orae accustomed to 

defense budget exp·lenatlons !Jn constant value terms. It will be diffi­
cult ·to o:IIIIIIUnlc:ate an >impression of an tn~~reaslngty ·, stnmg defense 
posture In the fece of this realistic pt.ctut"e. · The proble111 Is axapounded 
by the fact ·-that 1118npower trends - whether for l!lllltary, civil service 
or Industry personnel --all shaw decreases In FY 1973 when compared . 
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with FY 1972 and FY 1971. It Is cur Intent to develop and present 
the IIIOSt favorable portrayal of force structure and resource trends; 
but we must be prepar~ for difficulties as the trends are subjected 
to close scrutiny. 

SPECIFIC PROGRAMS 

In the paragraphs that follow I shall provide a fe~t~ observations 
on prog.-.ns speclflc:.lly affected by the FY 1973 budget decisions. 

I rtlll81n convinced that cur public posture should portray the 
ulthABte cbJectlve for SAFEGUARD as a 12-slta prog111111. SAFEGUARD 
has been justified on the basis of area coverage and this requires 
twelve sites. fe.wer sites would require a different ASK rationale. 
funding for four SAFEGUARD sites In FY 1973 Is a reasonable approach 
to a l2""Site progtw~~. ' and 1 plan to testify accordingly. 

The reduction Jn All-Volunteer Force funding will eliminate all 
new Initiatives above the first year progran level. The lower funding 
level will delay our efforts'to attain an All-Volunteer Force. We 
bave been striving to build full support for this progr.m both within 
the Dep.rtment and with the Congress. It will be 1110re dlfflc;ult 
unless a request for additional funds tn a supplemental appropriation 
request ls favorable considered. We are working on a program package 
which we believe will serve as a valid basis on which to submit the 
Suppl....,tal request. Manpower Mnagenent currently Is fraught with 
many 111ajor uncertainties. There Is llttle doubt that, with fewer 
dollars avallab le In the ·program • ...., will delay the ach )I!Vflllent of 
our Volunteer Forc.e objectlva. 

It should be clearly understood, also, that the fund redu~tion 
In SEA tKtlc:al air sorties places an operational ceiling on our 
capability. In the past, we have encouraged our field CORIIIIIInden to 
look upon their air sortie authorizations In annual tena5 and not as 
a 11111ndate to fly a spec::lffc Javel of sorties each month. That allowed 
tho cQ~~Qander flS~tlblllty In flying fewer sorties during the periods 
of lower tactical activity ~nd In flying substantlally .more sorties 
during surges tn tactical activity. Our COimlllnders have done a good 
job OYer the last year In this regard. It Is obvious. however, 
that with a reduced overall funding level available, we shall be 
A<luclng the flexlblllty available to our field COIIIMnders. We 
shall fac:e the difficult choice of (a) cutting far back on sorties 
during lower tactical activity periods to be sure we can acc:amaodate 
the requests for air support during surge periods , (b) reverting to 
an operating proc:e.dure of flying constant sortie levels per month 
and thereby deny ourselves flexibility, or (c} continue to a11ow the 
coawuanders flexfblllty as In the pa~t but recognize we 11111y be unable 
to meet surge requests. 
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· The further reduction in the lntellJgence PrograD will result 
In the release of additional personnel. On June 30, 1971 there .were 
138,000 personnel in this program, The budget request for FY 1973 
contemplated an end strength of 12),000 for a reduction of 15,000. 
This latest budget cut will bring the strength down to 117,000 for 
a total redu~:Han of 21,000 fi"OIII last June 30. 
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Finally, I went to point out that the substance of your memorandum 
conftnns the Inconsistency we have been discussing on the telephone 
with reference to the deferral of the pey raise previously scheduled 
for October 1972. On the fIrst page of your meiM)randum you state: 

These amounts Include the effect of the President's 
decision to defer the pay raise scheduled for October 
1972 until · January 1973. Thus, you will be able to 
allocate additional outlays (estimated at about $360 
mJJJJon) to highest priority needs. 

On Table I of your IMD)randum your computation very clearly shows that 
you have. reduced the budget submission by the same $.4 billion you 
have provided above as an additional allocation. 

SU111ARY 

'We, too, recognize the difficulties in reaching that optimum J 
resource alloc.atlon 11110ng our national security, economle, and social 
needs. I pledge to the President that the Department of Oefen5e will 
do the best Job possible with the resources available to meet our 
national s8(:.Urlty objectives. 

DECLASSIFIED IN FULL 
AuthOrity: EO 13626 
Chief, Recordt & DecleH Dlv. WHS 
Date:Otfe& '2<1v'1-

,• ,· 


