
Excerpt from Secretary of Defense McNamara's speech of March 2, 1966: 

.... how was it possible to carry through such a major military 

operation without invoking the usual emergency measures. 
The answer is that during the last five years we have greatly 

strengthened our military establishment for precisely this kind of a 

contingency. ... 

And, at the same time we were increasing our non-nuclear forces, 
we also increased our nuclear forces. For example, the number of nuclear 

warheads in our strategic alert forces will have been increased from 

836 in June 1961 to about 2600 in June 1966  and the total megatonnage 
of these weapons more than tripled. Moreover, by June 30, 1966, we 
will have doubled the number of tactical nuclear warheads on the soil 
of Western Europe, and large numbers of tactical nuclear weapons are 
available for use in other areas of the world, if required. 
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MR. SYLVESTER: Ladies and gentlemen, as we made the announcement 
when the press conference was announced, the Secretary and the Deputy Secretary 
are going to devote their time here to the readiness of our armed forces. At the 
end of the meeting, we will also have material for you, factual material, and a 
fact sheet, which consists of a good deal of the material and conversations and 
questions and answers that will go here. That will be ready when you go out. 
Mr. Secretary. 

SECRETARY McNAMARA: Good afternoon, ladies and gentlemen. 
Recently questions have been raised which give the erroneous impression 
that the United States is now militarily over-extended because of the deployment 
of major combat forces to Southeast Asia. It has been said that we are not now 
able to meet contingencies which might arise selsewhergAn the world. 

Such an impression has absolutely no basis in fact. Even though we have 
deployed a military force of approximately 300,000 men to Southeast Asia, we 
are fully capable of meeting our treaty cometr. rhents elsewhere in the world. 

We have today a total active military force of about three million men. 
U. S. Forces in Southeast Asia approximate only about 10 percent of that total. 
To fully appreciate our military situation at this time, one must understand the 
basic ground rules under which our program is proceeding. In the current 
military buildup, no mobilization has been decreed, either partial or other-
wise; no reserve forces have been ordered to active duty; and, with the excep-
tion of small numbers of .men in the Navy and Marine Corps, no involuntary 
extensions of active duty tours have been imposed. 
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In this respect, the Southeast Asia effort is unique in our military history. Never before has this nation or any other nation been able to deploy so large a 
force within so short a period of time, sorns,,14,Q0Qmilmfrorn the shorg, with-out calling up reserves, without extending active duty tours, and without invoking 
the kinds of strict economic controls normally associated with military emergen-cies. 41 la 

It was this performance, ap,eriJa..r.Tako.nce made possible_by_the.„vast in-
creases in our militasy,,Ateng.th, in,..the.pastfive years, which led Charles Burke 
in tie' 	of Fortune Magazine to conclude that probably no comparable war has ever been mounted as swiftly and as efficiently. r4 	1t 11.irt 	4, 1`p-1.., 

I want to emphasize that that is not to say that every one of the tens of 
thousands of defense supply outlets is without a single inventory shortage. Any-one who has had any experience with large supply systems knows that somewhere, sometime, someplace, something will be lacking. This has nothing to do with the amount of funds requested and appropriated. 

It simply reflects the fact that no system involving hundreds of thousands 
of people and millions and millions of items and operating around the globe can 
be considered 100 percent perfect. 

I think the entire question of shortages must be viewed in perspective. 
The acid test of any logistics system and certainly of ours, is its ability to 
take the field and engage in combat. That ability has been demonstrated in full 
measure during the past six months. 

I want to state categorically that no shortage has impeded our combat 
operations in Southeast Asia, and no shortage has adversely affected the morale or welfare of our men. 

This fact has been attested to by General Westmoreland, our Commander in South Vietnam; by Admiral Sharp, the Commander-in-Chief in the Pacific; by General McConnell, the Chief of Staff of the Air Force; and by General Wheeler, the Chairman of th„e Joint Chiefs; General Greene, the Commandant of the Marine Corps, and General Johnson, the Chief of Staff of the Army, all of whom within the past three months have visited South Vietnam and discussed the situation there with all of our commanders down through the battalion level. 

The buildup of ammunition stocks and production over the past five 
years has placed us in a position where, in the past month, we had 	nne-d 
annual rates of expenditure in Southea„,st po 	munitions, as follows: Over Faz 1, 700,000 bombs; over 4,800,000 2. 75 inch rockets; 88 million rounds of air- to-ix:Lund fire; one billion rounds of small arms fire,i.riaiTatirrreaTiter 
machine guns; over 16 million 40 mm grenades, and over 11 million rounds of 
mortar and artillery fire. 

,V7q P9bM 11 Bur,35\/ 	
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Our consumption in February, this past month, of air-delivered 

munitions alone in South Vietnam,• was two and a half times the average 

monthly rate in the three years of the Korean War, and we are prepared to 

support even higher rates in the months ahead. 

I recognize that the decision not to call up reserve forces, the decision 

not to extend active duty tours, does demand some special effort, some greater 

ingenuity on the part of our military leaders to build up our forces as rapidly 

as they are required. But this task can be accomplished, and it can be accom-

plished while at the same time we preserve our ability to meet contingencies 

elsewhere in the world. 

As a matter of fact, today we have a very substantial central reserve 

of ground forces which we could draw upon to meet contingencies, should they 

arise. Simply by calling up the reserves and extending active duty tours, we 

could make ready for deployment within 90 days, nine additional combat-ready 

division forces. 

We now have a total of about 4,700 tactical aircraft in the active force 

and reserves. Only a fraction of these are deployed to Southeast Asia at this 

time. In an emergency, we could deploy into combat an additional 2,300 

tactical aircraft within 90 days. And we could do this without drawing on 

those presently assigned to Southeast Asia, Korea or Europe. 

It is clear, therefore, that far from overextending ourselves we have 

actually strengthened our military position. Our active duty forces are being 

expanded. Our reserve forces are being strengthened and made more combat-

ready. Our production and lopstics_base is being vastly increased. 

And all of this is being done without calling up the reserves, without 

generally extending tours of duty, without imposing the economic controls 

over wages and prices, profits, materials, which is typical of emergency 
conditions. 

The very fact that we haven't taken these steps means that we still 

have great untapped resources upon which we could call quickly to meet any 

other major contingencies which may confront us in the future. 

I think it is essential that this point be clearly understood by friend 

and foe alike so that there may be no miscalculation as to our capabilities 

to meet our treaty commitments anywhere in the world. 

Now, I would be happy to take your questions. 

(MORE) 
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QUESTION: Mr. Secretary, some of these stories that you talk about here are based in part on an assumption that General Westmoreland has stated a requirement for this calendar year which will add in the neighborhood of 
200, 000 men to our forces in South Vietnam. Has he stated any such require-ments? 

SECRETARY McNAMARA: The President stated last July, I think July 28th, that we would meet Westmoreland's requirements when they were made. We have done so to date. We expect to do so in the future. We have about 215,000 men in South Vietnam at the present time. 

Within the lead time necessary to meet Westmoreland's request we have authorized deployment of an ..asisiLagma1,L04 0004.,  There are no require-ments stated by him beyond that level for the lead time required. 

We expect to be able to meet additional requests as they may come to us this year. As a matter of fact, we have a capability today to deploy forces in Southeast Asia larger in number than those deployed in the Korean area during the Korean War, and do so without calling up the reserves. 

For example, we can deploy to Southeast Asia above the level presently deployed there an additional 21 combat-ready battalions.  by.,.1..9.1y,Ist, should .tios.1.0.12iTnah 	
j42  that become necessary. 

QUESTION: Mr. Secretary, why is it that you nearly always add the phrase, "without calling up the reserves"? What have you got against these men, and why do you want to fight the war with draftees? 

SECRETARY McNAMARA: Obviously, we will be fighting the war 
with draftees whether we call up the reserves or not. We don't have anything against the reserves, as a matter of fact, we value them highly, we are in-creasing their combat readiness, and we are holding them in reserve in the event they become necessary to face any contingency. But, I think it is quite apparent to all of you that the way to build up our strength to the maximum is to hold this reserve. It is a reserve. The very name connotes that. Our reserve, if you will, is greater if we don't call it up than if we do call it up. 

QUESTION: Mr. Secretary, there has been considerable curiosity invoked by the fact that you have refused the Stennis Subcommittee permis-sion to print the final report of the investigation which their men conducted into the Army, and which, according to the interim report, alleged that the readiness of the Army had been compromised by the impact of Vietnam. 

Will you now, in view of this very optimistic report which you have presented us today -- will you agree to permit publication of the Stennis 
report? 

(MORE) 
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SECRETARY McNAMARA: I haven't refused permission to the Committee to print the report. As a matter of fact, I haven't seen the staff report. I under-stand they passed it through our security review which is normal and then decided not to publish it. 

If they choose to publish it in an unclassified form, we would have no cbjection. 

QUESTION: Sir, they say it is the Pentagon that refused permission. 

SECRETARY McNAMARA: All I can tell you is that no one has asked me for permission to publish it. We have no authority to refuse them persmission t o publish an unclassified report, and haven't done so. 

QUESTION: Mr. Secretary, is it not true that despite the buildup of large reserves, the best trained, best equipped and most mobile American units have been now absorbed by the Vietnam crisis so that the strategic mobility of the United States forces has diminished? 

SECRETARY McNAMARA: Let me answer your question. Where are you from? 

QUESTION: From Germany. 

I

SECRETARY McNAMARA: It is absolutely not true and you are the first  that  ought to know it. I am sick and tired of having implications made that we have drawn down the forces in Western Europe when we haven't. The Seventh Army has been, is today, and in the future will be, the most combat ready Army in the world. It will not be affected in that respect by our operations in Southeast Asia. The first people that ought to know that are the Germans. 

CIUE'.STION: In a few minor items you have issued defense rated orders for certa;_n minor items. Do you expect an increase in these orders? 

SECRETARY McNAMARA: I can't answer your question except generally. I see no serious restriction on the civilian economy as a result of defense pro-duction and the very substantial changes that will occur in it, the very substan-tial increases that will occur in it, as our buildup continues. I think to put this in perspective it is important to think of our total defense budget as a per-centage of Gross National Product. 

Many of you are familiar with these figures. I will just summarize them for you briefly. In Fiscal '66, the current fiscal year, we expect to expend about $54 billion, or a few hundred million above that level. In fiscal 
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'67, the next fiscal year, our budget calls for $58. 2 billion, I believe. 

These are respectively 7. 7 and 7. 8 percent of Gross National Product. 
Those figures, that is to say, the Defense Budgets for '66 and '67, in relation 
to our income, are lower than in any one of the five years, 1960, '61, '62, '63, 
'64. This is very hard to believe, particularly when one recognizes the sub-
stantial increases in our defense expenditures in '66 and '67. But it is a 
reflection of the tremendous foundation which we have had in combat readiness, 
in inventories, in equipment, to move and supply the 300, 000 men now deployed 
to Southeast Asia, and it is an indication, in answer to your question, that the 
demand on our civilian economy will not be great. 

In this respect, the situation is quite different from that at the time of 
Korea. You may remember that the Defense Budget increased threefold in 
relation to the national income, running from roughly 4 percent of Gross 
National Product to something on the order of 14 percent in about 24 months. 

In the same 24 months period here, say from 1964 to '66, the Defense 
Budget actually went down as a percentage of Gross National Product, from 
something on the order of 8.1 percent to 7. 7 or 7. 8. This is a reflection, 
as I say, both of the readiness of our military department and also of the very 
rapid expansion in our total economy. 

QUESTION: Mr. Secretary, it is alleged that you have a certain 
doctrine relating to Communist China, and this doctrine is not necessarily 
in agreement with the view of many of our closest allies. Can you tell us what 
you believe China's intentions to be? 

SECRETARY McNAMARA: Let me say I think this is a very important 
question that I would like to answer but not today. If you will hold that, we 
will meet shortly and get into that. 

QUESTION: Mr. Secretary, a two-part question on the shipping back-
log which you referred to in your statement: 

As I remember correctly from earlier Congressional testimony, they 
mentioned the acceptable backlog as something in the neighborhood of 59 ships 
and you have lowered it to 41. Secondly, I assume the 41 is only military ships. 

SECRETARY McNAMARA: Yes, first, let me say this: We had about 
122 ships being unloaded, awaiting unloading, or being held in holding ports, 
say in the Philippines, relating to the Southeast Asia operations in November. 

(MORE) 
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That 122 dropped to something on the order of 41 or 44 at the end of February. It is actually a little lower today. At the level of tonnage that we 
were moving there in January and early February, we thought somewhere around 59 was normal. 

I think now that we have gotten below the level, we would have to say 
that we can operate with a lesser number. So whether you call it 59 or 45, the point is we are, for all practical purposes, at normal today. 

Theag.i.j.4,ures are for wilktaxy...cargg ships only. In addition to that, 
there are ships carrying AID cargo, economic aid cargo, and commercial 
cargo. 

Cy, do you remember how many there are? 

SECRETARY VANCE: No, I do not. 

SECRETARY McNAMARA: I will check this later, but I think the total is on the order of 80-odd for all types of ships being unloaded or awaiting 
unloading in South Vietnamese ports, of which 80-some, 41 are military. For all practical purposes we have no shipping problem. 

QUESTION: Mr. Secretary, I thought the earlier question was about 
the nation's strategic flexibility rather than the forces in Europe, but in any 
event mine is. How many combat ready divisions do we have inside the United States today? 

SECRETARY McNAMARA: I simply want to tell you that we can move 21 battalions to Southeast Asia by July 1 if required to do so, and I don't know t hat we will be required to do so, and we can move or deploy 9 additional 
division forces on 90 days' notice. 

QUESTION: Those are reserves? 

SECRETARY McNAMARA: They are not all reserves. Let me go back and say that the 21 battalions can be moved from the active force without call of reserve, and the 9 divisions moved in 90 days would include -- what, 5 di-visions from reserve and guard forces? 

SECRETARY VANCE: Five from guard and reserve. 

QUESTION: Mr. Secretary, you say in your statement there should be no miscalculation of our capabilities to meet our commitments anywhere in the 
world. Yet the newspaper articles and criticism you get on the Hill seems to shaw„4„cextain miscalculation here in this country. The first question -- .rt+4,0 

Q4."'.4. 	• IT* • 
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SECRETARY McNAMARA: If there is, I think we are at fault and that 
is what I am trying to clear up today. 

QUESTION: Why, is it the fault of the Pentagon in not releasing this 
information, or is it a personal feud against you? 

i

SECRETARY McNAMARA: No, certainly not the latter. I think it is 
a fault in our method of explaining it. We have not made clear why we are doing 
what we are doing, which is quite different than what has ever been done before 
in any major war carried on by any major power in history. 

We haven't made clear why we are doing what we are doing, and we 
haven't made clear what the effect of it is. Why we are doing what we are doing, 
which is not to call up reserves, is to preserve this untapped power available 
to meet further contingencies, and the effect of what we are doing is to give 
L3.&.+ _much greater capability for meetir_contingtacies4  for fulfilling our •..  
treaty commitinefin;rairanyone has heretofore realized. 

And, in particular, we want to minimize the load on our nation, on our 
economy, while maximizing our response to General Westmoreland and the 
requirements of the situation in Southeast Asia. 

We think we can do that by this device. I have told you before that 
calling reserves not only reduces, if you will, the untapped contingency 
allowance that we have to meet other commitments as they may arise, because 
it shifts reserves into the active force, but it also is, in a sense, a perishable 
asset. 

The law under which we called the reserves to active duty in 1961 
required that we return them to civilian life at the end of a year. Even if 
that law were to be changed -- and I think perhaps if we were to call reserves 
in the future we could obtain a law that would give us a longer period of time 
of such reserves on active duty -- even if it were to be changed, they are still 

Fl a perishable asset. 

As Mr. Vance pointed out yesterday when we were discussing this, if 
reserves are called up and later returned, after their return their combat 
readiness is far less than if they had never been called. 

So for both reasons, assuming we can meet the requirements, and 
that is our basic assumption and plan, of Westmoreland, without calling 
reserves, we are well advised not to do so. 

That is why we are not doing it. The result of not doing it is, as I suggest, 
to give us a greater capability to meet commitments elsewhere in the world. 

MORE) 
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QUESTION: Why in this general discussion of conventional forces 
have you included a paragraph restating our nuclear capability? 

SECRETARY McNAMARA: I didn't want you or others to overlook the 
fact that we were caatixauing to increase our riiicWO-r, inventories at the same 
time that we had put this emphasis on conventional forces. 

Sometimes we, ourselves, fail to emphasize that these forces are 
not in competition, one with the other. One compliments the other. Both 
are required. We are taking steps to insure that the strength of both is 
increased. 

I think I mentioned here that in the past five years we have increased 
the total inventory of nuclear warileads„,a.15"1"1710 	t. We have-rn-c-reas'dd 
the number of waiheaTril.  our strategic alert force§.4A?,4,,.-tp.ta_Lof 300 percent - 

.....914wartt Vas in Ici61777e-Tav-e—TIZTras-e—rtil e number of tactical ta.1MT.Trir 
nuclear warheads on the side of Western Europe about 100 percent during that 
period of time. 	1 ,406.  

QUESTION: You mentioned in the answer before last that this is 
different than any major war in history. Does that mean that the Administration 
now views Vietnam as a major war? 

SECRETARY McNAMARA: Well, you can make your own definition 
of it. We have 300,000 men deployed out there at the present time in South-
east Asia. 

QUESTION: Mr. McNamara, after the nine divisiongthat you can deploy, 
as you say, what do you have left available for other commitments around the 
world? 

SECRETARY McNAMARA: We have other divisions that are coming 
along, that will be deployable after the nine are deployed. It would be ex-
tremely difficult for us, if we had 19 divisions, to deploy them in 90 days. 

Just the movement of that tremendous number of men and equipment, 
recognizing each one of these divisions has a division size of...494.000 men or 
so, so we are talking about moving 350,000 men in 90 days. We W.Si.ad have 
difficulty in moving • • 

So the others are coming along on a schedule beyond that. I simply 
chose a particular point in time. I have given you more information today 
of a classified character than I hav'JZ7/-"ei- --di"sclosed before and do 1..tpim ly 

 "rtitir41 	 gr aF::'"i--T-  -- 7"---r t6" 	iqiTt 	u 	i:z TI,: 7 icacr ake 	s 	s 

t. 
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capability to fulfill its treaty commitments. 

I can't imagine anything more dangerous than for either we ourselves 
or our potential foes to misunderstand the force we have available and the 
will we hallo apply it. 

QUESTION: Mr. Secretary, on the question of readiness, some of this 
hasn't been casual comment. Senator Stennis has conducted rather an extensive 
investigation, I am told, and he has constantly said that we are taking it out of 
the hide of the divisions here and in Europe to take care of Vietnam. I wouldn't 
think that would be casual. 

Apparently there are some other people in the Senate Preparedness 
Subcommittee who have a similar viewpoint. 

Do you think they are wrong? Are these people just pipedreaming? 

SECRETARY McNAMARA: I don't know what it means to say we have 
been taking it out of the hide. All I can tell you is (A) - we have met West-
moreland's request. (B) - We are operating at a very high rate today in 
Vietnam. I mentioned to you that in the month: of February, the month 
just completed, we delivered in airborne ordnance alone two and a half times 
the level of expenditure of airborne ordnance in terms of tonnage that we did 
in the average month of the Korean War. (C) - That we have a capability to do 
far more than we have, that we can, should the need arise, and I don't know 
that it will arise, send 21 additional combat battalions from the active force with-
out calling up the reserve to Vietnam by the end of June. (D) - That we have a 
capability to meet our treaty commitments elsewhere in the world, demon-
strated by an ability to deploy 9 combat ready divisions, a force of perhaps 
350, 000 men in 90 days, and an additional 2300 aircraft, tactical aircraft, 
should that be required. 

QUESTION: Mr. Secretary, those are very interesting figures, but 
you -- 

SECRETARY McNAMARA: They are not only interesting. 

QUESTION: This doesn't get to the point at all. 

SECRETARY M 
ility I have is co 

to misunderstand that. 

cNAMARA: It does get to the point, The only respon- 40...04 .e.Aligle,„ss. We have got it, and I doerwa.nt anybody 
These figures demonstrate it. Next question. 
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QUESTION: Do you feel -- 

SECRETARY McNAMARA: I'm not getting into an argument here. 

Next question. 

QUESTION: Mr. Secretary, in comparison to the 700, 000 tons which 
you say you are now shipping into Vietnam, whatdri.L9u7st7nalitrialg the 
monthly logistical requirements of the Viet Corisforces? 

SECRETARY McNAMARA: Presumably, first in terms of tonnage 
from outside the country? 

QUESTION: Yes. 

SECRETARY McNAMARA: I can't give you a very accurate figure. 
They are very small indeed. It has been said that during 1965 they may have 
run between 12 and 30 tons a day. Surely they areTillIttrilitrrlirZtrItn-biii. 

The forces have increased. They presumably are planning on increasing 
the rate of activity of those forces, so it is higher than that. But how much it 
is, I can't really estimate accurately, but it is relatively small compared to 
our requirements. These figures I have given you are for external tonnage. 

of course, the 	uire 	er supplies, which they e  obtain from ocal sources in 50u4 

QUESTION: Mr. Secretary, can you tell us in round numbers how 
many of the 215, 000 men in Vietnam are front line combat troops? 

SECRETARY McNAMARA: There are maneuver battalions, which is 
only one category of front line troops, of 43 at the present time, as I recall, 
There are 700 tactical aircraft, I believe, deployed, including the Naval 
forces off the shore. 

In addition to that, there are artillery battalions, I have forgotten the 
number, I think on the order of 20 at the present time, and additional combat 
forces. I really can't give you an actual statement in terms of numbers. 

QUESTION: Mr. Secretary, do the annual consumption rate and 
inventory figures for the 2.75 inch helicopter rocket mean that in June 
we will have only a one month supply? 

SECRETARY McNAMARA: I can't answer the question. I will be 
happy to check for you afterwards. 
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QUESTION: It is in this sheet right here. 

SECRETARY McNAMARA: No. The answer is no. Because that sheet 
doesn't show the rate of production. I will be happy to get for you the rate of 
production and give it to you. 

The fact is ••- maybe I have it here. Well, it is rising to .11,944,94(4,a 
nontA  I don't know exactly what it is in _Tune, but it is very high. You take 
the production plus the inventory and compare that with the consumption. 

QUESTION: Mr. Secretary -- 

SECRETARY McNAMARA: Let some other people have a question. 

QUESTION: I only had one and you don't seem to want to answer. 

SECRETARY McNAMARA: I have answered three of yours. Let 
Mr. Roberts have a question. 

QUESTION: Mr. Secretary, against this backdrop of power, would 
you tell us how you hink the war is goin right now? 

SECRETARY McNAMARA: I want to 	i t:111.6,,CAMALFZI:CllliP S  5 of our forces, if I may. I will simply say on that one subject that it appears that 
the Viet Cong orces were planning offensive' attacks in the last six to eight 
weeks in several different areas of the country. 

All of the intelligence information indicates that. And which offensive 
attacks were spoiled by the offenses cat-lied out by the South Vietnamese forces 
and Westmoreland's forces. 

QUESTION: Mr. Secretary, last Friday night, Senator Stennis --

SECRETARY McNAMARA: Let me simply say --

QUESTION: -- said -- 

SECRETARY McNAMARA: Look, if you are not going to maintain order, 
will you please leave? 

QUESTION: No. 

SECRETARY McNAMARA: There are others who want to ask questions. 
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QUESTION: I want to ask you a question. 

SECRETARY McNAMARA: You have asked three. 

QUESTION: You dodged it three times. 

SECRETARY McNAMARA: I will take other questions. 

0 

	

QUESTION: ou seem to dodge everything, Mr. Secretary. 	A 

SECRETARY McNAMARA: I unfortunately haven't been able to dodge '. 
all the rocks you have thrown at me for five years. 

Go ahead. 

QUESTION: Sir, is the air field construction program in Vietnam 
such that we could deploy 2,300 aircraft by 1 July? 

SECRETARY McNAMARA: No, we couldn't put 2,300 in Vietnam, 
certainly not, nor is there any requirement for it. But should contingencies 
arise elsewhere in the world we could deploy 2,300 in those contingencies. 

There is no possible requirement for that number in Vietnam. 

QUESTION: Mr. Secretary, these battalions that you say you can 
now deploy, are these battalions that now have a training assignment? 

SECRETARY McNAMARA: No. 

QUESTION: These are battalions that don't have any training assignment 
and you can just send them off? 

SECRETARY McNAMARA: That is correct. These are battalions that 
do not have a training assignment, that can be moved to South Vietnam should 
that be necessary. I don't want to over-emphasize this 21 in relation to South 
Vietnam, because it is not likely in my opinion that that number would be 

gersaar ■•,.,,qP .1` 	 • . required there by that date. 
orminia-  awfmts,“olgo 

QUESTION: And the other question: It is very difficult for some of 
us to rationalize the stories we get on national security affairs because so 
much of it is classified and only on occasion do you come out and declassify 
some of that material. 
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SECRETARY McNAMARA: I know that. 

QUESTION: Could you explain why, if you have read Mr. Stennis' 
speech, why it is possible for him to suggest that there are serious shortages 
or possible shortages and at the same time for you to come out with this 
material which flatly states there aren't, and yet he sees classified material, 
he has been a Senator dealing with this material for a long, long time. The 
rest of us are sort of in a box on this. 

SECRETARY McNAMARA: I think the answer is that we are meeting 
these requirements differently than they have ever been met before. I pointed 
out to you earlier the comparison between today and the Korean War, 

In Korea, 700,000 men were called from the reserves to support a 
deployment less than we can support from the active force today without any 
call up of the reserves. The defense budget as percentage of Gross National 
Product was trebled. War time controls were put into effect, wage controls, 
price controls, profit controls, material controls. A limited mobilization 
took place. 

None of that has developed here. The fact that it hasn't puts the burden 
of proof on us to show that it isn't required. To carry on as we have does put 
strain on the Department. There is no question about this. We have to develop 
new methods to meet problems for which we had old answers. Old answers 
were not applying. These new methods do require changes in procedures, 
changes in policies, changes in habits and thought. 

But they do leave us with more strength than would otherwise be 
the case. They place less burden on the nation, less burden on our economy, 
less burden in a very real sense on the military department. 

But it is this difference of approach that has led to some of these 
differences of opinions and differences of conclusions, actually, as to where 
we stand today. 

But I want to emphasize that these statements I have made today are 
supported by the Services, they are supported by the senior military and 
civilian leaders of this Department. And I41p.lwa&tgleave any mi.scon-
GeaLion in the minds of anyone as to our raillte.a ca abilities. 

We are not militarily over-extend ed, we are prepared to fulfill our 
)treaty commitments. We have treaty commitments with some 40 nations 

is  throughout the world. We are prepared to fulfill them. 

(MORE) 
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Two more questions and I think we go over our time, 

QUESTION: Mr. Secretary, if you sent all the 21 battalions to Vietnam, 
how many men would you be sending? 

SECRETARY McNAMARA: About -- that is a battalion force. 

QUESTION: Is that equivalent to two divisions? 

SECRETARY McNAMARA: No, it is more than that. Many of these 
are reinforced Marine battalions. Let me give you a figure afterwards. I 
don't want to give it offhand. 

QUESTION: A short question. You do not mention Admiral McDonald 
among the people who have indicated there is no impairment, and the omission 
is significant. 

SECRETARY McNAMARA: Let me ask Cy. He talked to the Chiefs. 

SECRETARY VANCE: As it states in the statement, itself, it is a list 
of those who have attested to this fact publicly. 

QUESTION: The fact that he hasn't attested means what? 

SECRETARY VANCE: You draw no conclusions from that. 

S ECRETARY McNAMARA: I don't think there is any conclusion from 
it. 

QUESTION: Mr. Secretary? 

SECRETARY McNAMARA: This is the last question. Go ahead. 

QUESTION: I hate to waste the last question this way, but I do need to 
get this figure. If you deployed more than you had in Korea, how many would 
that be? I am unable to find out how many we had in Korea . 

SECRETARY McNAMARA: How many we had in Korea? 

QUESTION: At the peak, I suppose. 

SECRETARY McNAMARA: The peals jn Korea that I used in comparison 
with this was over 31,000. I've forgotten what it was. Cy sa s 305, 000. 

(MORE) 



16. 

SECRETARY VANCE: Total ground forces. Total ground force was 305,000 and total air force 46,000. 

SECRETARY McNAMARA: The total of all Services was 350,000 or something like that. Anyhow, the figure I used was about 350. Over that. Without calling from the reserves. 

QUESTION: And you are now authorizing an increase to 235,000 is that correct ?  

SECRETARY. McNAMARA: We have 215,000 there. We have authorized an additional 20,000 for movements. 

QUESTION: Thank you, sir. 

SECRETARY McNAMARA: Let me just say one further word, fellows. We are a peculiar people. We should be proud of fulfilling our commitments. We should be proud of the support we are providing to a brave people who are fighting for their freedom. We should be proud of a unique military accom-plishment. 

As I said, no nation in history has accomplished what we have, deploying 300,000 people, 10,000 miles away, without a call of reserves, without controlling our economy. We ut over 1994.909.0tga.,lheix.#0.14.440.414.§. We should be proud of that. We sriourd'Srarmd of the leadership that our military commanders are giving to our forces. 

I don't think any army in history has been more magnificently led than that commanded by Westmoreland. And I mean not only Westmoreland himself, but all of the leaders, right down into the battalion levels, right down through the noncommissioned officer ranks. 

We should be proud of the gallantry of our men. We should be proud of the restraint that our Commander-in-Chief is using in applying what is an almost unlimited military power. 

Instead, we seem to take a masochistic pleasure in flailing ourselves with imaginary weaknesses. I have tried to destroy some of those today. 

Thanks very much. 

-END - 


