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The motion to lay on the table was
agred to. ' . o
. AMENDMENT, NO, 1378 °

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under the
previous order, the Senate will now pro-
ceed to the consideration of amendment
No. 1378, by the distinguished Senator
from Minhesota (Mr, HumpHREY), which
the clerk will report.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to read the amendment.

Mr, HUMPHREY, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Without

- objection, it Is so ordered; and, without

objection, the amendment will be printed
in the RECORD. .

The amendment is as follows:

On page 17, between lines 20 and 21, Insert
8 new section as follows: '

Sec, 703. Notwithstanding any other pro=
vision of law, no funds appropriated pursuant
to this or any other Act may be used for the
purpose of carrying out research, testing,
and/or evaluation of poisonous gases, radlo=
active materials, polsonous chemicals, blo-
logical, or chemical warfare agents upon dogs,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Time for
debate on this amendment shall be lim-
ited to 30 minutes, to be equally divided
between and controlled by the mover of
the amendment and the manager of
the bill. - '

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yleld mysell such
time as I may neéed. '

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order, Sénators will take
their seats or retire to the cloakroom for
their conversations. The Senator will not
procéed untll the Senate is in order.

Mr. BUMPHREY. Mr. President, I

"discussed this amendment yesterday. I

want to be sure that the Department of
Defense and its related departments or
agencles do not engagé in the use of dogs
for carrying out research, testing, and
evaluation of poisonous gases, radioac-
tive materials, poisonous chemicals, bio-
logleal or‘chemical warfare agents. That
is the whole purpose of this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate is not in order. The Senator from

_Minnesota is entitled to be heard. The

Chair asks the indulgence of Senators.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, be-
cause I want to make sure that this
amendment is specific and is directed to-
ward the Departmernit of Defense, as it
relates to the use of dogs in the testing
of poisonous gases, radioactive materials,

poisonous chemicals, and biological or .

germ warfare agents. I want to change
my amendinent very simply, by making
sure that it applies directly to this act.
Therefore, on line 2 I would say:

_ Mo funds appropristed pursuant to this Act
may be used for the purpose of carrying out
research, testing . . .

I so modify the amendment. '

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chalir advises the Senator that inasmuch
ag the yeas and nays have been ordered,
unanimous c¢onfent is required.

Mr. HUMPHREY, I ask unanimous
consend. e ‘
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chalr hears none, and it
is 50 ordered.’

The modified amendment is as follows:

P )

On page 17, between lines 20 and 21, Insert
a new section as follows:

SEC. 703. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, no funds appropriated pursuant
to this Act may be used for the purpose of
carrying out researchi, testing, and/or evalua~
tion of poisonous gases, radloactive materials,
polsonous chemicals, blological, or chemical
warfare agents upon dogs. .

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the
purpose of that is for clarity. We are
not trying In this proposal to move in
on the National Science Foundation, in
its normal research work, or the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare.

I wonder what the arguments are
against this particular proposal. The ar-
guments are, of course, that if the Hum-
phrey amendment, known as the beagle
amendment, passes, 1t will restrict re-
search, and it will complicate the prob-
lems of the Department of Defense on
ascertaining how much, for example, an
individual or man can take in a sub-
marine: how much bad air; how much
polluted air.

Mr. President, I say all of that is not
relevant because if the Department of
Defense wants to make tests as to the
effect of poisonous gases, radioactive ma~
terials, poisonous chemicals, biological,
or germ warfare agents, there are plenty
of other animals.they could use such as
rates and mice.

I do not believe any Member of this
body wants to see the Department of
Defense advertise, a5 1t has recently, for
450 beagle puppies for the purpose of
testing polsonous gases, radloactive ma-
terials, poisonous chemicals, biological
or germ warfare agents.

I, for one, am trying to save the De-
partment of Defense from a little more
bad publicity. I 2iope they were mistaken
in that original advertisement. This
amendment really is the result of con-
versations I have had with the distin-
guished Senator from Washington (Mr.
MAGNUSON) , who long has been interested
in this kind of legislation. The Senator
from Washington was not on the floor
yesterday when I proposed this amend-
ment, so I ask unanimous consent that
his name be added as a principal co-
sponsor of the amendment, along with
the Senator from Kansas (Mr. DoLe),
and the Senator from West Virginia (M7,
RANDOLPH).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HUMPHREY. These Senators all
have given serious consideration to this
proposal.

Mr. President, the amendment before
us addresses the question of the cruel
testing by the Department of Defense
of poisonous gases, germ warfare agents,
nerve gas, biological warfare agents,
poisonous chemicals, and radicactive ma=
terials on dogs. )

As T pointed out to my colleagues late
yesterday afternoon upon introduction of
this amendment, the military branches
have been insensitive to the hue and

¢ry in this country against their con- -

tinued use of dogs in test gas programs.
The DOD has used dogs extensively and
currently is using dogs in the evaluation
of the toxicity and disabling nature of
polsonous gas. The DOD needs some di-
rection in its use of dogs in an experi-
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mentation program. My  amendment
gives it that direction. It prohibits the
use of dogs in all such deadly and cruel
experimentation. T

Mr. President, I find the polson gas
experiments by the DOD on dogs—orn
man’s best friend—reprehensible.

It 1s one thing to do legitimate medi-
cal research on rats and rabbits, but it
1s quite another thing to use dogs, to
use beagle puppies, in the testing of
poisonous nerve gas and radioactive ma~
geria,l,and other deadly agents of war-

are.

I want to remind my colleagues in the
Senate of the moving words of Senator
George G. Vest, who served in the Sen-
ate in the late 1800’s to 1903:

“The one absolutely unselfish friend that
man can have in this selfish world, the one
that never deserts him, the one that never
proves wungrateful or treacherous, Is his
dog . . . He will kiss the hand that has no
food to offer. ... When all other friends
desert, he remains.

T introduce this amendment not only
to protect our dogs, which are so close
to our hearts, but also with earnest con-
cern for the provisions of the Geneva
Protocol of 1925 which prohibits the
use of asphyxiating, poisonous, or other
gases, In war, and the use of bacteriolog-
ical methods of warfare.

I am the author of Senate Resolution
48 which calls for the Senate to support
a broad interpretation of the Geneva
protocol. In so doing my resolution rec-
ommends that the United States be will~
ing, on the basis of reciprocity, to re-
frain from the use in war of all toxic
chemical weapons whether directed
against man, animals, or plants.

The amendment which we are consid-
ering today is in the context of my con-
cern that we prohibit the development
and use of all chemical and biological
weapons whether directed against man
or man’s best friend. .

The DOD currently is testing poisonous
gases on beagles and it will continue to
do so unless we prohibit such a heartless
practice.

Senators have been calling the Depart-
ment of Defense, editors have been writ-
ing editorials, doctors have been pro-
testing, but the Department of Deiense
just goes willy-nilly on its way with its
deadly research on dogs.

As I indicated earlier, the U.S. Army’s
Edgewood Arsenal in Maryland currently
is advertising for 450 beagle puppies to
be used to test poisonous chemicals and
gases. We must stop the appalling suf-
fering which the dogs must experience
in these DOD experiments.

If my colleagues were able fto read
the sclentific description of some of these
experiments from the American Hygiene
Journal, which appeared in the REcorp
yesterday, I am sure they will want to
stop these devastatingly cruel experi-
ments by supporting my amendment. I
urge 1ts adoption.

Mr. President, before anything further
is sald about it, there is not one bit of
necessary research that would be in-
hibited by this amendment. Not one bit
of research has to be done on dogs in
connection with polsonous gases, radio-
active materlals, polsonous chemicals,
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In summary, our foreign in%elligence
service arises out of an act of Tongress
and all of its agtivities are clogely scru-
tinized by a number of representative
membérs of both the Senate_and the
House of Representatives. Thig is how
we have Tesolved the balaghce between
the needs of &n open society _and the
needs for a secret forelgn infelligence
service. I certainly do not think that
this is the time to unbalange the situa-
tion as I am confident enactment of the
proposed amendment would do,

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I thank
the Senafor. I am sorry I do pot have
more time, but I am glad to yield a min-
ute to the Senator from Virginia.

Mr. WILLIAM L. SCOTT. Mr. Presi-
dent, I merely want to join with my col-
leagues on the Armed Services Commit-
tee in opposing this amendment, We are
all proud of the open soclety of which we
are a part, but There is a time when we
must keep some of our infelligence se-
cret, and I would urge my colleagues, in
the interest of the country, to defeat this
amendment. ,

' The  PRESIDING OFFICER. Who .

ylelds time? P ) - .

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, how

much time does the opposition have
" remaining? I might haye misunderstood
the Chalr. )

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The op-
position has 9 minutes. The proponents
have 54, ) . .

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield
3 minutes to the Senator from North
Dakota. . B -

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, I rise to
oppose the amehdment.

I see no objection to every Mémber of
the Senate knowying exactly haw much
money Is spent for intelligence, and Sen-
ators can get that information now if
they want it. It cannot be made public

though, But as one who has served for

many years on _this five-memhgr Sub-
commitiee on Intelligence Appropria-
tions and Oversight I can see great dan-
ger In having to publicize the amount of
money that can be spent for intelligence
purposes, ‘

Let me give a good example. During
World War II, President Roosevelt spent
some $4.5 billion, as nearly as I am able
to ascertain, to develop the atomic bomb.,
That was probably the best kepd secret
this country ever had. It was g gogd thing
It was, because the Germans had the
know-how, and if they had knpwn we
were developing an atomic. bomb, they
could probably have developed pne be-
fore us. I understand only five or six
Members of Congress knew of that de-
velopment. Even Vice President Truman
did not know it until he became Presi-
dent. If the bomb had not worked, Presi-
dent Roosevelt might have been, Suhject
to impéachment. for spending sp much
money without being authorized to do
80. : :

Also, during World War I, a German
named Richard Sorge became a Russian
Communist spy. He found ouf from
Japan that they had no intention of
sttacking Russia, but were going to move
south, and as & result, the Russians were
able to remove thelr crack troops from
the Far East and win the war against
Germany.

i i
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.. Our problem with the removing of the
Russian missiles fram Cuba posed a real
Gritical situation. What was not gen-
erally known ab that time was that a
high ranking Russian G.R.U. intelligence
agent named Oleg Penkoysky had turned
against the Communists, and he was
supplying information, quite accurate as
it turned -qut, as to how far the Russians
would go. If anyone wants to read some-
thing interesting on intelligence gpera-
tlons. The Penkovsky Papers is the most
interesting book on the subject I have
ever read. .

. I know there is great interest in the
public knowing .everything possible, but
Ithink there are some things that should
be kept secret for our own security.

.Mr. STENNIS, That is a fine state-
.Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, since
this is my amendment, I prefer that the
dpposition, make whatever statements
they want fo make. I intend to speak only
another mirute or so, and then I shall
vield back the remainder of my time,
which is 54 minutes.

_Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, If the
Senator will conclude in 1 minute, I will
vleld back the rest of my time right now,
and that will conclude the debate.

Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr. President, with
all deference to my colleagues, I think
this amendment has been very badly mis-
interpreted. It would not give away any

. seerets or expose any of the secret work-

ings of the CIA. All it would do is provide
one overall figure, of what our intelli-
gence operations in total cost.

There has been not one example dur-
ing the debate of how this figure could
do us any damage; not one. Elow it would
help the Russians is beyond me. If they
inquire as to what the figure means, ob-
viously they get no answer. But Mem-
bers of the Senate or the House of Rep-
resentatives, on the basis of this figure,
ceuld inquire if the total is increasing or
decreasing, or determine whether they
think it is too hig or too small. I point out
that it might very well be too small.

Finally, Mr. President, this proposal
is:not based on something that came
from my mind, by any mesns. This is
based on the recommendation of a bi-
partisan committee of Democrats and
Republicans, headed by the majority
leader and the minority leader, who rec~
ommended that the release of this lim-
ited information will be useful to the
Senate in malntaining the necessary
support of our intelligence operations.

I just cannot understand how Mem-
bérs of the Senate could be afraid of a
lttle knowledze of a little information on
the basis of which inquiry could priv-
ately be made, so we could see whether
or-not these enormous sums are being
spent wisely. Now we do not know wheth-
er it is $1 billton, $5 billion, $10 billion,
or what it 1s. We do not kncw whether
the amount is going up or down. It has
been indicated by the chairraan of the
Appropriations Committee that the
amount has been fairly stable, and per-
haps has declined in the last year or
so. This is very useful to know. It seems
to.me that we have a right to know
how much 'is involved and a duty to
know, and & duty to act on the infor-
mation,
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Mr. President, I am prepared to vield
back the remainder of my time, if the
opposition is prepared $o yield back its
time.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I am
glad to yield back the remainder of my

_time.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

The - PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Hasxerr). All remaining time having
been yielded back, the question is on
agreeing to the amendment <No. 1369
of the Senator from Wiscensin (Mr.
PROXMIRE). ’

On this questien, the yeag and nays
have been orderéd, and the clerk will
call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk callec!
the roll.

Mr. ROBERT €. BYRD. T announce
that the Senator from California ¢(Mr.
CransTon), the Senator from Arkansas
(Mr. FULBRIGHT), the Senator from
Indiana (Mr, HARTKE) , the Semator from
Kentucky (Mr. HupbpLEsTON), the Sen-
ator from Hawali (Mr. INouvEe), the
Senator from Massachusetts (Mr, Ken-
NEDY), the Senator from Wtah Mr.
Moss), the Senafor from Alabama (Mr
SearkMaN), and the Senmator from Cali-
fornia (Mr. TumMNEY) ‘are #$ecessarily
absent.

I also announce that the Sehator from
Missouri (Mr, SymIncTON) is absent be-
cause of illness.

Mr. GRIFFIN. ‘I announce that the
Senator from Oklghoma (Mr. BELLMON)
and the Senator from Oregon (Mr.
Packwoop) are necessarily absent.

The result was. announced—yeas 33,
nays 55, as follows:

[No., 224 Leg.]
YEAS—33
Abourezk Halfiéld Musgkie
Baker Hathaway Nelson
Bayh Hughes Pell
Case Javitg Progmire
Church Magnruson Randolph
Clark Mansfield Ribicoff
Cook Mathias Schweiker
Eagleton McGavern Stafford
Gravel Metcalf Stesenson
Hart Metzenbaum  Welcker
Haskell Mondsale Willtams
NAYS—55

Aiken Dole McClure
Allen Domenicl McGee
Bartlett Dominick Mcoluntyre
Beall Fastland Montoya
Bennett Ervin Nunn
Bentsen Fannin Pastore
Bible ,Fong Pearson
Biden " Goldwater Percy
Brock Grifin Roth
Brooke Gurney Scott, Hugh
Buckley Hansen Scott,
Burdick Helma William L.
Byrd, Hollings Stemnis

Harry F., Jr. Hruska Stevens
Byrd, Robert C. Humphrey Taft
Cahnon Jackson Talmadge
Chiles Johnston Thurmond
Cotton Long Towkr
Curtis McClellan Yousng

NOT VOTING-—12

Bellmon Huddlgston . Packwood
Cranston Inouye Sparfman
Fulbright Rennady Symimgton
Hartke Moss Tungey

So Mr. Proxmire’'s amendmient (No.
1369) was rejected. )

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was rejected. &

Mr. McINTYRE. I move to lay that
motion on hte table.
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" ices Committee of the Senate, the Appro-

priations Committee of the Senate, the
Armed Services Committee of the House,
the Appropriations Committee of the
House. So there Is nothing hidden, It Is
disclosed. It just not disclosed to any-
body. If any particular Senator wants
this information, he ¢an get it from these
commitiees on a classified basis.

It should be classified. This information
should not he made public. Those who
passed a law of Congress in 1949, I think,
were very far-sighted when they pro-
vided that such information would not
ke made public. o o

I do not know of any objection that
has been made to_the way these four
committees have handled this informa-
tion, So far as I know, the four commit-
tees In Congress have done a good job
handling this information.

If we reveal this information to the
public generally it will simply aid our
enemies. We cannot get around that.
There is no doubt about it. It will reveal
the size of our activities that the CIA
is engaged in. It will reveal not only the
size bub also the trends, because some

. year it may go up, some year it may go

down, Then that will indicate to our
enemies what we are doing. It will indi-
cate whether we are Increasing our in-
telligence activiites; whether we are re-
ducing our intelligence activities. Then
the effort will be made to know where, In

_what country.

Another thing: In dealing with foreign
nations this could be a sensitive matter.
Our relations could be affected because if
we make this information available then

"there Is going to be the desire on the part

of somebody to know how much of it is
being spent in this country, how much
is being spent in that country. This is a
sensitive question that might bring about
some 1]l will in our foreign relations.

No country in the world reveals this
informiation to the public. Why should we
do it in the United States? Why should
we tell our enemies the size of our ex-
penditures in collecting information
which we need to preserve this form of
government and protect the people of
the United States.

This would be an opening wedge for
intelligence details. Once .the total
amount 1s revealed there will be the

strenuous effort to collect the details.

There will be a strenuous effort to col-
lect the sources of information, the
methods of collecting information, who
;s; engaged in this, and how they go about

Further, I know of no clamor from the
public. If the Senator from Wisconsin
knows of any clamor from the public to
divulge figures here that will hurt our
country and help the énemy, I do not
know about it.

Mr. President, I may say, further, that
it has been referred to here that Dr.
Schlesinger does not seem to object fo
the amendment, and that Mr. Colby does
not object to it. T belleve the Senator
from Wisconsin made some such state-
ment. At any rate, during the course of
the hearing on his nomination to be Sec-
retary of Defense, Di. Schlesinger did
make the statement, but the Senator
from Wisconsin did not give the entire
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statement. I want to give some of the
rest of it. :

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr., THURMOND. These are his
words. :

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I am
virtually out of time, but I yield 1 min-
ute to the Senator from South Carolina.
_Mr. THURMOND. Dr. Schlesinger
stated:

I would lean against it. But I think that it
could be done. The problem that you get
into, you see, as you well know, Senator, 13
that it would be just a free floating figure,
unsupported and unsupportable in public,
with nobody except the members of the
Oversight Committees or members of the
Armed Services Committee and Appropria=-
tlon Committees who would know the de-
tails, Those are circumstances which under
certain conditions would elicit’ the strong
tendency for a flat 10 percent, 20 percent, 50
percent, 100 percent, cut in intelligence ac-
tivities because there is an identifiable tar-
get with no broad understanding of what
the components are and 1t Is that aspect
that I think concerns me.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. THURMOND. I may say in clos-
ing that we do have an open society.

Mr. STENNIS. I yield one-half minute
to the Senator to conclude.

Mr. THURMOND. We do have an open
soclety, but there are some things that
have to be kept secret, and this is one
of those things. :

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield to
the Senator from Arizona for 2 minutes.

Mr. GOLDWATER. I thank the Sena-
tor.

I want to express my deep concern

‘about this amendment. I think it is ex-

tremely dangerous, and it should be de-
feated.
* Tt is dangerous because it starts a
precedent. It is a precedent that I do not
know exists any place else in the world,
and I do not know that it even exists in
this country. : )

Tf this amendment is voted on fav-
orably today, we can rest assured that

‘within a year or two, the demand will

be made to break the figures down so
that we will know where every cent is
going. ’

Tn military operations there is noth-
ing that approaches intelligence. The
estimate of the situation that is made by
évery nian in any battle he has ever en-
gaged in is headed by intelligence of the
enemy forces. If the enemy knows what
we know about their forces, then this in-
telligence becomes valueless.

Mr. President, I see no need for this
amendment. Any Senator can attend
briefings by the CIA if he is cleared for
top secret. Any Senator can get the fig-
ures that we are talking about by ask-
fng for them. If we make them public
I think we are asking for trouble.

‘We have had imposed on us an almost
impossible task of espionage with respect
to the Soviet Union, while they have &
very easy time of it in the United States.
I do not want to make that any easier.

I hope that the Senate will say “no”
to this very ill-advised amendment.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield 3
minutes to the Senator from Nevada.

&

P

Mr. CANNON. I thank the chairman
for yielding to me.

I must say that I am in complete ac-
cord with the statement just made by
Senator GorpwaTer. I cannot think of
anything more unwise or anything that
could possibly be more harmful to our
Government than to let this amendment
be agreed to, providing for full and free
information to people from whom we
would like to keep that information.

I certainly am in favor of full dis-
closure on matters that ought to be of
public interest and ought to be disclosed
to the public. I have supported that con-
cept continuously over the years. But I
think that disclosure of the intelligence
budget would, over the years, by virtue of
the trends that were discovered, and
which that would disclose, would cer-
tainly provide valuable assistance to our
adversaries.

I think that if we were to provide
that type of information, then we might
just as well discontinue the type of ac-
tivities that we are trying to continue to
keep this country informed of for the
benefit of the people who reside here.

I hope that the Senate will defeat this
amendment overwhelmingly.

I thank the distinguished Senator for
yielding.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield 4
ininutes to the Senator from Washing-

on.

Mr. JACKSON, Mr. President, I do not
feel that this proposal really meets our
national interest. It is true that a for-
eign intelligence service like the CIA
must operate more openly in our society
than any other similar service in any
other democracy in the world. Let us look
at the facts:

Last year the new Director of Central
Intelligence, William Colby, appeared
before the Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee and gave extensive testimony in
public. I know of no other democratic
society in which this would occur.

It has been mentioned here earlier, Mr.
President, that the head of MI-6, which
is British Intelligence, is known only to
the Prime Minister of Great Britain.
That is how close they keep that in-
formation.

The functions and responsibilities of
the Central Intelligence Agency are fully
prescribed in statute. I know of no other
democratic society in which this has been
done. i

Finally, the appropriations for CIA are
subject to a process which intimately in-
volves four committees of the Congress
who are aware of and approve the de-
tails of its programs.

The proposal before us is designed to
contribute to a more informed public.
But how can the public be really in-
formed unless the details of CIA’s pro-
grams are also spelled out? Yet, if we did
s0, I can guarantee that we will be pro-
viding what is necessary for our potential
adversaries to neutralize the methods
which we must use in order to obtain
information about closed societies.

The paradox of the situation is re-
flected in the fact that recently some
journalists were jailed In Sweden—cer-
tainly not a closed society—for merely
mentioning that Sweden has an intelli-
gence service,
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ness of much of our most impprtant work
in the field of intelligence, ~

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s 2 minutfes have explired,

Mr. STENNIS. I yield mysglf 1 minute.

more. } %
I -oppose the amendment because it

. would give our adversary, now and in the
future, the working tools, a Blueprint, to

ready proved to be so valuable and are
proving themselves more vafjiable, in a
way, as each year comes and goes.

So I hope the Senate will iipt only de-
feat this amendment but,

a degree, of our activities tg‘t have. al- _

responsibilities in this field if.the Senate
wants to adopt a new system,

I yleld to the Senator from South Caro-
lina., =
Mr. President, how many %;ﬁnutes do
we have left? -

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator has 30 minutes left.

Mr. STENNIS. I yield 12 miputes to the

Senator from South Carolina,

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. ?re@dent, I rise
in opposition to the amendment by the
senior Senator from Wisconsif. The pro-
posa} has the lure of simplicity, but con-
sequénces that run deep, and geainst our
Natipn’s fundamental intereghs. It con-
tains the promise of informing the public
while preserving the essential secyrity of
our forelgn intelligence capgbilities. In
Tact, I believe it would serve Both inter-
ests poorly. [N

A ponstant in the needs of sovereign
nations is to possess intelliggnce about
the intentions and capabilitieg of adver-
saries. General Washington wrote one
of hls intelligence chiefs, Lol. Elias
Dayton:

The necessity of procuring good intelli- .

gence is apparént and need not be further
urged—all that remains for me_to add, is,
that you keep the whole matter 5 secret as
possible. For upon Secrecy, Succgss depends
in mogt Enterprizes of the kind, gad for want
of it, they are generally defeatgd, however
well planned and promising a favgrable issye.

That was the statement our flrst
Commander in Chief, the first President.

The tragic experience of Pegrl Harbor
taught us a number of painfyl lessons.
In the 1947 National Securify Aet the
Congress took a giant step tpward as-
suring that executive action qr inaction
in the international field would be based
upon the best information. availahle. In-
sofar as it is possible for the Cpngress to
direct the executive branch i the con-
duct of essentially an executive responsi-
bility, the National Security &gt of 1947
provided the authority needgd for an
effective foreign intelligence .establish-
ment. ’ ' &

The CIA Act of 1949 provided addi-
tional administrative authority for CIA
‘and provided for its funding, The fund-
ing of CIA was particularly Jmportant
from the point of view of Congress since
it establishes the second of the two prin-
cipal relationships between an executive
branch agency and the Congress—legis-
lation and appropriations. .

I believe that our Nation is.unique in
the attention its legislature has given to
specifying and circumscribing the activi-

¢ th all due
deference to my friend, do sg by a large
vote. I will be glad to be reljgved of my .
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. ties of the agency designated to perform
.. Its forejgn intelligence mission. In the
.. brocess . of working out legislation for
. CIA, it, was necessary to somewhat

change the procedures followed in the
~ case of the more normal Federal agency.
. This wag particularly true in connection

with provisions concerning the authori-
..zation and appropriation of funds.
Public revelation in these areas would
. alert potential adversaries to programs,
. needs, and accomplishments. This knowi-
edge could be used against our Nation’s
interest to offset the value of intelligence
collected or ta neutralize the sources and
methods used.

The 1949 CIA Act permits the alloca-
. tion of sums for the CIA to carry out

its activities without publicly revealing
..the secrgt purpose to which such funds
© may be put.

Mr. President, T ask unanimous con-

- sent that section 6 of that act be printed
at this point in my remarks.

There, being no objection, the section
was ordered to be printed in the Recorn,

.. as follows:

Sec. 6. In the interests of the security of
the forejgn intelligence activities of the
United States and in order further to impile-
ment the proviso of section 403(d) (3) of
this title that the Director of Central Inte]-
ligence shall be responsible for protecting

- intelligence sources and methods from un-
~authorized disclosure, the Agency shall be
-exempted, from the provisions of section 65¢
of Title §, and the provisions of any other
law which require the publication or dis-
closure of, the organization, functions, names,
official titles, salaries, or numbers of per-
- sonnel employed by the Agency: Providecl,
-That in furtherance of this section; the Di-
- rector of the Bureau of the Budget shall
~make no reports to the Congress in connecs
.tlon with the Agency under section.947(b)
of Tltle 6.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, as a
‘matter of fact, the arrangements worked
out are corapletely responsive to the ma-
“jor elements of the Federal budgetary
systems. Changes from the norm sare de-

signed to provide a reasonsbly controlled
~environment so as to protect and preserve
“the sources and methods which neces-
‘sarily must be resorted to in collecting
“foreign intelligence.

As a natter of fact, I know that the
‘budget of CIA is scrutinized with great
care.

Similat procedures have been used
over-the years to fund other governmen-
“tal activities of an extremely sensitive
nature when the public interest would nos
be served through the use of more com-
mon explicit procedures. Examples of this
include the Manhattan project for the
development of the atomic bomb and the
development of the U-2 airplane,
;. On May 10, 1960, following the loss of
the U-2 aver the Soviet Union, the chair-
man of the House Appropriations Com-
mittee, Clarence Cannon, explained that:

The plane was on an esplonage mission
suthorized and supported by money provided,
under an appropriation recommended by the
House Commitiee on Appropriations and
passed by the Congress,

Although the Members of the House have
not generdlly been informed on the Bubject,
the mission was one of & series and part of
an established program with which the sub-
committee in charge of the appropriation was
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famillar, and of “which ¥ had been fully ap-
prised during this and previous sessions.
* * #* Ed »

. The appropriation afid the activity had
been approved and recommisnded by the
Bureau of the Budget and, like all military
expenditures and operations, was under the
aegls of the Commander in Chief of the
Armed Forces of the United States, for wr.om
all members of the subcommittee have the
highest regard and in whose military capaclty
they have the utmost confidence.

The question immediately arises as to the
authority of the subcommittee to recommand

"N appropriation for such purposes, and

especlally the failure of the subcommitte: 1o
divilge to the House and the country the
Justifications warranting the expenditure and
all details connected with the item at the
time it was under consideration on the floor,

The answer of the subcominittee is—akn

. golute and unavoidabls military necessity,

fundamental nationial defengs.
* * * * *

This appropriation, and its purpose, is juse
tified by honored and established precedent.
This subcommittes, including the same per-
sonnel with the exception of two members
who have since died, was the same commit-
tee which for something like 3 years prae
vided in the annual appropriation bills a sum
which finally totaled more than $2 billion
for the original atomic bomb, Session alter
session the money was provided, and the sub.
committee visited Oak Ridge where the work
was in progress without any Member of the
House with the exception of the Speaker
of the House being aware of this treméndous
project or the expenditure of the money. Ac«
cording to the testimony of all military swu-
thorities that bomb ended the war and saved
the lives of not less thah half & million men
who would have had to be sacrificed in he
conquest of Japan. No one has ever saiid
that the subcommittee was not Justified in
expending an amount that eventually aggre«
gated more than the assessed valuation of
some of the States of the Union for that pur-
puose.

* » * L *®

And now the most gratifying feature of the
entire incident.

The world has always recognized the re-
markable success of our form of government,
It has been the wonder and admiration of
mankind. But they have said that it was at a
great disadvantage in a war with an authori-~
tarian dictatorship.

"We have here demonstrated- conclusivaly
that free men confronted by the most ruth.
less and oriminal despotism can under the
Constitution of the United States protect this
Nation and preserve world civilization,

The CIA is held tightly accountable
within the executivée and legislative
bodies. There may be disagreement as to
whom the Members should be or mcre
particularly what committee they should
be from in the Congress, but I think suzh
disagreements can only be resolved on
the basis of giving priority to the special
constitutional roles of the Congress—tae
appropriation of funds—the enactment
of legislation—and the oversight of leg-
islation already enacted. It is difficult to
perceive how enlarging a somewhat small
group into a somewhat large group would
assure that these congressional respon-
sibilities are being fulfilled. Clearly in-
formation on the activities of the CTA
should not be displayed in a public arena.
To do so would defeat our national
interest. ’ ’

Mr. President, I simply want to say
that four committees of Congress now ro-
cedve this information—the Armed Serv-
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tinguished Senators who have yet to
speak in opposition to the amendment—
T have not heard one, single, solitary, real,
hypothetical, or imaginary example of
how any damagé is going to be done to the
United States of America. How is this in-
formation going to be used against us? I
have heard nothing on that score. I have
heard generalizations as to what might
happen if we were to release informa-
tion not called for by this amendment.
That does not make any sense. Because
we provide the overall total figure for in-
telligence does not mean we are going to
tell anything about the CIA. :

My point is that if this amendment is
wrong, the burden of proof certainly is on
those who would say it is wrong; because
what we are doing is simply providing

the taxpayer what they are entitled to

know, information on where their money
goes. If we are not going to disclose this,
the burden of proof certainly should be
on the side of those who say we should
insist on secrecy and not provide dis-
closure. ’ : -

So I say that proof has been lacking
and I see no examples at all of any dam-
age this could do. .

Mr, President, I reserve the remainder
of my time. }

Mr, STENNIS. Mr. President, how
much time remains in opposition to the
amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The op-
position has 45 minutes remaining.

Mr, STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield

- myself 10 minutes.
. The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi is recognized.

Mr. STENNIS, Mf. President, I have
sald in this Chamber before and I repeat
now that it is not fun being on this com-
mittee that looks into the money that
goes into intelligence. I say that after
vears of service on the Committee on
Armed Services and the last 5 years as
chairman of that committee,

This idea of not having had any sur-
velllance and Congress having failed to
go into it, those statements are just un-
founded because they are made on facts
that have been told to some Senators that
are not correct. -

T do not like to go into this matter but
in the formative days men like former
Senator Russell of Georgla, former Sén-
ator Ellender of Louislana, and former
Senator Smith of Maine were Members
of this body, and they were some of the
personalities involved. I have served with
them, as has thé Senator from North
Dakota (Mr. Youne), who is still serving.
Also the Senator from Arkansas (Mr.
McCreLian) is here. He already has
spoken.

It is a mistake to say that the Com-
mittee on Armed Services in the year
1970-71 held no meetings on this mat-
ter. Every item in the CIA budget in
those years was gohe over by members
of the committee and the capable stafl
members, and checked in and checked
out. :

I remember that in January of 1973
we had a full briefing before the full
comimittee by the CIA, and the budget
committee on the CIA had meetings, and
we have had meetings this year, in 1974,
that went over the budget; and we had

committee. -

But going back over the years, every
year this matter has been serupulously
gone into because of the special nature
and because we had this extraordinary
responsibility. I remember asking Dep-
uty Secretary of Defense Packard when
he was here 3 years ago to look into this
matter from his viewboint, and he did
that.

Now, we are talking about a good many
different groups that are connected with
the intelligence effort. The Senator from
Wisconsin asked for something specific.

To start with, the Soviets know almost
everything about everything we are
doing by merely going to the bookstore
or to the newsstand. They get all of that
laid out before them, almost everything;
and we get nothing. Wo do not know any-
thing much about what they are doing.
That is what makes it necessary for us to
have such a vast intelligence-gathering
activity which is worldwide. We have to
carry a great deal of the load, the major-
ity of the load for the free world. I am
talking about the money load. But we do
not have anything to start with. The
Soviets have everything, almost.

If they are given this new information
then certain deductions could be made
about how much of the budget is going
for these different activities and the first
things we know calculations are made
and they come pretty close to being cor-
rect as to how much is spent by the mili-
tary, how much is spent in the civilian
area how much is spent on satellites, and
how much is spent by the CIA itself and
where. Following a series of deductions
and inferences based on all the informa~
tion they already have from us, from the
newspapers, and from the newsstands,
they will be able to make fairly good cal-
culations.

Specifically I wish to point out one
matter. Senators remember the incident
of the U-2 having been shot down. Re-
member that landing that was made. We
later had that gentleman before our
committee. President Eisenhower was
‘President then. He said:

I am to blame if any blame is to be

‘attached.

That U-2 venture saved our Treasury
billions and billions of dollars, in my
judgment, and I am familiar with the
facts. If we had not been carrying on
an activity such as that we would have
been totally in the dark with respect to
what we knew about the extensive missile
work, the silos that they had, and a great
many other things that could be named.
There is a specific illustration.

Sorme might say, “Go on and develop
what is happening now.” I cannot do
that; I cannot go on. That is one of the
things that can be brought out. I have
talked to Senators in the cloakroom and
largely have satisfied them with respect
to the matters we have talked about,
with respect to these programs, and this
money, and how we hold back the actual
dollar amounts for reasons I have already
given, and other reasons that could be
given. I know this has been a good debate
and I have never seen a debate where I
was so certaln no single speaker was
speaking for any agency.
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briefings by the CIA direct to our full

This argument today isvnot prompted
by the CIA. I have not mentioned this
matter to the CIA. I do not have one
scintilla of line about them, or a tele-
phone call, a meeting, or anything else.
Those of us who have been in touch with
the problem have a feeling about it. As
the Senator from Arkansas said, we are
not speaking for a committee, or a de-
partment, a director, an employee, or
anything else. This is a problem concern-
ing our national security that has
jammed us right to the question of na-
tional survival., That is why we stand
here year after year standing firm on
this position. It may sound apologetic,
put it is not apologetic. It goes as far
as it can to explain to the membership
and to the American people the problem
we are up against, and how this problem
is handled; and, as much as we can, the
reason for handling it that way—at the
same time showing the proper respect
for every Member of this body and for
the taxpayer who conftributes as much
as one thin dime to the cause involved.

Now, what_about the CIA itself. The
Senator from Wisconsin has offered a
valuable amendment with respect to the
basic CIA law, and it has been accepted.
I commend him highly for the amend-
ment. We had a bill I had introduced in
my committee. We have not yet had a
chance to have hearings on that bill.
There are some of its provisions that I
am delighted to see added as a part of
this bill. They are relevant and will be
helpful.

For many years I, along with other
Senators, have gone over every single
major item in the'CIA budget.

On my responsibility to my colleagues,
they in CIA keep a clean house. They
have had a conservative operation dollar=~
wise and have accounted for the money
in a splendid way. That has been true
without exception. There has been no
great spillage of money or great extrava-
gances, and not one bit of scandal or
odor of any kind.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s 10 minutes have expired.

Mr. STENNIS. I yield myself 2 more
minutes.

In connection with the expenditure of
that intellizgence money. There are other
agencies involved, as we all know. The
military services have already been men-
tioned. The Defense Department itself
has & certain intelligence agency atb-
tached to it.

So when I say these matters have been
gone over, I mean all of it, but our Armed
Services Committee is the so-called par-
ent committee of this direct CIA money.
I am not here to praise anyone, but I
tell you, Mr. President, that moneywise
for years and years the CIA has been
conservatively operated and has had a
firm hand and a clean house and a clean
record with reference to the handling of
the taxpayers’ money.

I hope that In a moment of frustra-
tion—and I do not blame any Senator
for being frustrated about this—this sys-
tem is not overturned here on the floor
of the Senate on an amendment which,
if it becomes law and is carried out,
would, as its practical effect, virtually
destroy 80 to 90 percent of the effective-
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House <Appropriations: Mahon, Whitten,
Sikes, Minshall, and Cederberg.

-House Armed Services: Nedgzi, Hébert, Price,
Figher, Bray, -Arends, and Bga Wilson,

Mr. President, as I _have pointed ongt,
we are servants of this body and of the
House. If it i desired that this matter be
not handled this way, the @enate should
recommend a change in the law and a
Joint supervisory committee be created, I
will support it. I will welcogne it. I do not
care.
But, let us bear in mind fhat if we are
to have a security intelligence agency, we
cannot have it with natignal publicity
on’ what it does, how it does it, and how
much it spends here, or how much it
spends there. . .

1 was intrigued by the statement of
the Senator from Wisconsin when he
sald, “Let us end this ignarance.”

All right. How much is ignorance?

First, the total amount. You want to
end that ignorance? That is when you
intend to put the camel’s npse under the
tent. That s the beginning, That is the
wetige. You say you do not want to know
all the detalls on how the mpney is spent.
But if you get the ovarall figures of $1
billion or half a billion doljars or $5 bil-
lion, or whatever, then how pre you going
to know, how can you evalyate, how can
you fudge or make an intelligent judg-
meént on whether that is tog much or top
little, whether it is being expended wise-
ly or unwisely, except when you can get
the details? %

How? You cannot know, And If you
recelve these figures and if you end this
lgnorance as to the total gmount, next,
you will want to end the jgnorance as
to the different agencies apd how it is
spent, and through whom, it is spent.
Next, you will want to end the ignorance
on'what it is spent for. Next, you want
to end the ienorance of how that intel-
ligence is procured. There js no end to
It. We take a choice. If ypu vote this
way, the Senate takes the responsibility.
It is no embarrassment to fpe or to any
other member of this committee. If this
is'the way the Senate wants fo do it, that
is its responsibility. 7

The national security of this country
also is the Senate’s responsibility, If this
1s the way the Senate wants fo do it, very
well. But let me say this: By ending the
fgnorance that the Senator speaks of,
that can be pursued logieally to the point
that this will not be the end of it. It will
go on from here.

“Ignorance” is a harsh word. We have
to be ignorant of many things in Gov-
emment. If Government {5 going to
function in the area of natiopal security,
we cannot be informed at all }imes about
everything that is going on. We often in-
form our enemies of too much—and they
can take advantage of it.

If you are going to end all their alleged -

ignorance, you are going to end national
security. Where do we stop? I you do not
like the ad hoc committees, do what the
distinguished Senator from._ Minnesota
has suggested: Create another commit-
tee In which you will have confidence.
Cregte ,anb%eg committee; . name the
people you will trust to oversee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator’s 8 minutes have expired.
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Mr. STENNIS. I yield the Senafor 1
additional minute.

Mr, McCLELLAN. Mr. President, this
has been a burden to me. I have had
Senators in good conscience, in Zood
faith—dedicated, loyal, patriotic Ameri-
cans-—come to me and seek this informa-
tion. I would like to give it to them. But
I am forn between the personal desire
to make them acquainted with every-
thing: I know—everything I have seen
and heard in these hearings—and the
duty to help maintain and preserve our
national security. A security that wijl be
effective and can be useful and can serve
to protect the welfare of our couritry.
I have to make that choice.

Mr, PROXMIRE., Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. McCLELLAN., I will yield, but first
I should like to make one other com-
ment., -

I think I can go this far. For the past
5 years, we have held extensive hearings
on these requests for appropriations. It
has bén more than adequate supervision
with respect to expenditures; I can say
that. It has been on the conservative
side, I may say to the Senator, wittout
any reservation whatever.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s additional time has expired.

Mr. STENNIS. I yield the Senatcr 1
additional minute.

Mr. McCLELLAN. We cut the national
defense budget. We cut this more rer-
centagewise,

The' isstie can simply be stated. Do we
want to publicly disclose these figures?
Or do we want some other change, scme
other committee to try no perform these
functions? I am willing to abide by the
decision of the Senate.

Mr. 'PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield on my time?

Mr. McCLELLAN, I yield.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield myself 2 min-
utes, Mr. President, to ask the distin-
guished Senator from Arkansas a ques-
tion.

On November 15, the majority and
minority leaders wrote tiie Senator from
Arkansas, asking that he release all over-
all intelligence information of the kind
called for in the amendment. The re-
sponse of the distinguished Senator from
Arkansas, on November 20, is as follovs:

1 have your letter of Movember 15 and
want you to know that I intend to comply,
as fully as possible, with the recommendation
of the Benate Select Committee on Secret
and Confidential Documents to provide the
Senate with the over-all sums requested for
each of the various intelligence agencies.

What was the intention of the Senator
from Arkansas? Is his intention the sarae
1now, or has he changed his mind?

Mr. McCLELLAN., It was my intention
and it ‘would be my intention now, to
release those flgures if it would not
jeopardize. our national security. I do
not want to withhold them. I would likke
to give the Senator everything I know.
But this is not my responsibility. I am
not tle committee. I would have no right
to come here and spread these matters
on the floor of the Senate without the
approval of the committea,

Mr. PROXMIRE. The Senator is abso-
lutely rfght.

Mr. McCLELLAN. It would not he
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right for me to do that. But I wish it
were possible and consistent wish the
best interests of our country to disclose
these figures on the front pages of the
bress, on television and radio, s> that
everybody would know. I believe, how-
ever, that the Senator agrees with me
that that would be a bad mistake. I think
it is a mistake to start the public dis-~
closing of these matters. If you do not
like the setup, change the setup, but we
must protect our national security.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I say to the Senator
from Arkansas that I wholeheartedly
agree that the Senator is absolutely right
to come and ask for the 8enate’s decision
on this.

As I understand the Senator's re-
sponse, at one time he thought that he
could release this if the Senate would
approve; but he has had second thoughts
on it, and now he feels that it might not
serve the interests of the country to dis-
cilose this information at the present
time.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield.

Mr. McCLELLAN. We had Mr, Colby
in and discussed this matter. T asked Mr.,
Colby to come down, and I asked the
Senator from Wiscansin and the Senator
from California to come In and interro~
gate him and visit with Bim about these
things. I have done everything I possibly
can to try to find an answer to this prob-
lem. But I do not know the answer. We
either have to do it or not do it.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I thank the Ser.ator.

Mr. President, I should like to nake
one other statement,

The Senator from Arkansas has ar-
gued, as do other Senators, that the re-
lease of this information, the o erall
total information, is going to be of some
value to the Soviet Union, but of no
value to us. That does not make any sense
at all to me. It may or may not be of any
value to the Soviet Union. Frankly, I
think it will be of none. There is no way
the Soviet Union can interpret whether
our overall figure indicates what we are
doing within gur intelligence committee.
Suppose we decrease the s&mount we are
spending. That may mean that our satel-
lites are more effective. That may mean
we have found methods that are more
efficient in gathering intelligence than
relying on manpower. If we increase the
amount we are spending, it may mean the
reverse. It may not mean that we are
making a greater intelligence effort.

What this does is to alert the Seaate
of the United States—it alerts Members
of Congress—so that they, in turn, can
get the information they should have if
they feel that a disproportionate amount
is being devoted to the intelligence com-
munity—as to whether they feel it is too
much or too little.

As the letter from Senator Huer Scorr
and Senator MaNsFIELD pointed out, the
burpose of this is to maintain the nee~
essary support for our intelligence opera~
tions, not to tear them down. Not to
diminish our effort, but s0 that we can
reinforce it and do so wisely and intelli-
gently.

One more point., With all the detate
we have heard—and I chaBenge the dige
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ate: The greatest threat to the security
of this Nation is the secrecy that we our-
.selves place on these events. It will be
from the inside, not from the outside.

We talk about the numbers of missiles,
we talk about the numbers of warheads,

-we talk ahout the numbers of subma-
rines, we talk about the numbers of air-
planes, and all of these things; but when
each can destroy the Earth, then how
much is enough?

The threat will come from losing con-

- trol on the inside. If maintaining that
control requires an ounce of risk, then I
think we should be prepared to take that
ounce of risk In at least letting us see
publicly and the people see publicly
whether we are spending $3 billion, $7
billion, or $90 billion, and how we are
concealing it and hiding it, and if we are
protecting ourselves from the inside as
well as from the outside.

I think that ounce of risk, if it exlists,
Is worth taking, and I thank the dis-
tinguished Senator from Wisconsin for
yielding.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, HUGHES. T yield.

Mr. HUMPHREY, Mr. Presxdent I re~
spect this good man the Senator from
Towa, who is one of the great men of the
Senate, a great spirit and a great In-
spiration to me, and I really regret that
on occasions like this one has to dis-
agree with a friend so dear and precious,
but I want to say to the Senator that
while this argument is moving and I
think filled with much truth, we can
control any possibility of secrecy or of
coverup by establishing within the in-
struments of the Congress the necessary
machinery for the supervision of the
Central Intelligence Agency.

‘We have executive sessions in this
Congress. We have them in the Foreign
Relations Committee and we have them
in the Armed Services Committee, and
we do not permit those executive ses-
sions to become public. Maybe that is
& mistake. But I, over long years of serv=
ice here, have felt that some of these
sessions are necessary. :

I feel there is a tendency to try to
make too much secret and too much ex-
ecutive, This is why I have proposed that
we have a jJoint committee on national
security of the House of Representatives
and the Senate. We have an ad hoc com=
mittee on this matter of the intelligence
operations of our Government, and on
that ad hoe committe serve some of the
finest Members of this body. I know
what good men they are. I am confident
that they are as concerned about the
security of this country inside and out-
side as any of us. I find them philo~

_sophically the kind of Senators who
would be able {0 cross-examine anyone.
And while I cannot help but agree with
the Senator from Jowa that one of our
great threats is from within, partlcularly
from the moral erosion that is taking
place in our society, not only now but
over the years, I do not underestimate
the threat from without.

Furthermore, good intelligence permits
us to do s better job in terms of our
national secyrity expenditures and op-
erations, not necessarily increasing them

but reducing them, and I believe I heard
today from the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations that the funds
for ‘intelligence cxperatlons have been
reduced.

I happen to believe that we have the
power in Congress to set up whatever
kind of method or supervisory system
we heed so that we do not let the execu-
tive branch run rampant. But, under our
system, we put a great deal of trust and
faith in the President. I know that this
is a difficult time to discuss that, because
of the events of recent months, but I
do say to you, Mr. President, that we
have a man in that high office, the
President of the United States, who has
the prime responsibility for these re-
quirements of intelligence and national
security and if we do not have the right
man there, then it our fault, because we
elected him.

We can establish all kinds of systems,
elections, and campaign reform, and say
that we do a better job, but I happen to
believe that we should proceed with
great caution when it comes to this busi-
ness of, really, opening up and exposing,
because I think of what would be the
inevitable result of our 1ntell1gence op-
erations.

Mr. President, I regret to have to say

‘this, because I would like very much

from my own political point of view to
say to the contrary, but from the point of
view of my conscience, I speak as did the
Senator from Iowa. Is it not a wonderful
thing in this body that two of us can be-
lieve so differently and can be as sincere
in our point of view?

I greatly respect the Senator from
Iowa, and if his point of view prevails,
I think it will prevail in large measure,
because of our great respect for him.

Mr. HUGHES. I thank the distin-
guished Senator from Minnesota. I am
ready, willing, and I hope able to join
him, and I hope the chairman of all of
the committees, to find out what they
are doing. This would be the appropriate
moment, the time, and the day to find
out. Let us make sure, instead of an ad
hoc oversight or a minimum oversight,
that there is some.sort of bearing and
adequate responsibility on that oversight
and in carrying it out. Although we do
not have enough time, I agree that an
occasional session here is useful so that
the youngest and the newest Members
can get available information in relation
to- these activities so that they would
know something about them.

Again, I say that this 1s no risk com-
pared to the risk of darkness. A little bit
of light at this moment might help us
all in the years to follow.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I want to commend
the distinguished Senator from Iowsa
(Mr, Hucues). He has hit the target
exacly on this issue. The greatest danger
we face is from within, I agree. We have
seen what has happened to the intelli-
gence community. But I want to tell the
Senator from Iowa that I tried to get the
most practical and limiting amendment
that I could get. I discussed the amend-
ment recommended by the majority and
minority leaders, written to the chair-
man of the Appropriations Committee,
and it was agreed, after a study by the

“\
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Senate Select Committee on Secret and
Confidential Documents, that the Senate
should be provided with all of the infor-
mation requested for intelligence. They
believed that the release of this limited
information would be useful to the Sen~
ate in maintaining the necessary support

- for intelligence operations. All I do is

provide the overall figures. The commit-
tee consists of Senators MANSFIELD, Pas-
TORE, HUGHES, CLARK, (RAVEL, JAVITS,
HaTrIELD, GURNEY, and Coor. Their re-
port recommended this procedure. That
is all. It certainly does not go so far as
breaking it down as to what the CIA and
the DIA spend. The leaders concluded
that if we get this overall information,
we will be in & better position to dis-
charge our duties and responsibilities to
the people.

Mr. President, I reserve the remainder
of my time and I yield the floor.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield
8 minutes to the Senator from Arkansas
(Mr. McCLELLAN) .

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Has~
KELL). The Senator from Arkansas is
recoghized for 8 minutes.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I am
reluctant to speak on this issue, because
of the position X occupy as chairman of
the Appropriations Subcommittee on In-
telligence Operations. By reason of that
position as chairman of that subcommit-
tee, I have the duty of oversight over the
CIA.

I am reluctant to speak on these mat-
ters because—I do not relish nor do I
cherish nor do I take pride in the fact—
that I may have access to information
that I cannot share with my colleagues.
I would wish it were practical. I wish it
were a proper thing to do-—to disclose
every bit of information that I have been
able to obtain from time to time respect-
ing the activities of the CIA, what it does,
its methods of procuring information,
how it spends its money, and the results
that it achieves. I would prefer to do
thaf. The subcommittees who have this
responsibility are ad hoc committees of
the Appropriations Committee and the
Armed Services Committee of both the
Senate and House. We are instrumentali-
ties of the Senate, of the Congress, and
so created where we are serving as your
agent, as your tool, to achieve the super-
vision that is possible and necessary. We
are charged with the responsibility to see
that this work is carried on, and to rec-
ommend the proper appropriations
therefor,

If these subcommittees—and there are
22 members on them, Ten are from the
Senate—five are from the Appropriations
Committee and five are from the Armed
Services Committee, who are privy to this
information that is withheld for security
reasons from the public. The committee
members are:

INTELLIGENCE SUBCOMMITTEES

Senate Appropriations: McClellan, Stennis,
Pastore, Young, and Hruska.

Senate Armed Services: Stennis, Symlng-
ton, Jackson, Thurmond, and Dominick,

Mr. President, there are 12 members
of the Armed Services Committee and
the Appropriations Committee of the.
House of Representativés. The House
Committee members are: .
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If yout reslly want” to “find’ ouf” what i§
wrong in America, you don’t Bave to do re-
semgch; just ask anybody and he will’ givé
yeua f'ull hour’s dissertation.

Mr. PROXMIRE. We h&ve & pretty_
g system
HUMPHREY, Do mﬁ misunder-
sta,nd me.

Mr. PROXMIRE. It worgs well. Tt is’

open and free.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I think this open-

ness is our strength. I think 8 society hag
to have that openness, But I think there
are some things in family Yife that are
private, that do not aid a good famiy if
ong starts exposing it all.

T think there are some things, may I
say, in public life called natignal security,
particularly when it comes to intelli-
gence gathering. It is a nagty business,
and the Seniator knows 1t apd I know it,
and, of course, it makes gogd headlines,
it takes good stories; it mages good fic-
tion; it makes good Tv.
point I think, where we have to ask our-
selves, “Do I dare go this tar,” and thaf

is &ll the Senator from. Mmgesota is do-,

ing.

I really do not intend tp get so in-
volyed in this debate, but I feel a very
de#p obligation about this. I think that I
owE it to this body to at legst tell what
my_experietice has been, even though I
haff no direg} responsibility. I only served
as "Vice President, but I happen to be-
lieye that this agency is so important
that we ought to make sure within the
confings of Congress that wg know what
it 15 doing, and set up the instruments
ang men wecan trust.

We trust one another in fhis body on
the basis of censorship of each other,
Ong thing I plead for in
mare trust (ﬁ
get the hea

ines. More Jove, more affec-

tion in this body; that is what this coun-

try really needs today.

What I worry about is that somehow
or other wé feel we canno} trust each
other here. I happen to think—and I
usé&one Sendtor, the Senator from Rhode
Island—who 1s as much Ipterested in
cutting the defense budget gs the Sena-
tor Irom sota. I wanf, to see that
budget reasgnable, and I want to see it
trimmed. By the way, the cammittee did
cut 1t. Tt cuf it so much thaf some of us

who thought we were going fo cut it Teel .

thst they beat us to it.

Tt is my judgment that we have got to
trust somebody. I think what we are
doing here {5 trusting somebody.

Br. McCLELLAN. I migh{ say that af-
thé same time we cut the defense budg-
et, we also cut this budget more than we
did the defgnse hudget. I will just say
that much for the record. _

Mr, HUMPHREY. There we are. I be-
lieve we have to have some place in this
body where there are some gf most deli-
cate things involved where we can put

our trust. When we find that trust has

been violated, we can remove people
from those Positions.

£ do not believe I have any mare to
adgd and be redundant, I Bave partic-
ipated in this debate bgcayse I feel we
have got to be very, very careful. I wel-
come the initiative of the Senator from

ut there is &

he Senate is,
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‘Wisconsin, because it gives us g charice
to really explcere what we are doing.
Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr. President, I yield

the Senator from Jowa such time as he-

may require.

Mr. STENNIS. Before he does that,
will the Senator yield tc me to ask how
much time we have remaining, those in
oppom ion to the amendment?

ROXMIRE. Lyield. Ny

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Those 1t
opposﬂuon have 54 minutes remaining.

Mr. STENNIS. Fifty-four minutes;
what about the proponents?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The pro-
panents of the amendment have 72 min-

utes r

EROXMIRE Mr. President, I yield
the Senator “from Iowa such time as he
may require, ]

Mr. HUGHES. I thank the distin-
guished Senator from Wisconsin.

Mr. President, the distinguished Sen-
ator from Minnesota has six guests wait-
ing in the dining room. He has assured
me he is not walking out on my disser-
tation here today. I assure him that he
is free to go. I value his friendship and
integrity beyond anythirg he could pos-
sibly know.

The debate I have listened to so lar
seems 1o CRITY An implication that tlis
amendment is a threat to the internal
werkings of the CIA and the intelligerice

gathering community of America around

the world and thereby a threat to the

security of the United States of Ameriza.

The amendment is very simple, Mr.
President. It would list publicly the ceil-
ing or the tgtal amounts of money spent
in the inteligence gathering community.

One .of the greatest threats to any
country, and particularly a country trat
has great military strength, is not fram
the outside or from its foreign enemies,
it is from the inside, from seerecy and
interior deterioration. The greatast
threat of all is when we begin to lose
cantrol and not know what is happening,
and when we begin to give large sums of
money to mechanizations and machiries
thet have no bureaucratic control over
them.

'The Sensator says, trust. Yes, we trust
and we love, But we know from reading
history that governments have destroyed
themselves when they no longer had
kaowledge of what was happening, and
when the interior started breaking dovwn.

T am not half as concerned, in today’s
world, about the future of America based
on exterior threat as I am about what is
happening inside this country and wkat
can happen inside this country unless we
are completely open, with every ourice
of communications we can have with the

- people of this country. If thereby there

is some Httle risk to the world, with
the risks we are already living with, I
say it is not foo high a price to pay.
What is the role of the CIA? As faras
I know, I know nothing. I am & member
of the Armed Services Committee, and I
know nothing. I could get such.informa-
tion, as the Senator from Minnesota Las
said, given to me privately. It would
ke given. But as far as ¥ know, there is
no Member of the Senate, no Member of
Congress, and no member of the ad-
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ministration, including the President of
the United States, who knows precisely
and exactly what the CIA is doinz in
every incident.

We do know they are imvolved, as the
Senator from Minnesota has sald, in a
nasty business. They are “involved in a
nasty businesg in alot of areas of the
world, and that nasty business is sup-
posedly directed at prote@ing the free-
dom of the people of th# country and
our friends inthe free wofld. But no one
has the certathty to know precisely what
everyone is dolng, or even where they are
doing it from time to time.

But that is hot what we are asking for
today. Not at all. ATl of this debate that
I have been lidtening to, though relevant
to the overall mtenigenae community,

which 1s certainly involvedin the security
and freedom ‘of the peosile of the free
world, not just in cur counttry but that of
the people of éther countries, has no re-
lationship to the risk invelved in giving
the people of "this country a glimpse of
light in telling them what the total cost
is involved in the intelligénce ametivities
of this country throughoufthe world. We
doo not know that.amoumt, but we do
know it is in“the billions of dollars.

1 listened to the chairman of the Sen-
ate Approprigtions Commiittee say did
not even want to kmow, because he was
afraid he might talk in his sleep scme-
time and thereby dizclose#t to someone.

"He made that statement on the floor of

the Senate.

‘Mr. President, we are asking just for
a thread of light into what may be not
only our grealest source of security, but
has the potential to be our greatest
threat, without the cbservation and light
and without the seturity that we osur-
selves as publicly elected officials can
place upon those who haveé the capscity
together with the restraint—and if there
is any evidenee that we have applied, as
elected officials, the respotisibility of re-
straint I am unaware of iti X am not say-
ing there are misfeeds or there sare
wrongs. I am saying none of us know
whether we are right or wrong. I we
know, I would like to know it is and how
much he knows, even an mdividual Sen-
abor, if he is asked far enpugh aheai, to
know what greundwork isbeing laic for
the capacity to draw the $hreads of the
armaments of this countryinto entangle-
ments.

We have wrestled for pears with the
problem of the CIA. We ¢do not know.
We are uninfermed. The ®versight that
is done appsarently.is net carried out
either mechanically or intelligently. We
have not had the capacity or respcnsi-
bility to know even when we were given
information %whether it was righi or
wrong, or what was happening,

Mr. President, ene of the great
Senators of our time has-been the dis-
tinguished Semnator from Minnesota. He
is, as he called himself, & liberal, who
has said, “Let us show the public every-
?ﬂng’ let us give them all the informa-

ion.”

I respect his debaite taday in saying
the public sheuld not hmve this infor-
mation, that it is a threat to our se-
cwrity. But, Mr. Pregideng, I leave this
thought with the Membets of the Sen-
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try. Other than that, I do not relish the
Job; I am not trying to keep this away
from the American people. I am con-
cerned and Interested because that is the
only way we can behave in a crazy world,
and it Is a crazy world.

~ Mr. HUMPHREY. And it 1s going to
ggkr’lltmue that way for some time, regret-

Mr, JACKSON, Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr, PASTORE., I yield.

_Mr. JACKSON, And what if the fol-
lowing year the CIA found it necessary
to ask for more money? Then we would
have the same problem. They would
want to know what they are engaged in
now that they were not engaged in in the
past. We could not allow the publication
‘of the figures without that sticking out
Iike a sore thumb,

Mr. PASTORE. You cannot win.

Mr. JACKSON. You cannot win either
way.

Mr. HUMPHREY, It is a no-win prop-
osition.

Mr, JACKSON, I commend the Sen-
ator from Minnesota and the Senator
from Rhode Island.

Mr, PROXMIRE. Mr. President, as
long as the Senator from Rhode Island
and the Senator from Minnesota have
the floor, I would like to ask them some
questmns
-~ Mr. PASTORE. Iyield

Mr, PROXMIRE, I ask the Senator if
it 1s not true that the amendment does
not require the revealing of information
or any figure about the CIA, but simply
the total national intelligence overall
figure, Including the CIA, the DIA, the
Army and Navy Intelligence, all together.
It is not an anti-CIA amendment. What
this amendment would do is tell us
whether we are spending $1 billion, $5
hillion, $10 billion. It would give us some
-notion of how important this is in terms
of resources and would mean we could
have some attention given to these agen-
cies, attention we do not have now.

The fact is, as the Senator frim Mis-
sourl (Mr. SymincToN) sald, that in 1970
the CIA oversight committee of the Sen-
ate Armed Services Committee met
twice. In 1971 there were no meetings.
In 1972 it met once, When it does meet,
what does it accomplish? It does not

" keep a record. No staff is present. Only
Senators are present. We know that
without a staff or a transcript, a hear-
ing like that cannot be very useful.

When we have some knowledge of
what this amount is, whether it is $6
billion, $7 billion, or $10 billion, we have
‘some interest or pressure on this. Not be-

"ing on the oversight commitiee, one
would be entitled to ask about it, so one
would be inclined to be better informed.
It seems to me we will function far bet-
ter, That is all the amendment is in-
tended to do.

*Mr. PASTORE, When the Senator says
there is no record kept, that is true, but
there is an obvious reason for that, The
staff is there. ‘The Senators are there. We
sit there for hours, Hstening, and we have
a very minute scrutiny of the items that
are preséfited.

Is the Senator telling me that if the
entire ﬂgure is revealed, at some time he

would not get up on the floor of the Sen-
ate and ask how much higher or lower
the figures are for this year as compared
to last year? Knowing the Senator from
Wisconsin, he would be the first in the
Senate to do so. .

Mr. PROXMIRE. Would that not be
good? What would be wrong with that?

Mr. PASTORE. The Senator can re-
véal what he knows.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I do not have to re-
veal it. I can ask about it.

Mr. PASTORE. What am I supposed to
do? I cannot tell the Senator; so the Sen-
ator goes out and says, “Senator PASTORE

would not tell me.”

Mr. PROXMIRE. No. But the Senator
from Rhode Island and other Senators
know about it. |

Mr. PASTORE. The Senator can find
it out privately, but he does not want to
find it out privately. He wants to tell the
world about it.

Mr. PROXMIRE, I think the world
ought to know the overall figures.

Mr. PASTORE. Does the Senator mean
Rissia should know?

Mr. PROXMIRE. Right.

Mr. PASTORE. My goodness, I quit.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Would the Senator
say that it would have been in our na-
tional interest in World War II if Frank-
lin Delano Roosevelt had published how
much money was invested in the atomic
bomb?

Mr. PROXMIRE. Of course not. My
amendment would not require it.

Mr. HUMPHREY, I realize whenever
we get into any element that is called
secrecy here it is suspect. We are deal-
ing with national security, and one has
got to trust somebody. We have a way at
least of checking here a little bit, and
that check is with the ad hoc committee.
If that committee does not meet often
enough, I suggest we submit an amend-
ment requiring the committee to meet
monthly or to meet quarterly for what-
ever time is necessary. That is what we
need to do.

I happen to believe that we need &
Joint Committee on National Security in
Congress, that is going to have general
supervision of the CIA, consisting of the
top people of Congress, just as we have
a National Security Council.

I proposed it repeatedly. I proposed a
Joint Committee on National Security,
in which the Members of the Senate and
the House of Representatives would have
particular responsibility in the field of
national security.

But my point is, and I think the Sena-
tor from Rhode Island is so right, the
minute we publicize all these intelligence
figures, the inevitable followthrough is a
debate In this body as to what it is for,
it will be in every journal and every
tabloid. It will be all over. It will not
serve the public interest.

If we could get the Soviet Union and
the Chinese to walk to the altar with the
rest of us, confess our sins, live a pure
life, and pledge ourselves to peace and
love, then I would let them know every-
thing about what was going on. Butf,
frankly, they will not do it.

I believe in détente. No Senator has
worked harder for arms control; no
Senator has worked for more open com-

-
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mittees. But there Is a point where we
have to stop, at least in my judgment.

I know the Senator can make a bril-
liant argument and a moving, emotional
argument, that we ought to have all these
figures right out in the open, and if we
can-have assurance that is all we are go-
ing to do, that is all it would lead to.
Even that would be a risk, but perhaps
one that we could take.

But just as surely as we are in this
body today debating whether or not we
ought to have a release of the figure,
next year it will be whether it is too big
or too little, and then it will be what is
in it. Then when we start to say what is

"in.it, we are going to have to expose ex-

actly what we have been doing in order
to gain information; for example, years
ago as to where the Soviet Union was
building its nuclear subs and the kind
of nuclear subs they were, I saw that ma-
terial in 1965—how far they were along,
what their scientific progress was. I do
not think it would serve the public in-
terest for all of that information to have

‘beén laid out. It would have destroyed

our intelligence gathering completely.

I wonder how many Senators realize
the unbelievable torture that a number
of our Central Intelligence agents go
through in order to get information that
is vital to the Nation’s national security.

It is because I feel this strongly that I
make this statement, although it runs
counter to much of my so-called ideolog-
ical philosophy. One advantage I have
had—and I am not going to be a parti-
san around the Senate when it comes to
national security-—is to sit on the other
end of the line. I am here to tell the Sen-
ate, that if we start to tinker with the
intelligence services of this country, we
do it at our peril.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes, I'yield.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Could not the same
argument the Senator is making be made
with much more force with respect to our
Defense budget? We debate on the floor
of the Senate, we have open public hear-
ings, we publish a great deal about our
missiles, about our submarines, about our
most advanced and complex planes. This
does give great information to the Soviet
Union. I am not asking about anything
of that nature with respect to intelli-
gence. This would not even reveal how
much we provide for the CIA.

All I am saying is that the taxpayer is
entitled to know how much of the bil-
lions of dollars he contributes in taxes
goes for intelligence operations overall.
Then he can, through his Representa-
tives, determine to some extent whether
we spend any kind of effort and interest
and concern with whether or not that
money is wisely spent. That is all the
amendment does.

Mr. HUMPHREY, I think I understand
fully the Senator’s honorable, legitimate
purbose. I really am not opposed to that
legitimate purpose. The problem is it is
sort of like loose string on a ball of twine,
so to speak, that starts to unravel. Now,
indeed, we tell the whole world about
practically everything we are doing. Ag
Gunnar Myrdal, the great Swedish socj~4
oslb%gisisb once said about the United i

€S
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Energy; the Committee oh Appropris-
tions, and -on the ad hoc €ommitiee %(-)
which I reéferred—where fhey show us
the evidence they have. Byt they do not
disclose how they spend mioney to pro-
vide this information. Oncegthe Russians,
or even the Chinese Commynists find out
our national security can be damaged.
And it is just to satisfy a g’ttle bit of an
emotional rebellion that 8 justified on
the grounds that an agegry has made
some mistakes. Can we th¥ow away the
security of the country? That is what {t
mesns to me.

I have sat down with theSenator from
Wisconsin (Mr. PROXMIRE), the Senator
from California (Mr. CraNgTON), to find
a solution, and I have sat.down with Mr.
Colby, who is a great Amercan, He saif,
“Please do not do this. If you want to
make my job easier, please do not do
this.” I cannot sit there gfter that ad-
monition and exhortstigh and turn
around and say, “Mr, Colbby, I do ngt
believe what you have to say.” If I be-
lieved that for 1 minute, I would S8y,
“You ought to give up your job.”

1 know the CIA got mixed up in Viet-
nam. Many got mixed up in Vietnam.
I fondemngd it. . -

Do not forget, I was Gayernor of my
State when the bomb fell gn Hiroshima,
on-August 8, 1945. A few days after that
a second atomic bomb fell on Nagasaki.
Frankly, I have not slept_so well since
then thinking about the hgrror that can
be visited upon mankind if this thing
ever lets go. I would hope_that the CIA
Is not a provocative agengy but a pro-
tective agency; that it is fhere to pro-
tect American security angd the Ameri-
can people. The minute we disbelieve
that we should do away with it entirely.

I repeat again that as lgnhg as we live
in this kind of a world, where tomorrow
we do not know where we will be, where
the Russians now are tryifie to achieve
parity with us; where we have been told
categorically, without any question of
dotht, that what they are doing is be-
cause they do not want to suffer the hu-
miliation of Cuba again—that is what
this is all about, and thaf is why they
are coming along, hell bent for election,
augmenting their military. strength.

Yook at the deal we made on SALT I.
They can have over 60 missile firing
nuclear subs; we have only a little more
tharr40 of this type of subinarine. They
have about 1,700 land-based missiles; we
have slightly over 1,000, _

When anyone stands up and says to
me, “Oh, they are not gging so fast”
that person is not going to the briefings.
One does not find that igformation an
the floor of the Senate. He has to go to
the secret briefings. There one sees the
statistics, the facts. I can_tell Senators
that after they have done so they wiil
be frightened as to what gould happen
to this world if one act of madness lets
. this thing go off. N

And so I say to my distipguished col-
leagwe from Wisconsin, and all those whio
agree with him, I sympathize with his
feeling. I realize the fact that the CIA
hes done some things wrpng—perhaps
too many things wrong—but let us cor-
rect H. Tet us put the brakes on. Let us
admonish the committee that is fn

charge to do its job. But in the nams2 of
truth, in the name of protecting bhis
Nation agalnst an assault, in the name of
protecting the American people and thieir
future, let t1s rely on the special com-
mittees that do their job, and if any
Memher of the Senate really wants to
find out what the total smount is, I think
in private he should be told.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. Predident, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. PASTORE. I yielc. , ‘

Mr.  HUMPHREY. Mr. Presidenf, I
rise to commend the Senator from Rhode
Island and to associate myself fully with
his comments. The Serator peinted out
very properly that the Central Intelli-
gence Agency has in the past engaged in
activities that have been looked upon by
certain Members of the Congress as un-
desirable; but I want to make it clear
that every one of those activities had
been ordered by a President. The Cen-
tral Intelligence Agency does not just
engage in activities for the love of work.
I know that the Central Intelligence
Agency, during the Kennedy years and
the Johnson years, was engaged in ac-
tivities in Laos——

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The time
of the Senator from Rhode Island has
expired.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
yield such time as the Senator may re-
quire.

Mr. PASTORE. Five more minutes.

Mr. HUMPHREY. There were Mem-
bers of Congress who knew full well what
we were doing, but at the time we
thought we were doing the right thing.
Hindsight 1s so marvelcus, is it not? We
see so miuch better after the fact.

Mr. President, the Central Intelligence
Agency is possibly the most important
agency in this Government. By and large,
it is made up of people who are com-
petent, able, and who have served this
country well and faithfully. To be sure,
there are times when it has engaged in
activities, as we have said, that are
looked upon with suspicion; but I think
it would be folly for us <o publicize all of
its activities, to publicize the amounts it
receives, particularly when there are
ways and means within this body and
within the other body of Congress to
supervise it and to keep a check rein
upon it. ) :

The Soviet Union does not tell us what
they spend in intelligence, or even in
subversion, and they are not about ready
to. The only way we have any chance of
knowing what they are doing is through
agencies like the Central Intelligence
Agency—not alone, buh that agency is,
without a doubt, the rrime instrument
of this Government for the gathering of
intelligence,

I was visiting earlier here with our
distinguished friend and colleague from
Washington—and I kvow this to he a
fact, of course—and discussed the lact
that there is only one person in the Brit-
ish Gpvernment who knows who the di-
rector of intelligence is and to whom that
director reports—just one, and that is
the Prime Minister. Inn most countries
that Is the case. In the Républic of
France and in the Federal Republic of
Germany it is the case, "
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Presently we are on a binge ir. this
counfry about every aspect of govern-
ment. Everything is suspect. Well, Mr.
President, you have got to call & halt to
something. You cannot just start to dis-
mantle the structure because of the
transgressions, or alleged transgressions, .
of a few.

I think that the Senator from ¥Fhede
Island stated it so-succinctly and so ef-
fectively that all I gan do is just add my
amen to it; -but Iihad fhe privilege of
serving on the National Security Council,
and I want {6 tell my colipagues thet the
Central Intelligence Agency was the most
accurate and effective instrument of
Government for that council. Its reports
were most accurate, and had we followed
the advice ef the Central Intellizence
Agency in many sreas, we would have
been better off, but at lesst it was there.

I know the Senator frem Wisconsin is
going to say he is not geing to-Interfere
with them, and that ig true, bui the
figure will be out there, and right away
there will be some of my political per-
suasion, who are labeled *liberals,”” who
are going to say, “Well, lesk at how much
money they are spending’on spying. Look
at how much money they are zpending
on gathering information which is un-
necessary. Lock at what they are going
to do on counterfore activities or clan-
destine military activities.”

If the Congress does not want it to
engage in clandestine activities, all it has
to do is legislate i#——they will obey the
law. But the trouble around here is that
we like fo put the blame on a lot of other
people when we do not have the guts to
legislate what we ought to be legisluting.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield

Mr. PASTORE. Talking about the
amendment, 1t sounds so harmless to say,
“All we want is the oversll figure.”

When we discussed this with Mr. Colby
and asked him, “What is wrong with the
overall figure?’ he told us, “There is a 1ot
wrong with it, because if you chouse to
cut the figure down at some time, pri-
vately and secretly, and I have to live
with.it, nobedy knews what is done, but
if you do it publicly, then the Russians
and the Chinese Communist will know
we are doing less, and that might let
them become more audacious. They
might think we are letting our guard
down. It will have repercussions.”

This came from the lips of an expert.
in the area, and it makes sense.

If I thought giving the overall [Agure
would be the answer to our problems, X
would go along with it, because, aftor all,
it could be argued, “Well, we ar: not
giving the details,” but, as the expert
sald, if we give the oversll figure, what
does it mean? If anybody thinks we are
spending too much, he will want to know
where we are spending it. If we are
spending too little, he will want to know
what we are doing: These are not mat-
ters that we can discuss before the pub-
lic for the public. ~

It does not make any difference 1o me
personally. I.em interested in my Tamily.
I am interested in my grandeldidren. I
want them . to live in a sgfe country. I do
not want them to live in an unsafe coun~
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gence in order to assure that this sensitive
information might not be made available to
any foreign government. Nevertheless, the Of-
fice of Management and Budget exercises
1ts responsibility to review CIA funding in the
same detail that it reviews the budget re-
quests of any other executive branch agency.
The spegific amounts of the agency’s ap-
proved appropriation request and the identi-
fication of the appropriation estimates in
the President’s annual Budget, within which
these amounts are included, are formally
provided by the Director of OMB to the
Chairmen of the Senate and House Appro-
priations Committees; similarly, the Director
is informed by them of the determination of
the CIA budget, and OMB approval of the
transfer of funds to CIA is based upon this
decision.

within the limits of this arrangement
made necessary by security requirements, I
wish to respond fully to the questions raised
in your letter.

1, The authority under which OMB ap-
proves the transfer of funds to CIA for its
approved budget is Section 5 of the CIA Act
of 1949 (50 USC 403f). To our knowledge, no
other authority is now or ever has been used
by OMB for this purpose. As in the case of
- other executive agencles, CIA receives other
funds under provisions of the so-called Econ~
omy Act (31 USC 686), which permits the
purchase of supplies or services by one agency
from another when it is more economical to
do s0. The magnitude of these transactions is
reported to the appropriate committees and
to OMB, but no formal OMB approval is re-
quired,

2. Except for possible Economy Act trans-
actions, no funds have been transferred to
the CIA from any of the agencles falling
under the jurisdiction of the HUD, Space,
Science, Velerans and Independent Agencles
Subcommittee of the Senate Appropriations
Committee.

3. The transfer of funds to CIA under
Section 5 of the CIA Act is accomptished by
the issuance of Treasury documents rou-
tinely used for the transfer of funds from
one government agency to another. The
amount and timing of these transfers, pur-
suant to that Act, are approved by OMB.

4. Information concerning the transfer of
these funds to CIA is available to members of
the Senate and House Armed Services and
Appropriations Subcommittees concerned
with CIA matters.

5. Under established procedures, funds
approved by OMB for transfer to CIA are
limited to amounts notified to OMB by the
Chairmen of the Senate and House Appro-
priations Committees. The specific appro-
priation accounts from which the funds will
be transferred are also determined by this
process. Obligations by CIA, subsequent to
the transfer, are further controlled by OMB
through the apportionment process.

6. The funding of CIA through a single
publicly. identiflable appropriation could re-
sult in the disclosure of information detri-
mental to the agency’s sensitlve foreign in.
telligence operations, as I understand the
Director of Central Intelligence has indicated
to members of the Congress on several oc-
casions. .

T trust that the above Information is re-
sponsive to. your needs.

Sincerely,
Roy L. AsH,
Direcior.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. THURMOND., Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On whose
time? ‘

Mr. THURMOND. The time to be
equally divided between both sides.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and it

"is so ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr., PASTORE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded. ’

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

- objection, it is so ordered.

Who yields time?

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield me 5 or 10 minutes?

Mr. STENNIS. T yvield 10 miniutes to the
Senator. )

Mr, PASTORE. Mr, President, what 1
have to say will not take 10 minutes,

I must recognize the sincerity and the
motive—I might say the noble motive-—
on the part of the sponsors of this
amendment and what they are trying to
accomplish. As a matter of fact, I do not
think any matter has disturbed Members
who are charged with this responsibility
more than this matter, with respect to
the ramifications and the complexities
that are involved in this kind of situa-
tion.

T would pray for the day in this world
when nations could live as neighbors,
when people could live as brothers, when
we would not have to have an atomic
bomb or a missile or a nuclear submarine,
that we could live in peace and tranquil-
ity, and that we would not even need &
Central Intelligence Agency.

But the world is not made that way.
The history within my lifetime has
proved pretty much that unless a nation
is on its guard, as we had to be in 1962
at the_time of the Cuban crisis, it could
lose its birthright.

Now, what are we talking about here?
We are talking about the Central Intelli-
gence Agency. I have been connected
with the Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy almost as long as I have been in
the Senate. Day in and day out we sit be-
hind closed doors in a room that has
been debugged because of what is told,
whet is given to the committee, and what
is listened to. Only the members of that
committee are privy to what goes on, ex-
cept, of course, that the courtesy is ren-
dered on a need-to-know basis to Mem-
bers of Congress if they make a request
that they need to know. The same goes
for the Central Intelligence Agency. I
daresay if any Senator really wants to
know how much we spend for intelli-
gence, he could find out. But then they
would have to reveal what they spend it
for. They might not be able to publish the
information, and why should they? What
would it accomplish ?

I do not know the men and women up

. in that Press Gallery. For all I know,

there may be a newspaperman there from
Moscow. We live in a free society, and
what we say on the floor of the Senate
goes all over the world, It is a public
record. That is the way we live. We are
an open society. If we tell the Russians
what they have to know, will they tell
us what they have? I will eat anyone’s
hat on the Capitol steps if that happens,

Do Senators know what Khrushchev
sald when he came here and met with Mr.
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Dulles, of the Central Intelligence Agen-
cy, for the first time? He said, “You know,
your country and my country could save
a lot of money if we could get together.”
Do Senators know what he meant by
that? He meant by that that they are
spying on us and we have to spy on them.
That can be said publicly, because that
is what this is all about. We have to know

.what they are doing, so we can know

what we have to do in order to guarantee
the security of our own -country.

So we cannot come out here and tell
the whole world, “We spent $1 billion or
$2 billion for the Central Intelligence
Agency.” What does that mean to any-
one else, except that perhaps some people
think they are spending too much. And
the minute the question is asked where
they are spending it we are in serious
trouble.

So what happens to your children and
my children, Mr President? What hap-
pens to you when you go home tonight?
What happens tomorrow? What hap-
pens to the security of our country?
Can we afford to tell them? Oh yes, I
would like to tell the public everything it
is possible to tell them. I believe in that.
I have been in public life continually for

40 years. I believe in the right of the -

public to know. But I certainly would
not come to the floor of the Senate and
tell you, Mr. President, how to put to-
gether an atom bomb. I would not tell
you that. I would not tell you how far
our nuclear subs are able to travel; I
would not tell you how we can detect an
enemy sub; and I would not tell you how

they might detect ours. I would not tell

you that. Why would I not tell you that?
I would not tell you that because the
minute I told you that I would jeopardize
the future of your children.

I do not relish the responsibility on
this ad hoc committee. I happen to be
on it. We sit there for hours and hours,

day in and day out. It is not & pleasant '

job, but it is a job that was assigned to
me and I have to do it. If anyone wants
my job on that particular committee
I will give it- to him tomorrow. But it
has been assigned to me and I have to
do it.

I repeat again that I realize the mo-
tive behind this measure. I think a lot of
people are a little disturbed over some
things that CIA has done. That needs to
be investigated, and that is our job, and
we are doing it every day.

But as the Senator from Minnesota
has said on this floor & hundred times:
Please do not throw out the, baby with
the bath water. That is the point, In our
attempt to catch that one mouse, are we
going to burn down the barn? We can-
not and must not burn down the barn.
So we come out here and say, “This is
the amount of money we are spending.”
Very well; after it has been said, then
what? Someone else says,
spending too much.” In order to prove
that too much is not being spent, state-
ments have to be made as to where it is
being spent, what we are doing. The big
question is, Can we afford to tell them
what we are doing? -

I have been in many committee meet-
ings—the Joint Committee on Atomic
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Buit we go much further than that.
‘We lay out that budget in great detail.
‘We break it down by component and by
‘unction. We then talk about each indi-
sidual weapon. When will it be ready?
flow much will it cost? What does it look
“ike in a technical sense?

Ut course, this detailed information is
rsluable to the U.S.8.R. But long ago, a
Jecision was made that in our open so-
sicty it was better to know the facts and
rirle herd on the Defense Department
ihan to accept the intangible fear of
snemy knowledge.

in fact, many American strategists
nave argued that the size of the U.S.
military budget and the characteristics
ol our overwhelming nuclear force should
he made public in order to reinforce the
osychology of deterence. The enemy will
not be deterred unless he truly believes
thie United States has these weapons.

The same goes for the intelligence
budget. It is a form of deterrence for the
potential adversary to know that we will
continue to spend sizeable funds for in-
felligence. They will be less inclined to
spring some surprise.

Of course it should be quickly said that
ihe only figure we would be releasing is
the single number representing the com-
tsined intelligence budget. Not a hreak-
down. Just the overall figure.

Now just what would this tell our ad-
vorsaries? They would not know if it all
went to the CIA, or DIA. Whether the
ISA spent most of the money, or the Air
i'oree.

tiow about yearly fluctuations? Say for
<xample, that the budget went up 10
rercent in 1 year. What what they con-
¢lude? That manpower was more expen-
sive? That the CIA was spending more
fnr Laos? That the DIA had bought a
ew computer division? That NSA was
iviring more people? They would know
nothing.

fisten to what former CIA Director
James R. Schlesinger told Senator Harry
. Bx¥rp, JR., during his eonfirmation
hearings for Secretary of Defense:

© whink it (speaking of releasing selected
intelligence budget data) might be an ac-
cuptable procedure, Senator, to indicate the
total figure of the national intelligence pro-
grams. I would not personally advocate it, but
il may be an acceptable procedure . .. There
i= the feeling that it might be wise to give
the gross figure. I have come to share that
feeling at least in this time frame, but that
daes not say that is not a possibility,

Senator Byrp specifically asked:
There would be no security reasons why it
zhould not be done?

Dr. Schlesinger replied:

For the gross figure, I think that the secur-
ity concerns are minimal. The component
figures, I would be more concerned about but
for the pross national Intelligence program
fizures I think we could live with thas on a
sceurity basts, yes.

Remember that this was the Director
uf Central Intelligence testifving, the
man who then was the CIA Director, He
iz now the Secretary of Defense. This is
exactly what the amendment hefore the
fiznate provides.

When the same question was put to
William B, Colby during his confirmation
hearings to be Director of Central In-
telligence, he replied:

I would propose to leave that question, Mr.
Chairman, in the hands of the Congress to
decide ... We are not golng to run the kind
of intelligence service thut other countries
run. We are going to run one in the Ameri-~
can society, and the American constitutional
structure, and I can see that there may e a
requirement to expose to 'the American peo-
ple a great deal more than might be con-
venient Ifrom the narrow intelligence point
of view.

Mr. Colby’s two points should be kept
in mind. First, he left it up to Congress.
Second, he said we have to run our in-
telligence agencies in a democratic en-
vironment. Both of these points argue
for supporting this amendment.

After he was confirmed, Mr. Cclby
started having a change of heart. It is
interesting to note how opinions change
during and after confirmation hearings.

Now Mr. Colby argues against releas-
ing even the aggregate total of the in-
telligence community budget.

During the confirmation, he said,

I would favor a greater degree of exposure
of what we are doing (p. 18).

Now he says he does not think it would be
% good idea.

Mr. Colby further explained why he
opposes such a course of action. Quoting
from a February 22, letter, Mr. Colby
3aY¥8:

I am still concerned that public disclosure
of total intelligence figures on an annual
basls would lead to pressures for further
public explanation of the programs for which
monies were appropriated.

That is the real reason for not
releasing the budgetf. It will allow Con-
eress to start doing its job. Questions
will be asked. There will be pressure on
the oversight committees to very oclosely
review that budget and justify it thor-
oughly, so that they in surn could come
back to Congress and say we are getting
our money’s worth.

There is something very healthy about
responding to public pressure—even for
the intelligence community.

The question must be asked of every
nerson who-says that the release of tais
total budget will endanger national
security. How will it d» so? Why did
Secretary Schlesinger say it would not?
Give some examples, hypothetical if
desired of how such disclosure would
work against us. How is the total intal-
ligence budget figure different from the
total military budget? Is it more imn-
portant than a $100 billion defense
budget? Are the Armed Services Comn-
iittees violating security by reviewing
the Defense budget In public?

These questions need answering by
those that support continued secrecy of
the intelligence budget.

I hope answers are forthecoming.

Mr. President, this amendment is the
niost restrained attempt to introduce
fiscal integrity to the intelligence corn-
munity. It is written to take into con-
sideration the possibility of security
rroblems. It only calls for the release of
the total figure.

It is time we found out just how large
that budget is. It will not impinge on
seeurity considerations.

It is a long overdue step toward re-
asserting the right of Congress to inquire
into the money it appropriates. We have
operated in the dark too long.
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T invite attention, Mr. President, to
the fact that the Senate Select Comumit-
tee on Secret and Confidential Docu-
ments, the cochairmen of which were the
majority leader and the minority leader,
Senators MansrFietp and HueH Scortr,
made the recommendation which is em
bodied in the amendment I am present
ing to the Senate today and on which
we will vote a little later.

I hope that the Members of the Sermaie
will recognize that this is a2 matter that
has been studied by the select commii-
tee; that they did make this recom-
mendation; that the present Secratary
of Defense, who was formerly Director,
and the present CIA Director, whea his
nomination was being confirmed-—both
at the time of the confirmation of their
nominations—indicated that the dam-
age, if any, would be minimal and that
they saw strong arguments in favor of
releasing the total.figure. They couid
live with thatl, provided there was no
breakdown of the components.

Mr. President, I reserve the remainder
of my time, and I yield the floor.

ExHIsiT 1
U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS,
Wasi:ington, D.C., April 8, 1474
Hon. Roy M. Asz,
Director, Office of Mancgement and Budget,
Washington, D.C.

DeEaR Mr. As®: Under the authority of the
1949 Central Intelligence Agerncy Act, the CIA
is authorized to transfer funds to and receive
funds from other Government agencie:
ject to the approval of your office, Th
thority is granted without regard to other
provisions of law.

Would you please provide nnswers o the
following questions dealing with this pra -
tice.

1. Is there any other authority for this
transfer or receipt of funds other than i1 the
1949 CIA Act, Section 6? If <o, where?

2. As Chairman of the HUD, $pace, Scienicc,
Veterans and Independent Agencies Subcom-
mittee of the Senate Appropriations Com-
mittee, I request you to make known to me
if any of the funds appropriated under mv
Jurisdietion have been transferred to or ex-
pended by or on behalf of the CIA?

3. Will you please describe ihe process b
which funds are transferred from ohe appro-
priation account to use ky the CIA?

4. What members of Congress are nads
aware of this practice ir terms of the a tun;
flow of funds?

5. What restrictions are placed on this
transfer or expenditure of funds?

6. Why cannot the CIA budget be fuide
in a single appropriations bill?

I would appreciate an early answer to thes»
questions since hearings are currently in
progress.

Sincerely,

WILLiAM ProXMIRE,
.8, Senator.

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PREST-___
DENT, OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT
AND BUngeT,
Washington, D.C., April 29, 1974
Hon, WiLriaM PROSMIRE,
Commitiee on Appropriations, U.8. Senale,
Washington, D.C.

Dzar SENaTOR Proxmare: This responcs to
your letter of April 8, 1974, In which you pose
several questions regarding the fundinz or
the Central Intelligence Agency.

As you know, extraordinary measures ave
been taken by both the Congress and the
executive branch to protect the sens:tive
foreign intelligence operations in which the
CIA engages. With respect to the budget, in-
formation relating to CIA’s funding has been
classified by the Director of Central Intali-
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House conferees, even if it did not sur-
vive the conference, we would be at least
pinpointing something that needs to be
emphasized in this day and age, because
one day we will have to convert from
war to peace, prayerfully and hopefully.
‘The big question is, How do we do it?

Do we just sit back and say, “Well, we
will just wait and see what the Govern-
ment is going to do about it”?

With reference to the Rhode Island
situation, we tried to go down and see
the President for a long time and we
could not do it. We were told the day
before the order came out cutting our
installations. Only the day before did
we know it. I tried to find out from Mr.
Kissinger, I tried to find out from Mel-
vin Laird. I tried to find out from Ad-
miral Zumwalt. I tried to find out from
the President. None of them told us what
was going to happen fo Rhode Island.
‘We never knew of it until the axe came
down and chopped off our economic
head. I say that is disgraceful. I repeat,
we are not over the agony yet.

Mr. President, I am very amenable to
this amendment.for the reasons I have
stated. I realize this is not the complete
answer. I realize it may not survive the
conference. But surely the Senate ought
to express its sentiment.

It is not going to affect my State a
great deal. It may affect one or two
plants. Perhaps we can reconvert them
without Federal help. But the time has
come when we have to think about these
things in advance, and not, after the
fact, get up on the floor and propose to

extend unemployment compensation, -

and have a silly retraining-for-jobs pro-
gram, without knowing what jobs they
are going to give these people after they
are trained. This is something that has
to be done in advance.

I would hope such a proposal would
receive serious consideration. I can say
this as one who has depended on the
Pentagon and the Defense Department.
I am one who has . not always agreed
with the Senator from South Dakota
(Mr. McGoOVERN) with reference to some
of the cuts he wanted to make in de-
fense. I have been on the side of the Sen-
ator from Mississippl (Mr. STENNIS) and
the Senator from South Carolina (Mr.
THURMOND) more than I have been on
the side of the Senator from South Da-
kota, but this proposal ought to be given
serious consideration, and I am going to
vote for it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr, STENNIS. Mr, President, I yleld
myself 1 minute,

I appreelate very much the problem
Rhode Island had at a time when I was
not active. I read about it in the news-
papers, and it had my interest, and I
remember the vigor with which the
Senator from Rhode Island and his col-
league opposed it. They did everything
anyone could do to try to alleviate that
situation. But with all deference to my
friends, I do not believe such an amend-
ment on this bill is a solution to the
problem. I think, legislative-wise, 1t
would be better to take the route that all
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far-reaching legislation should take, I
think, a full development of all the facts
to give the Congress a choice among
alternatives, if it has alternatives before
it, is the best way to do it. .-

I hope we can keep this bill a military
authorization bill, as I explained before,
and get it into law as soon as we can,
and pave the way for appropriations. I
know that if the authorization commit-
tees do not meet those time demands,
our work is going to be brushed aside.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. STENNIS. I yleld myself 1 “addi-
tional minute.

And the appropriations will be made
whether there is an authorization or not,
and we will be helpless to do anything
about it.

I think we do render a service—I am
sure my colleagues agree—through these
authorization bills.

So let us keep it what it is to begin
with—an authorization bill for military
hardware and manpower for the en-
suing year.

Mr. President, I yleld the floor. I will
yield anytime any Senator wishes.
Otherwise I am willing o yleld back the
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi has 12 minutes re-
maining. The Senator from South
Dakota has 5 minutes remaining.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, so.

far as we are concerned on this side, we
are willing to yield back our time if the
Senator from South Dakota is so willing.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, under
those circumstances, I am willing to
yield back the remainder of .my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
having been yielded bhack, the question
is on agreeing to the amendments num-
bered 1347 by the Senator from South
Dakota (Mr. McGoverN), The yeas and
nays have been ordered, and the clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. 1 announce
that the Senator from California (Mr.
CraNsTON), the Senator from Arkansas
(Mr. FurLerigHT), the Senator from
Michigan (Mr. Hart), the Senator from
Indiana (Mr. HARTKE), the Senator from
Maine (Mr. Harmaway), the Senator
from Kentucky (Mr. HUDPLESTON), the
Senator from Hawail (Mr, InouyE), the
Senator from Massachusetts (Mr. KEnN=
NEDPY), the Senator from Wyoming (Mr,
McGeE), the Senator from Utah (Mr.
Moss), the Senator from Alabama (Mr.
SparkMAN), and the Senator from Cali-
fornia (Mr. TUNNEY) are necessarily ab=
sent.

I also announce that the Senator from
Missouri (Mr. SYMINGTON) s absent he-
cause of illness.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. BELLMON),
the Senator from Tennessee (Mr. BROCK),
the Senator from New York (Mr. Javirs),
the Senator from Oregon (Mr., Pack-
woob), and the Senator from Delaware
(Mr. RoTa) are necessarily absent.

The result was announced—yeas 27,
nays 55, as follows:

E§8?8{$§\£7R§&EBP75&°&%PB°°°7°°°3°°58 -3

[No. 223 Leg.]
YEAS—27
Abourezk Humphrey Mondale
Bayh Jackson Montoya
Biden Long Muskie
Brooke Magnuson Nelson
Church Mansfield Pagtore
Clark Mathias Pell
Gravel McGovern Ribicofl
Hatfield McIntyre Schweiker
Hughes Metcalf williams
NAYS—bb
Alken Dole Metzenbaum
Allen Domenlei Nunn
Baker Dominick Pearson
Bartlett Eagleton Percy
Beall Eastland Proxmire
Bennett " Ervin Randolph
Bentsen Fannin Scott, Hugh
Bible Fong Scott,
Buckley Goldwater william L.
Burdick Griffin Stafford
Byrd, Gurney Stennis
Harry ¥., Jr. Hansen Stevens
Byrd, Robert C. Haskell Stevenson
Cannon Helms Taft
Case Hollings Talmadge
Chiles Hruska Thurmond
Cook Johuston Tower
Cotton McClellan ‘Weicker
Curtis McClure Young
NOT VOTING—18
Bellmon . Hathaway Moss
Brock Huddleston Packwood
Cranston Inouye Roth
Fulbright Javits Sparkman
Hart Kennedy Symington
- Hartke McGee Tunney

So Mr. McGovern's amendment (No.
134'7) was rejected.

Mr, STENNIS. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was rejected.

Mr. THURMOND. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 1369

, The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ABOUREZK). Under the previous order,
the Senate will now proceed to the con-
sideration of the amendment (No. 1369)
offered by the Senator from Wisconsin
(Mr. ProxMiIre), which the clerk will
state.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill in-
sert a new section as follows:

8ec. —, On or before March 1 each year
the Director of Central Intelligence “shall
submit an unclassified written report to the
Congress disclosing the ftotal amount of
funds requested in the budget, transmitted
to the Congress pursuant to section 201 of
the Budget and Accounting Act of 1921 (31
U.8.C. 11), for the national intelligence pro-
gram for the next succeeding flscal year.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
for debate on this amendment shall be
limited to 3 hours, to be equally divided
between and controlled by the mover of
the amendment and the manager of the
bill, with 30 minutes on any amendment
in the second degree.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered‘

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, be-
fore I yield to the distinguished Senator
from Mississippi, which I shall do in a
moment, I would like to call the atten-
tion of the Senate, while some Senators
are still on the floor, to the fact that
what this amendment does is provide a
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part of what has been requested by Sen-
ators Scotrr and MAaNSrFIELD of Senator
McCLELLAN when they wrote him last
November, and what, in my judgment,
Senator McCLELLAN said then he would
iike to do if he can. I shall just read that
ietter, and then leave the matter in the
nands of the Senator from Mississippl.

This is the letter dated November 15,
1873, signed by the majority and minor-
ity leaders:

Az Co-chalrmen of the Sensate Select Com~
mittee on Secret and Confidential Docu-
nents, we wish to call your attention to one
of the major recommendsations which our
fjommittee made with respect to the opera-
fwons of the various intelligence agencies.
Specifically, it was agreed that the Senate
should be provided with the over-all sums
regquested for each agency. We believe that
the release of this limited information will
e usetul to the Senate in maintaining the

necessary support for our intelligence oper-
ations.

We do wish to reiterate that the Commit-
tne did not recommend the disclosure of any
particular intelligence activity or any other
such detalled matters, which continue to re-
main. and properly so, under your jurisdic-
o,

I have talked with the majority leader
;his morning, and he said it was his con-
struction that that would mean the over-
all figure would be made available pub-
licly. The response of Senator McCLELLAN
dated November 20, was as follows:

Dimar SENATOR: I have your letter of Novem-
er 15 and want you to know that I intend
to comply, as fully as possible, with the rec-
ommendation of the Senate Belect Commit-
fee on Secret and Confidential Documents to
provide the Senate with the over-all sums

requested for each of the various intelligence
agencies,

Mr. President, the purpose of the
amendment which I am offering now is
Lo provide that the overall fizure for the
intelligence community as a whole, not
broken down but the owverall figure,
would be made available, so that the tax-
nayers of this country would have some
idea of how much, how manhy billions of
dollars—and it is billions of dollars—
are going for intelligence efforts by our
Government.

Now, Mr. President, I yleld to the Sen-
stor from Mississippi-—

Mr. STENNIS. On my timae.

Mr. PROXMIRE, Yes. I yield to the
Senator from Mississippi.

Mr, STENNIS. I thank the Senator.
T take 2 minutes of my time first to em-
phasize to Senators present the over-
whelming importance of this amend-
ment and the far-reaching effect it
would have if passed and enacted into
faw,

When we disclose—and I speak as one
who, for years, has had to take care of
2 tot of keeping up with this problem—
and it is no fun—if we disclose the
anmount of money spent on this effort,
which includes the CIA, then we give
to our adversaries all over the world,
present and future, a true index as to
whal our activities are. There are de-
ductions that can be made from our fig-
ures which could lead them along the
nath of information which would be
nriceless to them to know.

I'riie, we are an open society and, so
iar, we have been able to carry on an
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intelligence program effectively wkich
has been worth to us billions and billions
and billions of dollars in savings, Bui, if
we are going to abandon the idea of
keeping these figures from being dis-
closed, then, in my humble opinion, we
might as well abolish the agency. It
would be like saying, in effect, that we
do not want this secret intelligence alter
all, that we do not need it, and that we
will abandon it.

We will pay an awful price for that.

I am familiar with the CIA budget.
I can satisfy most any Senator in the
cloakroom, talking to him seme atout
this, but I will publicly say that it is a
clean budget and they have justified
many times over the expenditure of the
money.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
thank the distinguished Senator from
Mississippi.

Mr. President, how much does the
United States spend each year on the
intelligence budget? Except for a small
handful of Senators and Congressmen,
nobody knows, at least in this country.

My amendment would end this ignor-
ance and allow the Congress to reassert
its fiscal control over the largest budget
currently unavailable to public or con-
gressional scrutiny.

The amendment requires that ort or
before March 1 each year the Director of
Central Intelligence shall submit an un-
classified written repor: to the Congress
disclosing the total amount of funds re-
quested in the budget for the national
intelligence program for the next suc-
ceeding fiscal year.

It is as simple as that. Each year the
Director of Central Intellizence adds up
the combined budgets c¢f the intelligence
community and suppliss that figure to
Congress in an unclassified form.

No longer would we be operating in
darkness. For- the firs: time we would
have hard budgetary facts. Granted, it
would only be one figure each year, but
that is enough to tell us the relative size
of that budget.

At present, we do nos know if the na-
tional intelligence program budget is $1
billion of $10 billlon. We do not know if
it went up 200 percent -his year, or went
down 10 percent. We simply do not know
and the conseguence of our ignorance is
twofold.

First, the intelligence community es-
capes effective congressional control.

Second, Congress is systematically de-
ceived as to the size of other civilian
budgets.

How does that come sbout?

It comes about because the intelli-
gence budgets, particularly the CIA, are
hidden in other budgets that pass
through the legislative process, Thaere
is intelligence money in this bill before
us today.

1 don’t know how much. Only the
Oversight Committee members know
that. There are funds in other budgets.
It is quite possible that even some of the
chairmen of these subcommittees do not
know that their budgets contain intelli-
gence funds.

The authority for this sleight of hand
resides in the Central Intelligence Act of
1949, section 6 (50 USC 403f).

Section 6 states that the CPA i au-
thorized to transfer to and receive from
other Government agencies any money
approved by the Bureau of the Budget
suthorized under the National Security
Act of 1947.

According o the Office of Management
and Budget, the transfer of funds to
CIA under section 6 of the CIA Act is
accomplished by the issusnce of Treas-
ury documents routinely used for the
transfer of funds from one Government
agency to another. The amount and
timing of these transfers are approved
by OMB.

The funds approved for transfer to
CIA by OMB are limited to amounts
notified to OMB by the chairmen of the
Senate and House Appropriations Com-
mittees. The specific appropriations ac-
counts from which the funds will he
transferred are also determined by this
process. Obligations after the transfer
are further controlled by OMB through
the apportionment process.

In other words, only two men ia the
entire Congress of the United Sitates
control the process by which the CIA is
funded.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that my correspondence with Roy
L. Ash, Director of OMB be printed in
the REecorp. There is an error in Mr.
Ash’s reply that should be noted. Where
the letter refers to section 5, it should
read section 6.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 2.)

Mr. PROXMIRE. As chairman of the
HUD, Space, Science, Veterans Appro-
priations Subcommittee, I became in-
terested in whether or not there were in-
telligence funds in my $21 billion budget.
I checked with OMB and was tol¢ that
except for possible Economy Act transac-
tions, no funds have been transferred
to the CIA from any of the agencies fall-
ing under the jurisdiction of the HUD,
Space, Science, Veterans and Indesend-
ent Agencies Subcommittee. I urge other
subcommittee and committee cha.rmen
to make the same inguiries.

THE SECURITY ISSUR

This sleight of hand aside, the major
auestion each of us has to answer hefore
voting on this amendment is “Will the
public release of this agpregate budget
in any way eompromise our national se-
curity?” If it can be shown that it will
not, then this amendment should be
passed.

1 intend to show that it will not com-
promise our security, in any way.

First, let us apply a little common
sense to the problem of security. Would
anyone charge that the Senate Armed
Services Committee is endangering our
national security by publishing the total
amount of the Defense budget? Would
anyone claim that the Secretary cf De-
fense and the Joint Chiefs of Staff have
violated security when they testify be-
fore Congress in open session and when
they peak across the country and use the
total amount of the defense budgeb in
public?

Of course not. That would be utterly
ridiculous. The total amount of the budg-
et is not a security problem.
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passed, and a motion fo reconsider was
iaid on the table.
A similar House bill (H.R. 13685)-was

A

1aid on the table.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I
make the point of order that a quorum is

not present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is

not present.

Without objection, a call of the House

was ordered.

There was no objectlon.
The call was taken by electronic de-
vice, and the following Members failed

to respond:

[Roll No. 229]

Anderson, Calif.Ford,

Moorhead, Callf.

Andrews, N.C, William D, Moorhead, Pa.
Ashbrook Fountain Morgan
Badillo Gaydos Moss
Bafalis Gettys Murphy, 111,
Barrett Giaimo Murphy, N.Y,
Bell Gibbons Nedzi
Biaggl Goldwater Nelsen,
Biester Goodling Nix
Blatnik Grasso Parris
Boland QGray . Peyser
Bolling Green, Oreg. Podell
Brademas QGreen, Pa. Pritchard
Brasco Griffiths Quie
Broomfleld Gunter Rangel
Brotzman Hanna Reid
Buchanan Hansen, Jdeho Rinaldo
Burke, Cslif, Harrington Roncalio, Wyo.
Burke, Flx. Hays Rooney, N.Y,
Butler Heckler, Mass, Rooney, Pa.
Byron Heinz Roy
Carey, N.Y. Helstoskl Ruppe
Carney, Ohio  Hogan Satterfleld
Chisholm Holifleld Scherle
Clancy Huber Schneebell
Clark Hudnut Schroeder
Clausen, Hunt Sebelius
Don H. Ichord Shipley
Clawson, Del Jarman Shoup
Clay Johnson, Pa, Shuster
Conyors Jones, Okla. Skubltz
Corman Kluczynski Smith, Towa
Cotter Kyros Staggers
Culver Landgrebe Stanton,
Daniels, Landrum J. William
Dominick V. Lehman Steed
Danlelson, Litton Steels
Davis, Ga. Long, La. Steiger, Wis.
Davis, 8.C. Long, Md. Stubblefield
Delaney Luken Teague
Dennis MecCloskey Tdall
Dent McCormack Vander Jagh
Diges McKinney Veysey
Dingell McSpadden Vigorito
Donohue Macdonald Waldie
Dorn, Madigan Ware
Dulski Mann Widnall
Eckhardt Marazitl Willlams
Eilberg Matsunags Wyatt
Eshleman Mayne Wydler
Findley™ Milford Wyman,
Fish Mink Yatron
Fisher Mitchell, Md, Young, Ga.
Flood Mollohan ‘Young, 8.C,
Flowers ’

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 274
Members have recorded their presence
by electronic device, & quorum.

By unanimous consent, further pro-
ceedings under the call were dispensed

with.

USDA DELAYS FLEMING KEY ANI-
MAL IMPORT CENTER PLANNING

(Mr. MELCHER asked and was given

permission to address the House for 1
minute, and to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. MELCHER, Mr. Speaker, although
directed by action of the 92d Congress to
build an import quarantine center to Im-~
port European breeds of cattle and other

Hvestock at Fleming Key off the coast of
Florida, the Department of Agriculture
has failed to start the plans and design
of the facilities.

Congress appropriated $300,000 for de-
slgn and planning in fiscal year 1973. The
Department advises me:

The deslgn criteria have been completed.
Architectural-engineering firms have been
evaluated and ranked in order of prefergnce
by & review board.

But—the Department then equivocates
by saying that they do not intend to ex-
pand the $300,000 appropriation for de-
sign and planning until construction
funds are available.

For the current fiscal year appropria-
tions the conference committee of the
‘Agriculture Appropriations Committee
asked that the request.for funds for the
Fleming Key Animal Import Center be
made in the routine way through the
President’s budget rather than asking for
the funds outside the normal budgetary
process. That was not done. Now the De-
partment position is that this quarantine
center should be financed through pri-
vate sources.

Whether it Is private or Government
funds that pay the bill for this needed fa-
cility I would strongly urge the Depart-
ment to get right on the Job of design
and planning the installation, which
usually takes a year, so that when the
funds are available construction can
start. Further delay only stalls what is
an obvious need for the U.S. livestock in-
dustry. Also the stall defies the will of
Congress in directing that the $300,000
appropriated be used for the purpose of
planning and it’s obvious that the De-
partment has wasted a year or more in
defiance of the directlve of Congress.

(Mr. WOLFF asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute, to revise and extend his remarks
and include extraneous matter.)

IMr. WOLFF addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the Ex-
tensions of Remarks.]

(Mr. VANIK asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute, to revise and extend his remarks
and include extraneous matter.)

IMr. VANIK addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the Ex-
tensions of Remarks.]

MILTTARY PROCUREMENT
AUTHORIZATION, 1975

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call
up House Resolution 1112 and ask for its
immediate conslderation.

The Clerk read the resolution as

follows:
H, REs. 1112

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be In order to move that
the House resolve ltself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the S8tate of the
Union for the consideration of the bill (H.R.
14592) to wmuthorize appropriations during
the fiscal year 1975 for procuremendt of air-
craft, misstles, naval vessels, tracked combat
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vehlcles, torpedoes, and other weapons, and
research, development, test and evaluation
for the Armed Forces, and to prescribe the
authorized personnel strength for each active
duty component and of the Selected Reserve
of each Reserve component of the Armed
Forces and of civilian perzonnel of the De-~
partment of Defense, and to authorize the
military training student loads and for other
purposes. After general debate, which shall
be confined to the bill and shall continue
not to éxceed four hours, to be equally di~
vided and controlled by the chalrman and
ranking minority member of the Committee
on Armed Services, the bill shall be read for
amendment under the flve-minute rule by
titles instead of by sections. At the conclu-
slon of the consideration of the bill for
amendment, the Committee shall rise and
report the bill to the House with such
amendments as may have been adopted, and
the previous question shall be considered
as ordered on the bill, and amendmenis
thereto to final passage without intervening
motion except one motion to recommit,

The SPEAKER. The genfleman from
Indiana (Mr. MAppEN) is recognized for
1 hour.

(Mr. MADDEN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 39
minutes to the gentleman from Nebraska
(Mr. Mar7IN) pending which I yield my-
self such time as I may consume,.

Mr. Speaker, last week the House Rules
Committee held hearings on the 1975
military authorization legislation and re-
ported out an open rule with 4 hours of
general debate—¥ouse Resolution 1112

Chairman HEeerT and other members
of the Armed Services Committee testi-
fled at length regarding the important
features of this legislation, after months
of extended hearings of recorded testi~
mony from the heads of the varlous
armed services, Members of Congress,
et cetera.

This legislation reported by the Armed
Services Committee provides for appro-
priation authorization of $22,642,963,000.
The total authorization includes $18,-
641,000 for procurement of alrcraft, mis-
siles, naval vessels, tracked combat ve-
hicles, torpedoes, and other weapons.
The sum of $9,001,663,000 is authorized
for research, development, testing, and
evaluation.

After the hearings were completed, the
Armed Services Committes reduced the
total amount of this authorization by
$487 million. The total amount of the
authorization is $1.2 billlon above the
1974 authorization,

The total authorization also includes
$1,400,000,000 for the military assistance
service funded program, providing for
military assistance to South Vietnam,

The Armed Services Committee re-
duced the requested airborns warning
and confrol system authorization from
$515.4 million to $257.7 million, This re~
duction included authorizing 6 instead of
12 aircraft.

The committee denled the request of
$50 million for the stretched version of
the C-141 alrcraft.

The request of $132.9 million for the
civilian reserve air fleet program was re~
duced to $25 million.

The procurement authorization re-
quest for $14.3 million for two patrol
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i+ not a party to the subcontract. The
xecutive communication points cut that
Lhe proposed amendments would afford
srolection t#.those subcontractors, espe-
ciallvy when tiey are small businessmen
who might otHerwise suffer from un-
cessary financiéd losses when perform-
H subcontractes and material sup-
sliers on Governm#@mt contracts. The
Zieneral Services Adpinistration also
slated that it does not bikieve that the bill
wouid result in any incré@ged cost to the
Tiovernment. The only Mossible cost
srould be an indirect one MEsed on the
-assibility that private surety #ampanies
wronld increase their bond pref@iums to
reflect the added exposure to thl, pay-
ment of interest and attorneys’ f%qm
ihe event a subcontractor enforce is
vlght by suit. It can be assumed that

rime contractor’s bid would refiect t¥

inereased premiums, if any. %

The amendments are consistent with
+an policy of protecting subcontractors as
ambodied in the Miller Act. It is recom-
qended that the bill be considered
fayoraply.

(Mr. MOORHEAD of California, asked
and was given permission to revise and
~xtend his remarks.)

Myr. MOORHEAD of California. Mr.
Fpeaker, when Congress first passed the
Alilller Act in 1935, its primarv objective
wus to safeguard the rights of subcon-
Lwonctors and suppliers in connection with
Federal construction eontracts. Normally,
» mechanie’s lien serves as anh adequate
security for payment for work done by
s:abcontractors or suppliers in the con-
sotuction  industry. However. since a
mechanic’s lien does not attach to Fed-
eral property. some other- mechanism
was needed to protect them. Consequent-
iy, Congress provided a vehicle in Feder-
»i law so that subcontractors or suppliers

ag ¢

&
enlld recover overdue payments from s&,

prime contractors on Government-fi#
nanced projects. o
‘T'he Miller Act requires.the prime ggfi-
tracior to provide a payment bond. yilfere
the value of the contract excecds $2.000.
The payment bond is required &¥ a se-
eurity for the protection of thosdsupply-
ing labor and/or materials i#the per-
inrmance of such public contécts. Then,
ii a subcontractor or supplid is not paid
within 90 days after full pgfformance, he
i= given a right to bring & action in the
11.8. district court ag#inst either the
prime or the surety on e payment bond,
he suit must be brow¥ht where the con-
act was performi#d, within 1 year
ziter the labor was@erformed or the ma-
terials supplied. I%enacting this law, the
Congress embra#®d a public policy of
protecting sub#ontractors working on
“iovernment o#nstruction eontracts.
But, whilethe intent of the original
diller Act i clear, as a practical matter
ihe remed¥ provided has all too often
knen illnséry. Frequently, the cost of 1iti-
zation i prohibitively high, when com-
pared with the amount which may be re-
covered. So. in many instances, there
existsra, basic economic disincentive for
bringing such suits. Also, either through
a iafk of legal advice or pressure from
thef prime contractor, a subcontractor
oiten enters into an arrangement where-
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v he walves his rights under the Miller
Act, in return for gettirg the job.

The amendments to the Miller Act,
contained in the legislation (H.R. 11691)
we consider today, seek to make that
statute the genuine rernedy it was In-
tended to be. First, it authorizes the poy-
ment of attornev’s fees and interest—6
rercent per ammum-—io a successful
nlaintiff. Since the existing provisions
«f the Miller Act do not specifically au-
thorize attorney’s fees and interest. a
Pederal court applies the law of the State
wwhere the contract was performed. This
bas resulted in an unfortunate and un-
just lack of uniformity with respect to
the recovery of attorney’s fees and inter-
Lol 3

So, for example, a sub:zontractor suj ;

attorney’s
s left to the
= and, in Miller
ourt has gcne
es v. F. D. Rich
0); United States
s, Inc., 235 F. Supp.
cri v. United States,

v. Peter Kiewil
500 (1964); an
<53 P.2d 804 (Y

Vet ) lcuds Miller Act
e Tecovery of at-

sue the prime
aBoyd Callan,
k505 (1962) ;

rights under the Miller Act, incluch
arbitration clauses. This provision ai
at protecting the unknowing subcontrs.c

¥ National
of former

N.C., and the Cross Tim
Grasslands in Texas in 4
President Lyndon B. Johil
There being no objd
read the bill, as follows:*
1385
#e Senate and House ¢f
the United States «of
ress assembled, That the
onservation Corps Center,
Arrowoocd Clvilian Conserva-
Center, located near Franklin,
C ina, is redesignated as the ‘Lyn-
bhnson Civilian Conservation Corps
, end the Cross Timbers National
lands, located in Wise and Montague
nties, Texas, is redesignated as the “Lyn-
B. Johnson National Grassland”.
Src, 2. Any law, regulation, document, map.
or record of the United States in whick. rer-
erence is made to the Arrowood Civilian Con-
servation Corps Center or to the Cross Tim-
bers National Grasslands shall be held anct
considered to be a reference to the Lyndo:n
B. Johnson Civilian Conservation Corps Ceni-
ter and the Lyndon B. Johuson Nationa:
Grasslands, respectively.

The bill was orderec to be engrcssed
and read a third time, was read the t
time, and passed, and a motion to rezon-
sider was laid on the table.

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committes
on Agriculture be discharged from fur-
ther consideration of the Senate bill (S
2835) to rename the first Civilian Con-
servation Corps Center located near
Franklin, N.C., and the Cross Timbers
National Grasslands in Texas in honor
of former President Lyndon B. Johnison.
a bill identical to H.R. 13685 just passed
by the House, and I ask for its immediate
consideration. .

he Clerk read the title of the Seaate
bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection Lo
the request of the gentleman ifrom
Texas?

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to obiect, this is an identical

Ee it enacted b
Representatives
America in Cf
first  Civillamg
known as

. bill; I mean, a verbatim bill?

tor or the one who falls victim to the ™. Mr. POAGE. Yes, it is.

inequality of bargaining power.

Mr. Speaker, this bill is fully supported
by the General Services Administration,
the Federal agency that deals most
closely with these matters. It is legisla-
tion that protects a sub:ontractor on a
t'ederal contract from being the victim
oi economic inequality or coercion. Ii
is a proposal that seeks to make the remi-
cdies available under a Pederal statite
uniform throughout the several States.

This measure is fully consistent with
Lhe original intent of th: Miller Act. In
fact, it is an attempt to insure that its
original intent is realized, I strongly urge
niy colleagues to support the adoption of
this needed remedial messure.

The bill was ordered to be engrossad
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recoa-
sider was laid on the table.

——

RENAMING CIVILIAN CONSERVA-
TION CORPS CENTER IN FRANK-
LIN, N.C,, IN HONOR OF FORMER
PRESIDENT LYNDON B. JOHNSON

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 13685)
to rename the first Civilism Conservation
Corns Center located near Franklin,

i Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker. I witheraw
i. reservation of objection.
The SPEAKER. Is there objecltion to

theigequest of the gentleman from

was no objection.
K read the Senate bill as fol-

5. 2835

Be it end#f®d by the Sencle and Hous-
of Represent es of the United Stetes oi
America in OYfRgress assembied, That the
first Civilian ° servation Corps Center,
known as the ood Civillan Conservation
Corps Center, loch#gd near Franklin, North
Carolina, ts redesiffgted as the Lyndon B.
Johnson Civilian C prvation Corps Ceater.
and the Cross TimbeéfNational Grasslands,
located In Wise and M8 gue Counties, Tex-
as, is redesignated as the ndon B. Johngon
National Grasslands. 7

Src. 2. Any law, regulalio;
or record of the United S B in which ref-
erence i{s made to the Arrowcii.Civilian Con-
servation Corps Center or “fa the Cros:
Timbers National Grasslands gl be held
aind considered to be a referenc Lyn-

ocument, ‘map.

Center and the Lyndon B. Johnso
Grasslands, respectively.

The Senate bill was ordered to §
a third time, was read the third tim&and
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J. Wiiliam Stanton with Mr. Ruppe.
Reed with Mr. Scherle.
Danielson with Mr. Shoup.
Roy with Mr, Skubitz.
Smith of Towa with Mr, Schneebell,
Staggers with Mrs. Griffiths.
Stelger of Wisconsin with Mr. Sebelius,
Mr, Steele with Mr. Williams,
" Mr., Davis of South Caroling w1th Mr,
Shuster.
Mr, Udall with Mr, Vigorito.
Mr, Waldie with Mr. Young of Scuth Caro-
lina,
Mr, Wyatt with Mr. Ware.
Mr. Wydler with Mr, Wyman,

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded. A motion to recon-

Mr,
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

" sider was lald on the table.

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 14592) 1o authorize ap-
propriations during the fiscal year 1975
for procurement of aircraft, missiles,

- naval vessels, tracked combat vehicles,
‘ torpedoes, and other weapons, and re-
. search, development, test, and evaluation

for the Armed Forces, ahd to prescribe
the authorized personnel strength for
each active duty component and of the

. Belected Reserve of each Reserve com-
- ponent of the Armed Forces and of ci-
- vililan personnel of the Department of

' Defense, and to authorize the military -

_ training student loads and for other pur-

poses,
The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from

' Louislana (My, HEBERT) .

" eration of the bill (H.R,

The motion was agreed to.
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Commitiee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the consid-
4592) with Mr,

- ROSTENKOWSKI in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
By unanimous consent, the first read-

. ing of the bill was dispensed with,

P

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
gentleman from Louisiana (Mr. HESERT)
will be recognized for 2 hours, and the

. gentleman from Indiana (Mr. Bray) will

be recognized for 2 hours,
The Chair recognizes the gentleman

f from Louisiana (Mr. HEBERT) .

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Any Member of the House who has
anything to say on this very complex
subject will be allowed the time he de-
sires today.

I hope that consideration will be given
during the amendment period and that it
will not be abused by some individugls.
‘We ran into a difficult situation last year,
a5 the Members will recall. I refused to
ask that debate. be cut off, but other
Members insisted that it be cut and did
make the motion,

Mr. Chairman, let me first inform
Members that it is our litention to com-
plete general debate today and that on
completion of general debate the com-
mittee will rise, We can then begin read-
ing for amendments when the committee
meets tomorrow.

It has been my custom since becommg
chairmsn of the Armed Services Com-
mittee to assure the House at the begin-
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ning of the annual consideration of this
important bill that I would make no
move to cut off debate. As I said, I re-
new that promise again today.

WHAT THE BPILL: DOES

H.R. 14592 authorizes appropriations
for all major military procurement and
for research, development, test, and eval~
uation; authorizes the active duty and
Reserve strengths of the Armed Forces;
and authorizes the military training stu-
dent load.

This year for the first time the bill
authorizes the annual civilian personnel
strength for the Department of Defense.

The action on the civilian personnel
strength was accomplished with the
splendid cooperation of the Committee
on Post Office and Civil Service; and I
wish to express my deepest appreciation
to the gentleman from New York (Mr.
Dutskr) and the members of his com-
mittee. The Manpower Subcommittee of
the Post Office and Civil Service Commit-
tee met jointly with our own Manpower

Subcommittee during the consideration-

of this title of the bill, and the separate
statement by the Post Office and Civil
Service Subcommittee will be found in
our report beginning on page 79. This is,
I believe, a unique example of outstand-
ing cooperation between two committees
on a matter that affects the prerogatives
of more than one committee.

It is necessary for this authorization
to pass before appropriations can be
voted for the military departments.

Therefore, the legislation is absolutely
necessary for continued operation of our
military establishment.

DOLLAR TOTALS

Let me briefly list the significant dol-
lar totals in the bill:

Authorization requested: $23,130,139,-
000.

Recommended by the committee: $22,«
642,963,000.

Reduction from Defense Department
request: $487,176,000.

The net reduction does not tell the
whole story, however. The committee ac~
tually made reductions totaling more
than $800 million and made additions
totaling over $300 million.

PERSONNEL IMPACT

In addition to the dollar impact of de-
cisions on procurement and R.D.T. & E.,
the committee action on personnel will
have a significant impact on budgetary
requirements. Personnel costs now take
55 percent of our Defense budget.

Our committee has made a slight re-
duction of 2,810 in the active duty
strength of the Armed Forces and has
increased the Selected Reserve strengths
by approximately 54,000, But it has re=
duced the Defense Department’s civilian
personnel strength request by 15,000.
While not reflected in the dollar totals
of the bill, the net effect of the commit-
tee’s personnel revisions, when imple-
mented, will be a reduction of approxi-
mately $121 million from the adminis-
tration's Defense budget request.

NUCLEAR POLICY

In addition to the money authoriza-
tions and strength levels, the committee
has made important policy decisions in
two other areas:
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The committee has added to the bill a
new title, title VIII, which would estab-
lish as the policy of the United States
the requirement that construction of fu-
ture major combat ships for the U.S,
Navy be nuclear powered. I particularly
recommend that Members read the sec-
tion of our report beginning on page 6 on
the “Nuclear Navy.” It was the Con-
gress which dragged the Navy and the
Departemnt of Defense into the nuclear
age and, sadly the Congress is still re-
quired to take the lead in this vital area.

The commitiee continued the military
assistance service funded—MASF-—pro-
gram authority to aid South Vietnam.
But we provided a limitation of $1.4 bil-
lion for fiscal year 1975, a reduction of
$200 million below the amount requested
by the Department. The committee also
rewrote the language of this section of
the bill, section 701, to require the estab-
lishment of a single fund. This will im-
prove the administration and accounting
of the funds used for this purpose and
make the use of such funds more respon-
sive to congressional intent,

The committee language provides that
unobligated balances previously author-
ized for the program are repealed as of
June 30, 1974.

COMMITTEE PROCEDURE

The bill T bring before the committee
today is the product of 67 days of hear-
ings in the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices. In addition to 14 days of hearings
by the full committee, there were:

Twenty days of hearings by subcom-
mittee No. 1, chaired by Mr. Price of
Illinois, with Mr. GuUBser as ranking
minority member. Subcommittee No. 1 .
considered title II, the research and de-
velopment portion of the bill,

Twenty-one days of hearings by sub-
committee No. 2, chaired by Mr, FISHER,
with Mr. DickINsoN as ranking minority
member. Subcommittee No. 2 considered
titles ITI, IV, V, and VI, the personnel
sections of the bill,

Twelve days of hearings by subcom-
mittee No. 3, chaired by Mr. BERNETT,
with Mr. Bos WiLson as ranking minor-
ity member. Subcommittee No. 3 consid-
ered the naval ship construction portion
of title I of the bill and also the new title
VIII on nuclear ship construtcion policy.
Title VIIX results from legislation devel-
oped separately by Mr. BENNETT and Mr.
WILSON.

Pollowing my remarks, I am going to
yield to Mr, Prick to explain the R. & D.
authorizations, Mr. FisHER to explain the
manpower decisions, and Mr. BENNETT {0
discuss ship construction programs.

Mr, Chairman, I would like to express
my appreciation, not only to the chair-
men and ranking minority members of
the subcommittees, but also to all mem-~
bers of the committee for their work on
this bill., The bill involves literally thou~
sands of separate items. The hearings fill
four volumes. It would be simply impos-
sible to complete the committee’s re-
quired work without the splendid coeper-
ation and diligent attendance that we
have had by members of the committee.

MAJOR ADDITIONS

‘The committee’s report is available to

all Members of the House. It is 132 pages,
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gunboats to be furnished the Seuth Viet-
nameie Navy wagdenied.

The Defensé Department's request for
$9.2 million for 45 naval craft to be
furnighed to the South V1etna ese Navy
was denled also.

The $106.3 million request foF procure-
ment of the Dragon missile fof the Army
was reduced to $86.5 millfon,” in which
the Army Department concu

The request for $25.3 millfen for 35
armored reconnaissance saoxfl veh1cles
was denied.

Fiutther changes were niade ‘which ré-
sulted in a reduction of $8.4 million in
Army procurement authorizatfins, which
met with the concurrence of the Army.

Mr, Speaker, I fully realize "that some
of these items in this mllitar; procure-
ment bill are controversial. The opén rule
will permit the Members to have an op-
portunity to offer amendments, and I
urge the adoption of this rulé in order
that we may discuss and debate HR.
14593 this 1975 armed servw§ authori-
zation bill.

Mr. MARTIN of Nebraska. ﬁl Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consijme.

(Mr. MARTIN of Nebraska_
was given permission to revis
tend his remarks.) )

Mr. MARTIN of Nebraska., Mr.
Speaker, as the gentleman froin Indiana
(Mr. MappEN) has explained, House Res-
olution 1112 provides for an open rule
and 4 hours of debate on the bill HLR.
14592, the military procurement au-
thorization for fiscal year 1978. As I say,
this is an open rule which prgvidés that
the bill shall be read for amendment
under the 5-minute rule by tid les fnstead
of by sections. There are no waivers of
points of order. It is a completely open
rule. I know of no objection fo the rule
itself, and X urge, Mr. Speaker, the adop-
tion* 01' the rule.

"Mr. MADDEN, Mr. Speaker,, T have no
requests for time.

Mr. Speaker, I move the previous
quegtion on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the _ gechler, W. va.

resolutlon.

The question was taken.- .

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Speaker, I obJect
to the vote on the ground th a quorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not nresent

The SPEARER. Evidently & quorum is

not present.
The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sentMembers ) j _
The vote was taken by ele txomc “de-
vice, and there were—yeas 298, nays 0,
not voting 135, as-follows:
|Roll No, 230]
YEAS—298

Abdnor .:Beard Brown, Calif,
Abzug Bennett Brown, Mich.
Adams Bergland Brown, Ohio
Addabbo Betdll Broyhill, N.C.
Andersot, I11. :Bibster Bbyhill, Va.
Andfpws, . ham Byrgener

N. Dak. ;Bfackbum . Bygrke, Calif.
Am:mnzio Hyrke, Mass.
Archer y,quand Byrleson, Tex.
Arends “Bowen Burlison, Mo.
Armstrong Bray Byrton
Ashley Breaux Bjron
Aspin Breckinridge Camp
Baker _Brinkley Cérney, Ohto
Bauman ' Brooks Casey, Tex.

Cederberg
‘Chamberla{n
Chappell
Cleveland |
Cochran
Tohen
Collier
Collins, T1.
Collins, Tex.

Tonable

Conte
Conyers

‘Coughlin

Crane

Lronin

Paniel, Dan

Daniel, Robert
,dr.

-Davfs. Wis.
.gde la Garzs

Dellenback
Dellums

Denholm
Perwinski

Devine

“Dickinson *
“Dingell

Downing ¢
Drinan
Duncan

du Pont
Edwards, Ala.

Edwards, Qalif.

Erlenborn’
Esch

Evans, ColD.
Evins, Tenn.

_Pascell
“Fish
SFlynt

Foley
Forsythe
Frenzel

“Frey

Froehlich |
Fulton

“Fuqus

Gettys

.Gibbons

Gilman
Ginn
Gongzalez

..Green, Oreg.

. Gross

Grover

-Gubser

Gude
Guyer
Haley

“Hamlilton

Hammer-
scomidt

_ Hanley

Hanrahan
Hansen, Wash.
Harsha
Hastings
Hawkins
‘Hébert

' Henderson

Hicks
Hillis
Hinshaw

" Hogan

2

Holifield

Hutchinsgn
Ichord

Johnson, Calif,

Johnson, Colo.

Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn.
Jordan
Karth
Kastenmeier
en
Remp-
Ketchum
King
Koch
Kuykendall
Lagomarsino
Landgrebe
Latta
Leggett
Lent
Long, Md.
Lott
Lujan
Luken
MeClory
MeCollister
McDade
McEwen
MeFall
McKay
Mecdonald
Madden
Mahon
Mallary
Martin, Nebr.
Martin, N.C.
Mathias, Calif.
Mathis, Ga.
Mayne
Mazzoli
Meeds
Melcher
Metcalie
Mezvinsky
Michel
Miller
Mills
Minigh
Minshail, Ohio
Mitchell, Md.
Mitchell, N.Y,
Mizell
Moakley
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead,
| Calif.
Mosher

- Murtha

Myers
Natcher
Nedzi
Nelsen

Poage
Powell, Ohio
Preyer
Price, 11.
Price, Tex.
Quillen
Rallsback
Randall
Rarick
Rees
Regula
Reuss
Rhodes

NAYS—0

Riegle
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.Y.
Rodino

Roe

rRogers
Roncallo, N.Y.
Rose
Rosenthal
Rostenkowski
Roush
Rousselot

5t Germain
Sandman
Sarasin
Sarbanes
Satterfield
Seiberling
Shriver
Sikes
Sigk
Slack
Smith, N.Y,
Snyder
Spence
Stanton,
James V.
Stark
Steelman
Stelger, Ariz.
Stephens
Stokes
Stratton
Stuckey
Studds
Sullivan
Symington

Taylor, Mo.
Taylor, N.C.

Thompson, N.J.

Thomson, Wis.
Thone _
Thornton
Tiernan
Towell, Nev.
Traxler
Treen
Ullman

Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Vander Veen
Vanik
Veysey
Waggonner
Walsh
Wampler
Whalen
‘White
Whitehurst
Whitten
Widnall
Wiggins

Wilson,
Charles, Tex.

winn

Wolff

Wright

Wrylie

NOT VOTING—-135

" Alexander

Anderson,
Culif.
Andrews, N.C.
Ashbrook:
Badillo

© Bafalls

Barrett
Bell

Biaggi
Blatnik
Bolling
Brademas
Brasco
Broomfield

Brotzman
Buchanan
Burke, Fla.
Bu
Carey, N.Y.
Carter
Chisholm
Clancy
Clark
Clausen,
Don H.
Clawson, Del

Clay

Conlan
Corman

Cotter
Culver
Deanijels,
Dominick V.
Danlelson
Davis, Ga.
Davis, 8.C.
Delangy
Dennis
Dent
Diggs
Donohue
Dorn
Dulskf
Eckhardt
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Eilberg
Eshleman
Findley
Fisher

Food

Flowers

Ford
Fountain
Fraser
Frelinghuysen
Gaydos
Giaimo
Goldwater
Goodling
Grasso

Gray

Qreen, Pa.
Grifiths
Gunter
Hanna
Hansen, Idaho
Harrington
Hays

Heckler, Mass,
Heinz u
Helstoski
Huber

Hudnut
Jarman
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, Okla.
Kluczyngki

Kyros
Landrum
Lehman
Litton
Loxig, La.
McCloskey
McCormack
McEinney
MecBpadden
Madigan
Mann
Maraziti
Matsunaga
Milford
Mink
Moorhead, Pa.
Morgan
Moss
Murphy, 11l
Murphy, N.Y.
Nix

Parris

. Peyser

Podell
Prifchard -
Qule
Rangel
Reld
Rinaldo

Ro®calio, Wyo.

Rooney, N.X.
Roeney, Pa.
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Ruppe
Scherle
Schneebeli
Sehroeder
Sebelius
Shipley
SBoup
Shuster
Skubitz
Smith, Towa
Staggers
steanton,

J. Willlam
Steed

Steele

Steiger, Wis.
Stubblefield
Teague

- Udall

Vigorito
Waldle
Ware
Williams
Wyatt
Wydler
Wyman
Fatron
Young, Ga.
¥oung, 8.C.

So the resolution wai agreed to.
The Clerk announced the following

pairs:
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

Dominick V. Danlels with Mr. Kyros.
Rooney of New York with Mr, Milford.
Teague with Mrs. Mink,

Steed with Mr. Davis of ‘Georgila.
Brasco with Mr. Hannsa.,

Corman with Mr. Butler,

Mr. Helstoski with Mr, Findley.
Mr. Biaggli with Mr. Carter.
Mr. Rooney of Pennsylvauiia with Mr.

Dennis.

Mr. Delaney with Mr. Ashbrook.

Mr. Eilberg with Mr. Conlan.

Mr. Donochue with Mr. Clancy.

Mr. Shipley with Mr. Bafalis.

Mr. Stubblefield with Mr. Eshleman.

Mr. Yatron with Mr. Don H. Clausen.
Mr. Young of Georgia with Mrs. Schroeder.
Mr. Moorhead of Pennsylvania with Jdr.

Bell.

Mr. Murphy of New York “with Mr.

Clawson,

Del

Mrs. Chisholm with Mr. Culver.
Mr. Morgan with Mr. Broomfield.
Mr. Gunter with Mr. Badillo.

Mr. Diggs with Mr. Eckhardt.
Mr. Harrington with Mr. Clay.

Mr. Rangel with Mr. Praser.

Mr. Barrett with Mr. FrelingKuysen.
Mr. Green of Pennsylvania with Mr. Brotz-

man.

Mrs. Grasso with Mr. Goldwater.

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr,
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
chusetts.

Podell with Mr, Heinz,
Nix with Mr. Blatnik, -
Murphy of Illinois with Mr. Huber.
Flood with Mr. Buchaian,

Ford with Mr. Hudnut.

Gaydos with Mr. Burke. of Florida.
Glaimo with Mr. Goodling.

Hays with Mrs, Heckler of Massa-

Mr. Kluczynski with Mr. Hansen of Idaho.
Mr. Dent with Mr. Jarman. -
Mr. Flowers with Mr. Johnm of Pennsyl-

vania.

Mr. Carey of Néw York with Mr. Fisher.
Mr. Alexander with Mr. Landrum.

Mr. Fountain with Mr, Madigan.

Mr. Jones of Oklahoma with:Mr. Litton.
Mr. Dulskl with Mr. Parris.
Mr. Lehman with Mr. Maragiti.

Mr. Anderson of Cal¥fornia with Mr.

drews of North Carolina,

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr,
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Long of Loulsiana with Mr. Peyser.
Mann with Mr. Koss.
Cotter with Mr. Quie.
Matsunags with Mr. McCloskey.
Brademas with Mr. Ringido.

Clark with-Mr. McKinn#gy.

Dorn with Mr. Roncallo ¢f New York.
Gray with Mr. McSpa«iden.
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and it explains the actions taken by the
committee. Let me just highlight some
of the major changes.

&7 )

The committee added $104.9 million
for the procurement of 24 A-7D aircraft
and specified in the bill that these A-T7's
shall be for the use of the Air National
Guard. .

F-111

The committee added $205.5 million
for the procurement of 12 F-111 air-
craft,

In providing funds for the F-111, the
committee continues the procurement of
one of the outstanding aircraft in the
world, the only tactical aircraft in our
inventory capable of performing a stra-
tegic nuclear mission. This action keeps
open the only active aircraft production
line in the free world capable of pro-
ducing a strategic bomber. I want to em-
phasize, however, that the committee
considers even the bomber version of the
F-111 as an interim aircraft until the
B-1 comes along. We do not consider the
bomber version of the F-111 a long-term
replacement for the B-52. In title II of
the bill the committee has provided the
development money for the B-1, which
we must have the option to produce to
assure the continuation of the manned
element of our strategic triad. :

MAJOR REDUCTIONS

The R. & D. request was reduced $323.3
million, The reductions affect a great
variety of programs. They are explained
in the report and will be discussed more
fully by Mr. PricE in the course of this
debate. )

The committee denied $50 million re-
quested for the stretched version of the
C-141, The committee determined that
authorization should not be provided un-
til prototypes have been developed and
engineering and flight-testing com-
pleted.

The procurement request for modifica~
tion of the Civil Air Reserve Fleet
(CRAF) was reduced from $132.9 mil-
lion to $25 million, a reduction of $107.9
million. Because of the failure to provide
funding in the fiscal year 1974 supple-
mental appropriation bill, the commit-
tee believes the authorization should be
limited to $25 million for fiscal year 1975.
This will provide for basic engineering,
design, and tooling, The committee does
not oppose the concept of the program.

The request for the E-3A (AWACS)
was reduced by $257.7 million, a 50-per-
cent reduction. The committee believes
this program should be slowed down un-
til completion of the complex system in-
tegration testing. ’

The committee turned down the re-
quest for $14.3 million for patrol gun-
boats and $9.2 million for 45 naval craft,
all of which would have been furnished
to the South Vietnamese Navy. The com-
mittee believes these vessels for South
Vietnam should be provided through the
military assistance program.

e HOMMITTEE OVERSIGHT

In sothe cases the committee has im-
posed requirements to make sure that
authorizations are prudently used. In
providing $436.5 million for the patrol
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‘frigate program, the committee has pro~

vided in the bill that the contract for
construction of these ships shall not be
entered into until the Secretary of the
Navy has notified the committee that the
fire control system for the ship has been
satisfactorily tested.

In providing funds for the procurement
of the A-10 close-support aireraft for
the Air Force, the committee has made
clear in its report that the authorization
is available subject to a favorable de-
cision in the flyoff competition between
the A-10 and the A-T.

SPECIAL CONCERNS

In addition to its actions on the specific
weapons program requests of the mili-
tary departments, the committee has, in
its report, expressed special concern in
a number of areas. . :

Beginning on page 37 of the report, the
committee expresses its concern for the
management of R. & D. programs in the
Department of Defense. The discussion
will be useful to Members of the House,
and I caution those i the R. & D. busi-
ness in the military departments to read
it also. The mounting cost of defense is
going to require improved procedures in
managing weapons programs. And it is
going to require our committee to look
more closely at expensive programs.

We have not fully absorbed, as yet, the
lessons of the October war in the Middle
East for our Armed Forces.

But that war has made us aware of the
awesome capacity of the Soviets to pro-
duce and supply conventional arms to
countries with which it seeks influence.
On page 8 of the report the committee
expresses its particular concern with the
limitations on the capacity in our own
country to produce tanks and with the
considerable numerical advantage the
Soviets have in tank inventories. At
present, there is only one producer in the
United States; and the rate of produc-
tion is 360 a year. The Soviets have pro-
vided more than that number to one
Arab country in a matter of weeks.

Last year the House, via the Peyser
amendment, directed our committee to
make a study of our commitments in
Europe. The report resulting from that
study, which our committee approved by
a vote of 32 to 5, was transmitted to the
House on April 8. On page 5 of the report
the committee discusses the essential
points of that study which Members of
the House should keep in mind in con-
sidering any proposals to change our
NATO deployment. Briefly, we are in the
middle of a process that was begun as
a result of U.S. urging. Negotiations be-
gan in Vienna last October which will
affect not only the level of troops in
Furope, but the whole spectrum of dé-
tente. The Jackson-Nunn amendment
requiring the NATO allies to offset our
balance-of-payments deficit due to
troops in Europe was enacted as part of
last year’s bill, and efforts are underway
to meet the requirements of that amend-
ment. The prospects for success look
very good.

To reduce forces in Europe now would
undercut the mutual and balanced
force reductions negotiations, would

throw away the beneficial economic ef-
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fect of Jackson-Nunn, and would make

the United States look capriclious and

irresponsible on the world’s stage.
CONCLUSION

Since the authorization bill was
brought to the floor last year, the free
world has had a frightening lesson in
the necessity for military preparedness.

I hope the lesson was not lost on
Members of the House. The October war
in the Middle East gave renewed evi-
dence not only of the willingness of the
Soviets to sponsor aggresive action, but
of their capdbity to supply arms at an
incredible rate.

All of the evidence available to us also

indicates that the Soviets continue to

develop strategic missile capability at an
undirhinished pace and continue the
feverish epansion of their worldwide
naval forces., We all want peace. But
surely the last 55 sad years of history,
if it has taught us anything, teaches us
that we do not get peace by reducing the
capabilities for defense. In our world it
is absolutely necessary to keep our
Armed Forces in a high state of readi-
ness. That means keeping them supplied
with adequate weapons systems of today.
But it also means keeping the tech-
nological vigor to make sure our forces
will be ready for any eventuality in the
decade ahead. The bill I present to you
today is necessary to carry out Congress
part of that awesome resposibility.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Chairman, will
the distinguished gentleman yield?

Mr. HEBERT. I am happy to yield to
the distinguished gentleman from Texas
(Mr. GONZALEZ) . :

(Mr. GONZALEZ asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Chairman, first
I am sure that I express the sentiments
of most if not all Members of the House
in wishing to compliment the distin-
guished gentleman from Louisiana for
the monumental task that the gentleman
handles for us. I rise only to compliment
the gentleman and his committee, and to
ask the gentleman a question in connec-
tion with a matter that I believe is of
great importance to the country, and
especially in view of those who believe
that you have provided too much in this
authorization bill.

The question that I have is: In view of
the recommended strength and the pro-
jected strength of the Army of less than
800,000 men, and also reductions in some
of the other services, does the gentleman
believe that this is adequate, and have
we not reached the danger point?

Mr. HEBERT. We have reached a point

of necessity in an area where we must
recognize that we need the maximum of
muscle. We have 800,000 provided for in
the Army, and I might say that they are
having some difficulty in recruiting in
some areas. But I am sure the gentleman
has noticed that we have increased the
reserve forces by some 58,000 men.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Yes.

Mr. HEBERT. And as we move down
the lane further in the future, we have to
realize that the area of personnel now
demands 55 percent of the budget.

Approved For Release 2006/02/07 : CIA-RDP75B00380R000700030058-3



Approved For Release 2006/02/07 : CIA-RDP75B00380R000700030058-3

H 4016

So if we make a strong refrular cadre
out of the active mllttary* and have &
strong reserve force that gan be called
up quickly, and functions properly, then
we can save a great amouht of money,
and still have the capabBity and the
ability to rally these forces.:
1 believe that the commitiee has taken
that into consideration, ahd is follow-
ing in line with what not ahly the Army
has recommended, but also’the Air Force
and Navy.
Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Cnalrman may
I say that that makes sensg, and I thank
the gentleman for his repl¥. I trust that
the gentleman through his leadership
will help us avoid at this point in our
national history the same @d and tragle
errors that we have made_twice before,
when we stripped ourselves of our de-
fense capabilities only to ?nd ourselves
in an emergency, and then having to do
everything we could so as to procure the
equipment that was needed;
In other words, if the gentleman will
recall, after World War_I and after
© World War II and after Korea, we did
disengage, and we did reduce, but his-
tory has shown that we %uced 8 little
bit too fast, and too foolis
I hope we do not do the same thing
this time. T am very hopeﬁu that under
the gentlemans’ leadership it will not
happen this time.
Mr, HEBERT. I will say ;o the gentle-
man from Texas it is cerbpmly refresh-
ing and ‘reassuring for meé to hear his
remarks. I only wish that the spirit of
those remarks and their Iggic and their
full impact would spread more widely,
not only in the Congressghem, and
the House in which we serve, but
throughout the country. .
The situation has not cBanged at all.
The Russians know only ogie language—
only one language and ng other. That
language is strength. We must maintain
our strength. We cannot gb to the table
to negotiate unless we haye the backup
strength.
This bill glves us the portunlty of
holding that strength, although I per-
sonally would like to go_even beyond
the bill in some areas. Conglder that onr
Navy has dropped in the number of ships
by hundreds the ships in bur Navy are,
on the average, far older than the ships
in the Russian navy. Thig is a horrible
sltuation in which we find purselves, and
it is very annoying—whiclj is about the
only word I can use—tg hear people
strongly cry out for a reduction in our
ing the best we
can to maintain this Natlon. Some cry
out that too much money is being spent
on defense but 55 percent is spent on
manpower, Take away the 55 percent
and we have comparatively litle with
which to buy new Weapons
I think the gentleman f
expressed & sentiment w I only hope
will be more widespread this House
and in this country.

Mr. GONZALEZ, I thaak the chaip-
man.

Mr. EAZEN. Mr. Chairman, will the

gentleman yield?

Mr. HEBERT. I yield to fhe gentleman
1 from Texas.

m ‘Texas has
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Mr., , KAZEN. I thank the gentleman
for y1¢1ding

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman
for tl;\e work he has done on this bill
and for hig attitude as far as our na-
tional defense is concerned. I, for one,
think that we should not lower gur guard.
I fully agree with what the gentleman
has said.

If we are to maintain our relation-
ship in this world, we must remain
strong, and I would hate to see anything
cut from this bill that would weaker us
in the face of possible adversaries in the
future, because we cannot just turn the
switch on at that time for that which we
need and have everything that we need
immediately. We have got to provide for
it.

Let ime ask the gentleman one ques-
tion. What has happened to our flight
training program under this bill here?
Are we cutting off any of the flight train-
ing?

Mr. HEBERT. No; we are not cutiing
off any of the flight training, we are also
expanding the capability of the Reserve
Air F‘orces by providing additional A-
7D's which must go to the National
Guard.

We,also had to be very sensitive about
another area. There are some ipdividuals
and some very fine people who believe in
national defense as much as the gentle-
man from Texas and I do. There is 2
movement %o sort of combine the train-
ing of the National Guard and the Air
Reserve which, would destroy the Guard.
We have to be very alert to that. We Lave
to understand these things. They are
well-meaning, well-intentioned people.

We hear voices raised on the floor
againgt the bill, in offering amendments,
but e same voices seem Lo cry out

t every military item. I recognize
that he volces are often the same; the
forces are often the same, and the argu-
ments are always the same. I have not
seen g new one come over the horizon
yet.

Mr. KAZEN I thank the gentleman
from Louisiana, and I intend to stand

by mm

Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yleld?

-Mr. HEBERT. I yield to the gertle-
woman from New York.

Ms. ABZUG. Do you recognize the face,
Mr. Chairman ?

Mr, HEBERT I certainly recognize the
voice

Ms ABZUG. I would suggest, Mr.
Chau;man that obvigusly some of the
volces that were ralsed did create some
change in policies and attitudes with re-
spect to the war in Vietnam and in Cam-
bodia., Would the gentleman not agree?

Mr. HEBERT. The gentlewoman did
what?

Ms. ABZU&G. Not I. People have
changed their minds. Voices do change
and faces do change,

What I would like to know is what is
the purpose of the research and develop-
ment: proposals for the new raneuver-
able reent:y vehicles popularly known,
I believe, as MARV.
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Mr. HEBERT. Does the gentlewoman
mean MIRV’g?

Ms. ABZUG. No, MARV,

Mr. HEBERT. In the area of rescarch
and development? I would be very Lappy
to answer the gentlewoman’s guestion.
but as I have indicated I am going to
leave that part of the program in the
hands of the expert on our committee.
the gentleman frem Ilinois (Mervix
PrIcE), and I suggest to the gentlewom-
an when he rises that she address any
question on research and development
to him. The gentlewoman must keep in
mind that the Armed Services Commit-
tee has a job to do and he does it well.
The man in this area of responsibility is
the gentleman from IHinois (Merviw
Price) and he will talk to the gentle-
woman on this subjéct.

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Chairman.
will the gentleman yield?

Mr: HEBERT. I yield to the gentle-
man from IHinois.

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Chairman,
naturally this is an advancement of art
in the weapons system. I think unless we
do continue to advance and always have
a secondary weapon we will be out of
commission. The Saviet Union is pressing
us pretty far in the area of the reentry
vehicles. I think this indicates an ad-
vancement in the art.

Ms. ABZUG. If the gentleman will
yield further, it was my understanding
that kind of advancement in the art—
and correct me if I am wrong—would
seem to indicate a new sfrategy with re-
spect to our program and policy. I under-
stood always it was a deterrent roHey,
and development of these other kinds of
weapons actiially represent s new strat-
egy of a first strike capability rather
than a deterrent strategy.

I would suggest we ought to keep our-
selves strong in order to keep the peace,
as the chairman of the eommittee indi-
cated before, and that kind of strategy
would seem to indicate we would be in-
correct in increasfng our strength and
therefore also the probability of war and
not of peace. When we first started
manufacturing, aftér we did the research
and development on the MIRV, the SSoviet
Union did not have these weapons. But
once we started producihg MIRVs;, the
Soviet Union started to develop MIRV's.
We still have an enormous advantage
over the Soviets in the development of
these weapons—an advance of 5 years
or so. But if we are to start a new pro-
gram of wegpons with increased coun-
terforce gapabilities, we will only te en-
couraging the Soviet Union to kezp up
with us, thereby acgelera_.ting the miclear
arms .race. There -is ng reason ia the
world for increasipg our counterforce
capabilities except to gchieve a first-
strike capability. And if That is ou: goal
and we are, in fact, reversing our olicy
of nuclear deterrenice, should we adopt
such a radical departure in policy in an
authorization bill, without gilving the
Members of Congréss an opportunity to
focus on this and to discuss it more
fully? Will the geritleman explain that?

Mr. HEBERT. I will egplain f. This is
an authorization, not an appropriauon
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It is a proper place for Congress to
make policy. That goes not to research :
and development, but to the logic of the
situation. Are we going to stand by and
just twiddle our thumbs and let the Rus-
sians advance? We know they are making
a great deal of progress in research and
development, at a greater rate than we
have ever made in our history; we know
they are not hampeerd nor contained by
the restrictions and by the attacks which
restrain us and by the money values
which restrict us. '

We never thought the Russians had the
MIRYV, except those of us who make this
our business, and the individuals who
are on the side of the gentlewoman often
told us the Russians did not have the
MIRYV and would not have them. Immed-
iately after the SALT agreement, we
found the Russians did have the MIRV.
We know the Russians are advancing so
fast we have to make the most of our
progress and prevent them trying to do
anything to us. This is policy; and it is
something the House decides and prop-
erly so, and something which is in the
full area of the authorization Commit-
tee on Armed Services and we accept
that responsibility and we will do every-
thing we can to help the House carry out
its grave duties to national defense.

We will leave no stone unturned. We
will not falter. We will not hesitate to,
keep America the first Nation in the
world.

Ms. ABZUG. But is it not true that
our pollcy has been one of utilizing nu-

clear power as a deterrent, and not as -

an offensive or first-strike weapon?

Mr. HEBERT. I can say that is true
and that is the reason we have not had 2
nuclear war, because nuclear power is a
deterrent. The Russians have nuclear
weapons and we have them. If they
throw first or we throw first, either na-
tion will be destroyed. ‘

Mr, PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HEBERT. I yield to the gentleman
from Illinofs. o

Mr, PRICE of Ilinois. That is exactly
true. The weapon the gentlewoman from
New York referred to is a deterrent
weapon, not a first-strike weapon. It is
being developed to meet the capability
that we now know the Soviets have.

Ms. ABZUG. I think the gentleman is
in error. Even Secretary Schlesinger has
concluded—and stated in his testimony—
that we now have greater operational
counterforce capability than the So-
viets have. And the Secretary has in-
dicated that this and other items in the
research and development budget are
really intended to be used to increase
further the accuracy and yield of these
weapons in order to enable us to target
on Sgviet missile silos and other hard-
ened military installments and mnot
merely on cities and soft military tar-
gets. These new weapons are aimed at
enabling us to destroy the Soviet retalia-
tory force. Is this not why the authoriza-
tion for these new missiles is requested?

Mr. Chairman, my chief objection to
this military procurement bill is that it
maves the country away from peace and
toward war. It increases not just our ex-
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penditures for war, but also the likell-
hood that war will occur.

The new direction of the Department
of Defense can only be viewed by the
rest of the world as conversion to a De-
partment of Offense. The preparations
contemplated in the Pentagon budget
are difficult to interpret as defensive.

At the outset, the Pentagon proposes to
spend an alltime high of some $94 bil-
lion, of which today’s $22 billion is only
a small part. After other wars, the mill-
tary budget has been drastically reduc-
ed; this time, with the Asian war syp-
posedly ended, we are asked to increase
the expenditures by some $8 billion, or
9.4 percent. Why? When even the Sec-
retary of Defense concedes that this is
“the first budget in a decade or more
that does not include support of U.S.
forces in combat.” It is also a budget
that would gobble up 44 percent of all
Federal spending.

The Secretary and Chairman MaHON
have quite frankly justified the inclusion
of $5 to $6 billion simply to stimulate
our sinking economy. Yet a Department
of Labor study in 1972 shows that in
reality, more jobs could be derived from
transferring military funds to education,
health, and other social service programs
at the State and local level. Further,
these jobs would become available not
just to highly skilled persons but to the
low-income, low-skilled workers who are
hardest hit by unemployment. Military
jobs on the contrary  usually demand
high technical skills.

We must remember, too, that the end
product of jobs produced by the military
is pure waste. The planes and tanks and
bombs and missiles produced by the
thousands of workers are far beyond our
legitimate defense needs. Either they are
used in war—which has now become un-
thinkable—or they soon become obsolete
and are scrapped. In either case, what a
waste of resources, both human and in-
animate, particularly when these re-
sources could be invested, instead, in ful-
filling so many socially desirable needs.

The very concept of investing more of
our national resources, rather than less,
into military machinery at this time is
indefensible. It cannot be justified on any
grounds—military, economie¢, or social.
There is, moreover, more than a touch
of irony in the present Pentagon request,
coming, as it does, from the administra-
tion that promised us prosperity with
peace. .

Even so conservative an institution as
the First National City Bank of New
York warns that increased military
spending—

Could be an inflationary stimulus to an
economy that has already started on the road
to reeovery . . . historically, it has seldom
proved good economics to give an economy
a fiscal shot in the arm by upping defense
outlays.

But there are even more serious impli-
cations to this budget. The very manu-
facture and storage of nuclear and nerve
weaponry—which it contemplates—en-
dangers us all. If the general public were
aware of the dangers we all live with
daily, there would be a hue and cry that
would drown out even the Pentagon
lobby. The leakage of radiation and
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deadly gases into our and air waler, and
the danger of massive accidents or mali-
cious theft of materials, will accelerate
as we continue to manufacture and test
new and more lethal weapons. We talk
about those programs as if we were dis-
cussing the construction of a new build-
ing: Is this or that weapon functional,
does it fill a need? What need? We should
rise up and declare an end to this dan-
gerous waste.

We also are asked, in this bill, to in-
crease the risk of confrontation. Nego-
tiation is viewed as another form of com-
bat. We are told we must develop even
more lethal weapons as “bargaining
chips.” We must make the American pre-
sence ever more visible. I thought we had -
renounced the role of world policeman-—
but here we are asked to authorize a
“stabilizing military presence” in the In-
dian Ocean, which has traditionally been
a zone of peaceful commerce among
nations.

We are asked to approve new land
forces with new equipment; to expend
our airlift capability; to continue sup-
porting a dictatorship that allows oil
interests a toe-hold in Asia. We are
asked to approve more accurate nuclear
warheads so that we can pinpoint our
destructiveness not only on cities and
missile silos but also upon a long list
of other important assets.

There is reflected in this budget a
completely mnew nhuclear targeting
strategy by providing funds for research
and development of new missiles for
fixed deployment and for terminally
guided MARV’s in order to give this
country a first-strike capability. We are,
in effect, reversing. our long-standing
policy of nuclear deterrence. This is a
radical and dangerous move and one
which will, I fear, provide a strong im-
petus to the nuclear arms race. The im-
plications of this change in policy are
earth-shattering. Yet we are asked to ap-
prove this about-face in foreign policy
through a military authorization bill
with many hidden items and without
any real opportunity for the Members of
Congress to discuss—or even to focus
on—-this issue. I, for one, am completely
opposed to this new policy. Therefore, I
plan to introduce an amendment which
would delete all funds for research and
development of counterforce weapons.

Another new philosophy refiected in
the bill before us is the requirement in
title VIII that all new major combatant
vessels be nuclear powered—the pro-
vision for a nuclear Navy. The commit-
tee’s proposal to retire prematurely our
existing naval surface ships and to build
all future major vessels with nuclear
propulsion can only be characterized as
a make-work welfare program for pri-
vate shipyards. ) :

Nuclear propulsion does, I concede,
pay off in substantial added capability
for our submarine fleet, but will add
nothing to our surface fleet—nothing ex-
cept substantial costs. By greatly in-
creasing the costs of destroyers, frigates,
and other fighting ships we will, in effect,
reduce our naval capability as we can af -
ford to build fewer of these surface ves-
sels. I view this new policy as economic~-
ally wasteful and self-defeating. '
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I cannot emphasize tof strongly that,
despite all our rhetorfc about apms
limitations agreements, we are accelerpt-
ing the nuclear arms racg This is a con-
frontation budget. HoW can we _ be
pretending to be seriouslgnegotiating for
peace or for new SALT agreements when
we are pouring more afid more fupds
into more and newer weapons? Secretary
Schlesinger claims that the development
of new weaponry—and phrticularly new
counterforce prograums—gre essential to
& strong bargaining positfon at the SALT
talks. But we are now yegrs ahead of the
Soviet Union in nuclear Weaponry.

Make no mistake: thé new counfer-
force strategy is a belligepent stance. We
are asked—in title VIII gf the bill—*to
modernize the strike forges of the U.S.
Navy by the construction of nuclear
powered major combatant vessels * * *.”
Whom do we expect o strike? to combgt?
In such phrases is reflegted the entlre
mentality of the new counterforce
strategy. . K

According to a group ®f former De-
fense officials headed by fgrmer Assistant
Becretary of Defense Paug C. Warnke,

“We are today the strpngest miliiary
power in history . . . the U.g. has been about
five years ahead of the Soviels in the develgp-
ment of MIRV's, multiple warheads which
can be aimed at separate fargets, and will
continue to lead them in_the number of
toissile warheads well intg the 1980’s _no
matter what the Russlans go. Neverthelgss,
Wo are moving on to the nekt generationg of
nuclear warheads without  waiting to see
whether this dangerous ang expensive race
can be halted. =

. . . Our true pational sepuriyt is neither
measgured nor insured by tafiks, planes, mis-
slles, warships and armed fen but by the
fundamental strength, unity and confidence
of our people in our instit%ons; our ecopo-
my and our society. We do ngt protect but en-
danger that real security by sxcessive militgr
epending. ,,

Iagree. . )
(Ms. ABZUG asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend her re-
marks.) -
Mr. HEBERT. I will answer that.
Every effort we make in_this field, any
research and development, any constric-
tion, any production, is_aimed at ge
objective and that is to keep America
No. 1. As far as the Comnjittee on Armed
Services is concerned, it_will do every-
thing it can to keep this Nation first gnd
to assure the Soviets do pot achieve gn
unnacceptable technological advantage
over us. .
Mr. Chairman,
enough. .
:  Mr. EVINS of Tennesgee. Mr. Chalr-
man, will the gentleman yield?
©  Mr. HEBERT. I yield to the gentle-
man from Tennessee. .
Mr. EVINS of Tennessge. I wonder if
the very able chairman cgn tell me what
the possibility is for the Navy Fighting
Fleet to be nuclear powered, in view of
the great requirement in_the consump-
tion of oil by the Navy; what is the pgs-
sibility of our Navy having complete nu-
clear power? ;
Mr. HEBERT. If this bill is passed shd
signed by the President, there is not just
the possibility, but it is there. Keep In
 mind, it has been the Congress, and

1 havé yielded ldng

particularly the House Committee on
Armed Services that has compelled the
nuclearization of the Navy, from the
Polaris on.

Npw again we find evidence of slippage
whereby nuclear power is being slioved
aside. Under the new title VIII we have
in the bill, every major Navy combat
vessgl in _the future must have nuclear
power. Major combat vessel means, ac-
cording to the bill, all submarines, all
ships that run with a carrier navy, in-
cluding the carrier and all of its escorts,
and all of strike forces where independ-
ent, high-speed operations will he of
military significance,

We certainly cannot have a Cadillac
running down the street with all its guns,
followed by horses carrying bows and
arrgws. The Navy will follow along with
nuclear construction.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. I thank the
gentleman and I think his pelicy should
be followed by the Congress.

r. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HEBERT. I yield to the gentle-
man from Colorado.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorade. During
the Korean conflici, I flew jets in the
Marine Corps. I flew an old type of plane
that was not very compatible with the
time. It did not have the safety devices
that; it should have. I have always been
resentful of the fact that several of my
friends were killed because these planes
did not have the proper equipment that
planes of that time should have had.

I felt that the Congress was derelict
in it$ duties.

I have & question on the F-111. When
the Air Force itself does not wan} the
F-111, it is very hard for me to under-
stand why Congress insists that it should
have it. I do not know whether the safety
provisions of this aircraft have been per-
fected; bub for several years it was not
safe to iy it. This is the second year the
committee has insisted that the produc-
tion lines be kept open, when the Air
Force says it did not want it.

I would like to have that explained
from the report.

Mt. HEBERT. Mr. Chairmen, the lan-
guage desc¢ribes it. The fact the Air Yorce
did not ask for it was becauseé they were
constrained by the budgetary limitations
and they had to put priorities on what
they could get.

Now, as far as the F-111 is concerned,
any flyer that has flown the F-111 will
tell anyong that it is one of the greatest
planes we ever had. It is a plane that has

‘been. developed-out of the very odious

beginnings of the TFX. The FB-111 ver-
sion is only an interim mafined bornber.
That is why we have to keep the lines
open. For years I fought Secretary Mc-
Namara t0 put a new manned bomber
in the air.

He insisted that he did not want any.
As g result, there has not been a B-52
constructed in over 15 years. We can-
not have this happen, that the B-52
should wear out before the B-1 comes
along. Thén, we would have nothing.

All the F-111 does is keep that spread
open until the B-1 hecomes a part of the

‘inventory. It cannot come fnto the In-

May 20, 197}

ventory until 1981. There -are thrze pro-
totypes in the B-1 now. We will give
them  another prototype B-1 this year
and give them a fifth prototype hefore
a decision on production will be made.
I hope it will be made.

Referring back again to the gentle-
man’s observation about the Marines and’
the lack of safety, this is what we are
trying to correct. We realize these short-
comings. This is why ‘we are trying to
put into the hands of our forces the
proper instruments of war and thre most
advanced airplanes.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, if the chairman will yield further,
the commlttee report says:

The committee was advised that current
plans contemplate that a substantiz! num-
ber of the earller F-111s be converted to
electronic warfare configuration.

I was wondering why we neec to do
that.

Mr. HEBERT. Keep in mind that we
cannot go in and take an airplane off
the shelf. We do not keep them ia stock
like shoes or things like that. It takes us
a minimum of 5 years from the drawing
board to the air. We are going to have &
fight again on the B-1 on the floor before
this bill is over. E hope its opponents do
not prevail. Theré are so many things
we have seen prevail. The antimilitaris-
tic spirit is so up; the antidefens: spirit
is 50 up, that I am not amazed st any-
thing that happens in this body.

I am trying to warn this body snd tell
this body exactly what we need.

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. Chairman, T yield
to the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Chairman, I have
in my district, as the gentleman knows,
the Naval Training Center at Great
Lakes. I am particularly interested in
authorization for the Navy.

It has been my view that funds for the
Trident submarine can really, in the
long run, provide economies for the
country. In other words, it can in the
long run enable us to eliminate some of
our overseas military bases and returnh
a number 6f our men from overseas.

Would the gentleman confirm that
concept?

Mr. HEBERT. Yes, and there is an-
other area in which an attack will be
made on this floor before this bifl is
passed, to cut down Trident. Another
attack will be made in the Senate on the
same subject. That is why I tried to
point out again that all these sttacks
will be made by. the same individuals
who attack everything.

Mr. McCLORY. The Trident, then,
will not only enhance our military
strength, but at the same time, in the
long run provide _economies in our de-
fense posture which can provide savings
in the future? -

Mr. HEBERT. Theré is the advan-
tage. It is the advanced submarine
weapon. But keep in mind, as regards
the troops overseas, that the Trident is a
strategic weapon. It is needed independ-
ent of the need for forward deployed
conventional forces,
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Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Chairman, will
the distinguiched chairman of the com-
mittee yield?

My, HEBERT. Mr. Chairman, I yield
to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. STRATTON., Mr. Chalrman, re=
sponding to the gentleman from Colorado
(Mr. JouNsoN) who raised the question
with, regard to the F-111, I would like to
say that I was the member of the com-
mittee who offered the amendment to
add the F-111 to the bill.

I would like to simply say that I con-
cur with what the chairinan has said
about this airplane. There is no question
about the fact that the Air Force wanted
it, but the restraints that exist in the
Pentagon made it impossible for the Air
Force to come out and include it in their
request.

We have three basic reasons for it, as
the chairman has indicated. First of all,
it 1s one of the very few planes, I think—
as far as the Alr Force is concerned, the
only aireraft—this country has devel-
_ oped in the last 15 to 20 years, which
can perform a strategic mission, while
the Russians have developed some three
or four. All the bugs have been worked
out and the F-111 is flying spectacularly.
It would be shameful to turn off the pro-
duction line.

The several electronic aircraff that
are now being developed have been tak-
ing out of the basic four wings of the
¥-111 for the Air Force because it is such
a terrific plane and performs well in the
electronic role. The Air Force schedule
itself included no planes to replace those
taken out for electronic purposes.

And by continuing the production line
for another year we provide both planes,
go they will fill out the men required for
four wings of ¥-111's.

Mr. Chairman, the sécond point, as the
chairman has already indicated very
eloquently, is that this is the only kind
of aireraft that can qualify as an in-
terim manned bomber. The B~1 has been
delayed for years. The cost is estimated
very conservatively; and if for some rea-
son the B-1 should not be approved by
Congress as a bomber, the FB-111 can
perform almost all of the jobs that the
B-1 can do. Therefore, we ought to keep
it going, at least until we make a deci-
sion about the B-1. )

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield? N

Mr. HEBERT. I yield to the gentleman
from Alabama. 5

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I
- thank the gentleman for ylelding.

I would just like to add one factor that
was not mentioned by the distinguished
gentleman from New York on the other
side, to put the shoe on the other foof.
Those of us who have some skepticism,
some doubts as to whether or, not we will
buy the B-1 when that time comes, if we,
in fact, allow the lirie to be closed down
-on the FB-111, then we will have no
option: and it does not make any dif-
ference what the B-1 costs. If it is $100
million per copy, we will have absolutely
no option, because if this one is closed
down, we can never again crank it up
to get it back on the job. So this allows
us an option whel‘x we come to decidq
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whether or not to buy the B-1 and then
does not put us in a position where we
have absolutely no choice at all.

Mr. WHITEHURST. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentlemah yield? ‘

Mr. HEBERT. I will be happy to yield
to the gentleman from Virginia.

Mr. WHITEHURST. Mr. Chairman, I
just want to make a comment on the

"J -111. If anyone in this bedy or in this

country thinks the airplane is deficient in
what it will do, it is significant to me that
2 years ago when SALT I negotiations
were going on, this is the one airplane in
our inventory that the Russians wanted
o include in the SALT agreement, so we
know what they think of if.

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman has indicated in the discus-
sion, in the colloquy and exchange of
thoughts, again how important it is to
have the essential weaponry to go to the
table and talk about reduction in arms.
This we must have. Indeed, this is one of
the reasons we cannot reduce our troops
in Furope at this time. We want to re-
duce the troops; of course, we do, but we
cannot tell the Russians that we are go-
ing to reduce them and have the Russians
say, “So you are going to reduce the
troops. What can we talk about?”

Mr. Chairman, this is one of the things
I tried to point out the other day. These
things were fought in this body and
fought bitterly; and if we had to sur-
vive on one of those counts, we would
not have had any SALT talks at all.

I repeat and reemphasize again that
the only language the Russians know and
understand is strength. That is the only
thing they know, strength, and we must
have that strength and that muscle if we
want to survive.

Mr. BRAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

(Mr. BRAY asked and was given per-

‘mission to revise and extend his re-

marks.) -

Mr. BRAY. Mr. Chairman, the bill that
the committee brings to the floor of the
House today is necessary to provide the
weapons systems, the research and de-
velopment and the personnel strengths
of the Armed Forces. The Committee on
Armed Services has worked its will on
this legislation, making reductions of
more than $800 millioni and additions of
more than $300 million and making sub-
stantial changes in the Reserve and civil-
jan personnel strengths requested by the
military departments.

The chairman of the committee has

explained the highlights of the bill. And.

the leaders of our subcommittees will ex~-
plain in more detail some of the specific
actions on research and development,
manpower levels, and ship construction.

Rather than repeating the details of
the bill that will be covered by others, 1
would like to depart from tradition and
use my time to discuss some of the major
aspects of world conditions which make
such legislation necessary. One thing
that I am deeply concerned about is the
basis on which Members determine their
vote on this bill and particularly on some
amendments which will be offered.

‘We Americans are people who like to
feel that we control our destiny. It is,
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therefore, not surprising that some Mem-
bers, with the best of motives, make their
judgment on the Defense budget on the
basis of things we can control.

References are made to domestic needs
and to the desire to give domestic pro-
grams priority. One of our “Dear Col-
league” letters tells us that we should
treat military authorizations “in- the
same manner as other Government pro-
grams.” Attempts are made to set the
level of authorization according to some
amounts that were spent in the past plus
an allowance for inflation.

But the simple fact is that our defense
needs, and therefore our authorization
requirements, are driven by factors that
we cannot control.

It is nice to say that Defense spending
should be treated ‘“in the same manner”
as other Government programs. But it is
essentially a meaningless statement. The
fact that you could, in a given year, re-
duce spending on the Commerce Depart-
ment because of developments in the
business community does not mean that
you can reduce spending on Defense in a
similar period. Defense spending is gov-
erned by needs relating to the world sit-
uation and the actions of potential ad-
versaries and simply cannot be based on
happenings on the domestic scene.

One of the letters that has been sent
to Members of Congress in connection
with this bill says that defense expendi~
tures can be held down because of the
improvement in international relations.

It is a great mystery to me how anyone
can look at events of the past year and

conclude that international develop-
ments have beén so favorable as to allow
us to reduce our commitments to na-
tional defense. There has been, in the
past year: :
The October war in the Middle East
where the Soviets showed how much re-
spect they have for détente;
The Soviet testing of MIRV missiles;
The political instability of Western
European governments. : ’
Among the major democracies of
Western Europe, there is virtually no
government left that has been in office
more than 6 months. This demands, more
‘than ever, steadfastness on the part of
the United States. ’

SOVIET DEVELOPMENTS

The Soviets have been engaged in an
unprecedented drive to achieve clear su-
periority in strategic weapons.

SALT I was based upon & balancing of
technological advantages of the United
States and the quantitative advantages
possessed by the Sovigt Union. SALT 1
limited the number of missiles in an at-

tempt to stop the pace of Soviet deploy-

ments. In so doing, SALT I institution-
alized the numerical advantage of the
Soviets. We were able to accept this nu-
merical advantage because we had &
clear technological advantage through
having the MIRV capability and greater
accuracy.

SALT I, however, while it limited the
number of missiles on each side, did not
place any limit on research and develop-
ment. The Soviets thus have had the
option to try to catch up with us tech-
nologically, though we are prevented
from matching them numerically.

g

Approved For Release 2006/02/07 : CIA-RDP75BOO380R600700030058-3



Approved For Release 2006/02/07 : CIA-RDP75B00380R000700030058-3 . -

H 4020

If the Soviets truly lgok upon SALT I
as a stabilizing developmpent and if they
truly wish to lesseR wgrld tension_and
slow down the arms rgce, they shpuld
curtall thelr strategic dgvelopments,

The opposite, however, has heen frue.
Soviet development of sfrategic systems
Ias been going forward at a frightening
rate, Four new ICBM designs of varying
slzes and characteristics are currently
being fight-tested by the Soviets. Of the
four, three have now Heen tested ¥lth
MIRV’s. These new systems-incorporate
improved guldance and reentry téch-
niques. =2 R |

One of the characteristics of the Sgviet
missile flight tests last sgmmer was that

they made use of onboaxd computers for

the first time. This meafis that they will
be able to achieve gredter accuracy in
their MIRV’d warheads. _ N

The Soviets thus are syccessfully deyel-
oping the capabilities which will ajlow
them to match the techpological advan-
tages of the United Statgs. If they marry
these technological gapabilities with the
considernble advanfage_ in the number
‘and throw weight pf their missiles, a
serlous strategic imbalance will occur.

Unless we are preParedl to offset these
galns, the Soviets copld, by the decade of
the 1980's be in a posifion to have an
overwhelming strategic” advantage, an
advantage which could ypset the nafure
of the world we live in. I} is impertang to
remember the psycholggical effect of
such an pdvantage. Just by having such
power, they could greatly increase their
influence in the world. o
. ‘What SALT II negollations are all
sbout, really, is to prevept the marrying
©f these newly acquired Soviet technigues
1o the existing Soviet nuglear advantage.
But if the Soviefs do not see that we are
prepared to continue developments to
offset their technolqgica] advancemepts,
there will be no incentive to them to pe-
gotiate at SALT IL Ii is, therefore, sim-
ply absolutely necessary fhat we contifiue
& vigorous research and development
program_and continue tp maintain ‘the
ability to lmprove our weapons systems
50 that we do not Jose_ground to the

BLBM’S AND MO;BILE%MIS&ILES, .

The Soviets have alsg continued the
rapid modernization of their submarine-
Iaunched ballistic missile force. The 8S-
N-8 1;nlxeisegie aboard the A t%-cl'ass u%bi
mar Bas a rangg of 4,200 mautica
miles. The SS-N-f missile deplayed
aboard the Yankee-glass submarine has
been improved, and 3 vergion of the mis-
gile with a multiple-reeniry vehicle ap-
pears to be ready for deploymenf. _
_ One of the four newy iles belng ge-
veloped by the Sovlets, the S8-X-16,
‘which has a range of over 5,000 hautipal
aniles, is belng developed in such a man-
ner as to indicate the Spviels are con-
#idering deploying it as a Jand-based mo-
bile ICBM. The United States in fhe
BALT agreemenis stated unilaterglly
that deployment of a langd-mobile ICBM
would be inconsistent with strategic arms
Imltation objectives. But the U.8.8.R. did
nol agreé on any objectives concerning
mobile ICBM's. And £he freaty does not
prohibit development anfl testing of a

B
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mablle system. The SS<X-16 could be de-
ployed in 1975.

THE CHANGING BALANCE

Ten -years ago the United States had
an advantage in delivery vehicles—ICBM
Iaunchers, SLBM launchers. and bomb-
ers—of over 2,000. The U.8.:8.R. hias now
totally eliminated our lead and has sur-
passed us in delivery vehicles.

Ten years ago the Unitéd States had
five times the available megatonnage as
the UB.B.R. The Soviets have long since
taken a substantial lead.

The only remaining gquantitative lead
of the United States is In strategic offen-
sive warheads and bombers. The United
States is expected t¢ maintain this lead
through the decade of the 1970’s; but
as the U.S.S.R. develops its new family
of ICBM’s, with their larger throw
weight and MIRV'’s, it will give the So-
viets the potential to overcome the last
remaining quantitative missile lead of
the United States.

! MO NEW U.S, SYSTEMS

Members of the House should be re-
minded that the bill before you provides
for no néw major weapons systems. The
strategic systems developments that are
carried forward by this bill-—the Trident
and the B-1—are systems that havebeen
in development for several years. In the
case of the B-1 1t hes been many years.
We are not building new strategic mis-
siles, or increasing the number of our
missiles, or digging new silos. We are
simply continuing a comparatively mod-
est R. & D. effort on the systems to make
sure of their continued capabilities in
the yeirs.ahead. .

CGne of our problems Is that we spend
more time studying and talking about
weapons _ systems than bufiding them.
The Soviets do not talk about weapons
development -much-—they just build
weapons.

We have been debating about 3 new
manned bomber for over 10 years. And
the B-1 will still pot he ready for saveral
years. The Soviets, meanwhile, have built
a new bomber, the Backfire, which is ex-
pected to bp deployed this year. The

) of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
told our tomamittee that when deployed
with refueling tankers, the Backfire
“cohstifules a potential threat to the
continegntal United States .”

‘The B-1 i3 expected to be superior to
the 'Backfire, But the B-1 is still in de-
velapment. The Backfire is ready for de-
bloyment.

CONVENTIONAL WEAFPONS

Surely It is axiomatic that in a time of
nucrerar parity conventional capability
increases In importance,

Since there is no way that we could
matrh the Soviets or other potentisd ad-
versprigs in manpower, it is important,
if our forces are going o be n deterreni
to conventional conflict, that we have
weapons of the quantity and guality nec-
essary to deter aggressive action.

But do not get the impression that this
bill allows us to develop conventional
weapons at anywhere near the pace of
the Sodetls. .

Last fall I was privileged to be the
ranking minqrity member on a subcom-
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mittee that toured the battlefields of the
Middle East. Probably never before in
history has a cangressional subcommife
tee vistted a batflefield so seen sfter the
conflict. The litter of war was still visible
in the Binai. Egypt wab still in a state of
readiness . that _included blackouts at
night in Cgiro.

On one stretch of desert we saw more
destroyed tanks within a half-mile than
the United States can produce in o vear.
The Arab nationg lost $housands of tanks
in that war. But in & few months after
the cemse fire, the Ryssians had resup-
plied the Arabs o the extent of virtually
all of theirlosses.

The numbers and speed with waich the
Soviets poured missiles, tanks aud other
weapons into the Middle East was o de-
velopment unmatchedin history.

We know we gan produce as good or
better weabons than the Soviets. Bul we
cannot produce them in the guantities
the Soviets turn-out. We have only one
producer af tanks in the United States.
Wg’ have anly oxe profucer of tenk tur-
rels, . )

We mugst, thewefore, keep ou~ forces
supplied with madern weapons. We must
keep the guality of our weapans on a par
with those.of the Bovieds.

So do not be IMlled by statistics ahout
economic considerations. Whether vou
like it or not, it s what happens in the
rest of the world=—what happens in Fus-
sia—that dictateg howmuch defense you
must provide for the United States.

The bill before you teday is designed to
brovide the deferise our country needs. It
does no magre. I urge all Members to sup-
port it. . .

Mr. HEBERT.. Mr. €hairman, I vield
10 minutes to the gentleman from Thi-
nois (Mr. PrICE);,

(Mr. PRICE of Illinois asked and was
given permission to fevise and extend
his remarks.) :

Mr. PRICE of Illincis. Mr. Chairman,
the fiséal year 1975 authorization reques
for $9,325,039,000 is the largest zmount,
in actual dollars, ever requested by the
Department of Defenze for reseaich, de-
velopment, test, and evaluation. Some
people—without -probing any further—
would contend that this spending level is
excessive for Defense regearch. There are
many demands being ‘placed uron our
economy afd thiglevel of Defense spend-
Jing is of grave concern.

However, there is even a greatér con-
cern that must be addressed, that of de-
lineating the kind of B. & D. program
that is essemtial for our national defense.

Mr. Chairman, having served as a
member of the Armed Services Commit-
tee since its orgaddzatisn in 1947, and as
chairman of the Research and Develop-
ment Subcommittee for over 16 vears, I
can realizé and appreplate the impor-
tance of regearch and developmen: to our
military strength and pational security,

Unpleasant as & memory can be, many
of us here todsy can remember those
tragic days.in the history of mankind on
August 6 and August §, 1945, when the
awesorne power of teehnology snd its
relationship to mniliteyy strength was
demonstrated. Sigce then, technological
advances have _takem even reater
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strides. Developﬁlents such as the high-
energy laser, among others, will make to-
morrow’s natlonal security even more
dependent upon technology.

I am not a believer in legislating or
spending through fear. However, we must
face up to the current world situation
and gear out policymaking accordingly.
The Governments of Italy, Britain,

France, Canada, ahd West Germeny

have all been subjected to varying de-
grees of turbulence )

The status of our naval fleet has fallen
very nearly to the cross-over point—that
point where the technology balance is
changed to our disadvantage. The Mid-
dle East conflict, the limited progress of
SALT II and other factors lead me to
believe that while a $9 billion research
budget may be very high—it is a relative
bargain-—a cheap price to pay—ifor free-
dom. ;

Mr. Chairman, this belief does not pre-
clude the vigilance required by our com-
mittee to insure the authorization of an
effective R.D.T. & E. program at the low-
est possible cost. As the architects of our
research program, the Department of
De{ense has done a credible job. They
are not, and can not, be expected to be
perfect. They have the same internal
management weaknesses that are char-

" acteristic of any body of this size. For

this, among other reasons, the Research
and Development Subcommittee exam-
ined over 3,000 individual programs and
projects in the fiscal year 1975 authoriza-
tion request,

The programs were discussed at vary-
ing lengths with Defense witnesses dur-
ing the 30 hearings that were held by
the subcommittee. During the hearings
the committee assessed the requirement
or need for each weapon system devel-
opment program, program progress, the

Department of -Defense course of action

and the possibility of using lower cost
alternatives. ) ) )

The arguments concerning the con-
tinued use of the B-52 or developing a
stretched version of the FB-111 in lieu
of the costly B-1 were again thoroughly
assessed. The committee considered the
results of studies conducted by the Gen-
eral Accounting Office and others, and
used these and other input in the over-
all decisionmaking process. The commit-
tee concluded that new Soviet advances
and developments preclude the use of less
expensive, less capable alternatives in
lieu of the B-1, Trident, and several
major strategic tactical’ systems pres-
‘ently being developed.

The result of the extensive hearings
was a 3.5-percent reduction in the re-
quest—a reduction of $323,376,000 from

- the $9,325,039,000 request. The amount

approved for authorization by the Armed

Services Committee for RD.T. & E. is_
- $9,001,663,000.

I 'wish to emphasize, Mr. Chairman,
that the reduction was the result, and
not the prescribed goal. A meaningful
R.D.T. & E. program necessary to insure
our national defense was the commit-
tee’s objective. i
. During the committee’s markup of this
bill, several amendments were offered
Which would have & significant, long-
term impact upon the ability of this Na-

yi
v

tion to underwrite its strategy of deter-
rance. The authors of these amendments
have indicated that they would offer the
same amendments on the House floor.
One of the amendments offered would
be to delete the entire amount included
in the bill for the development of the
B-1 bomber. The rationale for this
amendment as described in the commit-
tee report certainly has substance: The
B-1 program has experienced cost over-
runs, schedule slippage, and some per-
formance degradation. What we must

ask ourselves, however, is—does this Na-

tion need & manned strategic bomber?

Today—right now—the Soviets have
a manned strategic bomber with per-
formance characteristics that are not
widely apart from those of our planned
B-1. Yes, there are two other legs of the
triad, but are we content to be second
best on the third?

Beyond the thought of a nuclear con-
frontation, have we forgotten the effec-
tiveness of the bomber during the South-
east Asia conflict?

As a nation we are committed to a
policy of non-first aggression; however,
inevitably and unavoidably, in the ab-
sence of clairvoyance, this nation must
be prepared to fight almost every kind
of war that could be thrust upon us. Un-
palatable as it may be, Mr. Chairman,
we are compelled to keep up with the
Joneses—as long as our potential enemies
have a strategic bomber, so must we.

In the committee report, my distin-
guished and dedicated colleague Irom
New York has called the B-1 a “sick pro-
gram”™—and that it has been. But will
the financial euthanasia that puts it out
of its misery make us, s a nation, any
healthier? I think not.

We must admonish the Air Force and
take the necessary action to insure

“against subsequent ineffective manage-~

ment. Killing the B-1 may be an answer
to the problem, but it certainly is not the
solution.

I urge the Members of the House to
think hard and long before adopting any
proposed amendment. The question that
must be resolved in every instance is—
will the proposed amendment, if adopt-
ed, compromise in any way our ability
to deter. This is not a rhetorical ques-
tion, but is the gut issue which underlies
every amendment.

I also urge the Members fo exercise
caution in arriving at decisions that are
based solely on cost or program slippage.

In my many years with the Research
and Development Subcommittee, I have
come to realize that research and de-
velopment never has and never will be
perfect. Failure is inherent in the process.
It is part of the learning process that
leads to success. I would like to para-
phrase a distinguished member of the
Armed Services Committee in the other
body, who described the research and
development request as the “most diffi-
cult part to understand and examine.”

‘We authorize the expenditure of mil-
lions—and in some cases—billions of
dollars with the expectation that the
technology will culminate In an opera-
tional, deployable, effective system. Then,
only in a time of crisis do we tend to
appreciate it.
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Mr. Chairman, and Members of the
House, I urge you to consider:

Whether deletion of funds for binary
chemical munitions will help or hinder
the arms control and disarmament nego-
tiation talks; can one bargain in the
absence of bargaining chips?

Whether deferral or stretchout of the
Trident program will be the final step
that permits the Soviets to change the
balance of our technology to our dis-
advantage;

Whether in light of the current state
of world affairs, coupled with the
strength of the Warsaw Pact nations and
the weaknesses of our NATO allies, we
can call to a halt our air defense pro-
grams, such as SAM-D;

Whether in light of the limited progress
of SALT II, we can reduce the present.
lead we now hold in ballistic missile de-
fense; and

Whether this Nation is content with a
20-year-old bomber for the 1980 time
frame.

Mz, Chairman, I do not wish to dwell
on how hard our committee worked on
the Defense request. We are expected to .
work hard. The point I wish to make is
that many hours of pondering, assess-
ment, and discussion went into the deci-
sionmaking process.

I stated earlier that the Department of
Defense was nof perfect. Neither is the
Congress. We, too, are capable of capri-
cious and irresponsible action. With this
awareness, we strive to avoid such action
and I urge the Members to share this

.awareness here today. :

I ask you further to recall the words
of President Kennedy in his inaugural
address. He said: '

We dare not tempt them with weakness.
For only when our arms are beyond doubt
can we be certain beyond doubt that they
will never be deployed.

Mr. Chairman, I ask the Members of
the House to support the RD.T. & E.
portion of this bill as reported by the
Committee on Armed Services.

Mr. HEBERT. I yield 10 minutes to the
gentleman from Texas (Mr, FISHER).

Mr. FISHER, Mr. Chairman, I want
to address myself generally to titles III,
IV, V, and VI of the bill. This is the
portion relating to manpower and train-
ing. It was my pleasure to chair the sub-
committee which considered these sec-
tions of the bill. We spent 6 weeks in
intensive hearings on this subject alone.
For 1 week of the hearings we had the
pleasure of holding joint hearings with
the Manpower Subcommittee of the
Post Office and Civil Service Committee
when we reviewed the Department of De-
fense request for civilian personnel.
Various members of the subcommittee
will tell our actions on the four titles of
the bill; however, I want to present just
a brief overview. )

At the outset let me tell you what
our overall recommendations are: For
the active forces, we are recommending
the numbers which were requested except
for the Air Force where we recommend
reducing the strength by 2,810 and end-
ing up with a total active force end
strength of 2,149,313, This is a reduction
from that authorized for fiscal year 1874
of 40,589.
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For the Reserve forces, e made ny-
merous changes from the request and
authorized an average Seclgeted Reserve
strength of 946,019. This ig 22,026 more
than authorizéd for fiscal gear 1974, For
civilian manpower, we redijced the totgl
requested by 15,000, the regluction to be
allocated by the Secretary @f Defense. In
the training load title, we changed it
in two instances to reflect fhie change we
made in the Reserve strefigths.

Thus, we end uap with a Yotal military
force consisting of active fgrces and Se-
lected Reserve forces of gpproximately
15,737 less than were authotized for fiscal
year 1974. In the civilian p@rsonnel ares,
we are recommending autforization for
approximately 1,012,060 @ contrasted
that budgeted for in the fiacal year 1974
budget and supplemental of 1,029,004.
The total reduction then & in the na-
ture 6f 32,753 in these thrée categories.

For the active duty forges this rep-
resents an end strength of $,149,313. This
is 40,589 fewer personnel than were au-
thorized for fiscal year 1974, To put these
figures in perspective the recommended
end strength is 538,000 lowyer than the
strength at the end of fiseal year 1964,
a pre-Vietnam year; 1,399,080 lower than
fiseal year 1968, the peak-of the Viet-
nam war; and 84,000 lower than the fiscgl
yewr 1974 strength requested in the Pres-
ident’s budget submitted o the Con-
gress in January 1973.

It is my understanding that later on
this afternoon when the b{fl is open for
amendments there will be ah amendment
to reduce the size of our Aciive Forces by
approximately 200,000, Frankly, I can
find no connection betweeh these arbi-
trary reductions and any alternative
strategy for the protection of this Na-
tion. I do know, however, that any re-
ductions would serlously jéopardize our
national security. It is @lear that g
strength reduction of this magnitude
would require reductions in gombat units.
As'e prelilminary estimate, sctions of the
following eder would have to be taken:

For the Army you would have to re-
duce the niimber of active divisions pro-
gramed for fiscal year 1975 by 214 divi=
sions. : N N

For the Navy we would have to reduce
the number .of active compatant ships
by the equivalent of two _carrier task
groups. & ,

For the Marine Corps wg would have
to-inactivate five infantry battalions and
supporting arms. - S
" For the Air Force this would require
elimination of additiopal strategic de=
fensive squadrons and many tactical
fighter and airlift units.

We are already short of both afrlif}
and tactical units to meet many of the
war contingency plans as determined by
the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

X am firmly convinced that the servs
ices have responded to th& will of the
Congress and are mgking substantial
brogress In'Teducing 'the fat and increas-
ing the muscle. Headquarters are being
reduced and eliminated and personnel
arg being fransferred to combat units

‘We will have at the end @f fiscal year
1975, 105 fewer general offigers than we
had in 1969—or 63 fewer than we had
in fiscal year 1964, We plan to have 13.8

percent fewer colonels and Navy cap-
tains; 23.6 percent fewer lieutepant colo-
nels and commanders; 24.% percent
fewer majors and lieutenant _comman-
ders, and 32.1 percent fewer cgptaing or
Navy leutepants at the end, of fiscal
year 1975 than we had at the gnd of fis-
cal year 1969, .

By the end of fiscal year 1975 the of-
ficer force will have been rgduced by
almost one-third, or about 124,000 of-
ficers, from the Vietnam peak. 'The
changes befween flscal year_ 1973 and
1975 positians show their efforfs to con-
trol the officer content. One out of every
four military spaces eliminated during
fiscal years 1974 and 1975 will be an of-
ficer space. In fiscal year 18%5, almost
half of the eliminated spaces will be
officer spaces. The effect is shown in the
trend 'of the number of enlisted person-

‘nel per officer, which rises from 6 in

fiscal year 1973 to 6.3 in fiscal year 1975.

are moving in the right direction.
For instance, within the framework of
the 785,000 manpower authoriged for the
Army, they are working for a 16 division
force by 1980. This compares with the 13
division force at the end of this fiscal
year and the planned goal of 14 divisions
by the end of fiscal year 1975,

For the Navy, the end strength is the
lowest in 29 years and I will add that this
reduction occurs over @ time frame in
which the total number of ships has in-
creased by four, including one aircraft
carrier. ) .

The strength we are recommending for
the Marine Corps is 384 more people than
were guthorized for fiscal year 1974. This
represents a requirement for increased
guards at our overseas embasgies.

We recommend an authorization for
the Air Foree of a total of 627,121. This
ig 2,810 personnel less shan were orlgi-
nally requested. It represents g decrease
of 17,885 legs than were authorized for

fiscal year 1974. In our opinion, this addi-

tional, decrease is warranted because
testimpny presented during our hearings
indicate certain roles in the strategic air-
1ift missipn could be withdrawn from the
Active Forces and given to the Air Force
Reserve, with the resultant decrease in
active  personnel and an annual overall
cost savings of approximately $31 mil-
lion. |

In the ares of our Reserve forces, I am
extremely concerned about what is hap-
pening in the Pentagon at thie pressnt
time. For example, the Secretary of De-
fense ordered a structure cut of 48,000 in
the Army Reserve and National Guard
while simultaneously ordering a study of
roles and missions of the Reserve forees
in the total force concept. It is our opin=

ion that this structure cut at this time
is like putting the cart before the horse. -

The rogles and missions study should be
completed and a Reserve force built to
supplement the wartime requirements of
the Active Forces—rather than taking
arbitrary cuts before the study is com-
pleted.. - : .

We are extremely concerned too that
equipment dlversions to our Allies have
left a $evere shorfage in the Reserves of
tanks, tactical and airlift aircraft. If we
are to be a prime supplier of
to our allies, we must arraiage for direct

ipment.
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procurement of this equipment to our
Reserves so the implementation of the
total force po’icy can became a reality.

We rejected the request for a lessened
Reserve Foree at the time our netive
Forces are being reduced and added ap-
proximately 54,000 to the Reserve Forces,
It must be pointed out, however, that
the Secretary of Defense for Manpower
and Reserve Affairs in a second appear-
ance before our committee adjusted the
figures upward by arrroximately 40,000,
claiming the Department of Defense had
grossly underestimated recruiting capsa-
bility in the Reserves. '

Frankly, we do net want one more per-
son in the Reserve structure than is re-
quired for mission accomplishment, but
we strongly urre a 8~1-cted Reserve Iforce
of sufficient strength to meet the require- .
ments imposed upon them by the Joint
Chiefs of Staff. The cuts propose¢ will
not allow this.

In my opinion, with Triendly allied
governments falling from public favor,
this is no time for us to weaken our de-
fense structure.

Insofar as civilian personnel is con-
cerned, it wis a real pléasure working
with my good friend and eolleague, Dave
HENDERSON, Who 1s ¢hairmen of the Man-
power Subcomimittée of the Post Office
and Civil Service €ommittee, and the
members and staff of that subcommitiee.
As I sald earlier, we reduced the DOD
request for clvillan persénnel by 15,000
Irom that which was requested. By this
actlon alone, we are effecting a cost sav-
ings of approximately $185,000,000. We
are firmly convinced that these reduc-
tlons will not affect readiness or curtail
the ongoing “civilianization program. A
more detailed statement will be present-
ed later.

The training loads in. this bill have
been increased slightly to provide for
nonprior aecessions in the Marine Corps
Reserves and the Army Reserves where
we added to the requested strengths.

Frankly, both in the areas of civilian
personnel and training loads, I personal-
1y am not convineed that they could not
be better conirolled by budgetary proc-
esses rather than establishing cellings.
However, by establishing such strer.gths
through legislation we are able to have
the legislative vehicle on which to an-
nually review the total DOD request for
manpower and training requirements.

Mr. Chairman, this completes my gen-
eral overview of titles III, IV, V, and
VI of this bill.

I urge the support of every Membor of
this House,

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman frem Texas has expired.

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. Chaifrman, I vicld 3
additional minutes to fhe gentleman
from Texas. :

Mr. LEGGETT. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman-yield?

Mr. FISHER. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr, LEGGETT. Mr. Chairman, I cer-.
tainly want to commend the gentleman
for the excellent manner in which he has
carried on the review of manpower per-
sonnel levels, both during the cuirent
session and previous sesslons of Congress.
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I think you did a very, very good job
for the Air National Guard and for the
reserve forces all over the United States.
I think the actions of your subcommittee

.are going to result in economies in mili-

tary manpower costs, and on behalf of
those of us in the West, I thank the
gentleman very much for his service.

Of course, obviously the gentleman
will be retiring at the end of this term,
and we want to thank him for the good
work that he has done on the House
Armed Services Committee. I think it has
inured to the benefit of our defense
posture.

Mr. FISHER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman very much. He favored us
with his presence a time or two and con-
tributed to our hearings. We appreciated
that. He was very knowledgeable and
very helpful,

Mr. GRAY. Mr, Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Alabama
(Mr. DICKINSON) .

(Mr, DICKINSON asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his
remarks.) .

Mr, DICKINSON., Mr. Chairman, I am
very pleased to be able to rise in support
of H.R. 14592, the bill under discussion.

As the ranking member of our Sub-
committee on Manpower, I want to echo

the statements made by the distin--

guished chairman of the subcommittee,
the Honorable O, C. Fisaer, of Texas,

‘who preceded me here in the well.

"At this point I would also like to pay
tribute to his excellent leadership during
the years he headed this subcommittee.
I am sure all of the Members know that
this will be the last time he will bring
the manpower portion of the yearly De-
fense Department authorization request
to the floor, as he is retiring at the end
of this Congress. The gentleman has been
a real stalwart for the defense of this
Nation; one whom we can lean on; one
whom we can depend on. And I know
that as he retires he retires with the
thanks of all of us who are interested
in a strong America.

I do not want to repeat what he has
said about the bill or what others will
say; therefore, I am going to confine my
remarks to certain ancillary suggestions
which directly relate to manpower in the
armed services and anticipated amend-
ments.

First, let me say we will commence
holding hearings on the bill to admib
women to the academles on May 29, I
call this to your attention because that
is the time to raise this issue, not during
the discussion of this particular bill. This

is a matter that is of vital interest to

many of you but it is also a complex
issué and one which should be thoroughly
explored. I am hopeful that the House
will not take precipitous action on the
bill in this area when we vote tomorrow.

-The second area relates to the num-
bers of colonels and lieutenant colonels
or their Navy equivalents in the armed
services. We have a bill proposed by the
Department of Defense which would per-
mit selective elimination from the armed
services of certain colonels and lisuten-
ant colonels who have been passed over
for promotion but have a right under the
current tenure laws to remain in the

service for 28 to 30 years. Plans are being
made to hold hearings on this subject
prior to the completion of this Congress.
This bill is H.R, 1113 which would amend
title 10, United States Code, to author-
ize the selective continuation of certain
regular commissioned officers on the Ac-
tive list of the Army, Navy, Marine Corps,
and Air Force upon the recommendation
of a selection board and for other pur-
poses.

Third, in order to eliminate certain
junior regular officers in the services, we
also plan to hold hearings on H.R. 11745
which would amend title 10, United
States Code, to provide the commissioned
officer of the Army in regular grades be~
low major may be involuntarily dis-
charged to coincide with a reduction in
force. This would help the Deptrement
of Defense to eliminate one officer for
every enlisted man during fiscal year
1975. I think we would have accomplished
these actions prior to bringing this bill
to the floor had time permitted but,
frankly, the nearly 3 months of hearings
held on this particular bill by both the
full committee and subcommittees meet-~
ing simultaneously have precluded our
acting on these bills prior to now.

The reason I mention our future plans
is to alert you of the actions we are about
to take, and I hope you will give us the
consideration of letting full scale hear-
ings be held on this matter rather than
taking quick action on the floor tomor~
row when the bill is open for amend-
ments.

Mr. Chairman, in my opinion, the serv~
ices are moving in the diréction in which
the Congress desires them to move, and
with your cooperation by permitting
hearings on these vital subjects, we may
be able during the remainder of this ses-
sion to bring you the bills after they have
been given careful consideration by the
House Armed Services Committee. To-
day, however, I urge you to support the
thoughful committee action that has
been taken by the Armed Services Com-~
mittee, ’

Mr, HEBERT, Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. MONTGOMERY) .

(Mr. MONTGOMERY asked and was
given permission to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Chairman, T
thank the chairman of the committee
for glving me this opportunity to talk to
the Members briefly about one section of
the bill. .

I rise in support of H.R. 14592, and I
wish to point out that I will limit my
remarks to title IV, which deals with the
reserve forces,

I would also like to commend- my
chairman of the subcommittee, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. FIsHER), for
the time and the patience that he has
shown the members of the subcommittee
in working on this section. I think we
have come up with a very, very strong
section, as far as the Reserve Forces are
concerned. We spent 21 full days in the
subcommittee working on title IV. This
is the longest time our subcommittee has
ever spent working on the manpower sec-
tion of the bill. Most of the time or at
least a good deal of the time was put into
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the portions relating to the National
Guard and the Reserve Foreces.

I might say, Mr. Chairman, we have
come up with a very, very strong section,
as far as the National Guard and the Re-
serves is concerned, For the first time in
my memory since I have been on this
committee, we have raised the overall
strengths of the Reserve Forces of this
country not reduced them as recom-
mended by the Defense Department.

Really this is a good “buy” for the
taxpayers of this country. It was cer-
tainly proved in Israel that the Reserve
Forces are a good buy. We can put & man
with a rifle in the National Guard, and
that man will cost us one-eighth, as far
as cost to the taxpayer is concerned, of
what it would cost to have a regular in-
fantryman carrying a rifle in the Regu-
lar Forces. He might not be as good at
first as the Regular, but time and equip-
ment will bring him up to the standards
of the Regulars.

So the Reserve and National Guard are
good buys. As we move into a period of
high expenses it will pay to rely more
and more on these Reserve forces. We
have done this and have increased the
strengths despite what the Department
of Defense wanted us to do. Thanks to
our subcommittee chairman, Mr. FISHER,
we have added new aircraft which will

go to the Reserve and the Air National

Guard. This aircraft consists of A-7’s.
This is the first time in a long, long time
in a procurement bill that a reserve force
has been given a new type of aircraft.
We believe it is a step in the right direc-
tion.

If we want to get efficiency out of the
Guard and the Reserves, we will have to
give them good equipment, and, as I said,
this is a step forward. The Army Guard
and the Reserve need new tanks and
modern tanks so that they can also up-
date Army training as we improve the

‘Air Guard and the Air Reserve.

As far as the Air Guard were concern~
ed, we were requested by the Department
of Defense to cut 14 Air Guard squadrons
out of the T.O. and E. of the Air Guard.
We found out that these units were ef-
ficient and could be put on active duty
in 24 hours. They had better skilled me-
chanics than some of the regular Air
Force had—4,500 trained Guardsmen
would have to find other units to train
with, so we locked them in with it so the
regulars could not do away with these
14 air squadrons. Therefore there will
now be be 91 squadrons in the bill, This
is a good move, our subcommittee
thought. )

Mr. LEGGETT. Will the gentleman
vield?

Mr. MONTGOMERY. I yield to the
gentleman from California. .

Mr. LEGGETT. I would like to say at
this point the gentleman in the well has
been a real sparkplug on the committee
in achieving the goal he just described
of the new revitalized A-7 mission for the
Air Guard and, of course, maintaining at
least 91 units around the country. This
is a real economy, and it also saves the
existing capability.

I wonder if there has been any indica-
tion on the part of the Air Force that
they will carry through and if the recom-
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mendations of the commjittee axe ap-
proved on the House ﬂ06r and in con-
ference, will the Air Force carry through
and cooperate and give thls new missitm
to the Air Guard?

Mr. MONTGOMERY. I certainly hope
so. It is in the law. It is in‘the report ahd
in the debate today. If they obey the
law and have any respect for the Cén-

gress of the United States and the laws
of the land, they will have to carry out
this mandate.

Also the Air Reserve squadrons will be
moved onto certain Air Force bases and
participate with the reg}llars in" fiylhg
the 141 transport plane, It will share
the plane with the reg’cﬂar Air Force.
This is another step forward in getiing
the Reserves into the’ total concept
picture.

Mr. LEGGETT. The gommittee also
recommended that the Guard give addi-
tional 130 capability. Is that correct?

Mr. MONTGOMERY. That is corréct.
My time is running out, But I would like
to include the following remarks which
emphasize my very strong support of the
Reserve components.

T am extremely delighted with the ac-
tions taken by the Armed Services Com-
mittee in connection with the Reserves
this year. On the other hand, I am totally
dismayed by actions currently on-going
in the Pentagon which would result in
reducing the Reserve strficture and léss-
ening the effectiveness of our Reserve
forces. This, to me, is appalling.

Let me illustrate the inconsistency
within the Department of Defense in the
area of the Reserve program Earlier this
year the Secretary of Defense proposed
an arbitrary strength cut of 48,000
structure spaces in the Army National
Guard and Army Reserve, with no clear
conception of what units, or types of
units, were to he elimipated. Simulta-
neously, with ordering this structure cut,
he ordered a study of the roles and mis-
sions which should be hssigned to the
Guard and Reserve within the total force
concept. Others have spoken to you about

this apparent mconsm‘rency, soI mll not i

dwell on. it.

But a second incons ,1s£ency exists. For

the Actlve Forces, manpOerr requetts
‘are based on requireménts. In the ‘Re-
serves, however, the rqu.zests were built
upon projections of reeruiting capabil-
ity—and, as admitted By the Assisiant
Secretary of Defense for Manpower and
Reserve Affalrs, these gnojectmns now
prove to be completely ¢rroneous. S0, he
revised the figures upward by some
30,000. In most 1nstances we accepted his
revised figures, and I will discuss our
deviations from those ﬂgures in a mo-
ment. It appears to ug, however, fhat

manpower requests for both Active and
Reserve Forces should be based on the
same premise—and by that I mean re-
quirements to fulfill mmblon responsi-
bilities.

Still, an equally 1mpoztant inconsist-
ency exists in Pentagon statements and
Pentagon action on tHe Reserves and
that is in the area of equipping the
Guard and Reserve Farces. If the Re-
serve Forces are to becoe an important
segment of our total férce policy, they
must be provided equipment equal to
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that of the Active Forces or the concept
of the total force policy is a mere
deception.

I refer specifically to two areas of
equipménf—tanks and planes particu-
larly. While the information on the ade-
quacy of tanks in our Reserve Force is
a classified matter, I can assure you that
less than one-fourth of our tanks are in
a usable condition. We must find ways
to correct that condition. The airplanes
assigned to our Reserve and National
Gua.rd Forces are becoming so obsolete
that the Secretary of Defense is looking
into the possibility of phasing out some
flying units merely because of the obso-
lescence of the equipment. Ag you know,
we have included in this bill 24 A7T-D
for direct entry into the Alr National
Guard. This should be an indication of
congressional intention that actions
must be undertaken to make the Ciuard
and Reserve Forces a realistic portion of
our defense forces.

In the Army Reserve we had testimony
that the structure strength for the Army
Resérves is presently established at 276,-
000. Using the 93 percent manning figure,
a figure which has been used over the
past several vears, this would result in a
desired strength of 260,000. On-going
studies within the Army indicate that re-
vised missions which will be assigned will
inerease the structure by 25,000 spaces.
While we did not want to authorize a
fisure that would be unattainable, we
did’ fee! that we should maintain the
Army Reserve strength at a 325,000 level,
and to use that figure to build up to a re-
quired strength of 260,000 as required.

In the Naval Reserve, where the re-
quest was made for 108,000, we increased
the' strength to 117,000. We did s0 he-
cause the reductions requested were
made solely for budgetary purposes and
not because of lessened military missions.

We rejected the idea, toc, that we
should do away with all of ‘the civil af-
fairs units in category A status: that is,
48 drills per year and a 2-week summer
training program. The Secretary of De-
fense wounld have transferred the 7,000
persons in civil affairs units to category
D status which wonld prgvide only 2
weeks of summer training. We agree with
the Secretary of Defense that 53 civil af-
fairs units are probably excessive to our
prasent-day requirements. But to eli-
minate all such units would, in eur opin-
ion, be wrong because many people be-
lieve that, if we ever have another war,

it will be a short one, and there will not -

be time to assemble and train people to
run the govemmen“;s which we would
have to run in case of victory. We rec-
ommend retention of at least haf of the
units and half of the perso*mel in cate-
gory A status.
Another concern that I have with the
present-day policy of the Secretary of
Defense s to transfer certain aviators in
the Naval Reserve from category A to
category B status, thus reducing the
number of drills from 48 to 24 yearly.
When we have done this in the past, ex-
perience has shown us that we lose ap-
proximately half of these highly skilled
personnel which are’so expensive to train.
Now, let me come to the hardest part
of our decision insofar as it pertains to
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the Reserves this year. I refer specifically ~
to the Air National Guard of the United
States. The Secretary of Defense made ».
decision to phase out 15 of the 92 flying
units in the Air National Guard ir. fiscal
year 1974, 1975, and 1976, These Guard
units had as their prineipal mission the
air defense of the United States. The
Secretary of Defense reasons that the
United States cannot afford fo maintain
significant air defense forces to defend
against strategic. bombers - when the
thrust is dominated by large numbers of
strategic missiles. During extensive testi-
mony we could find no evidence that the
Russian bomber threat had been reduced.
And thus, it was not & change in the
threat; it was just a change in the
decision as to how to respond to the
threat. We were given assurances that, by
the deactivation of these flying units, the.
United States would not have the ability
to insure that foreign Bombers cculd fiy
over U.S. airspace unimpeded.

We are recommending a provision in
this bill which puts a floor on the number:
of flying units in the Air National Guard
at 91. Currently, there are 92 such units,
2 of which are collocated at Van Nuys,
Calif., which will be consolidated before
June 30 of this year. This will cause no
reduction in the number of aircraft but
will eliminate a headquarters.

We agree with the Under Secretary of-
the Air Force when he stated:

We are concerned over the loss of the
affected Alr Guard Units. We are concerned
over the abrupt loss of 11,726 highly-skilled,
well-tralned Guardsmen which will affect the
morale in other wunits and have i severe
impact on recruiting potential. . . .

A significant delay “In  Reserv: Forcg
medernization has. been created by a slows
down in F-15 and A-10 procurement for the
active force. This slowddwn caiises the res
tention of P-4 and A-7 aircraft in the active
force longer than previpusly programimed;
thereby slowing down the transfer of these
assets to the Reserve Farces causing reten:
tion of F-100 aircraft. Reéguirement: o pro-
vide C-130 and A-37 alcraft to the Republig
of South Vietnam have also contributed to
the slowdown of re->quipping Reserve Fov .3
units. |

The Air Force has substantial sh.vtage of
tactical units incdluding Reserve units ta
satisfy requtirements estgblished by “he Joint
Chiefs of Staff tov meet wartime require:
ments, for example, fighter attack and airlift.
In finalizing the fiscal year 1875 Program
and Budget we were unable to find the neces.
sary fuinds to mest all of the foregoing as
well as other priority force requirernents.

The Air Force &an retain the 14 Air Na-
tional QGuard wunits and provide interim
equipment for them largely by redistribu tion
of aircraft from other Air Nationil Gusard
units not deactivating. In other words, spread
what we have a Hitle thinner. We have not
budgeted the milltary personnel, operations
and maintgnance, and other funds required
for the retention of these units.

The best solution to the equipasie needs
of these units can be found in a combination
of additional A-T and C-130 prozurement
and an acceleration in the procurement of
the F-15 and A-10 so that P-4 and A~-7 air-
craft can be released earlier from ihe active
force. .

Frankly, the Reserve Forces are our

: Nation’s best defense bargain in terms of

cost. This does not mean we wani to
transfer all migsions” to the Reserves.
But whcre they have adequate ca.pabmty
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to perform at a cheaper cost than the

Active Forces, then serious consideration
must be given to letting the Reserve
Forces perform the mission. .

We are not attempting fo design. the

roles and missions of the Active or the

Reserve Forces. Obviously that is the job
of the Department of Defense but what
we are trying to do is at least preserve
the status quo until they have made that
determination. And, we are attempting
to try and find the most effective means
of protecting our Nation at the cheapest
possible cost. .

Mr, Chairman and Members;, a com-
pleted study on the roles and missions of
the Reserve and National Guard will be
ready in August of this year, And, I think
it would be self-destructive at this time
to provide only that which was originally
reqtested in the bill. I would call your
attention to the fact that the bill we au-
thorized last year was for 66,000 less re-
servists than was authorized in fiscal
year 1973. And the bill that is before you
today still represents 20,000 less than
were authorized for fiscal year 1973,
With a reduction in both our Active and
Reserve Forces during this time frame, I
feel we have reached the bare minimum
to ‘insure the defense of the Unifed
States. ;

I urge your support of this bill.

The CHATIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Mr. MONTGOMERY. May I have 1 ad-
ditional minute? .

Mr, HEBERT, I am sorry. The time has
been allocated.

Mr, MONTGOMERY. I thought I could
get more than 5 minutes to talk about
a very important subject in the bill.

Mr. HEBERT, I am sorry, but the gen~

tleman from California used up your
time.

Mr, Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to
the gentleman from Florida (Mr, BEn-
NETT). :

(Mr, BENNETT asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BENNETT. If the gentleman from
Mississippl had some line of thought he
wanted to complete at this point, I will be
glad to yield to him.

Mr. MONTGOMERY. I appreciate the
gentleman yielding to me.

I wanted to point out something which

is very important in the report, namely,
that there has been a letter circulated by
the Secretary of Defense ordering the
Army Guard and the Army Reserve to
give a report back to the Secretary of
Defense on a structural cut of 48,000
personnel in the Army Guard and in the
Army Reserve. .

In effect, the Secretary of Defense
would be getting around the strength
levels that we set up, and woulc. be reduc-
ing the National Guard units in small
towns, and the Army Reserve units in
small towns across the country.

In our report—if the gentleman from
Florida will permit me to conclude, and
Lappreciate the gentleman giving me this
additional time—in the report it in-
structs the Secretary of Defense—and
this is not in the bill, but it is in the re-

port—that before he makes any struc-
tural cuts in the Army National Guard,
or Reserve, that he would come back
to the House Committee on Armed Serv-
ices and would tell us what he was going
to do, and then we could take a look at
it and decide whether we would accept it
or not. We are not telling him what units
we need to have a strong National Guard
and a strong Reserve, but we are saying
that if he wants to make a cut, then he
should come back to the House and tell
us. ‘

Again I appreciate the gentleman
vielding me this time.

(Mr., BENNETT asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Chairman, I rise
In support of H.R. 14592,

‘The Seapower Subcommittee of the
Armed Services Committee has held ex-
tensive hearings in connection with the
Navy shipbuilding and conversion pro-
gram, both last year and this year. We
are gravely concerned about the state of
our Navy.

A decision was made some years ago to
use the operating funds saved by the re-
tirement of over-aged ships to buy new
ships. Since 1970 our fleet has been re-
duced by 47 percent down to a mere 508
ships. This means that the United States
has fewer total ships of all kinds in its
fleet than the Soviet has major combat-
ant ships. The Soviets, on the other hand,
have continued building a new, modern,
surface and submarine fleet. Their mo-
mentum has not slackened. The result is
that this year has been described to our
committee, by both the Secretary of the
Navy and the Chief of Naval Operations,
as the year of our greatest jeopardy and
peril.

This 1s the year in which we will begin
to build the numbers of ships claimed by
the Navy to be needed to provide a top
notch fleet. The situafion is so drastic
that the Chief of Naval Operations, in a
recent press interview, publicly said for
the first time that—

The United States has lost to the Sovlet

Union its ability to control the world's sea
lanes. '

It was primarily for this reason that
our committee has recommended almost
the entire shipbuilding program re-
quested this year by the President. The
Armed Services Committee, over 12
years ago, was in the fore telling the
Navy and the country that we urgently
needed to build new ships because the
large number of ships constructed during
World War II—and still relied upon—
presented us with a monumental tragedy
through block obsolescence. We need new
ships and we need them now desperately.

The only ships which we removed from
the administration’s budget were 2 patrol
gunboats and 45 craft which are planned
for transfer to South Vietnam. We be-
lieved that the proper way to provide for
these ships was through the military as-
sistance program—not through the
Navy’s shipbuilding and conversion pro-
gram, Even with this cut, the Navy's
shipbuilding program is about $3.5 billion
this year.

This must be considered along with the
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testimony we have received in earlier
years, from both Admiral Moorer—as
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs—and Ad-
miral Zumwalt—as Chief of Navy Opera-
tions, that the Navy really needs an an-
nual $4 to $5 billion shipbuilding budget
for several years in succession in order
to build up over the block obsolescence
hump.

There is one main addition to this
year’s authorization bill which I wish to
emphasize: The new provisions in this
bill for a Nuclear Navy.

The Armed Services Committee added
to this bill a new title, title VIII, which
would require that all new frontline
combatant ships be nuclear powered. It
defines those ships as all submarines—
both missile and attack submarines—
and all the major combatant ships in an
attack carrier task group—which in-
cludes the carrier and its escorts and any
other ships running with the group——
and, last, all ships with independent mis-
sions dependent on unlimited high-speed
endurance for military value.

You will notice that there is no arbi-
trary weight limit set forth in this defi-
nition like there used to be in Navy
statements. This is because there are
some ships which may be larger than the
limit which should not be included for
they do not have the main strike char-
acteristic. Nuclear propulsion is not
needed for them. I am referring to the
sea control ships and the amphibious at-
tack ships. They are not part of the
naval strike force, but are there to keep
the sea lanes open. )

On the other hand, there may be ships
which might be less in weight than an
arbitrary limit which should be included
for nuclear propulsion, such as the new
guided missile destroyer which is pres-
ently being discussed and which will
carry the main naval armament for the
future, the Aegis missile system. It will
be the main surface escort for the car-
riers. It must be nuclear in order to keep
up with the nuclear task group. :

You might ask why this new title VIII
is necessary at this time-—after all, Con-
gress last year fully funded the Carl Vin-
son, CVN-70, the third of the Nimitz
class aircraft carriers. This year we are
recommending the funding of two nu-
clear-powered Trident ballistic missile
submarines, three nuclear-powered at-
tack submarines of the SSN 688 class,
and one nuclear frigate, the DLGN 41—
and we are providing long leadtime funds
for DLGN 42. In this year's program, the
nuclear powered program is doing very
well,

-However, we found that the Depart-
ment of Defense has ordered the Navy to
study a carrler costing $550 million for
the fiscal year 1978 budget; we also find
no more nuclear frigates in the years
planned ahead; we hear authoritative
talk about studies for a diesel-powered
submarine class; and we have heard defi-
nitely about the guided missile destroyer
plans—most of which will be convention-
ally powered.

The Armed Services Committee can-
not believe that the Department of De-
fense is still trying to tuwrn the clock
back and to avoid nuclear power. It took
the Congress to include the reactors for
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the first nuclear-power submannes in

the Atomic Energy Comniission budget—
to start the nuclear navy. Thé Noutflus
and the Sea Wolf would Bave been diésel

unless the Congress acted Even alter
that, it took continuoug congressichal
pressure to keep the atfack submarine
program going. At one pdint the systéms
analysts in the Departnient of Deffg).se
said that they wanted to Btop the attéck
submarine fleet at 69—but the Armed
Services Committee was able to overfide
that decision and had’ the new fast
submarine proglams-the SSN 688’ s~—
started.

The Congress had to exert pressure to
get the new quiet subma.;rme built when
the systems analysts tmed to stop it It
took congressional decxslﬂnal to start the
ballistic -missile submagine fleet—and
that was a crash prografa in which the
first ships were actual atfack submarihes
under construction on fhe days which
were cut in half, lengthened and had the
missile silos installed.

After the Enterprise. was commis-
sloned, the Department ©f Defense had
the following two canle%gonventiomlly
- powered, over strong cdahgressional ob-
jection. One of these, the John F. Ken-
nedy, had to sail at rediiced speed dur-
ing the 1968 Middle East crisis to go
from the east coast to the Easterh Mgdi-
tetranean and had to have pla,nned T~
fuelings along the way. X the Kennedy
had beent nuclear poweréd it would Have
saved up to 2 days in the crisis.. Furfher
congressional insistence Made the Nimitz
class huclear.

Then we come to the carrier escoits.
The Congress changed E conventionally
power frigate to nucleag‘ power in”the
fiscal year 1976 program fo create’the
Truztun. With this, thé Navy had two
destroyers and one crufser with which
to escort the Enterprise, The Navy has
sald that there should at least four
nuclear powered escorts to run with éach
nuclear powered carrier. e crulser was
best used on independgnt missiong so
there were really only two escorts.

The Congress then puf a nuclear pow-
ered escort into the ﬁsc&? year 1966 Bud-
get. When there was a ;'efusal to build
this, the Congress mafidated its éon-

struction in fiscal year 1§67. The frigates-

became ‘the DLGN. 36—the California.
The next year Congres§ mandated the
construction of DLGIN 3%, the South Car-
olina. I took further coggressional man-
date to get the DLGN 38 class stq;'ted
and this year we are o fully funding
the DLGN 41 with more long lead time

money for the DLGN 42, We are going to
have four nuclear powqred carrierg by
the time the Vinson is egmmissioned, We
need at least 16 nuclear;powered escorts
for these carriers. We @ust continge to
have thém constructed fs) get the kind of
fast independent strike force we need in
our Navy.

There is no need to :epeat here the
superiority that exists Er nuclear pow-
ered naval ships. They have unlimited
steaming endurance—they do not need to
be tled to a black oil logftics train—they
can run around bad wegther without re-
gard to fuel consumpti p—they need not
come off the line in any mission to get
refueled—they have no. corrosive stack

gases which attack the ship or its planes.
Indeed, the nuclear forces aré so superior
that no mission of any of our over 100
nuclear ships has ever had to be aborted
because of the failure of its nuclear pro-
pulsion plant.

Because of the repeated fallure of the
Department of Defense to read the les-
sons of nuclear operations, we have
found it necessary to mandate that all

"first line strike combatant ghips of the

Navy shall be nuclea: powered.

Mr. RANDALL. Mr. Chairman. will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BENNETT. I yield to the gentle-
man from Missourl.

Mr. RANDALL. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I waent to commend the
gentleman for the excellent analysis he
has made this morning. Also we are in-
debted to him for his good work as the
chairman of the Sea Power Subcommit-
tee. As the ranking member of the Sea
Power subcommittee, I have noted at
times we have had to disregard some of
the advice of the Navy—particularly
when they declined to recommend nu-
clear powered ships.

I am sure that ouvr conclusiocn to go
nuclear was the best one for this coun-
try. The gentleman made a very excel-
lent statement providing the reasoning
for use of nuclear power. There was one
other reason not mentioned for going
nuclear. It is energy broblems meaning
a shortage of petroleum products. There
is a huge great consuinption of petroleum
products by the Navy. This is an addi-
tional reason to use nucléar power in
our Navy.

Mr. LEGGETT. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BENNETT. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. LEGGETT. Mr. Chairman, I com-
mend the gentleman from Florida for the
job he has done in overseeing and pio-
neering in the Seapower Subcominittee.
I think his recommendations have been
very salutary throughout the years.
While I do not agree with each and
every thing done in the current bill I
think overall my okjections are rather
minor.

I would like to ask this question. We
keep observing that cur numbers of ships
in our Navy are continuously dwindling,
and they have gone from 980 ships down
to 500-some-odd ships. So we talk about
the numbers and we want to build up the
numbers of ships. Or: the other hand the
committee has wisely come out with this
program to go to nuclear power wherever
we'can. I think it is pretty well conceded
that when we talk about golng to nu-
clepr power today we understand it is
golng to be 8 $400 million investment in
each ship. How can we rationalize in
your mind how we can build up the num-
ber of ships in our Navy and simultane-
ously spend as much as tHe committee
amendment and the subcommittee
amendment contemplates in this new
nuclear Navy?

Mr. BENNETT. I had some difficulty
with that originally but Admiral Zum-
walt helped with his high and low con-
cept. He convinced me, agaihst my origi-

nal critical interrogation, that it would
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be wise to build spme of these lower cnst
ships; which, although not very cheap,
are much lower in cost than others be—
cause they have principally to o with
keeping the sea lanes open rather than
with g strike capacity ifh a Navy combat~
ant function. Of course they have noth-
ing to do with strategic operations.

Mr. LEGGETT. I would like to ask an-
other question. I reémember former
Chairman Mendel Rivers asked the Navy
for a 10-year projection as to where we
were going with the Navy from 1966, say,
to 1976—and certainly we are not there.
‘We have kihd of tnissed our targel rather
substantially. I wonder if the coramittee
has a 10-year projection currently for
the Navy or if they are contemplating
getting something like that from the
Navy?

Mr. BENNETT. We had a reccmmens-
dation last year for a-$5 hillion-s-year
program in shipbuilding for the Navy,
and obviously we-are not living ug to that
because this bill this year is for only $3.5
billion. The Navy thinks it must have &
$5 billion-a-year program and we have
revised it down to $3.5 billion because of
fiscal constraints.

Mr. BRAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentlethan from Califor-
nia (Mr. Bos WILSON).

(Mr. BOB WILSON asked and wasg
given permission to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. BOB WILSON. Mr. Chairman, I
join my colleagiies in' commending the
chairman of the Sea Power Subcomimit-
tee, the gentlenian from Florida (Mr.
BeNNETT), who has just spoken on the
subject of sea power. It is my privilege
to be the rankihg minority member of
that Sea Power Subcommittee. I think
under the leadership of the gentleman
from Florlda (Mr. BENNETT) we have
studied the situation as to the Navy's
strength .dnd the comparative strength
of our Navy vis-a-vis Russia suficiently
to start taking séme aétion.

This bill does contain some significant
action, in my opinion for rebuilding ouzr
Navy. There is no question it is the Con-
gress that has béen responsible for mod-
ernizing the Navy with nuclear power.
Twenty yéars ago we insisted that the
Nautilus submarine be built. We insisted
on the Polaris submarine and we are ré-
lying today on the Pelaris as cur most
important, in my opinion, strategic de-
fensive system. Yet we find ourselves

‘needing to continue to build and to re-

build in order to maintain the traditional
freedom of the seas which has kept this
country alive over its history.

The gentleman from Florida took ou
subcommittee down to Norfclk, Va.,
earlier this year. We studied every type
of ship that was in port.

We made a trip up to New London,
Conn. and saw the mock-up of the Tri-
dent. Incidentally, my colleague, the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. RoBert W.
DawnicL, JR). will be speaking asout the
give a concept of just what a weapons
system this Is from & size standpoint
alone. Imagine a submarine 42 feet in
diameter. That is about as far as from
here’to the back wall and half aygain, one
and a half times the length of a footbal)
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field. That is the size of the Trident sub-
marine, which carries 20 powerful mis-
slles. When it is built it will be the most
important strategic defensive system
ever designed by man. I think it is a
vital thing that it be included in this
bill.

Most importantly, the title VIII that
the gentleman referred to added to thls
bill and setting a nuclear policy for this
Navy, Is the most important step taken
by this committee in 20 years, because
we have had the planners in the Penta-
gon msisting over and over again, as
they have in the past 20 years, that know

_better -than anyone else whether we
should have nuclear-powered ships, We
have overridden their plans and have
built over 100 nuclear-powered subma-
rines. We have very successful nuclear-
powered surface ships to the envy of
the world.

It seems to me it is time that Con-
gress gave a message to the planners in
the Pentagon that for major combatant
ships, there is no other way to go than
nuclear power.

It is true, the first cost because it in-
cludes 10 years of fuel is more than buy-
ing a nonnucdlear powered vessel; but
with the rapidly escalating cost of black
oil, there is no doubt that it is an eco~
nomical thing for us to build nuclear
powered combatant vessels, the larger
ones, and to use them for the most im-
portant duties, which are strike duties,
in wartime. It would be absolute folly
for us to allow the planners to go ahead,
as they are now doing, talking about a
nonnuclear powered aircraft carrier or
nonnuclear powered submarine, despite
the fact that the Vietnam war has
proved that nuclear power far exceeds

" in, efliciency the black oil powered ves-
sels that are common to navies around
the world.

8o I would hope this Congress would
not even question the inclusion of title
VIII in this bill. We will probably have
trouble selling it to the Senate, because
the Senate has some other ideas.

I think in this case the House posﬂsion
should. prevail and we should plan to
work our problems out in confereiice to
maintain an all nuclear Navy.

It seems to me this is an excellent bill
from the Navy point of view. I commend
the subcommittee for the great work
they did. They worked long and hard on
the bill. They are ready to go with new
programs for shipbuilding potential. We
find that the shipyards are filled and we
must have hearings on shipyard capacity.
* Mr. KING. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BOB WILSON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

(Mr. KING asked and was given per-

. mission to revise and extend his re-

marks.)
- Mr. KING. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of H.R. 14592, I want to com-

pliment the distinguished chairman of

the Armed Services Committee for the
excellent bill which he has brought to
the House floor, The bil] before you is a
“result of the most extensive study by the
Committée on Armed Services, extend-
ing over 3 months. I also want to con-
gratulate the distinguished chairman of
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the Research and Development Subcom-~
mittee, the gentleman from Illinois (Mr,

Price), and the distinguished chairman °

of the Manpower Subcommittee, the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. FIsHER), and
the distinguished chairman of the Sea-
power Subcommittee, the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. BENNETT).

Every member of the committee
worked hard on this bill, and we believe
it should receive the support of every
Member who seeks to keep America
strong.

I want to talk for a few minutes about
the E-3A aircraft, the airborne warning
and commsand system. The Armed Serv-
ices Committee deleted 6 aircraft of the
requested 12, not because the committee
does not see the need for the system,
because it is needed, but rather they ob-
jected to the degree of concurrent de-

“velopment and production which the

Air Force contracted for. In other words,
the committee felt the R. & D. program
should be further along and the com-
plex system integration testing should be
completed before going to a 12-aircraft
buy.

The AWACS would make a number of
unique contributions to deterrence, and
would provide an important capability
in the event of high intensity conflict—
such as in NATO Europe—and in more
limited contingencies in other parts of
the world. )

Of major importance to the effective
functioning of general purpose forces—
and therefore of major importance to the
credibility of our deterrent—Iis the as-
sured survivability of our command and
control systems. The AWACS will sus-
tain deterrence by denying to a poten-
tial aggressor confidence of being able to
delay, disrupt, or otherwise negate a
timely, controlled, and effective response
by United States and allied forces
through attack on those less survivable
elements of our surveillance, warning,
and control systems which are located at
fixed, ground-based sites. This ability of
AWACS to deny an enemy the option to
attack a2 commmend and control “Achil-
les' heel” is fundamental to deterrence
and is important at all times, particu-
larly during periods of heightened ten-
sions when deterrence is subject to its
most severe test.

The AWACS would also contribute to
deterrence by providing deep-look sur-

. veillance into enemy territory. In addi-

tion to providing important information
on the location and movement of enemy
air and surface forces, AWACS surveil-
lance would deter attacks that depend
on surprise for success. Warning of an
attack may well prevent the aggressor
from achieving his objective. Thus,
AWACS would provide an element in
crisis management that does not exist
today. Moreover, the contribution of

" AWACS to the quality and timeliness of

surveillance may, in itself, be sufficient
justification for deployment of AWACS.

An imminent theater conflict would
feature a mobilization period, including
dispersal of aircraft to forward operat-
ing locations and movement of ground
units and their organiec air vehicles, on
both sides. The AWACS would provide
invaluable mformation to the NCA and
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to military commanders on enemy move-
ments and intentions during a mobiliza-
tion period. Such data would be used to
determine the approximate number of
enemy aircraft available at forward lo-
cations, the most lucrative airfields for
attack by friendly forces, likely avenues
of attack by the enemy, and the most
urgent ground targets for initial close -
air support operations. This capability
to support operational planning is not
currently available and could well be the
dominant influence in subsequent reso-
lution of the conflict. )

Should deterrence fail and conflict oc-
cur, the improved capabilities of the
AWACS would better enable the com-
bined, joint, and component command-
ers to select and allocate, in an informed
deliberate manner, the appropriate forces
to counter hostlle strategies in massing
and thrusts by hostile forces, These im-
proved capabilitles would insure maxi-
mum practical effectiveness in the appli-
cation of our forces.

The AWACS also provides, for the first
time in the history of tactical air war-
fare, the capability to observe and to di-
rect simultaneously the forces engaged
in the range of tactical air missions-—air
superiority, theater air defense, and
search’' and rescue. This capabihty pro-
vides an entirely new dimension in both
resource allocation and assessment of
mission effectiveness.

AWACS, by eliminating the low level
detection deficiency, would perform the
surveillance and interceptor control
functions of the theater air defense sys-
tem more effectively. Fighters employed
under radar control are more effective in
the air-to-air battle, and overall air-to-
air effectiveness has become critically
important to overcome the numerical
advantage enjoyed by Warsaw Pact
forces.

The ability of the AWACS to extend
radar coverage beyond that possible with
ground-based radar would also provide
significant benefits during Interdiction
and reconnaissance operations in a

 NATO/Warsaw Pact conflict. For ex-

ample, strike or reconnaissance aircraft
would receive adequate warning of po-
tential attackers to take appropriate de-
fensive maneuvers. Additionally, friendly
escort fighters could be vectored to in-
tercept the enemy’s attacking aircraft.

The flexibility programed for the
AWACS will offer unique and valuable
capabilities in more limited contingen-
cies in other parts of the world where
facilities for the control of tactical air
operations are marginal or non-existent.
The clean need for such facilities was
demonstrated in the Vietnam conflict,
particularly during the period when
U.S. forces were attacking targets in
North Vietnam.,

For example, after August 1967, the
Mig--21 aircraft effectively employed
new, radar controlled, low altitude inter-
cept tactics to achleve surprise and posi~
tion advantage on U.S. strike flights.
Without adequate radar warning and
control, an increased number of our
strike aircraft were forced to jettison
their bomb loads to counter an attack,
and the previous U.S. exchange ratio of
4 kills to 1 over the Mig-21 decreased to
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1.2 to 1. This lack of glequate Wammg
and control also forced the United States
to increase the size of the force defend-
ing against air a.ttacks with a resu ant
craft available to per:mrm the mterdw
tion mission. :

Moreover, recent co;nbat experfence
has shown that combal aircraft ynder
centralized surveillance from command
much higher rates of sﬁccess in air bat-
tles, with much lower Jbsses than those
sustained by aircraft w}thout that kind
of assistance.

AWACLS could also gerve as a tom-
mand and control gentér; managing the
immediate air battle; cpordinating area
ajr traffic; and relayi r combat reports
or other messages. AWACS would not
necessarily perform a$f these misSlons
simultaneously and cofitinuously. Many
would be taken over by gther facilities as
soon as ground-based equipment could
assume these tasks, Bul AWACS’ capa-
bility to perform in eagh of these roles
would insure that the-most important
control” tasks could Pe accompl}shed
without interruption.

With regard to frlemlly ground ierce
elememnts, current Bomgmnications B5ys-
tems do not permit segtor commanders
to maintain a constant update on the
location and status of_ their maneuver
undts ig a fluid combaf situation. How-
ever, efficient managément of these
tion. Moreover, the effigient applicé.tmn
of. tactiral airpower in support of thesc
forces also relies on pregise knowledge of
their lacation and_ status. AWACS has
demonstrated a pofential to display re-
turng from radar beacons or IFF—Iiden-
tifieatian, frlemd or foe—transponders
which have been deployed with ground

. force elements, and ta provide in real
time, the location and gtatus of friendly
ground forces, airﬂelds and other re-
soarces.

AWACLS has alsg de@onstrated a ca-
pability to detect and track swrface ships
sixd 1o provide real timte information to
al serifor commanﬁers}n makiig tifhely
decistors conce"nmg force déployment
and ermployment., Throigh use of IFF,
AWACH can monitor €ne location and
status of friendly ships, Non-IFF targets
would “éasily be Identfﬁed as unkpown
or hostile. This inforthation could be
made available to _serifor commaniders,

therehy enhancing the capability to vec-
tor friendly naval and air forces for re-
connalssance, and for attack enemy
vessels.

In short, thé interent mobility and
flexibflity of the AWACS would offer the
capa.bﬁfty to perform a mamber of im-
portant functions in any futurs con-
tiqgency, and, thereby, could greatly en-
hance the overall effectiveness of U.S.
forces in future confiicts—not conly in
air hattles but also in combined arms
battles. This increase in effectlveness
wauld help to offset expected future
growth in the capabilities of enemy gen-
eral purpose forces. Morepver, AWACS
could function in support of friendly in-
digenous forces. This could enable friend-
Iy nations to make greater tontributions
to their own defense by increasing the
effectiveness of their aid and surface
forces.

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. Chairman, I yield
4 minutes t{o the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. LEGGETT) .

{Mr. LEGGETT :sked and was glven
permission to revise and extead his
remarks.)

Mr. LEGGETT. Mr. Chgirmar, I in-
tend to cffer amendments tomorrow in
a number of subject areas. First, per-
haps, I should point out that n large
part of this bill, as in previous years, I
concur with. A large number of the cuts
that were made by the committee I like-
wise concur with, particularly the reduc-
tions that were recommended by the
committee on the AWAC system on the
order of $250 millicn. I think that was
well thought out. I think that program
can well afford to be slowed down and we
shiould know where we are going with i,
Obviously, it is a tactical program, as
the committee report wisely points out,
that particular aspect of AWACS should
be better thought out.

The C-141 stretch out program and
the CRAFP program likewise have been
either abated or slowed down. It is a lit-
tle diffieult to figure out exactly where
we are in these programs, since thay were
also mduded In the suthorization sup-
plemental and the supplemental appro-
priation bills. We do not have the re-
sults of either of those conferences to
date but hopefully we can take consid-

ble testimony omn beth of these two
ject matters.

On the CRAF program modiication
we are talking about msaking a nose
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loader out of the Boeing '74'75. and uw
Lockheed 1011's and the DC-10’s; rip-
ping out all of the inferiors anc. putiing
in 8 new hinge In the front section. giw
ing them & tank ramp.

Obviously, spending $7 million per ve-
hicle and perhgps $800 millicn or §1
billion on thesé programs-requires con-
siderable thought and should not come
up in a supplemental. It reguires mose
testimony than we have befare our cont-
mittee, so I think we were wise in slow-
ing that program down.

The other program that I will talk
about in. ihe cpuple of minutes I haye
remaining is the MASF program, the
military assistance service funded pro-
gram for:Vietnam. I do intenc, with g
number af my colleagues from a num-
ber of cammitfees, o offer an ameng-
ment tomorrow. to reduce that prograim
from the $1.6 hillion recommended By
the Pentagon, the $14 billior recom-
mended by the House committze, down

. to a $800 million level, The $909 millien

level, I think, is reasonable. It does not
pull the rug oyt from under the allies
that we have fn Sotttheast Asia. It Is
$900 million for millfary assistance ams
will be combined with about $900 millien
of economic asslstance and will provide a
total pregram &f abeut $1.8 billion for
the 1975 fiscal year, which compares to
about $1.8 billien for the current fisesl
vear.

S0, we are pot escalating that pro-
gram at all. It allows for a one-half bil-
lion dollar reduction in the Vietnam
program Tor the 1975 fiscal year. We will
have some reasgns in addition to those 1
have otHned.

Mr. Chairman, I also intend to offér
an amendment with Tegard to the TTi-
dent submarine system. I have already
complimented my colleague from Flop-
ida, Mr. Bexwerr, on the method by
which the Sea Power Subcommittee has
made its recommendations. However, the
last time we had sappropriastions ap-
proved hw conference on the Trident
program, ‘we agreed to a one ship proé-
gram for fiscal year ¥875, and we should
keep with that schedmle. ‘

Mr. Chalrman, today we begin con-
sideration of the miHtary procurement
authorization bill for fiscal 1975. As the
action om the fscal 1974 supplemental
bill indicates, not all commiittee; dealing
with the defense budget view it in the
samelght:

; Hpuse Sepate ‘House Senfe
.. Dafense House  Sengte appro- appro- Defense Hause  Senate  appK- appro-
¢ request oA A.S. pristions  pristions request AS. AS. pristions  priations
L. Procurement: . Army other..__._. remmnn 8.2 % o 5.2 8.0 30
Army ACFT. ... .. ... 22. 0 22.0 15.0 16.6 16.0
#Klﬂaum AC 219:2 ig 2 1011 1537 113.0 Total e es 1,007.1 9499.3 14585 €58, 5827
FACFT . ____ 445.0 Nl 154.8 = 294.Q 2444 X ST e e S S
Asmy missiles 8.4 I §6.3 766 766 | W RED:
gy wissiles 28.6 2.6 LG 0 0 AISBS .. . ocncemiiioemaas  108.% 1083 108.9 544 i
ing Corps missti 22.3 2.3 223 22.3 22.3 R &D.. 108, .$75 ] ¢ 8-
Fﬂtes fssifes. . 22 g 133 g 22.9 38 1] gz g l‘l‘i MIA%?N 29.¢ 23.‘ eg 23. 3 . g
113.6 113.6 53.9 63.1 50.6 — -
] k1. . ST S ---L253.& LIAYS 2.8 n.7 6815

"$155,800,000 to be transferred fram $2,200,008,000 fnr Israel.
S“ squest regquired no appmﬁiahon
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If the Eountry had unlimited money,
no agency would need to be limited in

spending. Since we don’t have the money,

we have therefore restricted poverty, ed-
ucation, health, housing and manpower
training funds. Defense expendltures
should be no exception.

The following chart shows the escala-

tion of the U.S. national debt over the .

past 7 years, the annual service charge
on the debt that must be paid, adminis-
trative income and the percentage of ad-
ministrative income allocated to this
item: o

[Dollar ampunts in billions]

" u.s. Per-

. adminis- centage

' National ~ Service ~ trative  service
Year debt  charge * income charge
$367 $15.8 §143 11.0

38 . 18 143 12.7

410 19, 134 14.8

437 20,6 149 13.8

468 22.8 161 141

486 27.8 185 15.0

508 29.1 202 14.4

Obviously, our escalating debt, esca-
lating service charge, and escalating
service charge as a percentage of income
dictates and demands moderation, _

Since we spend 95 percent of all mili-
tary funds spent in this hemisphere,
and 60 percent of all military funds ex-
pended in the world, we need constantly
to review our posture in this regard.
\The short chart that follows, prepared
by committee counsel, shows the action

of our House Armed Services Commit- |

tee in various subject areas of the pend-
Ing bill: :

H.R. 12564
['n thousards ef dotlavs]

Requested Recommended

by DOD by commitiee
Procurement:
Alfcl’ﬂft
.................. 339, 500 335, 000
Nav and Marine Corps., 2, 960, 600 2, 964, 100
AirForce. oo creconnen. 3, 496, 600 3, 391, 400
Missiles:
459, 200 439, 400
620, 600 620, 600
76, 000
Air Force.. 1,610,800 1,610, 800
Naval vessels: Navg_ 777 3,562,600 3,539,100
Tracked combat vehicles:
ArMY o nns 331, 900 321 200
Marine Corps.... - 80, 100
Torpedoes: Navy. .. . - 187,709 187 700
Other weapons:
Army_..___ —- 53, 400 55,700
Navy - 25,600 25,600
Manne Corpso - 500 500
Total procurement.... 13, 805,100 13, 641, 300
Research, development, test and
evaluatlon
ATMY oo 1,985, 976 1,878,397
Navy.____ TTT 13,264,503 13, 153, 006
AirForce ... - 3 518 860 3,4 9 760
Defense agencies_ ... 555 700 510, 500
Total RD.T. &Eoeee oot 9,325,039 9,001,663
Grand total ... .. ._____ 23,130,129 22,642,963 |
~163, 800
Netchangein R.D.T. & E, (titledl)... —323,376
Tota! reduction.cnvocaecaes —487,176

t Includes forgign currency program ;2,570,000.

Lest we believe that every cent in the
defense budget is vital to national secu-
rity, we should consider this testimony
given by the Secretary of Defense to the
Defense Appropriations Subcommittee on
February 17, 1974, in response to allega-
tions that the budget contained $5 billion
worth of padding:

It was recognized late in calendar year
1974 that there may be an easing of the
economy and some growth in unemploy-
ment and that as a consequence of that,
the total figure for the budget outlays
would be relaxed. . .. If there had not
been this perception of an easing eco-
nomic environment I believe our outlays
might have been a billion dollars or a
billion and a half dollars less in 1975.

In short, the Secretary had admitted to
a billion or a billion and a half WPA dol-

. lars intermixed with the national secu-

rity budget.

We had further evidence of Pentagon
padding in the fiscal year 1974 supple-
mental request, which included $108.6
million for research and development.
The commiftee decided the request was
not sufficiently urgent to warrant sup-
plemental action, and suggested the De-
fense Depariment make a strong appeal
for these funds in the fiscal year 1975
regular budget if it so desired. Now we
find not one word about these programs
in the 1975 request; the previously vital
programs are no longer vital. To me it
seems the DOD sometimes means what
it says and sometimes does not.

TITLE I. PROCUREI}'IENT
A. TRIDENT SUBMARINE

The submarine-launched ballistic mis-
sile system is probably as important as
the rest of the military establishment
combined. It is secure from detection and
is expected to remain so in the foresee-
able future. Of all our weapons systems,
it makes the greatest contribution to
national security, and at the same time
is not provocative. By increasing the
range of the missile, the Trident I and
Trident II systems will provide a prudent
hedge against the possibility of unfore-
seen breakthroughs in Soviet anti-
submarine technique.

In short, I favor the Trident concept.
However, the very high rate at which
the Navy plans to build the 10 ships is,
in my view, unwise.

It is not sufficient for a system to bhe
sound in concept; it must be reliable in
operation. The Polaris submarine-
launched missile system, which had the

- beneflt of a thorough and careful R. and
.D. program, was perhaps the most re-

liable missile system ever built. The Po-
seidon, which was not developed as care-
fully, has been somewhat less reliable
but still creditable. It would be disastrous
if this trend were to continue and we
were to find our underwater security de-
pendent upon an aquatic C-5A.

The surest way to induce unreliability,
as well as cost overruns, is to rush the
program. The worst aspect of a rushed
program is what is called “concurrency’’:

placing the system full into production

while a substantial amount of R.D.T. & E.
remains to be done.
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_ The arguments for accelerated devel-
opment are not persuasive.

First. There is no need to rush Trident
into the water to meet a Soviet threat
to Polaris-Poseidon ships, since the
threat does not exist. On the contrary,
at this point we cannot even speculate

- on the nature of the threat which might

develop. Thus, the sooner we construct
the ships the more we increase the pos-
sibility that they may be inappropriate
to the threat they may eventually face.
I believe the House Appropriations Com-
mittee was entirely correct in its rejec-
tion of the Trident acceleration in the
fiscal year 1974 supplemental. Its report
stated:

The Committee recommends that the $24,-
800,000 requested to accelerate Trident sub-
marine construction frqm one per year, as
recommended by the Congress in fiscal year
1974, to two per year not be appropriated.

It is the considered judgment of the Com-
mittee that with new Navy initiatives, such
as the strategic cruise submarine-launched
missile, the available options to backfit the
Trident I missile into our 10 Polaris, and 31
Poseldon submarines, and the proposed
NARWHAL submarine as a low cost option
to the Trident submarine, an acceleration of
the Trident submarine construction effort
cannot be justified. The Committee is also
mindful of the backlog of new construction
and conversion of ships and submarines at
the two large nuclear-capable shipyards
which are involved in the Trident subma-
rine program, and the problems they and
many shipyards are having in obtalning
skilled labor.

All of these factors seem to mandate a
prudent and cautious, but deliberate course
in the construction of Trident submarines,
There must be a reasonable limit or plateau
that should be achleved in spending merely
for the sake of “bargaining chips.” The Tri-
dent submarine construction rate of one per
year as directed by Congress appears to be a
sufficient demonstration that this country
has the national resolve to modernize and
maintain our sea-based missile deterrent and
& current status technologically, without
risking an escalation or renewal of the arms
race.

Second. While submarines do wear
out, there is no indication that a 1-per-
year Trident program will leave Polaris
boats .in operation longer than would be
justified by safety considerations. On the
other hand, it is undeniable that the
sooner we laurich the Tridents the
sooner thay will wear out and the sooner
we will need the next generation SSBN.
Moreover, if we buy Tridents in rapid
succession they will wear out in rapid
succession, thus forcing us into excessive
concurrency on the next generation and
more block obsolescence.

It is claimed that faster procurement
is cheaper. This is only true if the accel-
eration does not produce difficulties. In
my views, it is probable that problems,
and therefore increased costs, will arise
from the accelerated schedule proposed
by the Navy.

Therefore, I will propose an amend-
ment to reduce the procurement sched-
ule to one ship per year from the Navy’s
proposed two.

I propose to reduce the $1,166.8 million
two-ship program to $700 million, which
would consist of last year’s $627.8

-
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million one- step DProgr ax? plus & ’reason-
able inflation allowarice.’

1 do not propose to rediice research and
development. Neithér @& I proposé to
reduce procurement of” the Trident X
missile, which can and should be
retrofitted into the eﬁstmg Posefdon
submarines, :

In additional views gppended to*the
fiscal year 1974 report, I described the
landing heavy assa;ult—LHA—-progzam
as “one of the worst dis@isters in the his-
tory of American mifitady procurement.”
‘While this rhetoric may have been sofne-
what overdramatic, suﬁsequent events
have not impugned the‘a,ccuracy of the
assertion. At the tithe of last year’s re-

port, these five ships wefé 2 years behind -

schedule. Today they age 21, years be-
hind; the cost is siﬁ:lng'fon the contract
ceiling andl we can eXpect, before we
have the ships in hand,_to ind the con-
tractor rewarded for his delays by pay-
ments well above the cmhng

The same contractor fh the same ship-
yard—Litton Industrieg in Pascagtmla,
Miss.—is building angther serie§ of
ships: the 30 large anlisubmarine de-
stroyers of the DD-963 class. This pro-
gram is clearly headed for similar or
worse problems.

The new “assembly-lfpe” method ysed
in this shipyard has recgived much pub-
licity, but it is not the source of the
problem.

The difficulty stems from the inability
of the contractor to Httract suffitient
quantity and quality of“hbor to the site
of the shipyard. Total labor force on the
DD-963 program is pregently 23 pefeent
below program. The pr@blem is increas-
ing rather than decreasfhe, with 10.8per-
cent aftrition but only 9. 9 pergent ac-
cession between Septanber 1972, and
September 1973. The shipyard today is
4,000 men short and is ﬁ':nmble to acceler-
ate employment.

The quality of the work force, acgord-
ing to the General Accnuntmg Office, is
as substandard as the quantity. The
journeymen/ appren‘tice ratio has ‘been
about 1,4-1, where 2-1 ¥s considered de-
sirable. While this ra&o has remained
relatively stable, the qgality of the ap-
prentice foree has deﬂmed markedly,
with the percentage htvmg less than 1
year's experience soarlrg from 18 percent
in October 1972, to 41 percent ih August
1973. The contractor seés no pr OSpec{:s for
improveément.

These are the results‘ )

First. Scheduling: Tﬁe first two ships,
DD-963 and DD-964, have been Iauriched
on schedule. However, this has bheéen a
mere public relatfons’gesture, aécom-
plished by laun .hing tﬁem in an irncom*
plete state. Ship 963 was launched 50
- percent camplete, in cofitrast to the orig-
inal plan calling for ¥5 to 85 percent
- completion at launch.

‘Whereas the orlgma!;plan calls for 9%
months in which to complete 20 percent
of the work after Iaunéh, the contractor
will now have to perfq;m 50 percent of
the work in the samé time peridd to
achieve on-time delivery. This would re-
quire working at 2% tn'nes the originally
expected pace. If we ggnerously assume
work at the planned pace, we must pro-
ject & 24-month scheduled slippage. If

we 'more realistically assume wcrk at
two-thirds of the planned pace, we. find
ourbelves facing a 3-vear slippage. And
this is only the first of the 30 ships.
Second, Cost: Program unit cost hasso
far kept reasonably consistent wish the
general inflation. However——
Delays inevitably reqitire 'the contract
to be performed in an inflafed economy,
which increases the cost “to the com-
tractor.
Liitton is now asking for an additional
$7 millioti pér ship.
With énly 2 of the 30 shlps in the
water, the Navy has alreadly tolcl us it
expects the cost to go to ceiling—130
percent of target price.
A number of expensive subsystems—
tothling ‘perhaps 20 percent of thie cost
of the ship—are to be installed after de-
livéry. Thus, they are not in¢luded in the
systems acquisition costs. Tnsteacl, they
areé fithded by the other procursrment,
Navy—OPN—and orerations and main-
tenance—O. & M.—budgets, which receive
relatively light scrutiny and are there-
fore prime breeding grounds for what is
known in the trade as “contract nour-
ishment.”

. Third. Performance: We are not yet
capable~of judging the performance of
the system. However, our experience has
beén thét late delivery and cost overruns
do' not fsually go hand In hand with
satisfactory performance.

I belteve it to be a real mistake to au-
thorize the last of the 30 ships, thus ef-
fedtively giving up the Armed Services
Committee's control over this program.
A similar mistake was made on the LHA
program, in which we finished author-
tzing tire last of the five ships last year,
yet the Navy has still to see its first LHA.

1 do #iot propose to reduce or cancel
the program. At this point; T merely em-
phasize “that the reasons for the diffi-
culty—@ficult location and inadequate
management—were entirely subject to
the control of the contractor at the time
he made his bid. Tt ic he, anél not the tax-
palyers, who should bear the burden of his
inability to live up to the contract.

According to the recent report to the
Conoress by the General Accounting Of-
fice, the Navy and its confracting officer
have made sincere and vigorous efforts
to' adhere to the terms of the contract. I
commend them for it. It wauld be my in-
tehtion to see that the full 30 shipg will
be delivered with satisfactory perform-
arice at 'not one cent above the contract
celling, and we wish to make the con-
tractor aware that, from all indications,
thie 94th Congress will be more receptive
to this position then has any Congress
in the recent past.

! OTTIYE I1. RESEARCE AND DEVELOPMENT

‘ A. SITE DEFENSE ABM

‘The pros and cons of antiballistic mis-
s%e systems have been disctissed a’ length

previdus reports. Very briefly; I regard

e Safeguard as ludicrously inadequate
from it# basic concept onward, and I re-
ggrd it as now self-evident that the $8
billion this system has and will siphon
ot of the taxpayers’ pocEeét Is so mtich
money own the drain. In contrast, site
défense - appears to be intelligently de-
signed ‘and technically capable of in-
creasing the survivability of our fixed

May 20, 1975

base Minuteman ICBM's againsi a 1(=a-
sonable vigorous threaf

However, site defense operates under
two handicaps:

The~ Sirategic Arms “Liraitation
Treaty—SALT—sets a Himit of 100 inter=
ceptors whereas”manyg hundreds would
be required before Site Defense cculd add
significantly to otar deterrent..

Site defense is incompatible with the
administration’sheadleng rush for maxi~
mum ICBM accyracy. As I point out un-
der “Dangerous Nuclear Programs™ later
in these additiortal views, if we fund the
development of high atcuraey, there will
be no way to negotiate the Sovie.s out of
also deploying high agcuracy warheads,
They will thus be able to use very small
yields as silo-killers which means they
will be able to use largé numbers of wars
heads on each FCBM at low cost. Thus,
they will-be able to exhaust site defense
far more ¢heaply tha® we could expangl
it. It is important to mote that the same
unlikely and tragic ércumstances that
would permnit deploymsént of site defense
abrogation of SALT: I—would almost
certainly be accpmpanied by thz failure
of SALT ¥ and-the consequent techno-
logical dewvelopments that would neutral
ize any ABM.,

Therefare, we shall move to amend the
site defense authorization, reducing the
$160 million prototype demonstration
program to a §110 mnillion technology
program.

8. SAM—D

Secretary of Defenge Schlesinger has
has wisely pointed oat that, since the
United States has no teehnological choice
but to rernain vulnerable to Soviet mig-
siles, there is no sense spending money to
defend against bombers.

Thus, the only function of the SAM-D
anti-aireraft system will be to defend our
allies. This $6 Billion program makes &
very expensive charity item in these days
of precarious economic security.

Therefore, it would be desirable for the
Secretary of Defense to seek commit-
ments from our allies to pay in cash &
minimum of one-half the total program
cost of the system, and to include the
result of his efforts in his annual report
for fiscal year 1976. If these conumit-
ments are not in hand at the time of
the report, it is my view that the pro-
gram shonild be abandoned.

C. DANGEROWE NUGLEAR PROCRAMS

It is natural to assume that eny tech-
nological development which offers in-
creased mlhtarg capability at relatively
modest eost is a gogd thing. Unfortu-
nately, this is not always true. ""he pres-
ent bill contaips four nuclear weapons
programs which, while inecreasing our
nominal militaYy effectiveness. give us
no useful abilify we Would not have al-
ready. Moreovef, theywould decrease na-
tional security By increasing thie proba-
bility of nucleaf war. :

First. Three 61 the programs in ques-
tion are strategic: $25 million for engi-
neering geveloptnent %o increase the yield
of Mmuteman ®arheads: $32 n‘llliOIl for
to imprme the _sccurscv of M‘lnueeman:
and $20 million for advanced research on
terminal guidanice of warheads

The purpose ¢f all $hree progiams is $o

Approved For Release 2006/02/07 : CIA-RDP75B00380R000700030058-3

&



- May 20, 1974

2

increase our ability to destroy hard far-
gets. These programs aie sometimes pre-
sented as offering a more humane way
of fighting nuclear war, allowing us to
attack military and industrial targets
rather than cities.

This characterization is not entirely
geeurate. A steel mill is an impressive
and imposing structiire if you plan ‘to
strike it with your fist, but in nuclear
terms it is a very soft target; we can
easily destroy it with the accuracy-yield
combination found in our present Min-
uteman warheads. The same is true of all
Soviet factones, refineries, troop con-
centrations, tank parks, et cetera. The
only hard targets of any sigmﬁcance are
missile silos,

I we wish to destroy a small number
of Soviet sflos as a show of force, we can
do so with our present warheads; higher
acturacy and yieId ate not needed.

If we wish to ‘develop the capability to
@estroy all Soviet silos, we have to use
terminal guidance. The problem is that
such a capability would force the Soviets
to adopt a launch-on-warning policy,
emptying their silos on radar warning
of a US. attack rather than riding out

the attack, This would neutralize our *

capabihty—even highly accurate war-
heads cannot destroy a missile that
isn’t there—and it would greatly increase
the probabilify of acc1denta1 war. Even

if the Soviets for some reason did not

launch . on warning, our hard-target
ca,pabihﬁy would still be suicidal in that

it-would bring retaliation from the Sov1et_

missile submarine fleet.

Thus, there are no benéfits and ¢on-
siderable losses in this pregram. The
Senate Research and Development Sub-
committee récognized this in killing thése
programs, pointing “out that our goal

should he to enhance the survivability of

our deterrent, not to chase the ill-defined

mirage of counterforce capability. .
Beveral years ago, Congress unwisely

approved the development of MIRV.

Since MIRV deployment cannot be veri-

fled without on-site inspection, once we
had tested MIRV the Soviets had no
chioice but to assufne we had deployed it,
and we lost the opportunity to negotiate
& MIRV ban. Now the Soviets have their
own MIRYV, there is no way to negotlate
them out. of deploying it, ahd there is
great—although in my view unwar-

ranted—concern about its significance.
The United States could have avoided
the entire issue by going slow on testing
and fast on negotiations; it does no one
credit that we did the opposite.

JFhe proposed warhead—lmprovement
programs present a similar but more seri-
ous problem; there is a danger that we
will deal with it in a similarly unfor-
tunate manner. I note with regret that
the full Senate Armed Services Commit-
tee has overruled its Research and De-
velopment Subcommlttee and approved
funds for these programs. The rationale
glven by the chairman of the Senate
committee was that we need the warhead
improvement programs as bargaining
chips for SALT II.

.M, Speaker, these items are categoric-

_ally incapable of being used as bargain-

ing chips. Once we approve the money,
the system can no ]onger be bargained

away. Just as MIRV deployment cannot
be verified, so deployment of high-ac-
curacy warheads cannot be verified.
Worse, testing of high-accuracy war-
heads cannot be verified. If we do not
prohibit the dgvelopment of high ac-
curacy, the Soviets will have to assume
we have achieved the ability to déstroy
all their silos. They will then either
abandon their fixed-base ICBM’s or place
them on launch-on-warning status.

Given their present truculent mood, it

seems more likely that they will choose
the latter course; we will thus have in-

¢reased the probability of nuclear war

and gained nothing by doing so.

The Pentagon has proposed that we .

deploy smaller, cleanér tactical nuclear
weapons for use in Europe. The ration-
ale is that our present large, dirty wea-
pons would cause so much collateral
damage to the surrounding friendly
countryside that we would be afraid to
use them, whereas the smaller weapons
would cause less collateral damage, and
we could therefore resort to them more
easily.

This argument rests on two assump-
tions:

The Soviets, having only old-fashioned
large dirty nuclear weapons, will refrain
from using them in retaliation because
they share our concern for collateral
damage to the soil of our allies and their
enemies.

Even if the Soviet also develop small -

nukes, if we cross the nuclear firebreak
first, the Soviets will not feel compelled
to respond by attacking us with weapons
slightly larger, whereupon we will coun-
ter-respond with weapons still larger,
and we will very shortly find ourselves
in an all-out nuclear war. )

The evidence for either of these prop-
ositions is distinguished by its total
nonexistence. It would be the height of
folly to take any steps that would make
crossing the nuclear firebreak easier.
Among all the military failures and for-
elgn policy failures of the past twenty
years, our one shining success has been
the avoidance of nuclear war. To delib-
.erately set out to violate this record is
to take unconscionable risks with the na-
tional security.

‘Title VII of this bill, whlch deals with
military aid to Vietnam, does three
things, two of which have my whole-
hearted support. The committee’s rec-
ommendatioh of a $1.4 billion ceiling on
military aid to Vietnam, however, serves
the best interests of neither the United
States nor the Vietnamese people, and I
and others shall propose an amendment
to reduce that figure to $900 million. The
bill as recommended by the committee:

Tightens up the language by which we

require the Department of Defense to -

report its expenditures of the MASF pro-
gram. Henceforth, DOD will be required
to report actual obligations instead of
estimated obligations, giving us for the
first time real figures to work with in
evaluating our military aid to Vietnam.

It repeals the authorization for any
unobligated balances remaining in the
MASPF account.at the end of this fiscal
year. This will end the guessing game we
have had to play each year as to how
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much money is left in the MASF
account.

It authorizes a ceiling on this year’s:
MASF program of $1.4 billion. This is
$100 million, or 8 percent more than the
committee recommended for South Viet-
nam and Laos last year; almost $400 mil-
lion, or 39 percent more than the $1,009.5
million that the Congress finally ap-
proved for Vietnam last year; $570.5 mil-
lion, or 31 percent more than the $829.5
million in new money we made available
for military aid to Vietnam last year;
and $6565 million, or .88 percent more
than the Defense Department had avail-
able in controllable expenditures last
year. As was explained in the letter I and
several of my colleagues sent to your of-
fices today, of the $1,009.5 million avail-
able for Vietnam military assistance last
year, $266 million had to be used to re-
plenish U.S. stocks for ammunition pro-
vided to the ARVN in prior years, When
this amount was substracted from the
available funds, only $743.5 million was
available for obllgatmn for military aid
to Vietnam in fiscal year 1974.

As these facts clearly show, there is
absolutely no way that the $1.4 billion

_ceiling can be viewed as anything but a

substantial escalation of our military aid
to Vietnam; yet, the facts of that con-
flict are that there has been no escala-
tion of the war. The casualty figures pro-
vided to my office show, if anything, a
slight decrease in military activity this
year.
CASTUALTY FIGURES

These figures show another interest-
ing trend; VC/NVA casualties continue
to bear about the same relationship to
ARVN casualties as they have in the past
with the VC/NVA losing 3 to 4 men for
every ARVN soldier killed. You do not
have to be a military genius to conclude
from this that the ARVN is still mount-
ing a substantial number of offensive
operations. If there was ever any doubt
about this, it was dispelled by the testi-
mony of Maj. Gen. William B. Caldwell
III. In his testimony before the commit-
tee, General Caldwell told us, in lan-
guage which is repeated virtually ver-
batim in the committee report, that—

Territorial and -population control have
changed little .over the last year—what
change has been made has been in favor of
the Government forces; (italic added).

Since the only land changing hands
is coming under Saigon’s control, it is
impossible to believe that the ARVN has
not been on the offensive. U.S. military
aid is intended to help Vietnam defend
itself, not to continue the war as though
nothing had happened. Expert testimony
shows that the ARVN has been able to
mount offensives with the amount of aid
they have; therefore, it Is obvious.that
no inecrease is required for purely de-
fensive purposes.

It should be understood that this is
not all the military assistance that the
Sajgon government can count on from
the United States this year. The Presi-
dent’s foreign aid request contains $183
million in funds for the commodity im-
port program. The dollars generated by
this pregram in the past have been used
by Saigon for uniforms and construction
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programs in other words, tg supplemeni
their defense budget. If that $183 mil-
lion is added to the $1.4 billion recom-
mended by the committee, it will boosf
our Vietnam military assistg_lce program
to $1.583 billion, or very néarly the $1.§
billion requested by the Pez%agon Thus,
this bill represents an even larger escalas,
tion than appears on its face;

It has been argued that We must pro-

vide aid at this level beca “the Rus=
sians and Chinese are supplying Hanoi,”
True enough, Hanoi’s aid dogs come from
the major Cominunist colintries: bu

how extensive is that aid? Hoang Dug

Nha, Minister for Informatign and Open
Arms for South Vietnam, wrote in_the
May 1 edition of the Vlet.n_am Bulletm
that—

Hanoi has now begun to r lze that .,
neither Russis nor China. wiu,g e wulmg to
help it on a large scale,

Such figures as we poss on ald to
Hanoi are classified, but if VN officials
_are willing to describe that aid as being
not on a large scale, it certg,inly cannot
be very much.

Inevitably, we must ask ¢ Jurselves ex=
actly what our aid accompBshes. I have
cited several times the repor} we received
last year that the amount ¢f gunfire in
Vietnam on both sides wasg, directly at-
tributable to the amount of, ammunitioqf
we ‘supplied to the ARVN. That reporf

was buttressed by acknowledgment by
' our embassy in Saigon of a heed to “re-
strain” ARVN ammunitjon gonsumption,
especially artillery ammunigion, Yesters
day, confirmation of the relationship be-
tween the Ievel of our aid ang the level of
violence in Vietnam was .r_ eived from
vet another ; source. In a frogt-page story
in the Washington Post, Phillip McCombs
tells of discovering the “strange accom=
modation” between the VC and the
ARVN; if the ARVN does not shoot tog
much, the VC do not atfack, The logical
exténsion of this accommo
if we were not giving the ARYN ammuni-
tion in exceds of their self-dgfense needs,
far fewer VC attacks would pe provoked,
With a lowered level of acflvity on the
batflefield thus obtained, perbaps a high-
er level of activity at the co jerence table
might ensue,

In the final analysis, it is ¥ ot our m1li-
tary aid to Vietnam that wjll make the
difference of their ability to qr not to sur-
vive. Our former colleague, Melvin Laird,,
recently sald:

The South Vietnamese can handle them,,
They have enough pilots. It is fheir foot sol-_
diers who' ars important, I¥ thére is no will,
it’s” their own tough luck. e have done.
everything that we told them we were going
to do. That's what Vietna ation iz all_
abolitt, The fighting will c:)%inue for 20
years. i

Mr. La,ird and I have had our diﬂ'er-
ences in the past, but thaf makes our
agreement oh this point all the more sig-
nificant. Dollars do not buy victory——only.
the Vietnamese will can do_that. If we,
continue as we have, dumping $2.5 to $3
billion into Vietnam every year, we can_
look forward to doing so at Jeast for the
next 20 years. Is this a fittigg memorial.
to the Americans who were gent to die in,

" Sotitheast Asia? I think that j.f those men

ption is that

1

could qome back to talk to us, they would
tell us that we have far better things to
do with our money than that, The ad-
ministration_has told us that we do not
have $250 million this year for programs
to_serve our own veterans; others will
propose to reduce our militagy aid to
Vietnam by twice that amount, and I
hope that the House will agree with us
that we have other, more pressing needs
for that money.

Our amendment does not glgnal an
abrogatlon of our responsibilities to the
Vietnamese rather, it is an acknowledge-
ment of our responsibxhties to the Amer-
ican taxpayers. The $900 million ceiling
I proppse will not leave Vietnam high
and dry. It makes available more moley
than l%'thel the $743.5 million, in ecn-
trollable money we allowed last year or
the $829.5 million in new money we sp-
propria,bed for military aid to Vietnam in

was unanimously agreed to by the Senute
Armed’ Services Committee just last
week; ‘and no one would suggest that
such men as Senator THURMOND or Seria-
tor Tower would countenance an abrogs.-
tion of our responsibility to Vietnam.
They and I agree that $1.4 billion is sim-
ply too much money for this program.

Our fiscal year 1975, Southeast Asia
costs are $584 million greater than our
total MAP budget. In other words, mili-
tary aid to Vietnam will cost us 46 per-
cent miore than military aid to the rost
of the world combined. If our amend-
ment is adopted, Vietnam costs will ssill
be $84 million more than the rest of ¢ur
military assistance budget; but we will
at least have brought these expénditures
into some kind of reasonable relationship
with the rest of the budget.

Mr. Chairman, it is a reasonable pro-
gram that we seek. The United States
is at peace; its citizens should not be
called on to pay indefinitely for someone
else’s war. If 'we intend to participate In
a meaningful peace, we must serve notice
thiat the U.S. Treasury is not a bottomless
grab bdg for another 20 years of carnage
in Vietham. This reasonable reduction
will répresent a continuationn of the
policy of fiscal disengagement frfom Viet-
nam thiat the Congress initiated last year,
It is a policy Americans will thank us
for pursuing, because they know better
than ahyone what a drain Vietham has
been on financial resources  already
ravaged by the worst inflation we have
experienced in over two decades. In the
ngme of the American taxpayer, I urge
the House to consider our amendment
favorahly when we propose 1t tomorrow.

Mr. BRAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10
minutes to the gentleman from Virgirda
(Myr. ROBERT W, DANIEL, JR.)

{Mr. ROBERT W. DANIEL, JR. asked
and was glven permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. ROBERT ‘W. DANIEL, JR. Nr.
Chairman, the Polaﬂs/Poseidonjtrateg'lc
ballistic missile systems have gained
recognition as a major cornerstone of the
U.8. triad of _forces to deter. nuclear
war laxgely on the basis of the survi-
vability and reliability of the submarine
platforms. The Trident system, now wn-
der development, will further exploit the
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survivability and reliabilify inherert in
the application of submarine technology.

As this country hag indesd come to rec-
ognize in recent months, all wheels grind
to a halt without suifable energy sources.
This was very true of our early sub-
marines, dependent on gasoline or diesel
engines and chemical batteries. Howsver,
with the application of nuclear fiszion-

_generated power to submarine prcpul-

sion, the submarine became virtually un-
limited in its operations.

The marriage of the ballistic missile to
the nuclear submarines in our first Po-
laris systems is a success story that has
long been told. It is a fact that our Po-
laris/Poseidon fleet has been a most val-
uable member of our deterrent forces al-
most 15 years. During that period five
different classes of submarines and four
different misgile systems have evolved.
Over 1,000 deterrent patrols have been
successfully completed with the crews
having spent almost 2 million hours un-
derway in the 41 submarines of this force.

In developing Trident the Navy is fol-
lowing this same normal evolutionary
process but with widespread applicstion
of new technology that hagbecome avail-
able in the years since the Polaris/
t1:oseidcvn systems were designed and

uilt.

The major objectives of this report; are
to providé a strategic submarine-based
ballistic missile weapon system that will:
Be highly survivable in & sophisticated
ASW environment; be a cost effective re-
placement for Polaris/Poseldon systems;
carry & missile capable of ‘delivering full
payload to a much greater range than
the Polaris/Poseidon systems.

In achieving the Trident objectives the
Navy is, for the first time, developing a
new submarine platform and a new stra-
tegic weapon system at the same time. In
addition, with the longer range missile
available, the Trident system wil. be
based and operate out of a base in the
United States. The location for that base
has been selected at the naval torpedo
station, Keyport, Bangor Annex on the
Hood Canal across Puget Sound from
Seattle, Wash. Construction on phase 1
?f the base is planned to start late this

all.

Development of submarine components
has been ongoing since 1971. The single
most important development is perhaps
the nuclear propulsion plant designed to
allow Trident to operate more quietly
than any prior class of submarine. The
reactor is a mew design Arst developed
and tried out on an attack submarine, the
Narwhal. Under normal Trident pstrol
conditions this reactor has virtually ne
moving parts. The propulsion plant nsed
on Trident makes maximum use of ma-
chinery and hydraillic quieting tech-
niques developed, tested, and prover. on
the Nerwhal and the Navy's very latest
attack submarines. The design is such
that the systems will be capable of con-
tinuing deterrent patrol operations be-
tween regular shipyard overhauls for
about 10 years.

Command and control of the Tricdent
system is a second major area of im-
provement. Here the Navy is making
maximum use of the significant progress
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made in the last few years in computer
technology and computer driven displays.
By bringing information from multiple
sources to a single control station, they
hayve been able to reduce the number of
so-called “watch stations” and thus crew
manning. This has a significant input in
reducing the continuing operational eosts
of this s¢ important system.

The Trident strategic weapon system
is designed to handle a new family of
‘missiles capable of much greater ranges
than today’s Poseidons. The missile un-
der current development is intentionally
designed to be compatlble with backfit
into the 31 SSBN’s being converted for
Poseidon. Although the missiles exter-
nally look very much alike, internally
Trident is all new, It is the Navy’s first
three-stage subma.rme launched ballistic
missile and utilizes much new propulsion
technology deveIoped in very recent
years. All the experience gleaned from
Polaris/Poseidon programs is being uti-
lized to make Trident ever more reliable.
The Trident system will also provide the
foom for future growth which was so
prudently prov1ded in Polaris and Posei-
don, but which is now used up.

There are, of course, many other areas
where Trident is taking advantage of
new technology, such as the automatic
and built-in test equipment utilized to
increase overall system reliability by de-
creasing system downtime, Even when
the system is in port, it is intended that
a rotatable pool of 1eplacement compon-
ents and equlpments be utilized rather
than try to repair equipments on board.

Trident. system acquisition is expen-
sive, but today, what is not, however,
when built and operating, the system will
keep missiles at sea in an “alert” status
for about one-third the cost of acquiring
and operating a system similar to our
earler systems. All agree, even those
who oppose Trident, that the system will
"be highly surv1vab1e against all pro-
jected threats that we can foresee. As a
new element of the U.S. Strategic Forces,
Trident provides some measure of main-
taining nuclear parity with the Soviet
Union and continues the criteria of a
credible deterrence of nuclear war. As
such, it provides additional safeguards
to our Nation as we continue to work for
an equitable armament limitations
agreement. Under such circumstances,
‘Trident must be considered a bargain.

Mr., HEBERT. Mr. Chairman, I yield
4 minutes to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr, Dan DaNIEL).

(Mr. DAN DANIEL asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
"his remarks.)

Mr. DAN DANIEL. ‘Mr. Chau‘man we
consider our military procurement bill
today in a climate of turmoil among the
Western nations which is unprecedenteq
To borrow the words of Charles Dickens,
written in an earlier period of unrest,
if these are not the worst of times, they
are certainly not the best.

West Germany has not recovered from
the shock of Chancellor Brandt’s
reslgnation and-the events which led to
it. France barely saved her constitutional
form of government from a Communist-
Socialist takeover in the national election

yesterday. Britain’s new Government,
having come into office in a period of the
most serious economic and political up-
heéaval in two decades, appears at times to
be hostage to manipulators, at least one
of whom is a self-proclaimed Marxist. In
Italy, where political stability has been
virtually unknown since World War 1II,
the Christian Democratic Party is in
grave trouble, and serious cracks in the
European Economic Community are be-
ginning to widen. Belgium’s Premier has
recently put together a coalition govern-
ment, after 3 months of effort, and In
the Netherlands, a coalition was 6

"months being assembled. Our neighbor

to the north, Canada, faces new elections
in July, and half a world away, in Aus-
tralia, another clifhanger election has

‘been held, with the voters split down the

middle. In Israel, nearly 4 months after
that nation’s electlons a hew Cabinet
still has not been assembled

The entire portion of Scandinavia out-
side the Russian sphere is in turmoil, In
Denmark, the minority Liberal govern-
ment escaped defeat last week by a hair,
Norway’s Premier, elected 8 months ago,
functions with an uneasy coalition. Swe-
den’s legislature is tied equally between
opposing parties. It would come as no
surprise if any of the three nations soon
faced new elections.

Even Iceland is feeling the pangs of
political upheaval, and its Parliament
has been dissolved, with new elections
set for June.

Portugal, under the rule of a military
dictatorship, has in its cabinet two Com-
munists, and the people of that land may
very well find that a devil has been
swapped for a witch.

There is a drought of decision leader-
ship in the Western World today.

On the other hand, there is no disrup-
tion in Russia. There is no change. The
dictatorship holds firm, and holds firm
as well to its goals. There is no change in
that respect, either,

None of the Western nations has, of
course, been immune to governmental
upheaval, although some have histori-
caly been more stable than others. But
there has never been a period when the
political fabric of the Western World
was so torn at the seams, when nations
were so buffeted ahout by political dis-
sent and at times by political oppor-
tunism.

Just now, trauma in government may
be the least of the world’s worries. Hav-
ing seen the successes achieved by those
who control Arab cil, other nations
enjoying monopoly or near-monopoly
status in certain other basic commodities
have begun talking in terms of embargo,
of doubled and quadrupled prices, with

little or no thought given the rest of the

world—developed, developing, or un-

developed.

Inflation—bad as it is here at home—
is considerably worse in the rest of the
world. And balance-of-payments deficits
loom large on the horizons of Japan,
West Germany, and other nations which
have not known them in the past few
years. ’

At the moment, there is no really sta-
ble currency, and people in ever-growing
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numbers are exchanging currency for
tanglble resqurces—for things—where it
is possible.

Just this weekend, we learned that In-
dia—with all her other problems—has
become the sixth nation to joint the nu-
clear club.

And what else has happened, world-
wide, as far as our Nation is concerned?
Plenty. ]

Russia has recently acknowledged
what many of us knew, but have not been
able to say: At the time of the October
war in the Mideast, she had available and
ready to go into that troubled area some
seven divisions, while we could have
fielded only shghtly more than one.

At that time, if T may add an aside, a
great cry went up that the Department
of Defense had manufactured a crisis,
that the worldwide alert had been called

“ solely for domestw political reasons; that

no real danger existed.

Russia has told us in no uncertaln
terms that the danger was very real.

As he leaves his current assignment,
the Chief of Naval Operations, Adm.
Elmo R. Zumwalt, has acknowledged the
conviction that we have lost our ability
to control the world’s sea lanes. He said:

The Soviet Union’s capablility to deny us
the sea lanes—is greater than our capability
to keep the sea lanes open,

While it is being argued that we must
not establish a presence in the Indian
Ocean, lest we provoke a buildup of Rus-
sian opposition seapower, the Russians
have moved ahead full tilt to establish

- their own presence, and this will be ex-

panded when the Suez Canal is opened.
Right now, our naval forces are outnum-
bered by Russia’s in that part of the seas,
and you can depend on this—it will grow
evén larger.

All this is bad enough—but the situa-
tion gets worse.

Peace in the Mideast remains elusive.
While we are all prayerful for success,
reasonable men must agree that the out-
come of current negotiations will be
based in large measure on goodwill of all
parties—a trait which has been absent
from that area for many, many years.

The conference on mutual and bal-
anced force reductions in Europe pro-
ceeds. Proceeds? That is a miserable
choice of wording. nght now, it stag-
nates.

And why should thlS not be s0? Why
in the name of all that is good and holy
should the Soviet Union withdraw 1
man—1 tank—1 airplane from Eastern
Europe? By simply waiting, enough
Members of Congress will apparently
succumb to pressure from the antimili-
tary, and our adversaries will accomplish
their goals; it will cost them absolutely
nothing. All they must do is stall—and
wait.

Those who espouse unilateral with-
drawal adopt the following logic. One:
MBFR talks are stalled. Two: they are
stalled because the Soviet Union has no
interest in expediting them, since the
longer they wait—and I am quoting
here

The more Intolerable will be our irra-
tional commitment in domestic terms, and
the more damaging to European unity will
be unilateral cuts when they come.
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Three: Since the Eastern nations, and:
Russia, have done nothmg_* wé may aﬁ
will ‘accede to their wishes .

This is Iike saying: ne. We live ont
the brink of a precipic Two Someé day
we may stunible over it, “or the edge
might erode away. Three e thereforé

may as well throw oureelv s over, since'

we are likely to go by accident, anyway

Last year, the Jackson-Igunn anfend-
ment to mandate burden~shar1ng was
appended to the milifary mprocuremeﬁ'ﬁ
bill. Its provisions have béén subsfanti-
ally met. This was nof anlinreaséfiablé
requirement on our part, Bnd the fact
that it hag been met ‘fhdx tes that ouf
NATO partners -recognize ‘the reaso
ahleness of it, also. It be’iabors the obvious
to say thai no one—gnd po nation—Is
going to pay for what can be had free. It
is equally gbivous that peo are not g6-

ing to pay for that which has no valué.
The requirement—and th€ meeting 6f
it—represent a mutualac owledgement

of the necessxty for our presence ﬁ1
Europe.

In the past 25 years, we;@ve spernit uri-
told sums pn military endéavors, to aid
friendly nations in tHe mBintenance f
stability—and the RusEians have helpéd
those who™ shared thglr hefe In the
same quarter-century, we have in’i’«‘est@
additional unnumbered dpllars in ecod-
nomic asgfstance to frienfl
as have theé Russians. But
in addition to these simlla ties, one dif-
ferenice, We have helped natlons whose
béliefs, whose ideologles, differed vastly
from our own—India is & prime exX-
ample—and we have :occu?ed no’ nation
to enforce pur will.

By loans, grahts, gifts, %y provisions
of grains and the materid] for self-sut-
ficiency, by the construcfion of indus-
tries, of hqspitals of roads’ we have dofie
more than, the world has ever seen be

fore
to_help those who could Jor would not
help themselves

_The pque of the Umteﬁ States—un-

willingly, through individial and group
wﬂlmgly, through indlvidiial and group
endeavors—have assumed’ an obligatidn
to the rest of the world. And no one held
g gun to ofir heads. No oné extractéd olir
money at ‘bayonet-pofnt. We have dofie
it largely out of our own frée will,

Some of us have acted’ altrulst{calg
others from a sense of ra dticality, in t.
belief that a peaceful stable world
would help to insure an e ally peaceffil
and’ stable environment " for ourselves
and our children. I do n@t believe it'is
the will of the American people to write
ot this inyestment in the future.

"Has it cost us? You cap bet your life
it has. But before you bet other people’s
Hves, consider this: In a e when gov-
ernment, and the Congre5§ in particular,
are at a very low point in public esteem—
garbagemen are more‘hlgﬁly regarded—
the mlhta,ry in"our land Tead the list of
most-admiired. In essence the pedple ‘of
America Delieve the m111 ry is meetf’ng
its commjtment, at a time when they
believe the politician is shirking his.

And ‘consider this as wgll—two thu-ds
of the people of Amerlca have faith in
their country—have Taith that things,

bad as they are, are not fﬁtolerable, ahd
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that they will be better. Should we not
sharvethis Teéling?

“We carinot ignore the effect 6f our ac-
tions heré in this Hall on othér nationhs
of the world-—our potential enemies, as
well as our Triends. The leaders in both
categories can read—and they can read
English as it is written in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD.

I do not believe it is the intent of this
body or &f the American feople to send
them a niessage of surrerider, We have
invested "too much—too muéh of our
blood, of the best of two generations of
men. We have invested our money—that
money whiéh might well have been in-
vested in other things, I concede. We
cannot walk away now. We cahnot say,
“1t was riot ‘worth it. We will throw away
our friends, our lives, our children’s fu-
ture.”

The pessimists say that we are watch-
ing the decline of the West, that capital-
ism and its attendant freedoms are gesp-
ing their last. I do not believe this. And
the evidence is that the American peo-
ple do not belleve it, either.

The urge is strong gt times like this
to quobte from an earlier ‘peried, to re-
assuré otfrselvés, perhaps, that no mat-
ter how bad things are, they have heen
worse—or "t least as bad—before. Yet
nothing quite fits. The times are in-
deed unigue. Still and all, there is a quo-
tation, a“statément which applies to our
times. If is 33 years old, and it was said,
not by a politician, not by a mian of the
military. It was said by an author--an
intellectual, some same. It was said by
Somerset Maugham:

If & nation values anything more vhan
freedom, and the irony o? it is, f¥ it is com-
fort or money that it values more, it will
lose that, too.

I cannot add to this.

Mr. Chairman, last week a member of
the board of a Methodist Church in the
PFifth District of Virginia, forwarded me
a two pape *“justification” for reduction
in military spending. This material was
compiled by Coalition on National Prior-
ities and Military Policy.

The Department of Defense, through
a Deputy Assistant Secretary who was
formerly an Armed Services Committee
staff member, was asked to respond. The
material is admittedly lengthy, but it is
exceptionally pertinent to the bill we dis-
cuss today. I, therefore, include the
statement and responses for printing in
the RECORD 50 that we may all give it full
consideration as we debate the military
procurement bill:

RED'(T(‘E DeFensE SPENDING—CONTACT
CONGRESEMAN Now

This year military spending increased signi-
ficantly even though the U.B. has concluded
<direct participation in the Vietnam War and
entered into a “peacetimme economy”. With
the Defense Department requesting $92.9 bil.
lion for FY75 pnd $6.2 blllion as a supple-
mental for FY74 (total of $99,1 billicn)-——
“the largest ever requested in ohe year ex-
cept 'for 1042"it is hnpérative that the
defense budget be substantially reduced.

When communicating with your Congress-
man please urge him to suppott the follow-
ing forthcoming legislative actions to roduce
military spending:

1. A major worldwide overseas troop cut of
at least 100, 000

‘YOUR
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2. Elimination or development slowdown
of unnecessary weapons such as the SAM-D
Alr Defense System, B-1 Bomber, Trident
Submarine, AWACS, Binary Gases and Tac-
tical Mini-Nukes. .

3. Support of a ceililng amendment which
will limit further increases in defense spend-
ing. An amendment will be. offered by Con-
gressman Les Aspin (D-Wis) to hold-spend-
ing to last year’s levels; thls would mean a
reduction of approximately §1.1 billion in the
FY75 defense budget,

If these legislative actions are to succeed,
your Congressman must hear from you im-
mediately. The Military Authorizaticr. Bill
which authorizes programs for funding will
be on the floor of thé House by mid May.

Consituent pressure is the most effactive
way to encourage congressional opposition
to increased defense gpending.

If you want your Hepresentative and Sen-
ator to vote against FY 1975 military spend-
ing write, call or see them now.

" STATEMENT

In FY 1974 approximately 68% of the 2,-
100,000 active duty personnel are serving as
commissioned, warrant officers and non-
commissioned. officer /specialists (E-4
through E-9), There 1s ah_average of 2 of-
ficers or non-commissioned@ officer/special-
ists on active duty to command, supervise
or assist each private.

DOD POSITION

To classify “all officers’ and non-coinmis-
sloned officers as executive or supervisory is
an erroneous assumption. Many officers and
senior enlistment personnel are specialists
and technicians whose grades are more re-
flective of their technical skills, training,
education and experience than it is a reflec-
tlon of their supervigory responsibilities. To
illustrate the magnitude of this, the Army
officer corps at the end of FY 1974 will con-
tain 92,500 commissioned officers. Of this
number, appréximatsly 28,000 (309 ) will be
a technically-oriented officer of the, Chemical
Corps, ‘Engineer Corps, Finance Corps, Judge
Advocate General, Chaplains Corps, Medical
Corps, Dental Corps, Veteriiary Corps, Medi-
cal Service Corps, Nurse Corps and Medical
Speclalist Corps. Many of the personnel in
the combat oriented groups are also per-
forming technical duties. This group con-
taing officers working in communications
and electronics; transportation: orénance
(including nuclear devices): police, intel-
ligency and logistical support.

On the enlisted side there are nine differ-
ent pay grades. Technically, the top five of
these grades (E-5 through E-9) are ‘ser-
geants”, varying in title from “buek ser-
geant” to sergeant major. Many are NCO's,
but many others are skilled technicians and
specialists who operate amd maintair. com-
plex equipment but do not supervise. The-
bottom four grades fhclude recruits, privates,
privates first class and corpora]s or corporal-
equivalents. Although the corporals are
technically NCO’s, the majority of them are
first-term personnel experienced only tc s
journeyman Xevel of skill. A more meaning-
ful comparison would be to combine the
strengths of the battom four grades, since
together these constitute the group of fArst-
term enlisted men, and compare that with
the top five: grades which constitute the
second-termers and careerists. On this basis,
there are 1.5 times as many in the Dhottom
enlisted group as in the fop. If officars are
included, the officer NCO level would he 48,
of the total force vice the 687 cited.

STATEMENT 2

In FY 1974 only 17% of the 2,100,000 ac-
tive duty military personnel are assigned
to combat skills Jobs that fire on an enemy.
In FY 1975, the Departmeni of Defense esti-
mates that fhere will be no improvement .
and this peréentage will remaln at 17%.
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“This 17% of military personnel only con-
siders those personnel assigned to such ac-
tivities as the infantry and armor, artillery
and aircraft crews, No recognition is given
to the total number of personnel assigned
to within those manpower categories whick
constitute our combat forcés, ie., the Stra-
tegic and General Purpose Forces categories,
Bince these are our fighting forces, it is cer-
tainly more meaningful to examine how
many military personnel are assigned to
these categories and what actions have been
taken to increase that number.

At the end of FY 1973, there were 46% of
our military personnel assigned within the
Strategic and General Purpose Forces cate-
gories. In 1975, this will increse to 49%. That

is, of the 2,152,000 percsonnel requested for-

FY 1975, 1,044,000 will be assigned to these
combat, categories. Certainly, not all these
personnel will be in skills which require di-
rect confrontation with an enémy. It is a
principle of the Department of Defense to
take full advantage of technology to obtain
equal or increased combat effectiveness
. rather than use the gross application of the
American Combat Soldier. This technology
dramatically increases combat capability of
our forces, but the complex weapons sys-
tems obviously have increased the require-
ments for supply, maintenance and trans-
portation personnel. For example, an Air
Force fighter squadron has 27 aircrew person-
nel, but there ‘‘combat skill” personnel cer-
tainly cannot function within that speclalty
without the support of approximately 262
majntenance and 151 munitions support per-
sonnel, In this light, the mix of resources
réquired to constitute and support our com-
bat forces structure Is designed to provide
the required capability at minimum cost. No
“support” or “overhead” resources are ap-
plied which are not essential, directly or indi-
rectly, to the accomplishment of the combat
mission. o
) STATEMENT '
In FY 1975 the Army and Marine Corps are
requesting a total authorized end-strength
of 981 (thousand) active duty personnel at
2 total cost of approximately $10 bililon. Yet
only 260,000 of those personnel will be as-
signed to the 1613 divisions the Army and
Marine Corps will field to fight in defense of
the US National security, -

DOD POSITION

The allegation Is correct. It was planned
that way deliberately in order to obtain max-
imum combat power from limited resources,

This common allegation ignores the fact
that modern land warfare is a complex,
highly mechanized business, which demands
& complex and highly mechanized Army and
Marine Corps. It is simply no longer true—
and has not been true since the turn of the
century—that “divisions” econtein all of the
combat power, or that the vast bulk of an
army should consist of private soldiers car-
rylng rifles. If DoD were to design its forces
to satisfy these kinds of critics, we would
have more divisions, e high proportion of
private soldiers with rifles, few supporting
troops—and we would not be able to win a
battle. The facts are that:

1. About one-third of combat power is not
included In divisions.

2. Support is needed to operate and main-
tein the vehicles and weapons (tanks, heli-
copters, jet fighters) used by the Army and
Marine Corps. . - -

3. Weapons are useless unless they can be
brought to hear on an enemy in & coordi-
nated fashion, and this takes intelligence,
command, control, and communications,

The following combat forces are not in-
cluded in divisions:

Three Marine Alr Wings (30,000 men) with
fighters, bombers, and helicopters.
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Four active Army separate brigades (20,-
000 men) with organic infantry, tank, and
artillery battalions.

Three Armored Cavalry Reglments (9,000
men).

Forty-seven separate Aviation Units (10,-
000 men).

Marine Force Troop Tank, Artillery, Am-~
track Battalions (5,000 men).

Seventy-five separate Artillery Battalions

- (45,000 men),

Special Forces and Ranger Units (6,000
men).

Fifteen Surface-to-Sufface Missile Units
(10,000 men), )

Seventy-four Air Defense Units (12,000
men)

Thus an additional 147,000 soldiers and -

Marines are in combat units. The total for
both Services is about 407,000 personnel in
combat units,

Proper support of these combat units is
essential to success in battle. Guns without
ammunition are useless. Tanks without fuel
are useless. Soldiers without food are useless.
There is no point in providing combat units
which cannot be sustained in combat at their
design levels of combat power. The support
forces of the Army and Marine Corps are de-
signed primarily to provide the sinews of
war: ammunition, POL, food, personnel re~
placements, maintenance, and new parts and
equipment to replace combat losses. Other
support, such as pay, mall, medical service,
and police service, are provided to assure
proper administration of the forces. Support
which does not contribute in one way or the
other to combat effectiveness i1s not provided.

Similarly, an effective command and con-
trol system is an essential ingredient of suc-
cess in battle. It would not make sense to
line up thousands of riflemen and order them
Just to “fire in the direction of the enemy”.
The object of the exercise is to bring fires to
bear on the enemy. This Involves finding the
enemy, determining his relative position,
providing aiming and firing instructions to
the weapons, and peinting the weapons in
the right direction with the proper firing at~
titude. The process is lncredibly complex.
This is true because the stand-off distances
from our forces to those of the enemy have
increased from 300 yards for rifies to 300
miles for misslles and aircraft, Our desire is
to minimize our losses by hitting the enemy
before he has the opportunity to close with
our units. We want to fire at him from a
distance, This 1s the cheapest way to fight.
But it does involve having people for intelli-
gence (to find the enemy), communications
(to transmit the information), and control
at varlous levels (headquarters). War is a
confusing bhusiness; errors persist, The side
that prevails is often the one that makes the
fewest errors. We invest & lot of men in our
intelligence, command, control, and commu-~
nications systems in order to minimize error
and make best use of our weapons.

Modern land forces are designed to provide
meaximum combat power., Critics who use
simplistic ratios to discredit this design make
about as much sense as those who would
complain that there 1s something wrong with
a football team because only four of the
eleven players are in the backfield.

STATEMENT

Within each of the 15,000 to 17,000 men
divisions only 28% of the manpower will be
assigned to the combat battalions that do
the actual fighting. Each division contains
approximately 11,000 officers and noncommis-
sioned officer/speclalists—and about 5,000
privates,
. DOD FOSITION

This allegation 1s incorrect. A “type” divi-
sion of about 16,000 men includes about 50%
in the combat maneuver battallons, and an
overall total of 72% in combat modules, The
remainder of the typical division includes
16% combat support and only 12% combat

il
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service support. The division is a balanced
combined arms organization designed to ap-
ply effective combat power on the enemy.
The combination of infantry, armor, artillery,
and aviation, in which each arm comple-
ments and reinforces the others, allows a
synergism which produces & maximum of
combat power..

The approximate composition of the “aver-
age” .or “type” division is as shown below:

Men Percent
Combat:
10-11 Combat maneuver battalions:
(infantry or tank) - 8,000 50
4 field artillery battalions. 2,400 1%
1 cavalry squadron._._.__._.______ 800 5

1 aviation hattalion (less general
support company.

Total combat._.._._.__

Combat sugpvrr:
1 combat engineer battalion.___.___ 1,000 6
1 signal battalion__.__._. 500 3
% m(utarly police tcompa_ny._- - 200 1
general support aviation company. 220 1
Headquarters (division, divisior‘{ * .
artitlery, and 3 brigades)._.____. 600 4
Total combat support. ._._.___.. 2,500 16
Combat service support: T
1 maintenance battalion 600 4
1 medical battalion. ... _ 320 2
1 supply and transportation bat-
fakion.. ... . . . 600 4
1 personnel services company__ .. _ 240 14
1 'support command headquarters
andband._...__.._.____.._____ 200 1+
Total combat service support..___ "1, 960 12
Total division_ . ___...._..._.... 16,00 100

The allegation with respect to grade struc-
ture is also incorrect. The basic Journeyman
grade for an infantry rifleman is Speclalist
4th Class (E-4). The lower grades, entitled
recruits, privates, and privates first class, are

_apprentice grades. Recruit and private grades

are actually used in the initial training pe-
riod-for a new soldler or are the result of dis-
ciplinary or other administrative reduction
action, The typical good and well-trained
soldier in today’s army is & Specialist E-4.
When & “type", division is broken out into
officers, NCOs, and workers, both specialist
ratings and privates, the approximate mix is:

Officers (including warrant officers) :. 1, 200
Noncomissioned Officers: 4, 800
Specislists and Privates: 10, 000

Total: 16, 000

Statement: The 2.1 milllon FY 1974 mili-
tary force will contain more 4- and 3-star
generals and admirals and colonels and Navy
captains than were required on active duty
in 1945 to command 12.1 million military per-
sonnel. Approximately 80% of all U.S. gen-
eral and fleld grade officers serve in non-com-
batant assignments.

DoD Position: The Department of Defense
shares the concern of those who want the
grade distribution of officers to be at the
minimum necessary to meet the needs of De-
fense. However, comparisons made to World
War II structures can be misleading because
the situation in World War II differed in
many respects from the situation today.

Pirst, in 1945 forces were fully mobilized.
The quantum buildup from a total officer
force of only 31,000 in 1940 to an officer force
of 1.2 million in 1045 resulted in an officer
corps consisting largely of very young men
in uniform for the duration of the war. The
grade structure produced under such circum-
stances 1s not a valld basis of comparison
for the current peacetime force three decades
later.

Second, the organization for Defense has
changed. In 1945 there was neither a Depart-
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The Defense Reorganizatioh Ackof 1858 cre-
ated new unified commamms &nd Defense
Agencies and strengthened the "Ofice of the
Becretary of Defense amd the Foint Thiefs
of $taff. Both NATO and SEATO were estab-
lished after 1945. All of these ®evelopments
have increased the requiremeﬂzs for senlor
officers.

Third, Defense manageraent s functional~
1y more complex today than in 1045, The pro-
curement and distribution of naterial and
equipment is more technically demanding
and requires a much higher degree of eco-
nomic control. Command and cdntrol systems
are more sophisticated. The mf&nagement of
human resources, teo, is far #hore complex
and challenging. These developnents signifi-
<cantly incresse the requiremafits for senior
-officers. It should be noted that the propor-
tion of top management positidns has grown
elsewhere in government and the pnva.m
sector for many of these réeasors.

The Department is un#ble ¥ readily ver-
ity the statement concerifing ¥he proportion
of flag and feld grade offcer$ in non-com-
batant assignments becdtise Buch summary
information ‘is not maintaine@ nor required
for effective management. It would be ex-
pected that the majority of*“senjor officers
would not be in direct contmt with enemy
forces.

Statement: In FY 1974 thgre were 2,000
UB. military personne’l {Tinetoding 20 gen-
erals and admirals) ahd an unflisclosed num-
ber of nuclear weapons stored in South
Korea to “assist” the 600,080 man armed
forces of the Republic of South Korea to de-
fand themsélves from the untfkely possibility
of attack by the 360,000 man North Korean
forces. Last year this force cust the U.8. tax-
payers over $800 mililon in #irect costs—no
change is proposed in this deployment in the
FY 1975 Defense buxget. -

DGD Comment: The amuual opm-attag
costs of mmintaining UB. fékces in the Re-
public of Eorea (ROK) cuffently are osti-
mated at $525 million in FY 1973 and 3680
million in FY 1974. Maintafhing U.8. troeps
in Korea gt this time costg less than sup-
porting the same treopsin the U.S. if factors
such as the cost of provi#ing in the U.S.
modérn housing and other gupport facilities
and higher costs for Isod, ®ivillan suppert,

and other operations are cansidered.

Secretary Schlesingerin s Annual Repert
gescribed the function 6f U. S forces in Kem&a
=s fotlows:

“At the moment, the prificipal role ot our
Borces in Korea Is to providé s hedpge against
the uncertainties' and ‘defiddenciles in South
Xorea's defense posture, affd to provide an
1nducement to caution on $he part of North
Korea agdlnst the préclnlta:&aon of new Hos-
tilities.”

In addition, the pfesenBe of our fokces
serves as & manifestation &f our support of
the Republic of Korea In its effort to reselve
the Korean problem. Our s#ipport encourages
the South to take constructive initiafives
with greater self-confidemive such as. the
opening of contacts with ¥he North (which
resulted i the July &, 1972 Joint Commu-
nigue), the June 28, ¥973 Proclamation of a
policy of free and open comipetition with the
North, and the proposal ofa non-aggression
agreemelit by President Pﬁrk on January 18,
1874, -

It is policy to neither coBfirm nor deny the
presence of nuclear mpm&s at any particu-
1ar location.

Statement: There i§ no diticle of the NATO
Treaty that requires The ddmmitment of any
level of U.8. mhitary for@s in Europe, Yet
in FY 1974 there are 320,000 U.S. military
personnel stationed in Western Europe at &
cost to the taxpayer of $7.7 billion.

DOD Comment: It 1s trite that there'is no
article of the NATO Treaty which, per se, re-
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ment{ of Defense nor a sepan.ﬁ Alr Force.

quires U.S. military personnel to be stationed
in Europe. U.8. foroces in Europe are aa
integral part of the NATO military postue
designed to implement NATO strategy and
operational plans as approved by the S
preme Allied Commander after comsultation
and agreement with National Awuthorities
concerned.

Statement: There i no articke In the
SEATO Tresty that requires the commit-
ment of any U.S. forces in'the Western Pa~
cific and Southeast Asia, Yet in FY 1974
there are 188,000 U.S. military personnel sta~
tioned or afloat in those world areas at a cost
to the taxpayer of nearly 33 billion.

DOD Comment: Listed below is the dispo-
sition of U,8. military personnel in the Fa-
cific ares as of 31 December 1973. (Arvas
where military personnel number under
1,000 are not shown.) :

Japan (including Ryukyus) .. .o.- 55, 10D

Philippines ... -~ 16,900
South Koret ..o -- 38, 00
Thailand - oo -~ 36,000
Tatwan oo - 6,000
AfIOAt e ae- 21,000

These troops are present in the area for
a variety of ressons: becunuse the US. s »
Paclfic power, to implement our forward
defense strategy, and to suppert varfous
treaty commitments.

Secretary Schlesinger in his 4nnwual Re-
port summed up the reasons for our ton-
tinued presence in Asia. After noting that
our military presence in Asia had been von-
siderably reduced he pointed out:

“Nevertheless, we consitler the possiblity
of conflict in Asia in deciding uponm the char-
acteristics and forward deploymernt of United
States forces, because the continuing irsta-
bilities in Asia couid involve the Urdted
States, and because having the: visible ca-
pability to act can help to avold, through
deterrence, the necessity for achion. A fur-
ther large~scale or rapid reducticm of United
States forces in the Western Pacific would
have unsettling effects ir. the repion. There-
fore, we continue to deploy ome Army divi-
sion to South Korea; a Marine Amphilsious
Force in Japan, including QOkitawa, three
tactical fighter wings at various bases 1a the
Pacific, tactical fighter squadrems in “Thai-
land, and B-52 gireraft on Gamm and in

Thailand; and naval deployments, including.

three carrier task forces, inm the Westera Pa-
<ific and, on occasion, in the Irdian Ocean.”

In speaking of our future posture Secre-
tary Schlesinger emphasized:

“Ap we look forward, we see e mos: nse-
ful role for United ®tates Torcss in the Pa-
cific as providing n Strong meawdre of visible
support four our Allles, a ereditite detsrrent
to those who might risk new hostilities, and
‘8 general umbrella uncder whigh our Allies
-can pursue negotistions and tmternal devel-
opment in an environment thet encosrages
cooperation and discoutrages hostitities.
Therefore, our present plans <sll for main-
taining our fYorward ﬂep}oymts in the
Pacific.”™

(¥t is planned that approx)matelv 10,000
troaps will be withdrawn fromi Thailund by
the end of this year. Dur demloymerrts are
under constant review and wil be acljusted
downward when 4de situstion in Scutheast
Asia permits.)

Statement: On February 5, 1974, Secretary
of Defense Schlesinger said, “It is & well-
worn truism that our forces emist to support
our foreign policy.” Yet at a time when cur-
rent U.S. forelgn policy is supptsedly cifrectad
toward detente with ihe Soviet Unien and
reapproachment with China, the United
States is maintaining almost the same troop
Jevels In Europe and Asia s durimg the
depth of U.S. 1850-1860 Col@ War forelgn
policy.

DoD Comment: It is false to assert that
we maintain as many troops oversess as in
the 1950°s and 1860's. On the contrary, we
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are now at the wwest point in our overseas
troop deployments since before the Korean
War.

The attached table shows U.8. stremzth
overseas by year since 1855, i.a, since we had
passed our 1952 Korean War peak. (Priow to
1955, different regional aggregations were usd
Tor strength data; these aggregations are not
comparable 1o those in use since 1955, hence
regionsal time-series cannot be constructed in
such a way as to extend back beyond that
year.) The table shows, first, that at the end
of 1973, both our total strengfh overseas and
our strength in Asia and the Western Pacific
was at an all-time low for that period, while
our strength in Western Europe and Related
Areas was within 4,000 of the low registered
in 1968, and substantially keélow the levels
reached in the mid-19560's.

ASSIGNED U.S. TRODP STRENBTH OVERSEAS {(ASHOR: AND

AFLOAT)®
[kn thossands]
W. Europe
Year (as of Rsia and  and related
dune 30) Fotal ﬂ Pacific areas
867 320 2412
813 284 2 307
799 262 2401
734 213 2 401
$99 185 1375
698 179 362
703 187 37
776 214 455
762 224 424
719 242 03
744 297 101
977 534 389
1,208 744 364
1,200 860 315
, 155 82 296
1,034 683 30t
804 453 3ik
595 275 298
* 542 199 319
438 172 306

¥ Source: OASD/comgtrolier.

2 Does not include tmogs #ftoat, for'which 6th Fleet breakout
is unavailable prier to 1955

Statement: In PY 1374 the Defense Depart-
ment operates over 200 training installations
and has about two training personael as-
signed for each trainee,

DOD Position: The statement dces not
agree with the facts. First, DOD does not
“‘operate over 200 training installations.” Of
the 491 principal bases (that is, those which
house a battalion-gized unit or it -2gquiva-
lent in manpower) which the four {ervices
will operate in FY 1975, only #8 have the
primary mission of training. Some {rsmining
activities, such eas techmical secheois, sare
tenants on other bases which hewe otlker
primary missions, but these bases are nod
training installations.,

The statement that DOQD “has about twe
training personnel wssignid for sach trminee”
is adso imcgrrect. The wverage nwnber of
trainees in individual #aining ducing FPY
19%5 will be-about 276,066 The total number
of lmstructors and Suppeft personnetl fisr this
training widH be about 268,000 (162,000 mili<
tary, 93,000 civillans). ¥t should. be noted
that this fgure 8 not just instructors, as
might be inferred from fthre statement. It o=
cludes the full array of suppert personwmel,
such as the mechanics #ho serviee the agirs
craft wed for flight trafning amd the engi-
neoers whe maintsin the rosds ant operste
the utitities on traning Instaliations. Never-
theless, using the full figure for training
support nmmpower, the miio of trataing puer-
somnel to trainees is enly about nime-tenths
to one, not two o one.

Statement: In FY 1874 and ¥Y 1975, the
Armed Forges programaged 2.1 million costly,
permanent change of station moves among a
yearly total forde of 2.1 milllom milltary
members,

DOD Position: In planning for proposed
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Permanent Change of Station (PCS) move-
ments, each of the Military Services recog-
nizes the .delicate balance hetween the needs
of the Service in mission accomplishments,
objectives of Service attractiveness and lm-
ited monetary resources. At the same time,
every effort is being made to provide more
stability in the lives of service members by
assuring less frequent PCS moves.
Unfortunately, it is not possible to gauge
the PCS problem by dividing the number
of programmed moves by the total military
force flgure. The two are related, of course,
but are not necessarily inter-dependent.
Certaln categories of PCS moves cannot be
controlled. For example, accession of per-
gonnel (which includes moves attendant to
entry into service) accounts for over If” of
the total number of PCS moves. Simi arly,
geparation of personnel (approximately the
same percentage as accesslon) cannot be
reduced. The other types of PCS, however,
are controllable to an extent. These include
training (for schooling purposes), opera-
tional (generally resulting from unit or ac-
Hvity actlvations or inactivations, reloca-
tlon of units or reduction in size of activi-
tles), rotational (reassignment of an In-
dividual to a new billet—the category which
usually comes to mind when discussing PCS
movements) and Organized units (move~-
ments of entire units with all assigned per-
sonmnel).
" Thé following table summarizes the dis-
tribution of types of moves in the FY 74
PCS program for each Service.

PCS MOVES BY TYPE OF MOVE FOR FISCAL YEAR 1974
in percent]

. Marine Air
Army Navy Corps orce
25 27 42 13
10 1 19
18 9 10
36 15 26 40
Separation_. 27 28 22 16
Organized unit_ = 0] 2 e
Total.zozz 100 100 100 100
1 Less than 0.5 percent, ~ '

In recognition of the problems involved,
not only from a flscal standpoint, but with
a realization that morale of military per-
gonnel and their dependents is adversely af-
fected by too-frequent PCS moves, the Serv-

ices have been actively pursuing methods

to reduce PCS moves since 1970.

As @ result, In the Navy alone, which has
an, additional factor that does not apply to”
the othér Services, the rotation of person-
nel between the fleet and shore billets, the
number of PCS moves were reduced almost
509% from FY 70 to FY 73. Costs were re~
duced approximately 16% which represented
8 savings of $26.8 million. The difference
in percentages between moves and costs can
be attributed to the inflationary impacts on
cost factors. '

The other Services have reduced POS moves
and attendant costs by & continuous exami-
nation of all policles which influence PC3
moves., Wherever practicable, all factors be-
ing taken into consideration, unnecessary
PCS moves have been eliminated,

Attached are f{llustrations of the PCS
moves made by each Service from FY 72 to
FY 74.

. [PCS moves in thousands]

Fiscal yéar—-
Ll 1973

1974

ARMY ' ,
Total PCS moves Loz 1,486.7 1,018.6  849.4

PCS wmoves not related to
translent requirement:
. Accession. .surissrasuss

187.1 252,8 1844
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Fiscal year—

1972 1973 1974
Organized unit.. . ccueiens 16.8 141 3.0
Separation.....cocecae- . 5334 2545 2285
Total oo cemmneianas 737.3 ‘5214 415, 9
PCS moves related to transient
frequirement:

CCESSION e mmem e o 27.0 25,4 23.9
Training. _..cococ 21.7 23,3 22.3
Operational : 89.9 79.7 73.9
Rotational. .. cceuvuece-s 610.8 - 368.8 313.4

B 111 %] O — 749, 4 497.2 433.5
NAVY
Total PCS moves®. ... 435.6 437.3  419.3
PCS moves not related to tran-
sient requirement: .
Organized unito ...~ .8 3.0 9.3
Separation ... coceeeeeae 151.9 150.0 117.3
Total. o emeenges 152.7 153.0 126.6
PCS moves related 1o transient
requirement: 8 .
F T 1] D — 121.7 140.6 - 11L3
Training._ 37.8 39.8 44.0
Operational . 71.8 62.8 74.7
[0 LT ] M —— 51.6 41,1 62.6
Total. oo . 2829 284.3 292.6
Ship/shore *‘no cost’" rofations. 32.4 29.5 33.9
j L) I —— 315.3 313.8  326.5
MARINE CORPS
Total PCS moves_...--- 288.3 272.6 2644
PCS moves not related to
transient requirement:
Accession..... ——— 49.8 7.8 4.1
Separation.ceeacamaromoo- 74,0 62.0 58,5
Total e ceeemetame 123.8 109.8 105.6
PGS moves related to transient
requirement:

£CESSHOM e me e m e o 59.1 62.9 63.4
Training...- 3.9 2.7 2.7
Operational _ 22.4 24.6 23.6
Rotational. occececccnanan 79.1 72.6 69.1

Total .. cioimsmmmmumnean 164.5 162.8 158.8
AIR FORCE
Total PCS movesé.__..- ¢ 731.4 773.4  736.4
PCS moves not.related to tran-
sient requirement:
ACCESSION. .o oo wcdmemems  107.9 118.3 94.1
Organized unit. cwemiceeas 4.0 9,2 12.5
Separation eemes 1353 149.6  118.6
Total_.imeccciocunmnns 247,2 277.1  225.2
PCS moves related to transient
requirement:

raining. ez 1700 175.6  142.8
Operation i 61.9 61,5 72.9
Rotational ... 252.3 259.2  295.%

Totah i rsiimiewemmcz 4842 496.3 51L.2

1 Excludes Military Academy cadet accession and separation
moves.

2 Excludes Naval Academy midshipman accession and separa-
tion moves. . ;

3 The substantial decrease in transient requirements from
fiscal year 1972 to fiscal Hear 1973 is the result of Navy mana-
gerial action to reduce the time personnei spend awaiting as-
signment or transfer. . .

1 Excludes Air Force Academy cadet accession and separation
moves.

Statement: “In FY 1975 U.S. militgry per-
sonnel will be serving as militery advisors in
43 foreign countries.”

DOD Comment: The DOD personnel re-
ferred to will be assigned to Military Assist=
ance Advisory Groups, Military Misslons and
Military Groups in forelgn countries, coms
monly referred to as MAAG's which are key
elements in the system through which mili-
tary asslstance and Forelgn Military Sales re~
quirements are identified and the resulting
grant ald programs and sales arrangements
are developed and implemented in a manner
ensuring their maximum contribution to. U.S.
security objectives. These organizations are
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not only responsible for efficient planning,
administration and management of Military
Assistance Program (MAP) and Forelgn Mili-
tary Sales (FMS) programs, but also perform
other functions of equal importance to U.S.
interests by:

Providing knowledgeable Department of
Defense representation in country to advise
and assist the host country prior to and dur-
ing major sales and delivery transactlons in-
volving a wide variety of complex military
equipment produced by U.S. manufacturers.

Advising and assisting the host country in
the development of military self-reliance and
a realistic force level which meets the coun-
try’s securlty needs, is within its capability
to maintain, and is also consistent with U.S.
collective security interests. ’

Establishing and maintaining rapport with
the military of the host country to provide
channels of communication, dialogue and in-
fluence which are valuable to the U.S. Gov-
ernment for diplomatic and commercial, as
well as military, reasons. .

Monitoring the movement and delivery of
MAP end items and continuous ohservation
and review of thelr use by recipient countries
t0 ensure proper utilization and disposal—a
residual function which continues after ter-
mination of grant aid programs.

The Department of Defense is dedicated to
the principle that the basic purposes and
missions of the MAAG’s are consistent with
the national interest in maintaining a mini-
mum military presence in selected foreign
countries. Thus, the need for MAAG’s, their
size and the skills of personnel assigned are
kept under constant review within the De-
partment of Defense. As the situation in a
particular foreign country changes, all of.
these elements of the MAAG’s structure are
adjusted so that the objectives of minimum
presence and maximum efiiciency are kept in
balance.

These security assistance organizations, by
type and location, are shown on the attached
sheet.

© SECURITY ASSISTANCE ORGANIZATIONS

COUNTRY: MILITARY ASSISTANCE ADVISORY

. GROUPS—19

Bellux, Denmark, China (Taiwan), Domin-
ican Republic, Ethiopia, France, Germany,
Greece, Iran, Italy, Korea, Netherlands, Nor-
way, Peru, Philippines, Portugal, Spain, Thai~
land, Turkey.

MILITARY MISSIONS—10

Cambodia, Military Equipment Delivery
Team; Indonesia, Defense Liaison Group;
India, Office of Defense Representative; Ja-
pan, Mutual Defense Assistance Office; Li-
beris, U.S. Military Misslon; Morocco, U.8.
Liaison Office; Pakistan, Office of Defense
Representative; Saudi Arabia, U.S. Military
Tralning Mission; Tunisia, U.S. Military
Liasison Office; Zaire, U.S. Military Mission.

MILITARY GROUPS (14)

Argentina, Bollvla, Brazil, Chile, Colombia,
Costa Rica, El Salvador, Guatemala, Hon-
duras, Nicaragusa, Panama, Paraguay,
Uruguay, Venezuela.

Mr. BRAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield such
time as he may consume to the gentle-
man from Virginia (Mr. WHITEHURST) .

(Mr. WHITEHURST asked and was
given permission to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. WHITEHURST. My, Chairman, in
these times of inflation, increased tech-
nical complexity, and rising cost of weap-
on systems, the Navy’s patrol frigate pro-
gram stands out as an excellent example
of a program to meet an urgent military
requirement in the most economical
manner.

It is widely appreclated that the
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United States is growing mofe and more
dependent on the use of gea s of com-

munication for the necessary condugt of
world trade, for the imporf of needed
raw materials, and to sustainour friends
overseas in both peace snd war, |

At the same time the Soglet Navy is_
expanding rapidly in the mumbers of
modern combatant shipsj}m%% its abil-
ity to deploy these ships in Yhe critical
ocean areas Igis the m @nt;k%g& the
U.S. Navy has diminished markedly in_
size for over the last 10 years, The World
War II ships, destroyers in_particular,
that were the mainstay of ogr Navy for .
50 many years have reathed the end of

their useful life. To replace_them with _ g

large, multipurpose, “able to fight any-
where” destroyers in the nfimbers ye-
quired to adequately cover | ¢
sands upon thousands of miles of vital

hibitively expensive. — .

The Navy has taken cognizance of the |
fact that, when combined witp the newer
escort ships that we now have or will
have during the nexit 10 fg ;
relatively small, less expesisive ships

he thou-

25 years, '
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fore the House the important new pro-
vision in this legislation relating to the
nuclear; Navy.

It seems to me all too often Congress
is preoceupled with day-to-day crises ard

.. all'too geldom looks ahead to plan wisely

for the future, N

In presenting this proposal the gen-
tleman from Florida and the gemtlemsn
from California have -dene so-im a most
responsible manner. I think historians
will look hack on the action they have

~recommended as an important turnirg

point in the naval history of the United
States. |
Mr. HEBERT. Mr. Chairman, I yield
minutes to the gentleman fram New
York (Mr. Piks). ‘

(Mr. PIKE asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-

: y « Marks.)
sealanes in fime of war wolld be pro-

Mr, PIKE. Mr. Chairraan, I rise in
~support of H.R. 14592, bui, I-do not wart
to give the impression that I risa.in sup-

- port of everything contained within H.E.

- 14502,
I think we have done some very useful
~things in this bill. I am particularly ime

could be designed and congtructed t0 . pressed with the work of the Subcom.-

adequately defend our sealanés in all but
the most hostile of the worldls potential
war zones where our caryier ask forges
and other highly sephisticated ships are
designed to fight. And mest igportanily,
the Patrol Frigate can be constructed in
the rumbers that we require st an afford-
able price. . i . ‘
The Navy has devoted almost 3 years
of cencentraed study, analygs, and de-
slgn effort to determine exactly the right
combination of weapons_and_sensors to
provide the required force effectiveness
at a minimum cost. Taking advantage
of modern Computers. they_ evaluated
ever 300 combinations of hull, propul-
sion, weapong, and sensors belore decid-
ing on the palrol frigate as the most ef-
fective In meeting our peedy. It is an
austere ship design to providgmaximum
required capability at least cpst. It is a

void brought pbout by the refirement of
our World War II destroyers.

It should be noted, also, that the Nayy
has been equilly diligent in developing
a shipbuilding program designed to pre-
vent gross cost overruns. The ghip is “de-
signed to cost” and the “gdesign to cost”
principles will be adhered ‘to in its
planned production. N

In summary, the patrol frigate is a well
conceived program, carefmlly failored to
provide capabllities vital to the protec-
tion of the_se%_ lanes of the warld essen-
tial to the Unlied States in pegce and in
war. It 1& & "o nonsense” shig, designed
to provide maximum effectiyeness at
least cost. It Is a ship wg cap build in
the numbers that we need, It iga ship we
connot afford not to build. -

Mr. BRAY. Mr. Chairman, Lyield such
time as he miy consume to the gentle-
man from Cgdlorade (Mr, ARMSTRONG).

Mz, ARMSTRONG. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding. .

I rise to comgratulate the chpirman of
the Seapower Subcommittee and the
ember for their leadership in
bringing before the committee and be-

. mittee on Manpower. Any time we can

-4dnerease the proportion of enlisted men
to efficers, that is real progress toward
a more effective fighting military. Any

- tine we can decrease the propeortion of
generals and admirals to combat troops,
ihat, too, is real progress. :

Iwould like to say at this time I think
among the members of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff that General Abrams in particu-

-dar is commitied to the goal of making
A fighting Ammy rather than a parade
-Army. I think he is doing everything hs

~Lan in this regard and should be com-
mended ;and encouraged.

Tomorrow I will offer an amendment
to eut out the B-1 program. I will not

.80 into that in detsil at the present
time. The minority views on thls sub-
Ject are on page 97 of the comimitiee
report. I was encouraged to hear the
thairman of the Research and Develop--
ment Subcommittee, the gentleman from
JAllinois (Mr. Price) did concede im his
Lown remarks today that it is in fact o
8ick program. :

Mr. Chairman, I would like to address
Jmyself briefly today to the Iarger prob-
lem of getting facts out of the Pentagon,
- I tmve mot brought my lunch here
%oday in this package, but 1 have brought
an altimeter. This particular alimeter
Bosts $1,000, and that is not a had buy
for an altimeter, except that this partic-
ular altimeter does not work. It net only
“does not work, but it cannot be repaired.

It has on if a red tag which says,
Warning, for Ground Use Only. Not Tc
‘Be Installed on Aircraft.”

I would submit that an altimeter which
cannot be installed on an aireraft is not
much of a bargain. Not only did it cost
#1,080, but there are thousnands of them
sitting on the shelves at an Air Force
facility, and they just cannot be installed
on aircraft, because they do not work.
~ The Alr Force inveskigated this pro-
£urement. What did they find? They
Found that the manufacturer was snealk.-
ing into the factory at night durtng the
testing process and adjusting the altim-
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eters while they were being tested. Did
they cancel the contract? Oh, no, they
did not cancel the contract. ‘The Govern-
ment inspector found that-in the testing
facility there was a tube running off from
the vacuum and pressure testing mech-
aiism, right into the wall of the facility,
50 that no matter whether the altimoter
really worked or not, it weuld indicate
that the altimeter worked.

So, did they.cancel the procurement?
No, they did net cancel the procurement.

There was just unadulterated fraud in
this procurement of these sftimetbers, und
finally the Air Force, beésuse they did
not work, canteled # for nondelivery.
But they contitiue to buy other altimeters
from the same gorporation.

Now, can we get these investigation re-
ports? Ne. We.cannet, becsuse, for in-
stance, I have tried toget the OS1 report.
They have let me look at #, but I could
ot keep it. I pointe® out to them the
Freedom of Information Act which we
passed, and the Freedom of Information
Act says that when an investigation is
completed we éan gef the Tacts.

Well, what de they.say? Although :he
investigations say on the face of them
that they are completed, the ecase is
closed, they say, “We have not com-
pleted the investigation.”

I say, “Why have you not completed
the investigation?” They say, “We have
not completed the investigation becaise
Fou, Congressman PIKE, asked a question
about it.”

If T had not asked for the information,
in other words, I coudd have it. But, in
view of the fagt that I have asked or
the informatiod, they are still trvesti-
gating it, and, accordingly, we esnrot
get it. . .

Now, this is true throughont this whole
procurement business. -

The B-1 program increased in cost by
$300 million a month every menth in
the last year—increased. And we can-
2wt get the up-to-date seleeted acguisi-
‘ien reports not only om the B—1 program,
but on any program. We have not gotten
a selected arquisition Tepart in the sub-
committee dated more recently than lsst
December 31. We do not kngw what the
B-1 costs today. They know over in tae
Pentagon. They are mot telling ws the
truth. They knew thet they are sccel-
erating the price at an estithated infis-
tion rate of only 3.3 percent a yesr.

This is fantagy, and we ‘ought to at
least insist on the trith from the Pen-
tagon. ) - :

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gen-
Yleman has expired.

Mr. WHITEHURST. Mr. Chairman, I
y¥eld 5 minutes to the genfleman from
Missouri (Mr. RANDALL) .

(Mr. RANDALIL asked armd was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) B o

Mr. RANDARL. Mr. Chgirman, to-
morrow this eommittes will be faced wilh
some amendments that will be every bit
as important as those we faced at this
time last year. Last year we bad what we
called the Peyser amendment. It was
added to an amendment which made an
attempt to reduce our commitments 1o
NATO. The Peyser amendment called for
a study of our forces in Europe, and with
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the mandate that the Committee on
.Armed Services make a report effective
April 1 on its study. But there have been
some important intervening events. I
wish there were more Members on the
floor who were not members of the Com-
mittee on Armed Services who could lis-
ten to this brief discussion.

- Following the Peysér amendment came
the Jackson-Nunn amendment. That
sald that in the period ending in 18
months—12 months ffom last November

and an additional 6 months, which would
gxpire next May—that if there is a defi-
_cit In our balance of payments because
of deployment of air troops and our al-
lies do not make up that deficit, then
there should be a withdrawal of forces
by the percentage which fell short of full
offset by air allies. Thus Jackson-Nunn
is one differencé this year. As one who
whs privileged to serve as chairman of
the ad hoc committee, that we have a
very excellent chance of meeting Jack-
_son-Nunn on time. There is no indica-
tion that we will fail.
There has been another event which
has already been alluded to. That is the
~ MBFR. The subcommittee visited Vienna,
arid we found there something that we
had never seen before. There was eom-
plete unity among our allies in agreeing
on what forces we should reduce and, on
the contrary there wds no footdragging
and no delays at all by the Russians.
The committee reports to you here to-
day that there is a good chance that that
conference can succeed. We are not cer-
tain of the reasons for it. Maybe it is be-
cause the Russians are anxious to have
our credits and our technology. Maybe
they think more of the concept of detente
than we realize, but they have indicated
8 willingness to move forward.
. "How does this apply to the debate and
the amendments which will be offered
tomorrow? There will be two amend-
mepts offered fomorrow, and maybe
more, One will be simply to the effect
that there are going to be 200,000 troops
brought home from overseas. We do not
know yet whether they are to be brought
home or discharged. The other one would
be a little bit different. It will say about

100,000 troops phased out, apparently

brought home.

Of course, at the appropriate time the
Armed Services Committee will attempt
to show there will really be no saving.
There might be some saving for those

“who are brought home if they were dis~
charged. But for those who are brought
home and try to find a place to house
-them, there will be no saving. In fact, it
will cost more to keep them in this coun-
try than if they remain in the NATO
area in the Federal Republic of Ger-
many. g :
. But let me get back on the track in t1é
limited time I have remaining and say
+ t0 the Member's that the real seriousness
of this whole thing is that if we approve
any amendment to call home our troops
then our Nation can very well become &
_spectacle in the eyes of the world for
scting capriciously. We will allow our-
sélves to be held up to the justified crit-
icism of all the world. In effect we will
- nave sald yes, we passed the Jackson-

Nunn gmendment. Our allies are meet-
ing Jackson-Nunn but we are bringing
our troops home anyhow. The Federal
Republic of Germany made - the best
offset agreement that has ever been
made in all of the years there has been
an agreement, At the moment just about
everything is going our way.

In spite of their problems this year,
the oil crisis, and all of the other prob-
lems, our allies have, nevertheless, come
up with the best offset agreement of any
year. So if we do a turnaround here
tomorrow and happen to adopt one of
these amendments for withdrawal, or
any variation of them, then we are say-
ing to our allies and to the world in ef-
fect: We did not mean what we said by
Jackson-Nunn, and we do not mean any-
thing we are saying or doing in Vienna
at MBFR.

We have Secretary Resor, former
Secretary of the Army, heading the nego-
tiations over at Vienna. He came over
here to make a report 2 or 3 weeks ago.
We had a chance to visit with him. There
was no diminution in his optimism.

Tt is unexpected and unanticipated the
cooperation we are getting from the War-
saw Pact at this time in Vienna. Sure,
we have a long, tedious time ahead at
MBFR. It is going to be a lot of work
vet, but the prize or the objective is the
important thing, and that is to get &
reduction—a balanced - reduction of
forces without diminishing our security.

For the first time we appear to have a
breakthrough. Think how foolhardy,
how almost stupid it would be if we ap-
prove any of these amendments tomor-
row. It simply would mean we will
have pulled the rug out from under our
people. We might as well say to them:
“Just pack your bags and come on
home.”

S0 I suggest to the Members they
should think long and hard before they
support either of these amendments
which will be offered tomorrow.

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. Chairman, I yield
6 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. DELLUMS) .

(Mr. DELLUMS asked and was given
permission. to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, ob-
viously this is one of the most important
bills considered by Congress. The size of
the military bureaucracy and the
amount of money needed to supply it
with hardware far exceeds the wildest
dream of any nondefense agency admin-
fstrator. Only the military budget is sig-
nificant enough itself to set limits to
what the whole Government can do or
hope to do. In fact, the size of the mili-
tary budget is the central issue deter-
ming domestic reform.

‘As Secretary Schlesinger has clearly
told us, this first completely post-Indo-
china budzet shows what to expect for
the indefinite future unless some basic
assumptions are changed.

It is the first indication of what can be
expected from a supposedly peacetime
Government. Unfortunately, the answer
is: “Not much.” Whatever else “peace”
means for this administration, it does
not mean any commitment to creativity

Approved For Release 2006/02/07 : CIA-RDP75B00380R000700030058-3
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

H 4039

in any other field besides military hard-
ware or to any renewed dedication to
working out real problems.

At home, we see this in the fact that’
while every other Goyernment agency
and program is scraped to the bone, es-
pecially the human needs programs, and
forced to show “efficiency dividends” at
the expense of significant accomplish-
ment only the military maintains its rate
of growth without any substantial sav-
ings, in fact with a growth rate that out-
strips the overall rate of inflation.

We must realize this: In an era of
tightened resources and hard choices, we
must choose either tax reform and de-
fense cuts on the one hand, or a help-
less Government facing multiplying so-
cial problems on the other. If the De-
fense budget is untouchable, the rest
of the Government must wither away.

Abroad, we see this when we notice
that détente does not mean an end,
first, to our worldwide military presence;
second, to our ability to fight any way at
any time; third, to our dedication to
keeping dictators in power though any
means necessary; and fourth, to the same
perception of political and strateglc
realities that dominated foreign policy
thinking 20 years ago. ;

So we are forced to ask ourselves, “Is
détente any different from the cold
war? Does it make any difference at all?.
What is the use of it then?”

OVERSEA TROOP LEVELS

Manpower costs comprise 55 percent
of the military budget. This figure does
not include the increasingly heavy bur-
den of veterans’ benefits, which the ad-
ministration never includes in its mili-
tary spending figures, but which this
year will be $13.6 billion. We will un--
doubtedly save some money if we end
some of the unneeded and costly weap-
ons systems such as the atomic aircraft
carrier, the B-1 bomber, the Trident
submarine or the destabilizing land-
based missiles—but we will never touch
the bulk of the huge military budget
until we revise our assumptions. about
the use of manpower. It is here that the
Pentagon’s refusal to come up with any
real “efficiency dividend” Is most
flagrant. .

For these reasons, I shall offer an
amendment that will substantially cut
end-strength, and mandate that the cuts.
be taken overseas. Exact location of the
oversea cuts will be left to the Pentagon.

We now have 492,000 troops scattered
all over the world. My amendment will
cut 198,100 from this total. This decrease
could easily be accomodated without any
reduction in real commitment, because
of the inefficient structure of the over-
sea troops as reflected in crowded head-
quarters, wasteful support-to-combat
ratios, and disruptive rotation policies.

These are the key questions we want to
ask:

Is it possible to have a real peacetime
budget? Can the Government get its job
done without raising taxes?

Do we need to maintained a worldwide
military manpower presence?

Can we really end the arms race by
the method proposed by the Pentagon,
that is, new technological leaps in
weaponry? -
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“Finally, does this bu‘dgé really serve
the interests and the segurity of the
American people? .

The answer to the fingl question is
“no.” In simple terms, this bill continues
the disastrous trend of bilpd faith mi}-
tarism and @ adventurism which_ has
dominated policymaking ip this Nation
and which, over the past décade, has de-
stroyed and distorted the Afnerican ecog-
ony, shattered the palitigpl and social
framework upon which ofir democracy
wis created, and killed pnd niaimed
hundreds of thousands of persons. There
is’a masslve difference hetween what
funds should be required o provide for
the common defense of oug Nation, ang
the money required by thig bill, For this
in"its present form, . -

. MILITARY AID TO safpoN

This Nation is a signatory to the Paris
agreements and yet we aye in serlous
vidlation of that true. Our client, Gen-
eral Thieu, has made & mgeckery of the
Paris agreements; there is_probably not
a1 article that Thieu has not flagrantly
vislated. .

“Kevertheless, American taxpayers are
vighually the sole financial support for
Thieu. Estimates indicate that our tax
dollars account for 85 percent of Thieu’s
national budget, and I would like to call
atiention once again to the Jlgures noted
by our colleague from New York (Mr.
Pme) in the floor debate on the sup-
plemental ald to Vietnagm, when he
poltited out that the S,ou?,gVietnamesg
defense budget dropped from $1.3 billion
in 1971 to only $474 million budgeted for
this year. s ;
American_dollars allow Thiey to cons

intle a war that took appreximately 60
thousand lives last year; American dol-
lars pay for a police state in which thou-
safids of Vietnamese are Reld political
prisoner without benefit of frial; Ameri-
cafl dollars pay for the securfty of a petty
dictator who refuses to allow distribution
.of the Paris agreemenis ip his areas,
who holds illegal elections, forbids neu-

trellsm, and employs systergatic torture,

Il is a sham to say thera is peace in
Vietnam, and a lie to clgm there is

redson, I am strongly oppoged to the bill -

“honor” in American. policyﬁ ward that,

NGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

tragic nation. What honor for us can
there, be when Thrieu’s biggest friend
also happens to be the American Ambas-
sador? I do not think this is the forum
to deal with all of Ambassader Martin's
follies, but T would like to bring atfen-
tion to the fact that Martin himself has
admitted that he is permitting outright
American violation of the Paris agree-
ment. Despite legislative mandate and
terms’ of the Paris agreement, in a mem-
orandum printed in the April 4, 1374,
ConcResSIOoNAL REcorp on page E2117,
Ambassador Martin notes that—

A certain number of people in the Defonse
Attaché Office were retained, engaged sclely
on logistics assistance to the mitltary forces
of South Vietnam,

To me, that appears to be a flagrant
violation of both congressional intent
and the Parjs agreement. .

Finally, let me indicate what I see oc-
curring if huge flows of American mili-
tary assistance continue to Thieu—as the
generdl and the administration desire.
As long as America picks up the tab for
his military operations and for his re-
beated violations of the Paris agree-
ments, Thieu will continue the war. I do
not think the Provisional Revolutionary
Government will allow that to happen
for any prolonged period—and up to now,
the PRG has concentraied on achieving
a Dpolitical settlement based upon the
Paris agreements and has undertalen
only limited military operations. But I
do not think it realistic for us to assume
that the PRG and its allies would re-
main so passive, if it becomes apparent
that Thieu will never agree to any of
the political components of the Paris
accords and that America will continu-
ously fund' Thiew’s aggression. When-
ever that point is reached, I think that
massive fighting will break out again,
and we will be back to the situation of a
decade ago.

Given that chance, it is conceivable
that, based upon the implicit commit-
ment Secretary Kissinger has ma.de,
large-scale American forces could be re-
introduced in Vietnam.

Have we not learned from the past
decade, in Vietnam? How long is this
tragedy to continue? As long as Con-
gress allows Thieu to mock the Paris
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agreements by his repeatéd offensives, by
his refusing basic human rights guaran-
teed by the agreements, and by gestapo
tactics which pervert the legal system in
Vietnam, it i5 we who must take the re-
sponsibility for war in Vietham,

I do not oppose the concept of human-
itarian assistance to the people of Viet-
nam. But this bill provides nothing of
that sort. Instead, the American tax-
payer once again assumes the burden of
Thieu’s military budget. As long as we
do so—and no matter what level ceiling
we may impose—there will be continuing
war in Vietnam.

If instead, our Nation is to abide by
the Paris agreements—something we
have not done up to how—Congress must
Insist that Thieu live up to the terms set
in Paris. I intend t¢ offer an amendment
on the floor proposing that all military
aid be suspended until we are assured
that Thieu is in accord with the Paris
agreements and I urge my colleagues to
support that motion.

This is a serious issue, but not onc ap-
parently critical enough though for the
Armed Services Committee to devote nig-
jor analysis and atfention. Proper legis-
lative oversight of Executive activities
is, of course, the very key to our system
of government—oparticularly now ia an
era of gross Executive misuse of power.
It is thus with considerable dismay that
I found that the committee report’s lan-
guage justifying military aid to Scigon
contains outright plagiarism of ursub.
stantiated and thoroughly inaccurate
Executive testimony.

I have discovered that the committee’s
justification is not only misleading,
loaded with inaccutacies, and in many
cases totally untrue, but it is, in fact,
copied almost word-for-word from testi-
mony given by a Pentagon spokesmen to
the committee on March 26, 1974, The
following comparison of testimony given
by Maj. Gen. William B, Caldwell, Direc-
tor, Security Assistahce Plans and Policy
Formulation, to the committee on pages
893-895 of its hearings with the language
of the committee report shows that the

.committee has simply copied the pre-

pared statement of General Caldwell
and then presented it as a summary of
committee findings:

&

&

A BomrarisoN Brrwesy ﬁous! ARMED SERVICES

HOUSE ARMED SERVICES com_,urgila REPORT ON,
MILITARY PROCUREMENT AUTHQRIZATIONS FOR,
FISCAL YEAR 1975 MASF FOR SQUTH VIETNAM,
MAY 10, 1874, PAGES 85-90

COMMITTEE. REPORT ON TISCAL YEAR 1975

© BPOKESMAN .
TESTIMONT BY. MAJ. GEN. WILLIAM CALDWELL,
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, DIRECTOR, SECURITY
ASSISTANCE PLANS POLICY, MARCH 26, 1974,
PAGES  893-8b5 .

i

MASF PROPOSAL AND TESTIMONY BY PENTLGON

COMMENTS .

The objectives of our militgry assistance
to S8outh Vietnam are limited, hut absolutely,
ess¢ntial. [The Government of the United
Stales wishes] to help the Ggvernment of.
Bouth Vietnam to maintain fective mile
itary deterrent in the face of he consider~
able threat posed by the North Vietnamese.
foreps within the Republic of Vietnam. At
tainment of this limited objective is the key
to the maintenatce of stable balanced condi=
tions necessary to ensure pesce in Indo-
chifa and Southeast Asia, Hogever, attaine
ment of this objective has a viial and stra-
tegié importance far beyond Indochina, In-
volyed aere the fundamental goals of our

_natlon’s foreign policy. )

General CALDWELL, Mr. Chairman, and dls-
tinguished members of this committee:

The objectives of our military asststance to
South Vietnam are limited but absolutely
essential. We seek to help the GVN to main-
tain an. effective military deterrent in the

-face of the considerable threat posed by the

North Vietnamese forces within the Republic
of Vietnam. Attalnment of this limited ob-
Jective Is key to the maintsnance of stable,
balanced conditions necessary to insure
peace In.Indochina and Southeast Asia. How-
ever, attainment of this objective has a vital
and strategic importance far beyond Indo-
china. Involved are the fundamental goals of
our foreign policy.

booo o

Paragraphs 1-2—The avallable evidence
does not indicate that our military assistunce
is helping to “ensure peace”. There were wall
over 1,000,000 war victims in South Vietnam
alone last year—perhaps more than in the
rest of the world combined for 1973. (50,152
military dead and over 100,000 military
wounded, according to GVN official statisiics:
15,000 civillan dead, 70,000 civilian wounded,
and 818,000 refugees, according to the U.S.
Senate Subcommittee én Refugees.)

Not only does our military assistance fuel
this continuing war, but it shiows no hope of
stabilizing. Thus last year $1.009 billion in
MASF funds was sallocated to the GVN; In
FY 75, however, the Adminisfration req.iest
was set at $1.6 billion, an increase of 429,
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Events In Vietnam over the past year
have taught us that a lasting peace is possi-
ble only if there is a stable balance of power
between the opposing sides. It is the view
of the Committee on Armeqd Strvices that a
military equilibrium 1in that area of the
world will deter new offensives and gradually
induce a (general) shift in priorities (by the
contending forces) away from war. -

“The post agreement period in Vietnam has
recorded substantial progress toward this
goal. (Although) some fighting has contin-
ued, on the basis of testimony recetived by
the Committee, 1t 15 the conviction of the
Committee that the cease fire has indeed
served to significantly dampen combat ac-
tivity. Thus, the hopes of the Executive
Branch, which are shared by the members
of the Committee on Armed Services, for a
stable peace in South Vietnam, are largely
dependent upon the continued ability of the
"South Vietnamese to defend themselves.
The cease fire already has witnessed the
following: . ’
_-“A rough but tenuous balance of forces
thus far prevails In Vietnam: C
. Territorial and population control have
changed little over the past year (what
change has been made has been in favor of
the Government forces); .
In the ares of military operations, Hanol's
land grab offensive on the eve of the Paris

agreement set a pattern of NVA attacks and,

Government reactions which still character-
izes the cease-fire, Major Commuhist initia-
tives in the past year have included:

Another land grab attack prior to the June
communique; .

The capture of strategic posts (e.g., Le
Minh border Camp) in the western highlands
last fall;

An offensive in Quang Duc province which
seized a district capital; '

The shelling of Bien Hoa airbase;

The destruction of a major civilian fuel
depot near Saigon; .

Continuing attacks against all forms of
transportation and;

Terrorism against civilians.

A new North Vietnamese full-scale offen-
sive, however, is npt inevitable, Hanol is
keeping tts option open but, is encountering
serlous probléms both at home and in the
south, These problems, together with a strong
GVN deterrent and the international con-

- text of détente give us hope that an offen-
slve can be avolded. A shift-in Hanol’s prior-
Itles. would then make possible a serious
accommodation within the spirit of the Viet-
nam agreement,

\

SPOREsMAN—Continued

Events in Vietnam over the past year have
taught us that e lasting peace i8 possible
only if there 1s a stable balance of power
between the opposing sides. A military
equilibrium will, we believe, deter new offen-
sives and gradually induce a shift in priori-
tles away from war.

The post-agreement period in Vietnam has
recorded substantial progress toward this
goal. While fighting has continued, we believe

that the cease-fire has served to dampen

combat activity. Our hopes for a more stable
peace are dependent on the continued ability
of the South Vietnamese to defend them-
selves.

. The cease-fire already has withessed the
following:

A rough but tenuous balance of forces
thus far prevails in Vietnam;

Territorial and population control have
changed little over the past year—what
change has been made has been in favor of
the Government forces;

In the area of military operations, Hanol's
land grab offensive on the eve of the Paris
agreement set a pattern of NVA attacks and
government reactions which still character-
izes the cease-fire. Major Communist initia-
tives in the past year have included: another

land grab attack prior to the June communi-

que; the capture of strategic posts, for ex-
ample, Le Minh Border Camp In the western
Highlands last fall; an offensive in Quang
Duc Province which selzed a district capital;
the shelling of Bien Hoa Airbase; the destruc-
tion of & major civilian fuel depot near
Salgon; continuing attacks against all forms
of transportation; and terrorism against
civilians. )

A new North Vietnamese full-scale offen-
slve, however, is not inevitable. Hanoi is
keeping its option open but, 1s encountering
serious problems both at home and in the
Bouth, These  problems, together with a
strong GVN deterrent and the international
context of détente give us hope that an
offensive can be avoided. A shift in Hanot’s
priorities would then make possible a serlous
accommodation within the spirit of the Viet-
nam agreement,
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Nor does it offer any hope of deterring pos-
sible offensives by the other side, which was
nelther deterred from a 1968 offensive by
550,000 U.S. ground troops or a 1972 offensive
by a massive U.S. bombing campaign,

Clearly, the only way of achieving our ob-
Jective of “lasting peace” is implementation
of the Paris Agreement; there are numerous
indications, however, that the GVN still re-
fuses to recognize the PRG (See the N.Y.
Times, Feb. 10, 1973; The Economist, Feb. 16,
1974) and test its offer to engage in politi-
cal settlement. .

Under these circumstances, the Adminis-
tration’s present MASF program offers little
hope of encouraging peace and seems only to
be leading to more war.

Paragraph 3—All evidence indicates that it
is not our arming the GVIN that has served
to. “dampen combat activity”, but rather a
Communist decision in 1973 that it is in
their interests to try for a political solution
to the confiict and emphasize reconstruction.
(See U.S. Embassy analysis of Document No.
113, Vietnam—Documents and Research
Notes; N.Y. Times, January 23, 1973; “Hanoi
Puts Rebuilding Ahead of Victory”; Balti-
more Sun, April 16, 1974.)

Paragraph 4—This shocking admission
that “what change has been made has been
in favor of Government forces” indicates
that the GVN may well be using our military
assistance to take land from the other side.
This has been also suggested by numerous
newspaper reports, for example one which
reported that “In the past month, military
officials say, almost 20 square miles of for-
merly Communist-held territory have been
seized by South Vietnamese troops driving
westward from Highway 1. . . . (Wash. Post,
September 30, 1973.)

This fact Indicates that while the com-
munist attacks listed did occur, the GVN is
not entirely blameless.

Indeed, the consensus of opinion indicates
that at the very least both sides have en-
gaged in violations of the military ceasefire,
thus making it difficult to attribute primary
blame to either side for a specific military
incident.

Senate Forelgn Relations Committee in-
vestigators, for example, have reported that
Saigon forces “have encroached on territory
considered predominately under Communist
control, and in MR III they have been even
more aggressive iIn military operations.
(‘“Thailand, Laos, Cambodid and Vietnam,”
April 1923, p. 85)

And, until the GVN at least tests the other
side’s offer to compete for power politically
by recognizing the PRG and allowing demo-
cratic liberties guaranteed by Article 11 of
the Paris Agreement, the GVN may have to
take the political responsibility for the mili~
tary breakdown.

Paragraph 5—As long as the PRG is out-
lawed from the political arena, another of-
fensive 1s unlikely In the. short-term hbut
inevitable in the long-term. The notion that
the Communists are encountering more
problems now than five years ago when fac-
Ing 550,000 American ground troops or 114
years ago when facing hundreds of U.S.
bombing ralds dally does not make sense.
“International détente” did not stop an
offensive in 1972, nor is likely to preclude
8 future one. There is every reason to be-
lieve that build up the GVN’s army cen only
increase its capacity to provoke attacks, while
doing nothing to prevent defeat, The GVN
Is offering the other side no choice at this
point but surrender, and. the experience of
the past 25 years Indicates that this simply
will not happen.
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While the North Vietnamese’have increased
the conventional capability of the main
forces, the cost has been great, and the
Government of Vietnam has thus far mafi-
aged to turn back all thelr* challenges i
the past year. i

Combat deaths, while substantial on both
sides, have declined to the lowest level sinde
1085 and are down 756% compared with the
rate in 1972. Some 500,000 refugees have been
resettied. Virtually all pre-cedse-fire civilian
detainees and POW’s—at leadt on the GVN
side—have been released. )

The balahce of power whi¢h underlies the
chances for peace is under heayvy pressure
from North Vietnam. Hanol’ls conducting a
massive military bulldup in’ the south and
repeatedly violates the ceasé-fire, These Ac-
tivities threaten the equillbflum and conse-
gquently the whole framework of the péace 'we
so laboriously negotiated in Parls, for ex-
ample: In total violation of ‘the Paris Agree-
ment, since the cease-fire, Hanot has i1~
trated over 70,000 replacemént troops, some
400 tanks, 150 long-range heavy mrtillery
pleces, 1,000 AAA guns and 160,000-200,000
tone of ammunition and suppiies. Since the
cease-firte, North Vietnamese capabilities
have increéased 20% In combat Inanpower,
260% in tanks, 76% in hedvy artillery and
5% in AAA. Some of this additional equip~
ment includes new items puch as SAM-2
missiles with 18 to 20 laufichers of which

- most, if fiot all, were introduced into the
south after the cease-fire. The Communlsts
are also working on 12 mirfilds in the solith
and are completing a massive new logistics
system. of all-weather thred lane roads and
pol pipelines,

The record of GVN’s and North Vietnam’s
cease-fire implemeptation #imply does not
support the argument that our assistance will
only facilitate new “violations” by the GVN

and thus undermine the cefise-fire. Throtgh-~ -

out the cease-fire pertod, Saigon has exercised
restraint compared with the Communists’
excesses, Tt has observed the agreement to

the extent of any prudent'sta,te faced with -

North Vietnam’s current policy and activities
in the South. Despite Hanol’s record of vio-
1ations, the GVN has limited itself to justi-
fiable acts of self-defense. With few excep-
tions, Saigon hsas limited ifs military opera-
tions to responding to communist land grab

L
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While the North Vietnamese have increased
the conventional capability of the miain
forces, the cost has been great, and the Ciov=
érnment of Vietnam has thus far maneged
to turn back all their challenges in the past
year. ' = g
Combat deaths, while substantial on both
sides, have declined to the lowest level since
1965 and are down 75 percent conipared with
the rate in 1972, Some 500,000 refugees have
been resettled. Virtually all preé-cease-fire
civilian detainees and POW’'s—at least on
the GVN side—have been released.

The balarice of power which underlies the
chances for peace 1s under heavy pressure
from North Vietnam, Hanoi is conducting &
masstve military buildup in the South and
repeatedly violates the cease-fire. These ac-
tivities threaten the equilibrium and conse-
guently the whole framework of the peace
we 80 laboriously negotiated in Paris.

For example: In total violation of the
Paris’ agreement, since the cease-fire, Hanol
has inflltrated over 70,000 ~treplacement
troops, some 400-plus tanks, 150-plus long-
rangeé heavy artillery pieces, 1,000 AAA guns,
and 150,000-200,000 tons of ammunition and
supplies. Since the cease-fire, North Viet-
namese capabilities have increased 20 per<
cent 'in cambat manpower, 200 percent in
combat manpower, 200 percent in taniks, 78
percant in heavy artillery, and 75 percent in
AAA. Some of this additional equipment in-
cludés new items such as SAM-2 missiles
with 16 or 20 launchers of which mosst, If not
all, were introduced into the South after the
cease-fire. The Communists are also working
on, 12 airfields in the South and are coniplet-
ing & massive new logistics system of all.
weather, two lane roads and POL pipslines.

The record of GVN’s and Noith Vietnam's
ceage-fire implementation simply does nob
support the argument that our assistance will
only facilitate new “viclations” by the GVN
and thus uhdermine the cease-fire. Through-
out ‘the cease-fire period, Saigon has exercised
restraint compared with the Communists’
exceésses, Tt has obgerved the agreement to
the extent of any prudent state faced with
North Vietnam’s current policy and activities
in the South.

Despite Hanol’s record of violatlons, the
GVN has limited itself to justifiable acts of
self-defenge. With few exceptions, Salgon has
imited its milttary operations to responding
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Paragraph 6-—Since the “‘enemy offensives”
long predicted by U.S. and GVN officials
have simply not materialized since the cease-
fire, it is fundamentally inaccurate to claim
that the GVN has “turned back all their
challenges.”

Paragraph 7—The Pentagon neglects to
note that the 818,000 new refugees reportecd
by the U.S. Senate Refugee Subcominittee
are more than in any year of the war cxceph
1966 (906,000) and 1972 (1,320,000). The
Refugee Subcommittee also notes that many
of those “resettled” have actually been sim-
ply shifted to economically unviable land
so the GVN_can claim new territory, in viola-
tion of Article 11 of the Paris Agreement
which permits “freedom of movement’. The
Senate Appropriations Committee reported
on December 19, 1873, that ‘“reliable and
objective sources suggest that there are be-
tween 40,000 and 60,000 political prisoners
being held.” Since the ceaséfire, however, the
GVN has only released, by its own official
count, 5,081 “civilian detainees” to the other
side, leaying tens of thousands still in jail.
The U.S. Embassy i Saigon, moreover, has
admitted not visiting the prisons since the
ceasefire, (Cong. Record, April 28, 1974,
86421.) Thus American officials do nct have
sufficient evidence to make the sweeping
generalization that the GVN has roleased
all pre-caepsefire civilian detainees.

Paragraph 8--The evidehce suggesis that
there has been no shift in the military bal-
ance of power in South Vietnam since the
Paris Agreement in favor of Hanol. Alshough
there 1s no way of knowing the real figure of
replacement troops, the 70,000 figure 's more
than offset by the 40-50,000 troops reported
to have left South Vietnam to returr. North
during this period. (Los Angeles Times, Feb-
ruary 13, 1974), and the 50,000 or more
“NVN/PRG" reported Kkilled.

Moreover, Senate Foreign Relations Cono-
mittee Staff reported the CIA estimale to be
142,000 North Veithamese troops in South
Vietnam as of April 15, 1973. (See “Thailand,
Laos, Cambodia and Vietnam: April 1973”, p.
36.) Since tHen there has been virtually no
change. Official U.S. sources put the fgure at
138,000 in December, 1973. U.8, News and
World Report, December 17, 1973; hicago
Daily News, December 18, 1973.) More re-
cently the estimate was put at hetween
140,000 and 150,000 (N.¥. Times, May 6,
1974).

Moreover, USSAG headquarters reported
that nearly all 400 tanks referred to actually
came into South Vietnam before the cease-
fire deadline. (See “Thalland, Laos, Cam-
bodia and Vietnam,” pp. 36-37.) The argu-
ment can also be made that the relatively
small number since South since then may
well fit the “one for one” provision of the
Agreement, as may slso bs true for the artile
lery pieces. [As for AAA and SAMS, the build-
up since the ceaséfire could well he a re-
sponse to tiie heavy bombing of PRG zones
which has been going on Bince the beginning
of the ceasefire. Such defensive measures, in
any event, hardly “threaten the equilibrium®
as much as the refusal of the GVN to com-
pete for power politically with its adver-
saries.]

Paragtaph 9--The record shows Drecisely
the contrary. An Americén official has been
quoted as saying that “after we cut down
the ammo suply, we found that the South
Vietnamese were still outghooting the enemy
by 20 to 1, but the overall total was that much
lower.” (Washington Post, June 4, 1973). Vir-
tually every western newsman to have visited
PRG zohes since the ceasefire has reported
random shelling of villages by ARVIN ferces
(8ee, for example, New York Times, Feb. 18
and 19, 10%4; CBS News, Nov. 14, and 18,
1973). Returning staff aldes from a GVN-
sponsored trip In April, 1974, have reported
that American officials say the GVN is wast«
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activities and to consolidating where its
forces were present at the time of the cease=
ﬁre. -

The foregoing suggests that far from excit-
ing GVN violation of the cease-fire, our mili~
tary assistance is tallored to enable Saigon
to defend itself against Communist pressure
while deterring a major offensive. South Viet-
nam's need for substantial U.S. assistance,
both military and economie, is not open-
ended. The next 18-24 months 1s an espe-
cially critical period which will determine
whether Salgon becomes economically viable
and whether a North Vietnamese attack can
be deterred.

. Provided the requisite amount of U.S. as-
sistance is forthcoming in the near term, the
executive branch foresees a signflecant eco-
nomie revival in the South and the chance
that Hanol will shift its energles to moré
peaceful pursuits. Hopefully, these develop-
ments will reduce the need in subsequent
years for heavy American assistance.

The Departmental budget for military
assistanice to South Vietnam in fiscal year
1975 contemplates a program involving $1.45
billion. Departmental representatives have
‘assured . the Committee on Armed Services
that the proposed program in no way vio-
lates the cease fire agreement,

The printed Committee hearings on both
the Department’s fiscal year 1974 Supple-
mental Request and for the Department’s
fiscal year 1975 Authorization Request con-
tain extensive data on the administration of
the MASF program. The Committee urges
that these hearings be read by all Members
of Congress since such a reading will elimi-
nate much of the confusion and misinfor-
mation which often occurs during debate on
the justification for the continuation of this
military assistance program to South Viet-
nam,_ For example, one of the more pertinent
questions which is.continually ralsed con-
cerning the military assistance program to
South Vietnam 1s the possible alleged conflict
with Article VII of the Ceaseé Fire Agreement,
which provides for a one-for-one replace-

SroxesMAN—Continued-

to Communlist-land grabs activities and to
consolidating where lts forces were present
at the time of the cease-fire.

The foregoing suggests that far from exist~
ing new GVN *“violations” of the cease-fire,
our military assistance 1s tallored to enable
Saigon to defend itself against Communist
pressure while deterring a major offensive.
South Vietnam'’s need for substantial U.S.
‘assistance, both military and economie, is not
open ended.

The next 18-24 months is an especlally
critical period which will determine whether
Saigon becomes economically viable and
and whether a North Vietnamese attack can
be deterred.

Provided the requisite amount of U.8. as-
sistance is forthcoming in the near term, we
forsee a significant economic revival in the
South and the chance that Hanol will shift
its energies to more peaceful pursuits. Hope-
fully, these developments will reduce the
need in subsequent years for heavy American
assistance,

It is an honor and privilege to appear be-
fore you today in support of the request for
& $1.6 billlon overall authorization and re-
lated program of $1.45 million in fiscal year
1975 for the military forces of South Viet~
nam. The proposed program in no way vio-
lates the cease-fire agreement.

ing considerable ammunition and could get
by on far less of what they are now consum-
ing. U.8. Ambassador Graham Martin recently
reported in a cable that it was only after
“U.S. imposed constraints” that the use of
American-supplied ammunition dropped at
& rate of 20 to 50 percent.

The most striking indication of lavish
ARVN use of ammunition is the fact that
despite the Congressional refusal of $474
million in e supplemental ammunition re-
quest, the Pentagon recently reported that

‘the ARVN has survived and is not in the

“dire straits’” that Assistant Secretary Clem-
ents predicted it would be if the supple-
mental ammunition request was refused.

Paragraphs 10~11—All available evidence
directly contradicts the notion that there is®
the slightest possiblity that Salgon*can be-
come either economically or military viable
in the next 18-24 months.

An official World Bank Study Mission
recently reported that . . .'net ald required
in 1980 will still be on the order of $770 mil-
lon s year. . . . it seems probable that Viet-
nam is at least a medium ‘long haul’ case as
far as foreign aid is concerned. ... as a
purely arithmetical exercise . . . by 1990 the
external resources gap would close by about
$300 million to about $450 million.” {Current
Economic Position and Prospects of the Re-
public of Vietnam”, January 28, 1974, p. 34.)

As long as the GVN continues to refuse to
allow refugees to return to their villages, even
if in PRG =zones—thus maintaining un-
productive islands of millions of people, as
long as it does not reduce its 1.1 million man
army, 120,000 man police force, and 350,000
clvil servants, moreover, there is little reason
to belleve that the GVN can become economi-
cally viable.

In 1973, for example, the GVN exported
only $566 million, while importing $795 mil-
lion. There is no foreseeable way this huge
balance of payments deéficit can be altered
until there is peace.

Indeed, the reverse is Ukely to be true,
as the cost of maintaining the GVN’s war
machine rises for the U.S. taxpayer due to
inflation. Thus, although ARVN casualities
were down from 389,587 In 1972 to 11,093 in
1973, the costs of maintaining the ARVN for
the US taxpayer did not decrease at all. Ac-
cording to official AID statistics supplied
Congresswoman Bella Abzug on February 20,
1974, U.S. Military aid in CY 1972 was $2.382
billion and in CY 1973 was $2.270 billion.

Secretary Kissinger himself as much as
acknowledged that our commitment to the
GVN is open-ended, when he stated in a
March 25 letter to Senator Kennedy that “we
believe it is important that we continue our
support as long as it is needed.”

Paragraphs 12-14—If Committee members
actually do read the hearings for the FY 74
supplemental and FY 75 authorization, they
will discover that the DOD not only provuies
no evidence for any of its major assertions,
but even admits this on page 900: “The de-
termination of a ceasefire violation is ex-
ceedingly difficult. . As a result, we do
not have truly independent sources for in-
formation of this kind,” Indeed, this fact
mekes the numerous newspaper reports of
GVN ceasefire violations by western corre-
spondents all the more credible,

The question of whether the Administra-
tlon is violating the ‘“one for one” clause is
not at all answered by the insertion from
page 51 of the hearings, which in fact states
that no one, not even the ICCS, is aware of
what the Administration has channeled into

South Vietnam.,

Given the fact that the Administration
has admitted replacing the FBA with the
F5E, an entirely different aircraft, the weight
of the evidence would seem to indicate that
the Administration is not honoring the “one
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ment of weapons of the same cBaracteristics
and properties, The answer to this guestion
appears on page 51 of HASC Document 83—
40, and becatse of its pertinency, is set out
below in its entirety: i

Question, Is the International Control

Commission in Vietnam supervising the de-
livery of weapons and ammunition for efther
stde under article 7 of the cemse-fire agree~
ment which provides for a one-for-one re-
placement of weapons of thre same character-
istics and properties?

Answer, Article 7 of the ICCS Protocol spe~
cifies that the International Commission of
Control and Supervision (ICC8% and the Two
Party Joint Military Cominission jointly in-
spect the entry into South Vietnam of re-
placements of war materiel permitted wnder
Article 7 of the Paris Agreement The Viet
Cong has refused to permit the TPJMC to
carry out this function, and “the ICCS has
taken the position that inspections Dy it
alone would not be official. The United States
and the RVN have kept records of replace-
ment shipments to South Vietnam and have
stated thelt readiness to provide a full ac-
counting to the ICCS and ®© the TPIMC
whenever - those bodles begin to carry ouwt
thelr duties with respect to fnspection and
replacement materials for the two sides.
Hanot on the other hand Rhas introduced
illegally into South Vietnam wast quantities
of armaments. No offer to allow ICCS inspee-
tion of this material hag ever been made.
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for one” portion of the Agreement. The oo~
mittee rt, moreover, also fails to rote
that the Administration is now proposing an
even more blatant violation of the Paris
Agreement for FY 75: introduction of 28
new F5Fs.

Most importantly, however, is the failure
of the Pentagon to provide a rationale for its
provision of $521.6 million in FY %4 and
$574 million in FY 76 for QOperations and
Maintenance, and $42.4 million in FY 74 and
$24 million in FY 75 for personnel.

It seems clear that neither of these cate-
gories fit the provision of Article VII of the
Paris Agreement permitting only “one for
one” replacement, and Article IV by which
the U.8. agreed-not to_“continue its military
involvement or intervene in the internal
affairs of South Vietmam.”

Most shockingly, the Committee also fails
to note that the DOD's own definiticn of
what 18 sllowed under Article VII also pre-
cludes Operation and Maintenance and Fer-
sonnel. “The Executive branch would be lim-
ited t0 furnishing oaly armaments, pauni-
tions, and war materjals. ., , . Those words
(were) defined by the DOD for the purpose
of complying with she peace agreement,”
DOD lawyer Forman has testified. (Senate
Armed Services Committee, FY 74 Authori-
zation hearings, Part 8, p. §906).

Given such massive violations o the
Agreement, the Administretion would be
better-advised to observe Article VII ather
than making empty offers to allow inspec-
tion of records, particularly when resonsi-
bility for the fallure of the Two-Party JMC
may lle as much with the GVN as its

' opponent, *

That the committee would just copy
word for word Executive festimony and
present i as the recommendations of
Congress 1s shocking enosgh, in and of
itself. It also represerits a surprising de-
gree.of slovenliness and shoddiness. And
it raises the question of the very need
for a staff. Why should taxpayers fund
hearings, hire a staff, pay for the print-
ing of public reports if the committee is
going to merely mindless®y and slavishly
reproducé Executive testifnony?

The real issues ralsed by the report,
however, go far deeper.

Is our only function te rubber-stamp
Executive actions? Are we to avold k-
ing publc witnesses more seriously, do-~
ing some of our own investigative work,
integrating testimony by executive offi-
cials with that of other observers in an
attempt to come up with the truth? What
do we need the Congress for, if 1t is sim~
ply to endorse Executive pronounce-
nllents, no matter how ufitrue or tenden-
tlous. - s -

The fact that the ¢committee would
plagiarize Executive testimony, Ialsely
presenting it as independent conclusions
based on an impartial and thoreugh
analysis of the subject goes to the very
heart of our democratie system. It rep-
resents an unconstitutional erosion of
congressional powers, ahd is symbolic of
our headlong progress toward an execu-
tive dictatorship in this country.

For, at the heart of the matter, there
is not enly plagiarism, but more impor-
tantly, indifference to the truth and to

our responsibility. The Caldwell testi-
mony is replete with factual errors, and i
indeed little more than blatant propa-
ganda misrepresented as serious analysis.

I believe that there are few more criti-
cal matters facing our Nation than ex-
posing the kind of congressional indif-
ference to responsibility represented by
this report. I further believe that the
House has an obligation to reject entirely
both the suggestion of giving $1.4 billion
to the Thieu regime this year ani the
half-baked rationale presented for it.

Despite what the Pentagon ard its
friends in Saigon would want us tc hear
and to read, there is quite another side
of the situation in Vietnam. Because the
committee has not allowed us a full range
of material before we vote on this criti-
cal issue, I would now like to insert in
the REecorp important testimony given
to the committee and other materials
available to it which present a broad
perspective on the existing situation. .

The materlals follow:

‘TOWARD PERPETUAL WAR OR A POSSIBLE

PEACE
(Testimony of Guy Gran)

The Military Assistance Service Funded
{MASF) program Is the principal overt and
legislated channel thrcugh which the United
States sends military aid to the Republic of
South Vietnam (RVN) and t¢ the Royal Lao-

tian government. For FY 74 this program

now has a ceiling of $1.126 billion of which
$1.022.1 billlon for the RVN, In the sup-
plemental bill under consideration the Nixon
Administration wishes to rafse the MASF

ceiling by $474 million, using pipeline funds,
to restore precisely the amount cut by Con-
gress from the original request.

It would be well Bt the onset to consider
that the MASF monles are only a part of the
direct and indirect military ald to the govern-
ment in Salgon. Additionsl military support
results from all of the piasters generated by
$295 million of commodities under tre Food
for Peace program and some if not most of
the piasters from the c.$200m. Commodity
Import Program. Additional aid i being
channeled through excesgs defense articles,
pilaster purchases, and: military servics
money.! Theére 18 no reason to believe that
three decades of covert CIA activitles in
Indochina, sguandering Both their own and
DOD resources, with and without legal au~
thority or Congréssiongl knowledze, has
come to a halt In "FY 74, Finally, the RVN.
benefits from the American military pres«
ence elsewhere in Souths#ast Asla. An early
FY 74 estimate of such costs was $1.1 billion,
A recent UPI repaort confained a DOD esti-
mate that the sum of DOD sactivities in
Southeast Asia would cost $3.4 billion this
fiscal year.?

The investment pf another 8474 million re-
quires judgments about political, military
and legal realities in Indochina, It alio necess
sitates judgments about the integrity of in-
formaton gencerning sueh issues relessed by
the Executive branch. I shall argue that the
basic political and military arguments ad-
vanced on behalf of thig level of aid are nob
supported by empirical evidence. A major
portion of the MABF program is not in keep~
ing with the legal pro¥isions of the Paris
Agreement. The ‘relevant informsftion re-

leased by the Exscutive is deliberately dis- 3
torted and incomplete. In sum, our policies ¥

Footnotes at emxl of article.
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