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the procedure. Does that state it sub-
stantially?

Mr. MUSKIE. That states it precisely,
may I say to the Senator. We have no
interest in blocking the project. We anji
just concerned with the particular aspe a
of it that I have described. :

his side of the aisle, I see no objectij
the amendment, and I would be wilk

preclation to both of my coll@
The PRESIDING OFFICER#

tion is on agreeing to the amg

the Sena.tor from Maine.

The PRESIDING OFFI( The cler
will call the roll.

The second assistant glslatwe cler]
proceeded to call the rol

' esident, I ask

BMBIA CRIMINAL

DISTRICT OF COI$
JONFERENCE RE-

JUSTICE ACT
PORT

Mr. EAGLETOW. Mr. President, I
submit a report of Jhe committee of con-
ference on 8. 3703Fand ask for its imme-
diate consideratigg.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re-
port will be statdl by title.

The second afistant legislative clerk
read as follows: §

The committeegof conference on the dis-
agreeing votes off the two Houses on "the
amendment of th# House to the bill (S. 3703)
to authorize in $he District of Columbia a
plan providing gfor the representation of
defendants whqf are financially unable to
obtain an adefuate defense in criminal
cases In the cofts of the District of Colum-
bia and for oth@ purposes, having met, after
full and free cqhierence, have agreed to rec-
ommend and ¢b recommended to their re-
spective Housey "bhis report, signed by a ma-
jority of the c(

The PRESYDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to ghe consideration of the con-
ference repogt? -

There beiflg no objection, the Senate
proceeded t@consider the report.

(The conference report is printed in
the House groceedings of the CONGRES-
stoNaL REcqrD of August 15, 1974, at pp,
F18448--H84%0.)

Mr. EAGRETON. Mr. President, Imove
the adoptioh of the conference report on
8. 3703. .

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on pereeing to the motion of the
Senator fbm Missouri.

The mofion was agreed to.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A messhge from the President of the
United Sfates was communicated to the
Senate by Mr. Marks, one of his secre~
taries.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED

As In executive session, the Acting
President pro tempore (Mr. NuNN) -lald
before the Senate a message from the
President of the United States submit-~
ting the nomination of William R, Craw=
ford, Jr., of Pennsylvania, to be Ambas-
sador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary
of the United States of America to the
Republic of Cyprus, which was referred
to the Committee on Foreign Relations.

NOTE

In yesterday’s RECORD, at page 15354,
third column, a message from the Presi-
dent of the United States is shown as
having been referred to the Committee
on Appropriations. This reference is in-

.correct. The message has now been re-

ferred to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPRO-
PRIATION ACT, 1975

The Senate contihued with the con-
sideration of the bill (FL.R. 16243) mak-
ing appropriations for the Department of
Defense for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1975, and for other purposes.

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, what
is the pending order of business?

The PRESIDING , OFFICER. H.R.
16243.

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I call
up my amendment No. 1836.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will state the amendment.

The legislative clerk read 2s follows:

On page b0, between lines 20 and 21, insert
a new section as follows:

SeEc. 848, No funds in excess of $81,000,-
go%ooo may be appropriated pursuant to this

ct.

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that the distin-
guished junior Senator from Delaware
(Mr. BipEN) be added as a cosponsor to
the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Wlthout
objection, it I1s so ordered.

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, the
amendment I propose today to the de-
fense appropriations bill is motivated by
two important considerations: First, that
waste and mismanagement due to several
years of overspending have diminished
rather than expanded the effectiveness
of our conventional forces; second, that
the severe inflation facing our economy
today and in the foreseeable future ne-
cessitates a real reduction in budgetary
outlays for fiscal year 1975 and beyond.

The distinguished chairman of the
Appropriations Committee knows that
I greatly admire the work he has done
on this bill. But despite the reductions
that have been made, the defense budget
continues to grow disproportionately
while the American people have less to
show for it.

Last year, General Brown, now chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff warned:

We are going to be out of business if we
don't find ways to cut costs.

But the $82.1 billion budget we con-
sider today is permeated with wasteful
programs which add nothing to the na-
tional security. And, as such, it is a dis-
incentive in the search for managerial
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innovation In the important areas of
weapons procurement and manpower
utilization.

Each year we hear the symptoms of
mismanagement—cost overruns, weap-
ons failures in combat, reductions in
quantities of arms due to excessive costs,
burgeoning headquarters personnel, and
excessive numbers of support forces. It
is no longer possible to argue that more
money will give us a stronger national
defense. And there is no time more ap-
propriate than duririg this period of
rampant inflation to establish a budget
ceiling which will encourage change.

It is my firm belief that there is no
more intelligent and creative group in
these United States than the men and
women of our military services. When
you add the managers and employees of
the largest corporations in America, you
have a force which is indeed formidable.
But In recent years that force has been
misdirected by a budgetary process
which encourages deceit and punishes
jinnovation. And Congress must share the
blame. '

During the 5 years I have served in
this body, I can think of only one de-
fense debate—excluding Vietnam—
which provided congressional and pub-
lic exposure of the issues equal to their
importance. That was the ABM debate.
Senator McINTYRE’S excellent efforts on
Trident and counterforce notwithstand-
ing, we have generally failed in provid-
ing an adequate forum for debate on
some of the most erucial issues of our
time. And the defense bill has grown
heavy under the burden of unnecessary
weapons and prograims.

We have also failed to scrutinize the
defense budget because too often such
spending is considered - worthwhile in
“Grand Rapids” and a “wasteful boon-
doggle in Oklahoma,” as it was so aptly
put by President Ford in a slightly dif-
ferent context.

But I am optimistic. I do not. believe
that parochialism need doom Congress
to a perpetual inability to reduce or elim-
inate specific items in the defense budg-
et. Today, however, we must recognize
the obvious political reality and act ac-
cordingly. We must seek ways to con-
sider this budget on a national scale and
reduce it to its proper level,

Though there is always a measurable
limit to our economy’s ability to support
both defense needs and consumer de-
mand, a strong defense and a healthy
ecconomy are not mutually exclusive
goals. Both are vital to our national
well-being and both should entail na-
tional sacrifice. It is our job to find the
lines beyond which we cannot venture—
at the upper extremity lest we stimulate
more inflation—and at the lower ex-
tremity lest we weaken our defense pos-
ture.

It is my firm conviction that an $81 bil~
lion ceiling on new budgetary authority
is more than adequate to maintain the
effectiveness of our military forces. My
only concern is that it may still be too
high to help in the battle against infla-
tion.

“In that regard, it is important to un-
derstand that, due to the peculiar nature
of defense spending, any savings we can
effect in this budget will be particularly
helpful in countering inflation in the cur-
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has been Investigating possible sites in
Maine fgr the radar system, However,
it was nog until June 25 of fhis year—
after Sen®g passage of the milltary

procurementquthorization bil—that the
Air PForce annfgnced the selgetion of a
“preferred” trarfWgitter site jn western
Maine and & recWjger slte In eastern
Maine. ) . .

" The receiver slte, InWigsing 1,000 acres
of valuable farmland, hMeenerated the
most concern among Malr¥eftizens. The
land in question produces ¥Ebercent of
Maine’s total blueberry er
estimated annual cash value g YR4

As a result, Maine citizens an®

officials seek ‘adequate opporfinity"
to point-out to the Air Force
economic impact of the s€lecigd site @
to solieit from the Air Force ipformath
as to the avallabllity and eost of alterna-
tive sties which would still meet the tech-
nical reguirements of the system.
Public hearings on the Draf§ Environ-
mental Impact Statement fave been
scheduled for September anfl the Air
Force has encouraged public_eomment.
At the same time, however, tgre are In-
dications that development of the pro-
posed sife is proceeding apage. There-
fare, the hearings may not provide an
adequate opportunity for Malfe citizens
to convince the Alr Foree of fhe impor-
tance of the land in question tgour econ-
omy. “The purchase of land gptions on
" some tracts involved in the gystem are
scheduled to take place pripr to the
hearing. Also, potential contrartors were
requested on July 25 to submit detalled
proposals and cost estimates on site
development. o
- 'This amendment is intended simply to
limit any further action on sife acquisi-
* tion and development of the prototype
receiver nntil additional inforfpation on
the matter of site selection i3, obtained.
It is not our intent to prevegt the Air
Force from proceeding with de¥elopment
of the radar technology and other re-
search activitles assoclated “with the
OTH system. . g i

I belleve the delay I am urging is rq
sonable and will assure that, Memprs
of Congress and the citizens_ of AM¥ine
will have ample opportunity 30 Folve
the questions which have beey rged.

We are currently holding digfussions
with the Alr Force, and I aglf hopeful
today’s vote—evidence of thofiensitivity
of the Senate to the problemgftoncerning
the proposed receiver site #or the OTH
system—will generate tho#kind of coop-
erative spirit which we eed & have in
order 1o reselve the prgblems.

I ask unanimous #Monsent_to have
printed in the Recoggfat this peint some
recent correspendepfe I have had with
the Afr Force conffrning this matter.

There being pff objection, the ietters
were ordered tgdbe printed in the REcoen,
as follows:

F- AveUsT 13, 1974 °

Maj. Gen. M. I BosWELL,

Director, Legislative Liaison, Depariment of
the Aiyf Force, Washington, B.C.

Drar OGENERAL BosweirL: On August 9,
Colonel Jbrace Wood briefed my efmf on the
Admi atlon’s plans to build a prototype
- Over-Tfe-Horizen-Backscatter (OTH-B) ra-

dar gghtem in the State of Matge. In the

course of the briefing, several guegtlons were

ralsed which Colonel Wood suggested woull
“best be mnewered In writing for ths recordl.
Specifically, the following guestions were
~Taised abdut which I would like to know the
Atr Force's thinking: How does ths OTH-3
improve the cwrrent DEW line? How likely
.18 1% that{ an operstional OTH-B would be
eble to detect the kind of subsonic missiles
that an adversary might employ? How does
“the planned detelopment of an H-B sys-
“tem relate to the Executives projecied re-
ductions in the Air National Guard? Whai
=coneideration was given to the econgmic im-
~pact of constructing the OTH-B on the State
of Maine and, specifically on Waghington
County? Finally, what criteria were used for
_choosing the receiver site in ‘Township 19, as
oppased to another nearby site with less ad-
“verse economic fimpact?
Since the Congress is currently constdering
“the FY 75 Military Procurement Appropriae«
tions Biil, I would appreciate the faver of an
'ly reply.
Sinocerely,
EpmUND 8. MUSKTE, J
U.S. Senatggp

B P ARTMENT OF THE ATR Forcngdl
WEchington, D.C., August 250974

Hon. EpMig
.U.8. Senaté

in response
mgaeetmg
estions -

USKIE: This

conxr

questions aro
hent. In addition,
It Environmental

contained in the o
.£0py of the Rew

Jmpact Statement
Environmental @
forwarded for yoy
‘tant to note thy

faly 30, 1974, in
k. It is impor-

may suby X L
Assigtand for Environmental Quali}
of the fecretary of the Alr Force, of
of theffopen hearings schedulsd for Sap¥
ber #1, 12, and 13. The deadline for
q is September 23.
er all comments are conildered, we will
pare and issus a Final Environmental Im-
t Statement setting forth our dacisions,
can be taken to implement the
antil 30 days after release of the
ement.,
If we can be of further assistance In this
matter, please do not hesitate to contact us
Sincerely,

RoBERT B. TANGUY,
Brigadier General, USAF, Dep. Dir.
Legislative Liaison.
Ova-THE-HGRImN BacxscATIER (OTH-B)
’ RADAR PROGERAM

1. Question: How does the OTH~B I1m-
Pprove the current DEW Line?
- Answer: The present Air Force program
and long-range plans call for two OTH-B
radars, onp slted in the Northeast in the
State of Maine and one sited in the North-
west portion of the Continental United
Blates (CONUS). When operational these
two sites will pfeclude an end run of the
DEW Line in the north. The initial phase
is to design and develop a liraited cowverage
protoiype and conduct a test and evsluation
Ior one year for the purpose of validating
Eystem concepts, and deflnitizing perform-
ance and costs before buildiag the opera-
tlonal sites. i
= 2. guestion: How likely is it that an oper-
ational OTH-B would be able to detéct the
kind of subsonic missiles that an adyersary
might employ?

Answer: Althongh 1t is passible for an
OTH-B radar to detect the miasiles to which
you gxefer, the primary misslon ef the
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CONUS OTH-B system 5 alrcraft detection.
‘The distinguishing characteristics of an
OTH-B fadar i8 its abilify tg ,use the iono-
sphere to refiect the high guency (EF)
signals around the earth’s Mervature, typi-
celly on the order of 4,00@kllometers. This
ftial to provide a

ejte, with san operational
[Ftect and provide warning
ircraft before they pene-
neceesary to launch their

sin.: How does the planned <e-

oy’ of an OTH-B system relate to shs

{§Ff®’s projected reductions in the Air
\l Guard?

The long-range surveillance and

talical warming which 18 possible with the
CH-B system 18 more vital than ever in

griew of the projected reductions in the Air
@ National Guard Interceptor Force and our

ability to remct .and intercept potentiaily
hostile alrcralt emtering our Loverelgn air-
space. The OTH-B system will significantly
increase the warning time avallable to alert
National Command Authorities such that
appropriste actioh can be teken to detor-
mine the identity and purpase of the n-
truder. -

4. Question: What conmideration was given
1o the economic impact of constructing the
OTH-B on the State of Maing and, specifi-
cally, on Washington County?

Answer: Constderation of site locaticns
during the concept formulation phase was
based primarily on technical and operational
criteria. Once the State of Maine was ccn-
stdered optimum wunder these ariteria, exten-
Bive consideration of the economic impsuct
in the local areas within the State was fac-
tored into the final site selection. Recom-
mendations were solicited and recelved frcm
the State of Maine Land Development of-
flelals on poesible site locatiens, and the
preferred site takes into consideration the
avallability of land and the economle con-
dttions. . g :

5. Question: What criferla were used for
choosing the recelver site In Township 19, as
opposed to another nearby site with less ad-
erse economije impact?

Answer: The detailed criteria used for
osing the receiver site are contained in
Revised Draft Enviroanmental Statement
clude minimum Radio Frequency In-
jice (RPI distanceg), economic impadct,
on densities, existing aodl and follaze
topagraphy, and other assoclated

onsidered opiimum in this case.
¥ areas around the Township 19
Ml that the Jopography was less
SW desirabls due o orientation

Egction in the possible sur-

relogation and grading
sts and eavironmental

commodation so that there can be a spirit |
of cooperation and good will as a part of
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rent fiscal year and beyond. In the jargon
of the economist, defense spending ls
“inherently inflationary” due to its “non-
productive demand generating nature.”
n plain English, defense expenditures
translate into consumer demand, but for
every dollar that goes into defense pro-
duction, there is one less potential dollar
for the production of consumer goods.
The increase in consumer demand re-
sulting from defense spending and the
simultaneous reduction in supply create
a classic inflationary environment.
Furthermore, other than increasing
consumer demand, defense spending has
a limited impact on economic growth.
Prlvate spending—or even nonmilitary
public spending—can create capital
goods which can add to the total pro-
ductive capability of the economy and
also create more jobs. Goods produced for
military purposes have no such return.
: It is not my intention to base my entire
case today on economic theory. I recog-
nize that any theory has a countertheory,
especially in the field of economics. But I
- do believe it is necessary to characterize
the nature of the Federal spending my
amendment seeks to reduce.

President Ford has reaffirmed his pred-
ecessor’s goal of reducing outlays in fis-
cal 1975 below the $305 billion originally
requested. Congress, for its part, has also
resolved to cut the budget; $5 billion is
the goal most frequently cited, although

" the Senate has twice gone on record as
favoring a $10 billion cut. But according
to the most recent budgetary scorekeep-
ing report, appropriations bills and other
legislative spending measures enacted as
of August 2 place us $1.1 billion over the
administration’s request.

Of the $305 billion Federal budget,
only $84 billion are in the conirollable
category; that is, itemsnot already desig-
nated for payment by other legislative
measures. Of that $84 billion, $58 billion,
or 10 percent, Is attributable to defense
spending. There, if we cannot establish
an $81 billion ceiling on this appropria~
tions bill, I think it will make it more
difficult for us to tell our constituents
that Congress is going to cut the Federal
budget.

1 have heard no one proclaim that the
fight against inflation is a 1-year battle,

- In this regard, a reduction in this budget
will help in curbing budgetary outlays in
Jater years as well, since much -of the
procurement and research money we will
appropriate will not be spent in this ﬁscal
year.

As I sald earlier, we have overspent
for defense in the recent past. There is
no better {llustration of that assertion
than to examine the unexpended bal~
_ances on hand at the end of the past 4
fiscal years. This amount has risen
steadily from $31 billion in fiscal 1972
to an estimated $44.1 billion at the end of
fiscal 1975,

This means ‘that, increasingly, goods
and services for which the Defense De-
partment has contraéted are being de-
livered at a slower pace than appropri-
ated money is being poured into the sys-
tem. We ‘are appropriating more money
than the dellvery system can keep up
with, While there will always be unex-

pended balances, they should remain
steady or decrease, except in wartime.
The current trend is causing a serious
distortion which my amendment would
help rectify.

In his book, “The Politics of the Budg-
etary Process,” Aaron Wildavsky said the
most successful tactic in assuring the
financial growth of a bureaucracy was
the technique of “incrementalism.” In
other words, an agency should ask Con=
gress for just a little more than it wants

‘even while it wants a little"more than

it needs. In the past 2 years the Defense
Department has probably caused Mr.
Wildavsky to want to rewrite his book.

Soon after the fiscal 1974 budget was
approved, DOD asked for a supplemental
appropriation of $6.2 billion. The very
day they asked for the $6.2 billion as
a supplemental the Pentagon submitted
its fiscal year 1975 request calling for
an $11.4 billion Increase. But even that
request did not stand. Budget amend-
ments were recelved in the spring which
raised the fiscal -year 1975 request to
$87.1 billion. Thus, if the fiscal year 1974
supplementsl s included, the total in-
crease requested by the Defense Depart~
ment since the fiscal year 1974 budget
was enacted on December 20, 1973, Is
$19 billion.

In action to date Congress has reduced

“those requests by only $6.5 billion—*this

includes a $1.5 billion reduction of the
fiscal year 1974 supplemental and the re-
duction of $5 billion approved by the
Senate Appropriations Committee. It
seems clear that the Defense Depart-
ment’s mastery over the politics of the
budgetary process is unsurpassed.

Now, as we debate an amendment
which would allow an increase in the de-
fense budget of $6.8 billlon over the
amount appropriated last year we hear
calls of alarm from those who would
rather ignore the.total DOD request—
the supplementals, the budget amend-
ments, the special aid for the Middle East
war—and the admission that at least
$1.5 billion in outlays was put into the
budget for economic purposes rather
than defense purposes.

This budget is a model for the tech-
nique of “incrementalism.” It is still
more than the Pentagon wants, to say
nothing of what it really needs.

Mr. President, as I said at the outset,
it is my hope than an $81 billion budget
would encourage positive managerial
change within the Defense Department.
This year I had the opportunity to ex-
amine one of the more current mana-
gerial innovations at Defense, the so-
called ‘““design-to-cost” program. It was
adopted with great fanfare in 1969 at the
insistence of then Deputy Defense Secre-
tary David Packard.

On January 28, 1974, approximately 5
years after Mr. Packard made “design-

‘to-cost” an official DOD policy, I asked

about the current status of the program.
I wanted to know the cost goals that had
been set for each weapons system.

I was amazed to find that the vast ma-~
jority of systems were not yet under the
program 5 years after David Packard
had put it into place. Indeed, my letter
forced the military services to sit down
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for the first time to determine how and
whether weapons programs would come
under a “design-to-cost” requirement.

“Design-to-cost” is a good program,
but there is simply no incentive to care
about cost goals when there are so many
tax dollars to be spent. )

David Packard posed a general cure for
the problems which afflict our Defense
Establishment when he said:

We are going to have to stop this problem
of people playing pames with each other,
Games that will destroy us, if we do not
bring them to a halt.

The “game playing” to which Mr,
Packard referred is the most debilitating
symptom of our failure to bring efficiency
to defense. Unfortunately, the budgetary’
process itself may inspire the most de-
structive tendencies.’

For example, military planners under-
stand that the public seeks dramatic, not
marginal, improvements in the perform-
ance of a particular weapon. Imagina~
tions, therefore, work overtime in
establishing performance goals that are
frequently unsattainable, often unneces-
:gryl and sometimes downright imprac-

ical.

Next, it is felt necessary to undersiate
costs. In this the military services have
ready allies. Contractors abound who are
willing to bid low to buy in. And when
the Pentagon comes before Congress o
certify the low cost of a new system, it
does so with the support of industry.

The military planner also understands
that it is difficulf to sell long-range proj-
ects. Consequently, a schedule is drawn
up which shows quick progression from
milestone to milestone. Scarce margin
is left for error and the pressure to de~
liver often leaves little time for adequate
preproduction testing.

The direct consequence of this exces-
sive concurrency in weapons develop-
ment is the cost overrun, We have, all
heard the incredible toll these overruns
take. In 1972, according to GAO, 77
major systems had accumulated overruns
totaling $28.7 billion. This year a GAO
study of 55 major systems revealed over-
runs of $26.3 billion.

There is simply no getting a.round it,
from the contractor to the military proj-
ect officer to the Secretarys of Army,
Navy, and Air Force, the message is clear;
cutting costs is not the way to get ahead.
It is time that Congress sent a new mes-
sage to the decisionmakers at the De-
fense Department.

Mr. President, I have said repeatedly
today that the budget that we are con-

.sidering contains waste—that $81 billion

is more than adequate to maintain the
effectiveness of our forces. While I am
sure the vast majority of American peo-
ple would agree that the defense budget
does contain waste, I would not expect
any Member of this body to support a
ceiling on military expenditures that
could not be supported by specific sug-
gestions of areas where reductions can
be- made. Congress has a counstitutional
responsibility to assure that our military
forces are properly equipped to maintain
our security.

I would also concede that in enumerat-
Ing areas where further reductions could
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be made, my judgment is not infallible,

I will, therefore, discugs reductions total- .

ing twice as much as are necessary to
achieve the $81 billion ceiling. Certainly,
the defense experts on whose recommen-
dations I will base my suggestions must
be correct at leasgt half the time.

Mr, President, we will begin discussing
several different weapan systems and De-
fense Department programs, the sum ag-
gregate of which will be close to double
what I am recommengding insofar as a
cut in this year's budget is concerned.

In addition, I have gttempted to steer
away from programs and systems which

I believe have been subjected to the de-~ .

bate and decision of this body. Systems
such as the Trident submarine, the B-1
bomber, counterforce and programs such
as MASF aid to South Vietnam _most
certainly require qur ¢ontinued surveil-
lance, but they will not.be part of my list
of potential savings. _

If I may, Mr. President, I will now go
into an item-by-item analysis of where
I think substantial cutg can be ma.de in
this budget. 5

MILITARY PERS ON'NEL ~

Mr, President, I will’ begin my discus-
sion of potential reductfons in the man-
power area.

The committee has. made a n.obe-
worthy step in- dealing with the problem
of excess forces statigned overseas. A
- withdrawal of 25,000 traops is to be com-
pleted by March 31, 1975. This require-
ment combined with ‘the reduction in
total end strength of 24,211 could mean
that the Department of Defense will
make major dollar savings from the over-
seas withdrawals.

On the other hand, t.he Senate Armed
Services Committee in their report on
the authorization bill  outlined many
areas where additional .personnel costs
could be saved, primarily in the area of
support functions, Altogether, they rec-
ommended a total redugtion of 49,000,
.some 25,000 more than the reduction now
before us, Since the Armed Services Com-
mittee emphasized cuts in support per-
sonnel and the Appropriations Commit-
tee dealt primarily with overseas forces,
I believe the work of hoth committees
could be combined to.justify a larger sav-
ings to the taxpayer.

Tt is clear, for example that an addx-
tional 25,000 personnel could be deac-
tivated With no perceivahle effect on na-
tional security: If one-hglf of the direct
costs—$12,500 per person—can be sayved
this fiscal year, the net reduction would
be at least $156,250,000. With this addi-
tlonal reduction, the end strength level
would approximate that recommended
by the Senate Armed Services Commit-
tee. I would add that the full potential of
such a reduction would Be $300 million.

I will draw upon the report of the
Senate Armed Services Committee on the
authorization bill, S. 3000, which de-
seribed cuts totaling 31,580, to delineate
the 25,000 reduction I feel is feasible:

First. Reduce the active duty man-
power request for the Air Force an ad-
ditional 5,5600. The Air Force has decided
that any increases in strategic sairlift
manning—C-5A and C-141 aircraft—
should be achieved through Reserve com-
ponents, An earlier reduction of 2,810
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for this purpose was mandated in the
fiscal year 1975 suthorizing legislation
alfready enacted into law.

Second. Cut active duty levels by
10,850, to achleve a T-percent reduction
in military personnel assigned fo train-
ing functions. Overall, the proportion of
stafls, overhead and suppor{ personnel
compared to student load in the Depart-
ment of Defense iz extremely high. For
example, using both military and civilian
staff and overhead personnel, the Senate
Armed Services Committee found an un-
acceptable ratio of students per staff in
each of the services. Mr. President, I ask
unsnimous consent that the Armed Serv-
ices Commitiee study of this rroblem,
taken from the committee report on
S. 3000, be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, thz study
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

STUpENT PER STAFF RATIOS
Students per staff:
Arm;

If training base support personnel were
included in the above ratios, 1t would reduce
the overall Defense Department ratis to al-
most one instructor or staff man for every
student. That is much more than other
school systems in the counfry. For com-
parison, student to saff ratios for several
kinds of non-Defense schools are shcwn be~
low:

Students per staff:
Public high scho0lS- - cvecaeeen
Public post high school voca-
- tional schools
From ¢.6 to 2 to 70.4 to 1
Private post high school voca-
" tional schools
From 28 6 to 8 to 123.7 to 1
Colleges 15.0 to 1
Local school system. . o cucooo 15.0 to 1

The committee 15 aware of the fact that
military training differs substantially from
the training snd education in the civillan
sector. It is also aware of the accounting dif-
ferénces that make exact comparisons diffi-
cult, However, the difference in stafiing is so
wide, the committee believes that much more
can be done to tighten down on staffs and
overhead for training. As a minimurn, the
committes feels that the following avenues

* should be vigorously pursued to achieve

reductions in training manpower and ex-

pects a report on actions taken in eaciy area

prior to the FY 1976 manpower request.
Reduction of the levels of stafling in

training activities.

Consolidation of schools and courses to
eliminate duplication within each service
and between Defense components.

Use of educational technology to sub-
stitute equipment for training personael.

Use of improved systems for on-the-job
training instead of formal individual {rain-
ing.

Reduction in the scop> of career develop-
ment education as opposed to job related
skill development.

Mr. EAGLETON. My, President, I am
pleased to yield to the distinguished act-
ing majority leader, the Senator from
West. Virginia.

Mr, ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi-
dent, I merely wish to ask whether or
not it would be agreeable to enter into a
time limitation on this amendment.

Mr, EAGLETON. I would propose the
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following, Mr. President: I do not think
I will use the time I am going o propose,
but I did talk to some other Senators
who want to speak on this subject. In
order to protect them, I would propose 4
hours to a side on this amendment. I
realize that I probably will not use that
much time and, knowing the Senator
from Arkansas, I am almost positive he
will not use that much.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. Presideut, in
my earlier discussions with the Senatov
from Missourd, I thought he meant 4
hours equally divided.

Mr. EAGLETON., No, sir, I did not.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Four hours to each
side?

Mr. EAGLETON. The problem is that
other Senators who are cosponsors want
to speak, and this would give me the
widest latitude in protecting them. I do
not think we will uge that much time,
and I will be eager to yield back time.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I'suggest, then, thal
we do not have an agreement on time.
that we talk until we'are throuzh, and 1
will expedite it on this side. I would like
to complete action on the bill today.

Mr. EAGLETON. I think we will, but I
am trying to consider Senators who are
not in the Chamber ‘snd who want to
speak on the subject.

Mr. McCLELLAN. -Eight hours from
now will ‘be about 9 o’clock tonight. I
hope we can do‘s little better than that.

Mr. EAGLETON. I plan to move ex-
peditiously, I say to the Senator.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I suggest that we
wait a while, to see how the debate
progresses. I would like to dispose of the
bill late this afternoon.

I have no intention, I may say, of
spesking anywhere near 4 hours. I prob-
ably will speak 15 or 20 minutes myself,
and a few other Senstors may wish to
speak. I think we could take an hour
on this side. I would be willing to accept
a 3-hour limitation and give 2 hours to
the Senator from Missouri and take 1
hour on our side. I 8m just trying te
expedite the matter and shorlien the
proceeding, and not deny anycne the
right to be heard.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. My question
was for the purpose of hoping to ex-
pedite the matter. If we entered into an
agreement that there would be 4 Lours to
a side, Senators would not be obliged to
take that much time. They could yield
back such time as they wish, ard that
would be an outside limitation. Without
an agreement, the debate could go on
throughout the day and into tomorrow.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I would like to vote
on it today. )

Mr. EAGLETON. I can assure the Sen-
ator that this amendment will be voted
on today, well before sundown.

Mr. 'ROBERT C. BYRD. Will th: Sen-
ators agree to this proposal: that the
Senator from Missouri have not to exceed
4 hours and that the Senator from Ar-
kansas have——

Mr. McCLELLAND. Not fo
2 hours.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. And the Sena-
tor from Arkansas have not to exceed 2
hours on the amendment?

Mr. EAGLETON. That-is fine with me.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I will agree to that.

exceed
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered. ] -

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I thank the
Senators.

Mr. EAGLETON. I thank the distin-
guished Senator from West Virginia.

Mr. President, T had completed item
2 of my discussion, and I shall continue.

Third. Cut 12,750 or 5 percent of the
255,000 active duty personnel requested
for base operating support. This support
includes many varied functions involved
in operating bases for active duty and
reserve military and clvilian personnel
and their dependents. It includes such
items as the operation of commissaries,
laundries, and theaters, the providing of
base transportation, supply and food
services, building and road maintenance
and construction, providing utilities, fire
and public services and running the base
headquarters and administrative actitvi-
ties.

Since fiscal year 1973, the Department
of Defense has announced 463 base clo-

sures or reallnement actions that have

eliminated 69,400 military and civilian
jobs. However, these reductions are not
reflected in the DOD manpower request
for base support personnel. In fact, the
DOD request included an increase of
5,000 in military personnel above fiscal
year 1974 levels for base support.

Fourth. Cut 2,460 or 3 percent of the -

82,000 military personnel requested for
medical support. According to the Armed
Services Committee report—

These personnel are for “fixed site” medi-

cal facilities such as hospitals and include -

all the various kinds of people from doctors
to administrative clerks who operate these
facilities. This category does not include the
medical personnel and units that directly
support Army and Marine divisions. Navy
ships or Alr Force direct support clinics and
dispensaries, Although the overall number
of military personnel has -declined and the
Defense Department reported a decrease in
medical workload (l.e. patients), the DoD
request included an oyerall increase in the
number of medical support personnel and
in the ratio of medical support personnel
to military manpower.

The committee went on to make the
following recommendations:

The committee felt that. the number and

proportion of medical support personnel in
the military services should not be increased.
The committee has no intention of decreas-
ing medical care, but there are compelling
reasons to hold up increases In medical sup-
port personnel at this time,

First, a major study of Health Personnel
is underway with participation of Defense,
HEW and the Office of Management and
Budget. This study, which is to be com-
pleted in late 1974, will examine the require-
ments for medical personnel and 1s seeking
to find ways of raking Defense health care
delivery more efficient. The reduction would
hold medical support at current levels until
the study is completed.

Second, medical personnel are difficult to
recruit and retain in an all-volunteer situa-
tion. The reduction would deny increases in
Jmedical support until the recruiting situa-
tion is clearer and there is more experience
with the medical bonus.

Third, defense medical costs have been
increasing rapldly. “Fixed site” medical sup-
port costs, including civilian salaries, totaled
$1.6 billion in FY 1960 compared with $2.8
billion in FY 1975. These medical costs on a

per man basis have risen from $470 per man
in FY 1970 to $1,280 per man in FY 1975—
up 2.7 times.

. Mr., President, it is clear that the
Armed Services Committee has made re-
sponsible recommendations in this im-
portant area which, if adopted, will bring
considerable savings to the taxpayeér.
Perhaps even more import the recom-
mendations will go far in trimming the
fat of excessive support personnel from
our conventional forces. )

' " CIVILIAN PERSONNEL

Mr. President, another area of the
Defense budget with excellent potential
for substantial savings this year is in re-
ductions of Department of Defense
civilian personnel. I would propose reduc-
tions from the committee-approved level
of civiliah manpower which would result
in a savings of approximately $153 mil-
lion,

The committee has approved funding
for 995,000 direct hire civilians who are
employed to perform military functions
administered by the Department of De-
fense. The Committee on Armed Services,
under the distinguished Ileadership of
Senator STENNIS, earlier proposed fund-
ing 982,727 civilian personnel. This would
be a reduction of 12,273 below the Appro-
priations Committee level and 4 percent
under the Pentagon request.

I endorse Senator STENNIS’ proposal,
the reduction proposed by the Armed
Services Committee, and feel that this
further trimming of civilian personnel
levels. is easily justified by the inflation-
ary pressures on our economy. Further-
more, Mr. President, a reduction of an
additional 12,273 civilian personnel can
be accomplished without laying off a
single employee of the Defense Depart~

ment. In fact, the 4-percent cut in the’

Pentagon request for civilian manpower
was, as the Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee report on the fiscal year 1975 au-
thorization bill stated, “largely a denial
of increases of civilians in the Defense
Department request.”

DOD employed 994,000 civilians on
January 1, 1974, according to the Armed
Services Committee report. That is
equivalent, I might say, to the popula-
tion of the two largest cities in my State,
St. Louis and Kansas City. That is how
many civillans the Department of De-
fense employed on January 1, 1974.

The Armed Services Committee, there-
fore, simply rejected the increase of
33,000 civilians and recommended a
further 11,600 reduction from the Janu-

. ary 1, 1974, level. This further reduc-

tion of 11,600 could be accomplished,
the Armed Services Committee report
went on, “by not filling new job vacancies
and by normal attrition, rather than by
any layoffs.”

The report further stated:

The Defense Department reported that
about 215,000 new civillans would have to be
hired Just to keep the number of civilians
in FY 19756 about equal to the number in
FY 1974. A reduction of less than 10 percent
of the new hires would more than accomplish

“that part of the Committee reduction that

would reduce strength below actual on-
board levels.

Mr. President, civilian manpower is a

significant portion of the Pentagon’s
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annual budget that has been largely
overlooked. Yet 17.4 percent of total De-
fense Department outlays for fiscal year
1975 were slated for the civilian person-
nel payroll according to Defense Secre-
tary James Schlesinger’s fiscal year 1975
posture statement. That meant that $14.9
billion in outlays was planned for civilian
pay alone.

‘This figure is incredible when it is con-
sidered that we are not talking about
paying for military personnel to fight in
combat, but rather another part of the
massive support elements needed, osten-
sibly to keep the troops prepared for
fighting. Senate and House Armed Serv-
ices and Appropriations committees have
commented at one time or another in the
last few years about the large combat-to-
support ratio which is such a ecostly
burden in the military budget. Yet the
support category referred to in this poor
teeth-to-tail ratio does not even include
almost one million civilians. :

Indeed, while many point to the sky-
rocketing manpower costs in today’s De-
fense Department budgets, which reach
about 55 percent of the Pentagon’s
budget, it is frequently not realized that
17.4 percent of the 55.4 percent man-
power costs go for civilians. The stark
statistics are provided in Dr. Schles-
inger’s posture statement. I ask unani-
mous consent that the table used in that
statement to show the pay costs for DOD
manpower categories be inserted in the
RECORD,

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

ESTIMATED PAY COSTS FOR DOD MANPOWER IN FISCAL

YEAR 1975
Percent of
Fiscal year 1975 DOD
Category outlays outlays
Civilian personnel payroli__.___ $14, 929, :00, 000 17.4
Military personnel payroll._.___ 19, 030, 000, 000 22.2
Military special pay and allow-

ANCBS._ .o 6, 655, 000, 000 7.8
Family housing_____ 878, 000, 000 1.0
Military retired pay 6, 011, 000, 040 7.0

Total manpower outlays. 47, 504, 000, 000 55.4

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, it is
clear that DOD employs a massive num-
ber of employees costing a large amount
of money. In fact, while the Defense De~
partment employs almost a million civil-
ians, the Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare, frequently cited as an
example of an overgrown bureaucracy,
employed 142,159 employees as of June
1974 or, I hasten to add, Mr. President,
about one-eighth as many civilian em-
pvloyees as DOD.

The Monthly Report on Federal Per-
sonnel and Pay of the Joint Committee
onh Reduction of Federal Expenditures’
statistics as of June 1974, demonstrates
that, excluding the quasi-Federal Postal
Service, the Defense Department em-
ploys about as many civilians as do all
other Federal agencies combined.

The Senate Armed Services Commit-
tee report also pointed to many cate-
gories of civilians which are not included
in the number authorized by that com-
mittee. They include:

First, employees performing civil func-
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tions administered by DOD, the largest
of which is the Corps of”Engineers évil
works activities. This calegory Inclufles
about 28,000 employees™ in fiscal year
1975. * )

Second, Indirect-hire gmployees who
are hired by host nations in supporf of
U.S. troaps stationed abfoad. There #Are
about 103,000 persons ificluded in Ehis
category, L :

Third, employees In gpeclal employ-
ment programs for students and disad-
vantaged youth, such #& the stay-in-
school campalgn snd %the tempotary

~ summer &id program. The number in this
program varies from abdit 22,000 at the
end of fiscal year 1973 td a summer peak
of 40,000 employees.

Fourth, employees of the National Se-
curity Agency who are excluded becduse
their employment st@tis% are classified.

Fifth, schoolteachers in the Dep#irt-
ment of Defense Oversead School System
who are not included begause they serve
on a 9-month basis and are not on’the
DOD payroll at the énd of the fiscal year.
There are approximatefy 8,000 school-
teachers In this category:

. Bixth, employees pald From nonappro-

priated funds—includinl% those working
at base exchanges, cothimissarfes, #nd
clubs. There are an edfimated 158,000
personnel in this cafegory. )

All these exceptions, some of which
have to be pald for by tHe taxpayers’dnd
some of whom are paid Tor through in-
ternally generated fundg, bring the fotal
worldwide Defense Department forée to
well over 1.3 million pedple. A reduction
of a mere 12,273 seems’ insigniffeart in
comparison. ' »

There are 1.3 million ¢ivilians working
worldwide for the Defense Department.

If memory serves me cdbrectly, thisls a
rumber of people greatér than about 20
of the States of the Union.

I just added the name of the distin-
guished Senator from” Delaware TMr.
BIDEN) as a cosponsor to this amend-
ment. T am not sure as to the precise
population of Delawaré, but I sufipect
that it is under a half million. I know
Delaware has one HouBe Member. The
number of civilian persénnel, worldwide,
for DOD is then greateér, I think, than
the total of about 20 States In the Uliion.
Thus, in terms of whaf Senators répre-
sent in terms of States, I should say that
DOD's work 1s alfead¥ so well répre-
sented here, they should have sbofit 30
Members of Congress gssigned to thera,
based on their populatich. o

The distinguisheéd chairman of the
Armed Services Comimittee, Semator
STENNTS, has more tha#l once expmssed
his dissatisfaction with the numhér of
civilians requested by fhe Pentago. In
his opening comments &t the manpower
authorization hearingd for flscal” year
1975 on March 21, 1974, Senator STENNIS
said: ’ =

I am poncerned that tBe Defense reguests
before gs today include_ a substantisl in-
crease In civillan personngl, some 30,080 and
s nearly stand-pat situaffon in the miiitary
strengths requested. It 16oks as though the
taxpayer {s not getting miich econamic ‘bene-
fit from any lmproveméhts in Deferie ef-
ficiency. It seems o m# he ought %o get
some, s
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Last year the House Appropriaiions
Committee expressed a similar unhap-
piness with Defense Diepartmient civillan
marnpower levels. In its report on the fis-
cal year 1974 Defense Department ap-
propriations bill, the zommittee, chaired
by Representative Manovw, stated:

For the past féw years the Committee has
been concerned about the high number of

civilians being employed by the Defense De--

partment. It has been unsatisfled with the
extent of reductions.

The House Appropriations Commitiee
report also gave several reasons why
civilians jobs should be cut:

1. The ceasefire In Vietnam and the with-
drawsal of U.S. combat forces from Indcchina.

2. The reduction in the number of mdlitary
personnel and equipmer.s,

8. The proposed closing of some military
installations.

4. New production techniques and - mech-
anization which should take over some of
the civiltan workload.

That committee, the Mahon commit-
tee, called for action to bring about de-
creases In its report on the flscal year
1975 appropriations bhill when it pointed
out that for fiscal year 1974:

The ‘Congress made a reduction of about
15,900 positions as an indication of its in-
terest to encouragé the Department tp care-

. fully monitor and control its ci¥ilian employ-

ment practices. The Department, however,
did not make the reductions recomraended
but, 1n Heu thereof, submifted a wupple-
mental budget request in civillan positions
of sbout 19,000. Thus the Department re-
quasted about 35,000 more civilian pusitions
than the Congress approved. <

In short, Mr. President, it is clear
that substantial reductions ean be made
in the civilian pérsonnel area. I am rec-
ommending a cut of only 12,273 person-
nel to the level approved by the Senate
Armed Services Committee with the at-
tenndant savings of about $153 raillion.
Yet it is clear from the evidence pre-

sented by various congressional ecmmit-.

tees and distinguished military experts,

that we can make even further reduc-

tions from that which I propose. My pro-

posal will, I repeat, lead to no layoffs

nor will it harm U.S. security interests.
) AWACS

In the weapons system area, I will
begin with a program I have followed
closely for almost 3 years—the airborne
warning and control system—AWACS.
The savings I believe can be dertved in
this area are typicsl of thie subsequent
recommendations I will make. They are
savings designed to slow down the de-
velopment of a weaoons program. to as-
sur> that it is properly tested before it is
procured. As I will explain in detall, the
risk we take in moving ahead too fast on
the AWACS program is not simgply that
the system may end up not working weli.
It is that AWACS may not work at all
inperforming its primary nission.

AWACS, an overland look-down radar
and tracking system housed in & modi-
fied Boeing 707, was originally assigned
the primary task of strategic air defense.

In February 1970, a revision to a POD
devefopment concert paper added a sec-
ondary role—tactical commiand and con-
trol. But that secondary Tole was not
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given serious consideration until August
1973, when Secretary Schlesinger as-
signed the tactical NATO role as the new
primary mission. At about the same time,
he deemphasized the air defense mis-
sion stating in his March 1974 posture
statement that: \

A CONUS nir defénse system structure pri-
marily for peacetime surveillance (vhe cur-
rent alr defénse mission) would not require
an AWACS force.

In November 1973 the Defense Systems
Acquisition Review Council met to decide
the future  course for the AWACS pro-
gram. A main concern of the participants
was the fg€t that the aircraft scheduwled
for procurement with fiseal year 1975
funds were to be built in the strategic,
or core, canfiguration—the configuration
suitable for the obsolete air defense role.
They were, in short, stuck with a con-
figuration that was to perform the func-
tion that no longér existed.

A letter from the Chairman of the Re-
view Couneil, Deputy Secretary William
Clements, to the Secretary of the Air
Foree poimted out the need for major
changes to achieve a design capable of
performing the much more complicated
tactical jab—the job recently created for
AWACS.

It is evident that a more capable configura~
tion than the core 13 easential to support
general purpose tactical Torces. The efTective
integration of conmimand and control in joint
operations requires additionel (intelligence}
equipment . . . identification (devices), com=
munications, data transfer, command and
control and a measure of self defens:,

Secretary Clements then directed the
Air Force to conduct extensive tests to
determine what the tactical configura-
tion should be. That canfiguration has yet
to be defined, and could not possibly be
validated until operational tests have
been performed. This rather obvious
point was made In a highly critical GAG
report on AWACS sent to me in March
1974,

In testimony before the Armed Serv-
ices Committee, GAO defense ansalysts
even more explicitly @escribed the prob-
lems of designing the new version of
AWACS:

The charige in the primary mission empha-
sis. from sirategic to tsctical requires that
more and better equipment of all types,
computers, processors, -displays, and par-
ticularly communications eguipment, be o
board the aircraft. Thus, the question exists
as to whether all of the needed systems can
be installed in the aircrift, can be integratec
so as to fanction properly together, can in-
terface with a large number of command anc
control systems now being operated in
Europe by U.8. and NATO ally forces, and
whether the system will have tlLe needed
tracking and communication capacily to
accomplish its mission.

The GAO went on to recommend that
Congress “defer funding for productien
models of the AWACS until the Air Forece -
verifies and demonstrates through tests
that a viable and useful tactical config-
uration can be developed.” There is goodi
reason for that recommendatior. for cau-
tion, for there are grave doubts that
AWACS will ever be viable in the tac-
tical environment of Europe.

When & GAQO technical consultant pre-
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pared mathematical calculations show-
ing that AWACS could be completely
blacked out by ground-based jammers
from within 200 miles of the Iron Cur-
tain, the Air Force protested that the
calculations were based on a more lim-
ited capability than the AWACS radar
actually possessed. But these calculations
were based on the official specifications
for the radar given to the contractors.

Now, we have a study performed by
the Air Force itself which shows cleaxly
that AWACS can be jammed with inex-
pensive and unsophisticated jammers
which could virtually render the $80 mil-
lion plane useless. :

In analyzing this Air Force study, the
GAO took the Air Force’s ‘“‘bombs-over-
target” effectiveness estimates for AWA
CS and concluded that because self-
scereening jamming could be used against
the system, the unenhanced version—the
version we will buy with fiscal year 1975
dollars— contributed “nothing to the air
defense of Europe.” The GAO did point
out that the Air Force has suggested two
techniques for at least minimizing the
impact of the jamming threat, but also
states that: :

Neither of the two techniques for over-
coming self-screening jamming has been
- demonstrated In tests nor evaluated as to
effectiveness.

It is important to understand the dif-
ference between the mission originally
concelved for AWACS and its present
task. Whereas in the air defense role
AWACS would have only to detect and
track a wing of slow-moving turbo-prop
bombers flying toward the United States
over large expanses of ocean and waste-
land, in the tactical role AWACS will
confront literally thousands of tracks of
fast-moving fighter aireraft. These air-
craft will have to be detected and sorted
out by AWACS’ computers and then
tracked as intercepts are attemped.

In the air defense role AWACS has no

ground ?based jamming threat to consider.

and there are no fighter aircraft to pose
a threat to its survivability. AWACS
would naturally be & high priority target
for the numerous enemy aircraft we will
confront in a European air battle and,
according to GAO, if these aircraft were
equipped with jamming devices, AWACS
would have a_‘“nearly zero probability of
surviving.” ’

The principal mission for AWACS is in
the European theater, and yet our NATO
allies have not decided whether they will
purchase the system. NATO is currently
studying the question of whether to buy
AWACS and no decision will be made by
our allies until the end of the calendar
year 1975, '

I will not speculate on the eventual
decision NATO might make but I do not
believe that we would be fulfilling our ob-
ligation to the taxpayer if we funded the
procurement of AWACS before we know
whether and how many systems NATO
will buy. '

Perhaps, the most compelling reason to
delay procurement of AWACS in fiscal
1975 is the recommendation by the Sen-
ate Armed Services Committee that an
independent grqup of radar experts study
whether AW. (gs will ever be. capable of

performing its primary mission against

ground-based jamming. This group will
provide the Secretary of Defense and
Congress with a full report on this most
vital gquestion.

It seems obvious that no money should
be appropriated for procurement . of
AWACS until we know whether NATO
feels AWACS is worth the invstement and
whether the system will ever be capable
of performing in Europe. It is clear that

" a reduction of procurement funds would

help to avoid an excessive amount of con-
currency—and the resultant overruns in
later years—and, at the same time, save
$311.1 million approved by the committee
for procurement of 4 aircraft and initial
spares.

SITE DEFENSE

Now, Mr. President, I move on to the
next system I will use as an illustration
to prove wherein the budget can be pru-
dently, and safely cut without sacrificing
one iota of national security—site de-
fense.

One might have assumed that the ABM
issue died with the signing of the ABM
treaty.

Mr. President, General MacArthur said
“old soldiers never die, they just fade
away.” Well, weapons systems, Mr. Presi-
dent, never die and, believe me, they

_never fade away; no, sir. So we still have

an ABM kicking around, and it is called
site defense. -

Site defense is being developed as an
upgrade for the Safeguard system around
our ICBM site at Grand Forks, N. Dak.
While it cannot be deployed, it is said
that it is needed as a “hedge” against
8 possible Soviet abrogation of the ABM
Treaty. -

But in July of this year that treaft:
looked stronger than ever as the United
States and Russia agreed to protocol lim-
{iting each side to only one ABM site.

I have to digress there, Mr. President,
and reminisce, if I may, about a former
colleague of ours in the Senate who, I
think, had as intriguing a way of put-
ting ‘things as anybody I have ever
known. That was the former distin-
guished Senator from Minnesota, Gene
McCarthy. He was in the Senate the first
2 years I was here. I was here in 1969 and
1970, and he was completing his term in
the Senate at that time.

If the Members will recall, he took a
trip to the Soviet Union. He was not
only a Senator but had been a candi-
date for the Presidency of the United
States, so he went to Moscow and he
met with the Soviet leaders. I think he
met with Brezhnev and Kosygin. )

He told me of the conversation.that
he had with one of those Russian lead-
ers, I think I can share that conversa-
tion with the Senate. I do not think he
would mind.

He said that—let us assume it was
Breshnev—Breshnev asked him, “Why
are you people building the ABM?”

MecCarthy, in that wonderful way of
his, answered very quickly, “We are
building it, Mr. Chairman, because it
does not work.”

Now, the Russian, not being used to
the McCarthyesque, sense of humor,
said, “We do not understand. Why are
you building a system that you know
does not work?”
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“Ah, ha,” said McCarthy, “if we build
a system that does not work you will
build a system that does not work be-
cause you want to be just as good as we
are, and both of us could keep very, very
busy building systems that do not work
in the public interest.”

I just add that as an irrelevant foot-
note. But since it is so irrelevant, it is
a true testimonial to ABM, which is a
living irrelevancy; and it is a true testi-
monial to site defense which is an irre-
levancy superimposed on top of an ini-
tial irrelevancy. . -

Even without that tangible reflection
of support for the strategic doctrine of
limiting defensive missiles, it is gener-
ally conceded that neither we nor the
Russians want to throw money down the
drain on defensive systems that are
generally obsolete when deployed due to
advances made in offensive weaponry—
the Gene McCarthy theory of planning
notwithstanding.

For the purpose of this discussion,
however, I will assume & worst case—-
that we do need a “hedge” against the
rather remote possibility that the ABM
Treaty will one day be no more. What
should that “hedge” be comprised of?
Should we build a system which could
be made obsolete by the latest Soviet
technology? Or should we continue to
research in the area of defensive strate-
gies . . . to perfect the difficult task of
“hitting a bullet with a bullet?”

Until recently, the site defense pro-
gram called for the development of a

. prototype demonstration model, which

would have been ready for deployment
under original plans, in 1977, when the
5-year ABM Treaty expires. According
to the Senate Armed Services Commit-
tee report on the authorization bill, site
defense is composed of “a state-of-the
art phased array radar, a third genera-
tion -commercial data processor and
related software, and a modified Safe-
guard Spring interceptor missile, called
Sprint IL.”

As is clear from that description, the
components of site defense are not uni-
gque. But the program did have one uni-
que quality which distinguished it from
the other ABM programs in which we are
engaged. It was to have been a prototype
program. Site defense would tie the .
various ABM components together for’
testing. General Leber, the head of all
the Army’s ABM -programs, described
the principal need for site defense this
way:

It is system technology. It is not compo-
nent technology. The component technology
is done over In the advanced technology pro-
gram.

But the conference report on the mili-
tary procurement bill completely trans-
formed the site defense program. That
report states that “the primary objec-
tive of the site defense program should
be development of subsystems and com-
ponents to advance the technology in
such elements as sensors, missiles, and
software.” The report goes on to state
that site defense should no longer be
“directed toward a prototype demonstra-
tion. . . .” Site defense, in short, is now
the same component fechnology “done
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over In the advanced fechnology pro-
gram.” .

. Tt is also now a tofally redundant pro-
gram for which there iz no further use.
The work on ABM companent technology
is being done under the §dvanced badlis-
tic missile defense reseasch program, for
which $81 million has begen approved in
this budget. That s mare than engugh
to spend for a “hedge” against an wn-
likely oceurrence.

The Armed Services Committee have,
therefore, answered our question—if is
not worthwhile to build a system which
could be obsolete when {§ is deployed. As
General Leber sald in. discussing the
rapid technological progress being made
in the ABM field:

Site Defense isn't the end of this thing,
Five years from now they will look back on
1t and say that 1% is ancient.

Although I have attegapted to avold
recommending the elimination of pro-
grams, I believe site defemse is an obvious
waste of title V R. & D. funds. We do not
need a redundant program and we do
not need a system which, if built, would
be “ancient” when deployed. The demise
of site defense would repgesent a savings

to the faxpayer of approximately $§103 -
. growth of almost 400 percent,

million, Ieaving $20 millien for termina-

Moving on to yet anotheér system, which

I have discussed a bit alrendy, Safeguard.
BAPECUARD

It stte defense would have been an-
clent & years hence, its fntended prede-
cessor, the Safeguard system. is already
in that category. Safeguard sits, uncom-
pleted, around our ICBM site at Grand
Forks, N. Dak. )

It is limited, under the ABM Treaty, to
100 missiles which are intended to profect
our ICBM's. .

But recent studies, ineluding a classi-
fled GAO analysis, show that our ICBM's
do not need protection. Soviet missile
securacy is not sufficienf now, nor will
it be in the future, to thréaten our land-
based missiles. These missiles are, of
course, deployed in hardened silos.

If, in the future, the Boviets develop
their MIRV system, , ABM system
comprised of only 100 iles would be
easlly overwhelmed. When the Soviet
MIRV becomes a reality—assuming that,
in the meantime, we do npt reach a war-
head-limitation agreement—then we
should consider what meagures we should
take to protect our land-Based deterrent.
If we decide at that tim# that an ABM
is needed—and I personally would oppose
such a choice—then we will be able to
design a system to meet the current
threat.

But the most compelling reason of all
‘to eliminate funds for Safeguard in this
year’'s budget, is the decision by the
Pentagon itself to mothhall the system
soon after it becomes fully operational
Iater this year. That such a decision has
been matte was recently eonfirmed by a
Defense Department spokesman.

Now, think of i, Mr. President, in the
Pentagon they want more money, a little
over $135 million, to complete a system
ghat they have already decided to moth-

all.

Instead of allowing funds to complete
Safeguard and maintain it for a full

year, I would give the Army exactly
what it needs to put the system in moth-
balls. The savings here, therefore, would
be $80 million, leaving $55.8 million to
phase out the program.

I repeat for emphasis, Mr. President,
what I am doing with these systems is
trying to show by adding the dollar
amounts, that would be able to safely cut
the, budget in exeess of over $2 billion.
But I amnot even, as T said earlier, ask-
ing for $2 billion. I might be half wrong,
s0 I cut it in half to about $1 billion,

BAM-D

The SAM-D program has received the
careful attention of Senator Bayh and
the General Accounting Office. Senator
BavH has made a very responsible recom-
mendation to slow down this program to
keep it out of the engineering develop-

‘merit phase before it is tested. But the

tokeén $11 m¥llon cu; made in this bill

‘will not accomplish that purpose.

SAM-D, which is a medium altitude
surface-to-alr missile system designed

-to replace the Nike-Hercules and im-

proved Hawk for air defense purposes,
has experienced a unit cost growth of
almost 400 percent.

Mr. President, I emphasize, a unit cost

The program 1s at least 76 months be-
hind schedule and the unit cost is almost
eight times as much as that of the im-
proved Hawk, the system 1t is designed
to replace.

Prior to January 1974, the SAM-D
was a full-scale engineering development
program. The Defense Department had

-overlooked its own fly-before-buy guide-

lines in allowing the program to proceed
to this stage even though crucial ele-
ments of the technology, most nctably
‘the TVM—target via missile—guidance
system and the warhead fuse, had never

_been adequately tested. Secretary Schiles-

inger recognized this serious concurrency
prohlem #nd on January 10, 1974, he

“ordered that the program be reoriznted

so that the testing would be completed
at an earler stage. Although the Secre-
tary’s declsion was intended to reduce
the concurrency problem, the program

“experienced no fundamental change ex-

cept in 1ts scheduling. Fully half of the
fiscal year 1875 funds—$58.5 million—
are to be gpent for engineering develop-
ment of tactical versions of the system.
'Thus, while a decisionn was made to re-
duce concurrency, that decision has not
been fully implemented.

The sole justification for the SAM-D
as articulated by the Army and OSD has
been its requirement to defend the 7th
Army forces stationed in Furope against
conventional attack by high-performs-
ance Soviet-built aircraft. Perhaps the
most telling comment on the cost-effec~
tiveness of SAM-D has been the flat re-
fusal of every NATO country—with the
exception of Germany-—to even indicate
an interest in purchasing the system.

Although Germany has indicated a
potential interest in acquiring the sys-
tem once it is fully developed, there has
been no attempt to gain financial pertic-
ipation on the part of that country in
the developmental stages. Just as in the
case of AWACS, our NATO allies ar2 ap-
parently willing to allow fthe United
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States to Bear the expense of developing
a system designed to defend Europe.

A full-scale cost-effectiveness analysis
of SAM-D was utidertaken this past vear
by OSD in conjunctiors with the General
Accounting Office. This study was de-
livered to Congress on-April 15, 1974, Its
major conclusion is that we are unnec-
essarily duplicating air defense weapons
systems at high sost. In its comments on
the study April 29, 1974, the GAO noted.

Cost effectiveness of the SAM-D or its
variants apparently cannet be proven based
on realistic assumption . . . It would appear
that even # the BAM-D techmnology works
and even 1f the threat materializes, the
SAM-D will probably nat be necessary if
F-15's are available.

It is importan{ to note that aithough
the O8D study sssumed that the tech-
nolegy testing pregram would be success-
ful and would nof increase costs—-an un-
likely assumption—it also coneluded that
two wings ef F-15's could reduce the suc-
cessful penetration by the enemy in the
NATO ares to close to zero.

In recent developments, the Army has
programed $10 million out of fiscal year
1975 funds for research on & backup
guidante systenn. Thif most certainly
cannot be read as reflecting confidence
in the proposed TVM guidance system.
Furthermore, the $10 million will be
spent onh exploring the feasibility of one
of the two types of guidance techniques
now employed in current—state-of-the-
art—systems. This would indicate that
the case for SAM-D superiority over
present systems—based on its TVM tech-
nology—is on mogt uncertain groand.

It would appear that little more than
the Army’s prestige im having a new
missile in development is keeping
SAM-D alive.

It is the same sad story, Mr. President,
of not letting a system die which should
have had a laudable death years ago.
Why cgnnot a weapon system go to the
grave with deceney? Why must it linger
on end on, eternally, long after it has
outlived even an imagined useful role?
But SAM-D goes on and on.

While I suspect this program will be
terminated or completely revised. in the
near future, I will not make such a rec-
ommendation at-this time, Insiead. I
would propose to save $60 millior. above
the reduction recommended by the com-
miftee. Thig $60 miillion Is earmarked for
continued engineering developmer.t. This
action would retuwrn the program to the
advanced development stage until the
TVM guidance system is tested, as Sen-
ator Bave has spo many times and so
wisely suggested.

SMIFPBUILBING FROGRAMS

Mr. President, as I Bave pointed out,
In each of the pmst 4 fiscal years the
Defense Department’s unexpended bal-
ance at the end of the year has Increased,
indicating that the fumds being appro-
priated for the Defense Department are
beginning to exceed the Department’s
ability to spend them. This is especially
true in the shipbuilding business where
orders for new ships have overwhelmed
the delivery system. In addition, the in-
flationary impact of thése programs on
the economy is sulstantial. Both of these
conditions make ‘it essentlal that we
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examine with great care several ship
construction programs.

The three major private shipyards are
Litton Industries in Pascagoula, Miss.,
Newport News Shipbuilding and Drydock
in Newport News, Va., and the Electric
Boat Division of General Dynamics in
Groton, Conn. These 3 yards gre
presently building 63 of the 66 ships
which the Navy has under construction
and they have all the work that they can
handle. Several factors contribute to this
situation. Private yards have experienced
-8 large increase in commercial ship con-
struction and are presently working at
a higher percentage of capacity than
they have experienced in several years.
Many yards also find commercial con-
tracts more attractive than Navy con-
tracts because the commercial specifica-
%ions and quality standards are somewhat
lower than the Navy’s. Commetrcial ships

are easier to build, are being cordered in
large batches, leading to long profitable
production runs while Navy ships—
.especially auxiliaries such as the de-
stroyer tender and fleet oiler requested in
the present budget—are built a few at
8 time. As a result, they are less profitable
and less desirable from the point of view
‘of the contractors. And as we all know,
dealing with the Government bureauc-
racy Is somewhat more difficult than
dealing with private buyers, except when
“you get to that thing called “bail out.”
‘But we are not to that point yet with
ships.

Many ships now under construction
are experiencing substantial delays. The
DD-963 1s one of those and appropriating
funds for seven more ships this year will
simply add to those delays.

It would be less inflationary if we ap-
propriated for three instead of seven of
these ships. By doing so some $264 mil-
Hon could be saved this year. The appro-
priation for the four additional destroy-
ers could be deferred until next year.

Litton’s Pascagoula yards have had
serious labor problems. Due to inade-
quate labor supply as well as technical

- problems with a new yard and new meth-
ods, Litton’s programs have experienced
delays and cost increases. At Dpresent,
according to the most recent figures
available, the last of the DD-63's will be
delayed some 18 months. The cost of
each ship has increased from $86 million
per unit to $108 million. By slowing the
rate of procurement we can ease the
pressures on Litton and give them time
to get the bugs out of their construction
techniques so that the remaining ships
built will be of higher quality.

- The impact of this proposal on the ca-
pabilities of the fleet would be minimal.
The U.S. Navy is already ahead of the
Soviet Navy in numbers of ocean es-

corts—destroyers, frigates, and other es-"

corts—and will continue to be in 1980
even if we stretch out the procurement
of these destroyers. The Navy has some
181 destroyers, frigates, and escorts, com-
pared to 188 for the Soviets. In addition,
our destroyer-type ships are generally
larger than the Soviet’s and some of ours
are nuclear powered while the Soviets
have no nuclear powered surface ships.

The current budget also calls for ap-
propriating $502.5 million to build three

In a series of 36 SSN-688 Los Angeles
class nuclear attack submarines. How-
ever, it would be more prudent to appro-
priate funds for two instead of three this
year at a savings of some $167.5 million.
Again, the shipyard situation has a di-
rect bearing on this program. Five of
these submarines are being built at New-
port News and the other 18 at Groton,
Conn. Both of these yards are backed up
with considerable work. Newport News,
in addition to building the five SSN-688
submarines is also building two other
submarines of g different class, four nu-
clear frigates, and two CVAN’s—nuclear
powered attack carriers. The first of
these two carriers will be delivered more
than 3 years late. This is partly the re-
sult of a severe manpower shortage
which will surely be made worse by mak-
ing further demands for additional ships.

This problem can be eased by slowing

the pace of procurement somewhat. As

Admiral Frank Price of the Chief of

~Naval Operations Office recently pointed
out, reducing the SSN construction rate
allows industry to “catch up on their
present contracts and to be able to pro-
“ceed with nuclear attack submarines and
Trident at tle same time.” If funds for
only two of these submarines are appro-
priated this year the United States will
have 90 attack submarines in 1981 rather
than 91. The difference in one submarine
will not have a significant impact on the
fleet’s capabilities.

In considering this proposal, we should
‘take a close look at comparative United
States and Soviet capabilities in this
area. The United States at present has
61 nuclear attack submarines in com-
misslon plus 27 under construction and
funded for a total of 88. The Soviets have
approximately 35 nuclear attack sub-
‘marines and 40 nuclear powered sub-
marines with cruise missiles. The Soviet’s
overall submarine force has been de-
clining in recent years and will continue
to do so, despite the growth of its nu-
clear submarine force toward the maxi-
mum allowable under SALT.

A large part of the existing Soviet sub-
marine force consists of approximately
153 obsolescent diesel attack subs which
will very likely be retired in coming years.
In addition, experts such as Admiral
Rickover and Admiral Moorer have re-
peatedly told us that U.S. submarines
are qualitatively superior to their Soviet
counterparts. Admiral Moorer has
pointed out that the 688 class is both
quieter and has better sonar than the
best of the Soviet Union’s attack sub-
marines,

It should be pointed out that the SSN~
688 iIs very large and displaces almost
7,000 tons. This is larger than many
World War II type cruisers presently in
the Soviet Navy. The Navy has said it
would be desirable to develop and build
a new class of smaller and less expensive
nuclear attack submarines than the 688
_class, which presently costs about $200
million per ship. It might be wise, in
light of current national economic prob-
lems, to build fewer 688-class submarines
and urge the Navy to move ahead more
quickly in developing a smaller and less
expensive submarine.

The Navy has requested some $81 mil-
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lion to build a feet oiler-—AO. This would
be the first of a class of 10 ships which
together with other support ships are
projected to cost a total of approximately
$2 billion. The purpose of these ships is
to deliver fuel to operating ships at sea.
Currently, the Navy has 27 fleet oilers,
or 1 for every 8 major surface combat-
ants. It is my view that these funds
should be deleted from this year's ap-
propriation and deferred for at least 1
year,

There are several considerations whlch
I think justify this position. First, it
should be kept in mind that the oiler is
an guxiliary—not a combat ship. Thus,
while some of the existing oilers are old,
retaining them in sevice for 1 or 2 more
years will not reduce significantly the
combat efficiency of the fleet. At the
same time, many of the existing 27 oilers
are among the newest, largest, and most
modern replenishment ships in the world.
Furthermore the new class that the
Navy wants to build will have about the
same capacity as present AO’s. Thus,
they will not add significantly to the
Navy’s capabilities. The Navy also has
nine oilers under construction in the
“puild for charter” program.

‘We should also keep in mind that the
role of the oiler in providing fuel for
Navy ships is declining as more and more
ships become nuclear powered. For exam-~
ple, the Navy will soon have 3 nuclear
powered airéraft carriers in operation
and a total of 14 nuclear ships by 1980.
This, of course, reduces the need for
oilers.

Finally, the shlpyard crunch is im-
portant here. Ships such as the ovilers
seem to-be the least popular to build by
private shipyards. The Navy has two
submarine tenders and one destroyer
tender for which funds were appropri-
ated in prior years—fiscal year 1972,
1973—that are not yet under contract
because of lack of interest by the ship-
building industry.

The House Appropriations Committee
report should be paid special attention
in this regard. The committee concluded
that the request for funding an oiler was

premature by a year and urged that the

amount be denied without prejudice un-
til the Navy has determined the extent
of interest by the shipbuilding industry
in building this ship and at what cost.

We should keep in mind that if past
experience is any indication, even if we
appropriate funds for this ship for fiscal
year 1975, it may be 1 or 2 years
before a contractor is found to build it.

As was suggested by the House Appro-
priations Committee, the Navy should
first determine the interest in the ship-
building industry and then return for
funding.

Mr. President, the appropriations bill -

.calls for the funding of a new .destroyer

tender-—AD—at a cost of $116.7 million.
The initial Senate authorization bill ex-
cluded all funds for the AD. The Senate
Armed Services Committee report justi-
fied this action, stating that:

The Committee recommends denial of
8116.7 million for one destroyer tender. Three
tenders approved by Congress in FY 1972
and 1973 are not yet under contract, and

‘until such time as these ships are under con~
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tract and the costs and schedules are known,
authorization of additional tenders will not
be authorized.

The House prevauled however, and the
tender was put back in by the conference
committee,

The purpose of a destroyer tender is to
provide minor repairs and’ services for
destroyer-type ships at forward bases.
The U.S. Navy has and plans to main-
tain about 200 destroyers and related
types of ships which are serviced by de-
stroyer tenders.

The Navy currently has 12 tenders, or
1 tender for every 16 destroyer-type
ships. The existing 12 tenders are more
than enough to provide for those regu-
larly stationed overseas with, the 6th and
Tth Fleets. The majority of tenders are
stationed at naval bases here in the
Unlted States.

A'l-year deferment in the'tonstruction
of a new tender would not affect the read-
iness of the destroyer force. Minor re-
palrs or services required can be supplied
by the existing 12 tenders, gaugmented if
necessary by nava.lfshlpyards and-shore-
based facilities.

‘Thus, Mr. President, the fotal savings
in the shipbuilding area—the area most
responsible for the rise in_unexpended
military balances—would total $629.2
million. Again the slowdowns and the
delays I have recommended would en-
hance rather than hinder Jour military
effectiveness.

M60A1 TANK

Another reduction which is budgetarily
feasible and which will not undermine
national security, concern& the rate of
production of the M60A1 tank to the ori-
ginal rate of production planned by the
Department of Defense, In _hearings be-
fore the Senate Committee on Arrhed
Services this year, Secretary Schlesinger
sald that the Defense Department orig-
inally planned to increase the rate of
production of the M60A1 to 515 per year
through fiscal 1976, but tha,i “the lessons
learned from the recent Middle East

war” have made the Defense Department
increase the production of 60A1 s to 667
per year over the next few years.

Using the Middle East war for justifi-
cation of increased tank production is
very misleading. Tanks sent to Israel are
sold through MAP, which dges not affect
the bill we are currently,; considering.
Also, Israel pays us back for the tanks it
purchases. In the fiscal 1974 supple-
mental, the Defense Department was
given the funds required for enabling at-
tainment of the planned bulldup in pro-
duction rate. Thus, the fisenl year 1975
reguest will not affect in any way our aid
to Israel.

The Pentagon is using the Middle East
war as the reason for accelerating the
modernization of M60A1’s for the Army
and the Marine Corps. In fact, the
Marine Corps plans to end their mod-
ernization program in fiscal 1976. The
Defense Department has glven Congress
no real reason why these modernization
programs have been accelerated, and
why the original rate of production Is no
longer feastble.

According to the House report on the
authorization bill ‘“fiscal year 1975
MB0A1 procurement requests have been
based on the maximum rates of produc-

tion that the assembly lines can deliver,
particularly since there is only one
remaining willing supplier-subcon-
tractor of the traversing turret.” I
do not believe it makes sense to approve
a maximum rate of production that orly
one supplier-subcontractor is willing to
produce, and might have trouble
meeting.

I propose that we restore the origirial
rate of production—a cutback of 150
tanks for fiscal 1975. We would not be
halting the production line; we would
not be cutting off new production lines;
and we would not be violating contracts.
We would simply be slewing down the
rate of production, which in turn would
guarantee that the rate of production is
met. The savings to the American tax-
bayer would be $50 million in fiscal 1975.
This is a prudent reduction which does
not go beyond the original request of the
Depart,ment of Defense.

CH—47C‘ CARGO TRANSPOET HELICOPTER

The Senate Committee on Appropria-
tions recommended restoration of $41.4
million for the procureraent of 19 CH-
47C cargo transport helicopters. This
seems to be questionable funding item in
light of the fact that the House Appro-
priations Committee recommencled
denial of these funds. This is what the
House committee said about the CH-
47C request:

The Army requested $41,400,000 for 19
CH-47C Chinook cargo helicopters. This
would represent a last buy of this helicoper.
‘The Army has initiated a three-year research
and development program. to improve the
maintajnability, reliability, survivability and
safety of the CH-47A/B models of this hali-
copter, while reducing operating costs. In
some reéspects, they will be an improvemant
over the CH—47C model. The asset position
of these helicopters is such that these 18
CH-47C helicopters need not be bought. The
Commitiee recommends the funds be denied
and the Army wait until the CH—47A/B
hellicopters are improved bofore buying addi-
tlonal ones, if this becomes necessary.

I very much agree with Chairman
Manon’s statement. The need for ihe
CH—4TC seems minimal, especially in
light of ongoing research to build a
better version. This purchase could
easily be eliminated without endangering
national security and with substantial
savings for the Nation.

WAR RESERVE STOCKS

On to yet another subject, Mr. Presi-
dent. I shall not dwell 100 long on this,
because I believe that at a later point in
this debate, Senator KENNEDY 0f Massa-
chusetts may offer a specific amendment
on this point. But I should like to speak
very briefly to what are called war re-
serve stocks.

In 1973 the Department of Defease
initiated @& new program which was
called war reserve stocks for Allies;
$23 million was budgetec! for these stozks
in fiscal year 1973-—which is not so terri-
bly much in 1973, and for the Pentagon,
$23 mijlion is Just about their daily paper
clip account. But that arcount has grown
to the request we have before us today,
which s approximafely $529.6 million.

It should be noted that this program is
not for our NATO allies, but was created
to help support certain Asian allies—
allies such as South Vietnam, Thailand,
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and Cambodia. These stocks are in addi~
tion to our own inventory heeds, but be-
cause they remain in US. inventories
unless and until they are needed by our
allies, the program was not considered a
mlhta.ry assistance program or a military
assistance service funded program. But
by .whatever name 1s contrived by the
Pentagon, it is clear that this is a back-
door military aid program.

The Senate passed an amendment of-
fered by Senator KEnnEbY on Jure 6§,
1974, to the military procurement bill,
to bar the supply of stockpiled war ma-
terials or equipments to any Asian coun-
try unless specifically euthorized by
Congress. Sadly, the amendment was
dropped in conference, buf the Benate is
on record as disapproving the war re-
serve stock concept.

It is not easy to find the appropristion
for the war reserve §tock program ir. the
budget since the $529.6 niillion that has
been approved by the committee is hid-
den among various accoufits in the pro-
curement section of the bill. In fact, the
committee has been able fo ascertain
the exact amounts in each account only
after great effort. I think that the reason
for this is obvious: such a program would
not survive an up er down vote in the
Congress. I hope we shall have a chance
to prove thaf with Sengtor KENNEDY's
amendment.

Although I will personally vote to com-
pletely abolish this program, I will not
assign a savings of $529:6 million-~the
total for War Reserve 8tocks in the
budget—becalse a more c¢enservative ap-
proach has been taken by certain mem-
bers of the House Committee on Arpro-
priations. These members have sug-
gested deleting the ammiinition portion
of the sfocks which, becguse they have
8 limited shelf life, would require con-
tinued replenishment. Siich a require-
ment would involve an eprdless commit-
ment of money. I would therefore suggest
leaving $180 million in this program so
that certain ebsolete tanks and aircraft
could be maintained. Thus, the potential
savings to the taxpayer would be at
least $350 million.

The most ¢onservative saving that I
can point out to you would be $350 mil-
lion. If it were up to me, I would vote {0

do away with the whole $529, but T am .

trying to come up with a _very conserva-
tive estimate.

It should bé obvious after this lergthy
discussion—may I dxgress,Mr President.
It has not been my purpose, it is not my
purpose to debate this amendment at
undue length, We have already agreed
to a time limit. I am nof a filibusterer,
either by talent or persuasion. But I felt
it was necessary to.discuss at some not
inordinate length certain facets of this
budget.

As I said at the outsel, we purposely
omitted those matters that have been
discussed previously, whether it be the
Trident or the B-1. We tried to get down
to some programs that first, the Com-
mittee on Armed Service§ itself had al-
ready frowned upon, or that the Eouse
Committee on Armed Services or the
House Committee on Appropriations dis-
approved of, even programs that the
military itself was not too satisfied with.
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But I have only recommended two pro-
grams for elimination, the two that are
so patently redundant and unnecessary
that they should be eliminated; to wit,
site defense and Safeguard-—and I have
left money in the budget for termination
costs. In the personnel category, wherein
I am supported very strongly by Senator
Stennis and his committee, I have sim-
ply taken -the recornmendations of the
‘Senate Committee on Armed Services, &
committee which I believe is eminently
qualified to discuss such matters. Like-
wise, the slowdown in SSN-688 procure-
ment and the delay of one year in pur-
_chasing a tanker and a tender, are pro-
grams designated by the Senate Com-
mittee on Armed Services for the redue-
tions I have suggested.
Bo T am really in"nccord with Senator
STENNIS again on all of those.

The elimination of the last buy of

CH-47C helicopters was strongly recom-
mended by Chairman ManonN of the
House Commitiee on Appropriations due
to the on-going development of a more
modern version. I feel that my sugges-
tions to slow down the AWACS and
SAM-D programs will help in eliminat-
ing excesslve concurrency and assist in
avoiding cost overruns in later years.
'The reserve stocks program is a form of
backdoor foreign aid which the Senate
has previously gone on record as op-
posing.

Therefore, we get to the bottom line,
Mr. President. The total savings to the
taxpayer in the areas I have discussed
up to now would come to just over $2

. billion. This, of course, is twice as much
as 1s necessary to bring the committee
bill down to the $81 billion level. If my

colleagues cannot accept &ll of my sug~

gestions, I would hope that they could
accept half.

The cut T am recommending in my
amendment, joined by many distin-
gulshed cosponsors, 1s $1.1 billion. I feel
we have been able to demonstrate a $2.1
billion cut. ,

Well, perhaps they can say I am half
wrong. ‘If T am half wrong in every item
that I have saved, then it still comes
down to just about my amendment, $1.1
billion. IT I am half right, if you want to
approach it from the viewpoint of the
Dbositive, then it still comes down to $1.1
billion. 8o, half right or half wrong, the
figure that we recommend in this budget
is minimal.

‘Obviously, the list of suggested sav-
ings that I have put forth is not ex-
haustive, Such programs as Phalanx,
the surface effect ship, the sea control
ship, the heavy lift helicopter, the CH-
53E helicopter and the patrol frigate
have all been severely criticized by the
General Accounting Office in reports
sent to Congress. I am sure that a care-
ful examination of these programs would
find wareas where immediate savings
could be made that would help us to avoid
cost overruns in the future.

As I stated at the outset, I have not
included programs such as the B-1, Tri-
dent and counterforce, which’ have been
focused upon extensively by Congress.

Finally, it is important to note that
the Secretary of Defense need not ac-
cept my suggestions if my amendment
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is enacted. He would have the discretion
to reduce programs which he felt were of
low priority. I would venture a guess,
however, that many of the programs the
Secretary of Defense would choose would
be among those which have been dis-~
cussed in my speech today.

Mr. President, for years Congress pro-
vided little or no check on the military
budget. But we have seen an important
reversal of that attitude of ungquestion-
ing submissiveness. Much of the credit
for that important turnaround goes to
the distinguished chairman of the Ap-
propriations Committee (Mr. McCLEL-
1aN). He has made the tough decisions
concerning this bill and he has made
them with courage and determination.
‘While I obviously feel strongly that fur-
ther reductions can be made, my sugges-.
tions are based on the firm foundation
of Senator McCLELLAN’S work.

Today we have more reason than ever
before to assure that there is no fat .
that there is no waste in this budget. In-
deed, we must assure that there is no
waste in the entire Federal budget, and
I have voted consistently to reduce that
budget to assure that it does not feed
the fires of inflation—to be sure that,
if belt-tightening is required within the
American economy, that the Federal
budget will be an example to all sectors.
The Defense Department cannot be ex-
cluded from the general effort to reduce
the Federal budget—and it need not be
excluded. Reductions on the level I have
recommended today would not endanger
}:he security of the United States one
ota.

Mr. President, I am hopeful that my
discussion today will not be interpreted
as ‘“‘just another gratuitous slap at the

military.” For it is not intended as such. _

I have great admiration for the men and
women who are assigned the awesome
task of defending our Nation. Those De-
fense Department officials who have
urged Congress to reject my amend-
ment are doing so because they sincerely

‘believe that it is in the best interests of

the Nation.

But the Nation cannot continue down
the path toward internal economic de-
struction as it strives to defend itself
against external forces. Whether my
amendment is successful or not today, I
call upon the military and civillan em-~
ployees of the Defense Department to
use their exceptional telent to effect
managerial change to cut costs. I urge
those individuals to respect the Ameri-
can tax dollar and to spend it only when
a tangible benefit to our national defense
can be derived.

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

Mr. EAGLETON. I am pleased to yleld
to the distinguished Senator from Min-
nesota. .

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I rise
for two purposes: First of all, to com-
mend the distinguished Senator from
Missouri for an exemplary statement, an
outstanding service in the area of de-
fense expenditures. I think it is possibly
one of the most thorough and well-docu-
mented statements that has ever been
presented in the Senate.

The Senator from Missouri was kind
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enough to make his statement available
to Benators earlier so we had a chance to
see what he is going to say. I, for one, am
grateful for the monumental work he has
undertaken, and I would like him to
know that I should like to be associated
directly with his endeavors. )

I think this is one of the more impor-
tant developments in the area of defense
expenditures during my long experience
in the Senate. I thank the Senator, and
commend him on behalf of the American
people, who know. that we have to make
some defense expenditure cuts that will
enable us to bring the budget under con-
trol, and at the same time not imperil
our security.

The Senator’s statement was made
without malice, without being deroga-
tory, and without any effort to abuse the
military; and I think we are all indebted”
to the Senator from Missouri.

Mr. EAGLETON. I thank the Senator.
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that the name of the distinguished junior
Senator from Minnesota be added as a
cosponsor of the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. W1thout
ohjection, it is so ordered. .

Mr, EAGLETON. Mr. Presment, we are
rapidly approaching the hour of 2:30.
May I ask the distinguished majority
leader what his wishes are? I yield to the
majority leader on my time,

QUORUM CALL

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I ask unanimous
consent that the order for the guorum
call be rescinded.

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

APPOINTMENT OF A COMMITTEE TO
ESCORT THE PRESIDENT

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Chair be au-
thorized in appoint a committee to escort
the President of the United States into
the Chamber.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. WiL-
L1am L. Scorr). Without objection, it is
so ordered.

The Chair appoints the following
Members of the Senate to escort the
President of the United States into the
Chamber: Senators MANSFIELD, ROBERT
C. Byrp, Moss, BIBLE, FULBRIGHT, ERVIN,
METZENBAUM HueHES, HUGH Scon' GRIF-
FIN, CoTTON, BENNETT, TOWER, BROCK,
AIKEN, and GURNEY.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The second sassistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the rol.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, T ask
unanimous consent that the oitrer—£for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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ORDER FOR RECOGNITIQN OF.SEN-
ATOR CURTIS, AND FOR THE SEN-
ATE TO TAKE A RECESS AT 2:35
P.M. -

Mr. MANSFIELD. I ask unanimous_
consent that the Senator frgm Nebraska
(Mr. Curtig) be permitted to proceed
not beyond the hour of 2:35 p.m., at
which time the Senate will stand in
recess. - 0

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Withouf
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator
from Nebraska is recognizéd.

SUMMIT CONFERENCE ON
INFLATION

r. CURTIS. Mr. President, on Au:
gust 19 I addressed the follgwing letters
to the President of the Unifed States:

DEAR Mg. PresteNT: The vagt majority of
Americans approve of the plan to have a
Summit Conference on Infaffon. It is be-
lieved that the placing of facts concerning
the various segments of our edbnomy out ont
the table will assist in arriving at sound
solutions. < :

+No segment of our economy':' has & greater
stake in refarding and ultimftely stopping
infiation than does agriculturé! We urge that
those in chrage of this sufimit meeting
develop fully the case in reférence to the
increased costs imposed upod the farmers.
These relate to everything th® farmer must
have in order to carry on 'the%roductlon o:i’
food and fiber for our econothy. We would
mention such things as . trgctors, trucks,
other machinery, repalr pa,r‘!g; tractor and
truck fuel, fertilizer, pesticidds, land taxes;
payroll taxes, seed, the requifements relat-
ing to safety, health, sanitatfén and pollu-.
tion, freight, labor, fencing, afid the count-
less other items of cost which our farmers
face. o

We are aware that all of ofir citizens ar®
experiencing the harsh freattnent that in-
flation brings. We are aware of the public
sentiment against rising prices including
the protest that is voiced aghinst the cost
of food in the marketplace. B is important
and necessary that the full facts be ade-
quately demonstrated to the gublic and that
misinformation be avolded antl corrected. If
this 1s not done, many well-irftentioned citf-
zens will arrive at an erronegus declsion in
reference to food costs. It is sh open oppof-
tunity for the demagogue. It 1s the cosis
added after the food leaves the farm which
make food expensive.

We call sttention to the' disa@strous, unwisge
and unfair policies of the gog;rnment sonie
months back in placing a celling on beél
without across-the-board celfings and con-
trol on eveérything. This did not lead to &
mere loss of profits. It spelled disaster fo
many people.. It drove some auit of business.
1t wiped out the assets of sonik. It dislocated
the orderly production, feedilg and market-
ing of cattle resulting in surpliises, shortagés,
scarcity, disastrously low prices and, later,
higher prices to the consum#r. This action
was taken without any justiffable economic
reason. It was opposed by all %ho are knowl-
edgeable In agriculture. It ®as stubbornly
kept on too long. We submit that unwise arid
unfair actions which cannot Be justified ecp-
nomically should not be takén for political
purposes. B i

We suggest that those who select the par-
tielpants and plan the agends for the Sumi-
mit Conference on Inflation seée to it that all

W presented; thaf the full sto¥y
ven to the American consimers concerfi-

inlg the non-farm cost thatf‘contribu’t% to
the cost of food in the markefplace; that the
whole story in reference to fhe increase fn

the costs that farmers must pay be vividly
placed before the American public; that the
facts in' reference to the percentage of the
income of the American ccnsumer which is
spént for food both historicelly and currently
be presented, and that these figures be com-
pared to the other nations of the world; and
that the facts in relation to the price in-
creases of non-food cost-ol-living items be
fully developed and compared.

We believe that Americaa farmers have a
greater stake in the fight against inflation
than any other segment of our economy he-
cause of agriculture’s inabllity to pass on
added costs. American agriculture wants
knowledgeable people to chart g course for
fighting inflation——people who Have.the ca-
pacity and the will to examine all facts and
the tourage to apply real solutions.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
may we have order in the Senate,
. Mr, CURTIS (continuing).

We commend you for the steps that you
are taking and we are sure that there are
many individuals in the field of agriculture
who can make a distinet contribution for vhe
good of our entire economy.

With kindest personal regards, T am

Respectfully yours, '

And it is slgned by the junior Senator
from Nebraska.

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

RECESS

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I move that the Senate stand in recess
awaiting the call of the Chair.

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

Thereupon, at 2:32 p.m, the Senate
took a recess. )

The, Senate reconvened at 2:38 p.m.
when called to order by the Pregident pro
tempore.

———— t———

VISIT TO THE SENATE BY THE
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED
STATES

At 2:39 p.m. the President of the

United States entered the Chamber ac- -

companied by Senators MANSFIELD,
RoserT C, Byrp, Moss, BIBLE, FULBRIGHT,
ERvIN, MgzerzENBAUM, MHUGHES, HJGH
Scorr, GRIFFIN, COITON, BENNITT,
TowEeR, BROCK, AIKEN, and GURNEY.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It 'is
my distinct pleasure and privilege, on
behalf of the Senate, to welcome the
President of the United States to the
Senate. The President will now address
the Senate.

[Applause.l

ADDRESS BY PRESIDENT FORD

The PRESIDENT. Mr. President, Sen-
ator MANSFIELD, Senator Scorr, Members
of the United States Senate, I wanted to
stop by today just to say hello to those
with whom I had an opportunity to get
better acquainted and o officially irau-
gurate Pennsylvania Avenue as a two-
way street. [Applause.]

- Tt is wonderful to be back in a Chamber
where so much of America’s history for
almost 200 years has been written and, I
say without any hesitation, one of the
greatest experiences of my life was the
privilege of presiding here, though for
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a relatively short period of time. [Ap-
plause.]

Although my tenure wias quite short,
I think it was long enough to convince
me that the U.S. Senate is one of the
greatest legjslative bodies in the history
of mankind. [Applause.]

I think in the days and months ahead
all of us must draw upon the great tradi-
tions of the Senate. Our job, both in the
legislative as well as in the executive
branch, is to restore the people’s faith
in the history and tradition of our Amer-
lcan Government. No single man and no
single woman can possibly do this all
alone. It is a job for all of us working
together to achieve.

As Governor Rockefeller said yester-
day, we must deal with some very hard
and somewhat harsh realities, We are
not always going to be on the same side.
It would not be America if we were. I
do nof think that really matters. It only
matters if we end up by being on the
best side for America from one State to
another. [Applause.]

I would be very, very remiss if I did
not express nmy appreciation for the Sen-
ate and the House going more than half-
way on several megsures of mdjor im-
portance in the last week or so.

I speak here specifically of the Cost
of Living Council pfoposal, some actions
taken on appropriation matters, the
action on housing, the action on pension
legislation, and the legislation affecting
education.

I think what has taken place and
transpired in these various proposals is
indicative that we can march toward the
center in achieving some good resulis for
our country as a whole.

Now, I do not ifitend to talk specif-
leally about any prospective legislation.
I think I would probably be out of order,
and I certainly shall respect the rules or .
traditions of the Senate in that rezsard.

As we go ahead, we must look not only
ab our problems at home, but also at our
problems abroad.

I belleve we have a good team in the
executive branch of the Government,

-and I can assure you that that team will

be working with this team, the House
and.the Senate, in the months ahead.

Thank you very much.

[ Applause, Senators rising.]

The PRESIDENT pro tempore an-
nounced that Senators would assemble
to greet the President.

Thereupon, the President was greseted
by Senators in the well of the Senate
Chamber,

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPRO-
PRIATION ACT, 1975

The Senate continued with the con-
siderstion of the bill (H.R. 16243) msak-~
ing appropriations for the Department
of Defense for the fiseal year ending
June 30, 1975, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senate will come to order. Let us have
order. .

The Senator from Missouri is recog-
nized.

Mr. EAGLETON, While Senators are
still on the floor, I ask for the yeas and
nays on the pending amendment.
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is
there a sufficient second? There is a suf-
ficient second, ~ '

The. yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I will
momentarily yield the floor to Senators
JacksoN and Brooke for a collogquy on a
related subject.

Before yielding, Mr. President, I must
confess my senatorial naivete. As I was
concluding my remarks and saw—-—

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, may we
have order?

Mr. EAGLETON. I thank the Senator
from Mississippi.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senate will come to order. Senators will
take their seats.

Mr. EAGLETON. As I was concluding
my prepared remarks, I noticed that the
visitor galleries started to fill up and the
press galleries started to fill up. I
thought that the “word of wisdom” had
gone forth in this citadel of deliberative
intelligence and that the press and thou-
sands of people were coming to hear “the
word.” [Laughter.]

My aide quickly corrected my errone-
ous judgment and whispered to me,
“President Ford is coming to speak to
the Senate.”

In further explanation of my naivete,
I then thought that President Ford had
perhaps heard “the word” and was com-
ing to make a public endorsement of my
amendment. But, sadly, he did not.

As I marched down to shake hands
with our fine, new President, accompa-
nied by Senator HarHAWAY—and not too
far away was Senator NErLsoN—I mum-
bled to Senator HarHAWAY and said:

Is it too late too ask nanimous congent to
change the vote that three of us made last
year?

But, since Senator Long is on the floor
and he objects to all such unanimous-

consent requests, I shall make no such.

request.

Yes, there were three who voted “No”
on the nomination of Gerald Ford to be
Vice President. We did so for such rea-
sons as each of us felt appropriate at
that time. I, as one of the three, pray to
God that my judgment passed at that
time was wrong. History will determine
the future course of this country. History
will determine the wisdom, or lack there-
of, of my vote.

I have been mightily impressed by
what I have seen of and heard from our
38th President.

If my judgment was wrong last year,
then so be it.

I think I speak the sentiments of all
Senators who are here today when I say
that we have been deeply touched not
only by what the President said to us,
but by the fact that he came to this
Chamber to say it to us, face to face.

I am an honored individual, indeed,
to have been here today.

I now yield to the Senator from Wash-
ington. : ] ’

Mr. JACKSON. Mr, President, I yleld
first to the distinguished Senator from
Massachusetts (Mr. BROQKE) .

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, it is not
my intention to takeé a great deal of the
_ Senate’s time in discussing the “stra-
tegic initiatives” advocated by Secretary

’

Schlesinger. At the initiative of the dis-
tinguished junior Senator from New
Hampshire the Senate, in closed session,
discussed this issue in some depth dur-
ing debate on the fiscal year 1975 defense
authorization bill.

Nor is it my intention to propose the
deletion of funding in this appropriation
bill for several strategic programs—the
terminally guided MARYV, guidance im-
provements for Minuteman TII and the
MARK 12A warhead and reentry ve-
hicle—which I believe to be premature
reactions to admittedly disturbing de-
velopments in Soviet strategic programs.
Given the evident belief by large major-

ities in both Houses that the United

States should proceed with research and
development in these areas, such an
amendment would be futile.

I term these funding proposals pre-
mature because I have yet to find con-
vincing reasons, either in deterrence
theory or by examination of the l_inkages
between technological possibilities and
our strategic policies, to believe that the
initiatives proposed by Secretary Scme-
singer will result either now or in thg fu-
ture in an enhancement of our national
security through increased stabilization
of the deterrent relationship be’gween
ourselves and the Soviet Union. This qb-
jective must be the criterion by which
we judge any proposed alterations in our
strategic posture.

The most disturbing aspect of the pro-
posed “strategic Initiatives” is the pos-
sibility that they foreshadow deployment
programs that will eventually undermine

‘the stability of the superpower deterrent

relationship. Such stability is predicated,
to a great extent, on the assumption that
neither side will have an incentive to
strike first in a crisis situation. However,
a marriage of significant accuracy im-
provements with Increased yield that re-
sults in one or both sides achieving a
significant silo-busting capability will in-
evitably increase the incentives to strike
first in extreme crisis situations. As a
noted British strategist has written:

Especlally at a moment of acute political |

anxiety, - the exlistence of that capability,
whatever the intention behind i, is bound
to force a nervous adversary to consider
whether he can afford not to strike first, lest
he allow himself to be at least partially
disarmed.

This would be especially true if one of
the adversaries maintained the major
portion of his strategic inventory in fixed
land-based missiles as 1s the case with
the Soviet Union. On the other hand, the
pressures on & power emphasizing the
sea-based deterrent, such as the United
States, will be less Intense because less of
its strategic inventory will be threatened
by an effective silo-busting capability.
Nevertheless, it too would likely experi-
ence increased pressures to consider a
first strike under certaln conditions.

I am also troubled by the implicit as-
sumption in the Secretary’s proposals
that nuclear war can be waged at various
levels of intensity and that escalation
from one level to another can be con-
trolled. Fortunately, we have no prac-
tical experience by which to judge
whether or not this is the case.

More importantly, I fear that deter-
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rence may be weakened by emphasis on
planning for war scenarios having escala-
tory nuclear exchanges as a prime focus.
This creates the impression that sooner
or later the nuclear threshold will be
breached arid it is only prudent to plan
for that eventuality. Such fatalism, un-
fortunately, may prove self-fulfilling to
the degree that it inspires alterations in
our strategic posture that decrease the
inhibitions regarding wuse of nuclear
weapons. The “strategic initiatives” sug-
gested by Secretary Schlesinger threaten
to be such alterations.

The assumption that proposals to ex-
ploit technical possibilities -in the ac-
curacy-yield combination will influence
the Soviet Union to adopt policies more
conducive to the U.S. position on a
permanent limitation on offensive strate-
gic systems is also open to question.
Many respected analysts of Soviet mili-
tary policy seriously question whether
Soviet planners will give much heed to
such a blunt signal. The more likely re-
action in the Kremlin will be to continue
development of MIRVed delivery ve-
hicles while stepping up efforts to achieve
a Soviet form of efficient accuracy-yield
combination. I seriously doubt ‘that we
can substantially affect the tempo of
Soviet strategic developments through
Initiatives that appear to be a direct
challenge to the survivability of their
own strategic forces.

It is also disturbing that many readily
accept the view that research and de-
velopment on these “strategic programs”
is only a first step in a process that can
easily be arrested at any time. In theory
this may be the case. However, past prac-
tice leads me to believe that the tempta-
tion to deploy such capabilities once they
are fully developed will likely prove ir-
resistible regardless of whether or not
world conditions or our own self-inter-
ests justify such deployment.

MIRV deployment is a case in point.
Had a moratorium on MIRV testing been
achieved and had the United States
shown some untlateral restraint in MIRV
deployment, concern over the possible
evolving Soviet MIRV threat to our land-
based ICBM’s would have been much less
today and there would be far less reason
to give serious attention to the initia~
tives advocated by Secretary Schlesinger.

The perceptual affect of these research
and development decisions may be far
more pervasive than is commonly
thought. Once the U.S. research and de-
velopment phase has been completed on
these programs, a prudent security plan-
ner in the Kremlin may feel compelled to
assume deployment will take place re-
gardless of congressional -actions. One
can count missiles and staging platforms
but it is impossible to verify, short of
onh-site inspection, whether or not yield
and accuracy improvements have been
deployed. Hence, the Soviet Union will
likely feel pressured to fashion its stra-
tegic policies and weapons to take ac-
count of assumed deployment of U.S.
silo-busting capabilities regardless of
whether or not such deployment actually
takes place. This, in turn, may stimulate
many of the destabilizing tendencies I
have already mentioned. .

In pointing out the real or potential
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negative implications of these “strategic
initiatives,” I do not mean %o imply that
I am unconcerned abouf the threat posed
to our security by the dynafnic nature of
ongoing Saviet strategic Pprograms. It
would be dangerous and injarious to U4,
securlty and world stability i we allowed
ourselves to become strategirally inferfar
in any signtficant respect Yo the Soviet
Union.

1 share Secrefary Schleaingers view
that we must take the steps necessary to
insure that this does not happen. How-
ever, I do not believe at $he course of
action proposed by the Sedretary is the
only or necessarily the be% alternative
open to us.

Other strateglc alternatives do exist.
Indeed, the United Stafes Bas an active
strategic program, regarding the
counterforee initiativeg, that will deny
the Soviet Union any miltayy advantage
should it continue its strategic missile
bulldup to a point where it threatens to
achieve a gignificant disarming capa-
bility against our fixed land-based stra-
tegic forces. Ome needs onIy point to the
Trident or B~1 programs g well ag the

active investigation of various modes far

mobile ICBM’s to substantiate this
assertion.

It is my bellef that in the next few
years, as the debate over the U.S. stra-~
tegic posture continues, the Congress and
the Executive should thorogghly explore
alternative strategic approgches empha-
sizing the ability to deny the Soviet
Union any henefits it might attempt to
achieve through seeking a disarming
capabllity vis-a-vis any of our strategic
forces, At the same tim we should
eschew any similar attempt to deploy a
disarming capability againgt fixed land-
based missfles or other strategic systems
of the US.8.R.

Through continued efforis to achieve
success in the SALT negatiations and
through a strategic policy that seeks to
avold offensive first-strike threats to any
of the components_of the Spviet Unlon’s
deterrent forces while denylng a similar
disarming capability to the Kremlin vis-

a-vis afy segments of our styategle Triad,
we can best hope for the @stablishment
of greater security for ourselves and
others and for a lessenfng of the dangers
of the nuclear age. This should he our
overrtding goal and should guide decf-
sions involving the maodifigation or de-
velopment of U.S. strategic nuclear
weaponry.

Mr. Presxdent the commxttee repo:t

quotes Secretary Schles.mg to the effeet
that & pringipal feature of U7.S. strategiec
policy should be,

The avoidance of any cpmbination of
forces that could be taken ag an effart W
acquire the ability to executa a first-strike
disarming aftack agalnst the USSR.

Hopefully, we all suppoft that view.
Heowever, to talk of a “first-strike dis-
arming attack” in such general
ignores the possibility that one
seek a disarming capability aga.imt
certain portion of an adversary’s nn;:lem:
arsenal, such as fixed langd-based mis-
siles, and still maintain that the “com-
bination of forces” saught for deplor-
ment would not give ene the ability to

&

execute a frst-strike disarming attack
against the US.S.R.

In order to forestall any misconcep-
tlons in this regard, the report also states
that the committee construes the Secre-
tary’s statement to mean that the United
States will not seek tc deplgy a first-
strike disarming capabiity against fixed
land-hased or other strategic &ystems of
the U.S.8R. I interpret this to mean
that it should continue to-be U.S. policy
to eschew any attempts fo achieve an
accuracy-yleld combination on our niis-
siles that would provide us with an ef-
fictent silo-busting capebility that cculd
be construed by a reasonable opponent
as an effort to achieve a g capa-
bility vis-a-vis his flxed la,nd-based niis-
siles. Does the Senator from Washington
agree with my interpretation?

Mr. JACKSON. The question, as I
understand théae mtag:te}' posed!M by Etlhe
distinguished nator from assachu-
setts, essentially refers to the statement
in the report of the Committee on Arrned
Services quoting Secretary Schlesirger
as follows:

A principal feature of United States strate-
gic policy should be the avoidance of any
combination of forces that could be taken
a8 an éffort to acquire the ahility to execute
8 firstistrike disarming sttack sxaix:st the
UBSR.

The Appropriations Commtttee goes
on to construe this to refer o “such &
deployed capability agsinst fixed land-
based or other strategic systéms of the
US.S.R.”

I take it that the Scnator’s quesLion

essentially Is, Do I agree with this cohis -

struction of Secretary Schlesinhger’s re-
marks?

The answer fs, “yves.” It is not the sira-
tegic policy of the United States to de-
play systems that could execute a first
strike attack against land-based or other
strategic forces of the U.S.8.R. It should
be pointed out, however, that the stra-
tegic policy of ‘the United States should
not be limited to the single option. of
attacking the civilian population of the
Soviet Union. The report of the Senate
Armed Services Committee, with which
the Appropriation Comimittee associzted
itself, is clear on that point.

Takins both the growth of Soviet
forees and future developments at SALT
into account, we should be working to.de-
sign a strategic policy that will provide
for enhanced flexibility in our strategie
forees,

Continuing research and development
along the lines- of the strategic initia-
tives advocated by Secretaries Schlesin~
ger and Kissinger is an essential part of
that effort, and I am glad that the Com-
mittee onn Armed Services and the Com-
mittee ol Appropriations have recognized
that fact and supported those programs.

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, in my
conversatfons with the Senator from
Washington he stated that the “strategic
initiatives” proposed by Secretary Schle-
singer were research and development

initiatives only. He stressed that a clear

distinetlon must be made between re-
search and development efforts and pro-
duction-deployment deecisions. I fully
agree with this view. Bowever, at some

Approved For REBNGRERRIODAI.: BRCABEY 5865386KB0070006001A87ust 21, 197}

point in the future pressures are likely -
to occur for deployment of the accuracy-

vield capabilities that are likely to be -
developed through the proposad “stfa-
tegic initiatives™ programs. In contéme- =

plation of these preasures, I wonder if the
Senator from Washington has any views
regarding what, if any, canditions would .
justify deployment-of an accuracy-yield
capability that would pravide the United
States with an effigient gllo-bugting ca-
pability, “efficient” referging to s 2-to-I
or 1-to-1 ratio of warhead to. silo de-
struction. .

Mr. JACKSON. “To siate it.another
way, as I mxderstand the-Benatoer’s ques-
tion, under ‘what cireumstances would I
favor moving fromhe rasearch and de-
velopment af a misglle with a significant
silo-killing capability to the actual de-
ployment of such & weapon?

First, let mie say that there can be no
hard and fast answer tg that question.
But I think it is mseful to discuss the
factors that would go indo any decision
to deploy migsile systems capable ¢f de-
stroying Soviet silos on a one-to-one
hasis. These factors are, first, the future
growth of Soxiet forces. If the Soviets ex-
ploit thelr throw-weight advantage by
deploying a significant number of ac-
curate MIR Vs or adiditional missiles, they
could acquire the capabflity ta destroy
a large fraction of gur land-based forces
utilizing only a small fraction of theirs.

This would place the United States ab
an unaceceptable dlsadvantage, and in
my judgment we wanld reguire a capabil-
ity to destroy their reserve forges as an
essential pa.r;; of any American retalia-
tory attack. .

The second factar relates to future de-
velopments at SALT,

We need to achieve a SALT IT agree-
ment based. on egsential equivaience.
Such an agreementis unlikely to include
limitations om accugacy, since there is no
way to verify accuracy. I do not balieve
that we could hate a stable SALT 1T
agreement over the long run if the tech-
nologieal quality of our forces were al-
lowed to deteriorate in comparison with
Soviet forces,

We must sssume that the Soviets will
continue ta imprgve their technology
and that we will, tBerefare, have to con
tinue to Improve omrs. With a SALT
agreement that provides for reduc tion.,
to a level of equallty, we might be able
to defer indeﬁnite;y the deployment of
extremely high accuracy-high yield mis-
siles. Without such a SALT agreement,
we might nét. It I8 simply too scon, I
think, at thid point in history ta come to
3 final conclysion.

Mr. BROOKE. Then, as I understand
it, we are in agreeihent on the distinc-
tion between research and deyelopment
efforfs and producﬁon and déployment
decisions? There seéms te be no question
of that point.

Mr. JACKSON. That ig right. We have
made a clearcut distinction in this appro-
priation bill, together with the author-
ization bill, Mr. President, between re-
search and development on the one side
and actual deployment and production.

Mr. BROOKE. t we are dolng in
this appropr!ationa bill is merelv re-

m ;
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lence of our strategic forces and, wherever

search and development, is that not
correct?

Mr. JACKSON. The Senator is correct.

Mr. BROOKE. And prior to any time
we move to production and deployment
decisions, we will again have to assess
the posture of the U.S.S.R. as far as its
strategic posture is concerned and deter-
mine what the propér course of a,ct.ion
should be to maintain our own security.

- Mr. JACKSON. That is correct. .

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to place In the REcorp that section
of the report of the Committee on Armed
Services dealing with the authorization
bill, pertaining to aspects of the biil con-
cerning the strategic initiatives, research
and development. I do that, Mr. Presdent,
because we have, of course, the language
of the report of the appropriations bill
before us, but we do not have this item.

There being ho objection, the section
of the report was ordered to be printed
in the RECORD, as follows:

ASPECTS OF BILL OF SPECIAL INTEREST
STRATEGIC INITIATIVES—RESEARCH AND
DEVELOPMENT
Defense Department proposal

Both in his testimony before the commit-
tee and his posture statement, Secretary
Schlesinger presented a thoughtful, com-
prehensive analysls of U.S. strategic policy.
One of Secretary Schlesinger’s major themes
was the importance of strategic flexibility.
While pointing out the importance of the as-
sured destruction mission, Secretary Schle-
singer highlighted its limitations, stressing,
in particular, that the President must have
e full range of strategic options to cover a
variety of contingencies. The Secretary ar-
gued strongly that the United States must
not limit its strategic objectives to the threat
tg destroy millions of innocent civilians as
the sole—or even the principal—response to
potential Soviet actions.

To provide for a necessary range of optlons,
Secretary Schlesinger announced a new em-
phasis In targeting policy. As outlined to the
committee, this emphasis In targeting doc-
trine does not represent a major departure
from past U.S. policy. Indeed it is consistent
with the committee's longstanding convic-

. tion that the United States must have the
. capability to destroy a varlety of selected
targets, military and civilian, if and when
hecessary.

In addition, several new R&D programs
have been proposed In an effort to develop
@ broader range of strategic options. The fol-
lowing programs have been proposed:

Navy:

Submarine Launched Cruise Missile

Terminally Guided Maneuvering Reentry
Vehicle

Air Forece:

Air Launched Cruise Missile

Mobile Intercontinental Ballistic Missile

“Improved Yield for Minuteman

Improved Accuracy for Minuteman

. Increased Number of Minuteman Reentry
Vehicles

According to Secretary Schlesinger, these
specific R&D programs in large measure rep-
resent hedges against the potential growth
and development of Soviet strategic forces
as well as the outcome of SALT II.

Finally, Secretary Schlesinger reported to
the committee on the relentless momentum
of Soviet strategic weapons development. As
Secretary Schlesinger declared in his pos-
ture statement, “In summary, the new So-
viet TCBM program represents a truly mas-
sive effort—four new missiles, new bus-type
dispensing systems, new MIRVed payloads,
new guldance, new-iype silos, new launch

techniques, and probably new warheads.”
The breadth and depth of the new Soviet
missile development is both surprising and
disturbing. .

- committiee action

In assessing the strategic initiatives pro-
posed by the Defense Department, the com-

- mittee shares & fundamental commitment to

the pringciples of deterrence and to the main-
tenance of a U.S~-U.8.8.R. strategic balance
based upon parity. Although making some
minor dollar reductions, the committee felt
that the new strategic initiatives were neces-
sary to maintain and implement these prin-
ciples and should be supported.

By its action the committee seeks to in-
sure that the necessary resources are avail-
able to the United States in order to main-
tain its technological margin in the face of
Soviet strategic advancements. Under the
provisions of the interim agreement on stra-
tegic weapons, Soviet strategic missile forces
are numerically superior to our own. More-
over, they deploy three times the missle
throw weight of the comparable U.S. forces.
A vigorous program of research and develop-
ment on the part of the United States is es-
sential to our effort to maintain the stability
of the strategic balance.

The committee believes that the strategic
programs recommended to be authorized for
fiscal year 1975 are a particularly appropriate
means of maintaining the fechnological
margin of our strategic missile forces in a
period of rapid Soviet technological develop-
ment. The programs are not primarily de-
signed to meke numerical additions to our
existing strategic forces. On the contrary, the
major thrust of these research and develop-
ment programs i3 to upgrade our existing
forces so as to enable them to be used with
greater discrimination and with less unin-
tended damage over a broader range of se-
lected options. .

Finally, the committee wishes to reaffirm,
as it has in the past, its hope for a successful
and stabilizing follow-on agreement at the
SALT negotiations.

The nature and extent of the deployments
that these strategic initlatives will enable
us' to make will inevitably reflect the out-
come of present and future negotiations at
SALT as well as the evolution of Soviet stra-
tegic forces. It is worth pointing out that the

new strategic programs now underway In the-

Soviet Union; which have given rise to great
concern within the committee, have all come
to light since the conclusion of the ABM
{reaty and the Interim Agreement bn Offen-
sive Weapons. In authorizing these programs,
the committee intends to demonstrate, with

unmistakable force and clarity, its resolve -

never to allow the Soviets to obtain strategic
superiority. These new R&D programs create
the most compelling incentive for Soviet re-
straint in the technological exploitation of
its numerically superlor strategic forces and
for a genuine effort to conclude a stabilizing
SALT IT agreement.

The improved accuracy-yield issue

The primary focus in the deliberations on
strategic initiatives was on the issue of
whether 1t was in the best interests of the
United States to improve the accuracy and
yield of U.S, missiles. The $77 million re-
quest was as follows: Improved Guidance to
increase the accuracy of the Minuteman
force, Maneuvering Reentry Vehicle (MaRV)
with terminal guidance for increased accu-
racy of the Trident missile, and Mark 12A to
increase the yleld of the Minuteman force,

The committee voted to support the pro-
posed accuracy-yileld program for a variety
of reasons, There were, however, as discussed
below, four principal points upon which a
broad consensus ‘was achieved,

First, the committee has long been con-
cerned to sustain the technological excel-
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possible, to improve the efficiency of those
forces. Improving the accuracy of our stra-
tegic forces enables us to broaden the range
of options available to the President and to
minimize the collateral damage associated
with a retaliatory strike in the event that
deterrence fails. Moreover, improved accu-
racy enhances the values of our existing
strategic forces by permitting one strategic:
launch vehicle to accomplish a strategic
mission that might, with less accurate weap-
ons, require several such weapons.

Given the growth and development of
Soviet strategic forces, & deterrent posture
based prinecipally on the threat to retaliate
against Soviet eivilians, knowing that such
8 strike would almost certainly lead to the
destruction of millions of American civil-
lans, is less and less credible. Development
of the fechnology required for a range of
more discriminating—and more credible—
responses is, in the judgment of the commit-
tee, simple prudence.

Segond, a purposeful failure to improve
the accuracy and yield of our strategic war-
heads would be a gratultous self-constraint.
Since the growth of Soviet strategic forces,
especially that reported to the committee by
Secretary Schlesinger, appears to be accel-
erating such a unilateral constraint on our
part would give the Soviets the strategic
initiative.

Third, several members emphasized that
the development of these yleld and accuracy
improvements would not be a commitment
to deployment. At a relatively modest cost,
these developments provide an important
hedge against future as well as developing
Soviet programs 'in addition to preserving
flexibility.

Fourth, the committee was extremely
sensitlve to the importance of negotiating
from a position of strength in the complex
SALT deliberations. In reviewing SALT I it
was noted that favorable Congressional ac-
tion on the ABM program enabled us to do
precisely that. The Secretary of Defense will
advise the committee of any developments
affecting Soviet strategic capabllities, includ-
ing the conclusion of further agreements at
SALT, that may bear on the committee’s
assessment of the strategic initiatives au-
thorized in this bill.

The committee would also like to stress
that these improvements are not intended to
provide the United States with a first-strike
capability. The committee agrees with Secre-
tary Schlesinger that a principal feature of
United States policy should be, “The avoid-
ance of any combination of forces that could
be taken as an effort to acquire the ability
to execute a first-strike disarming attack
against the USSR.” ’

Conclusion

In summary, the committee considers that
maintaining technological superiority in
strategic weapons, even more so than in
other areas of weaponry, is critical to the
future deterrent posture of the United
States. The line of demarcation between re-
search and development and production is

‘clearly defined. The Soviets have thus far

made it clear that research and development
1s In no way constrained by the agreements
reached at SALT I. In fact, their own rate
of development nearly underlines this point.
Thus, the committee recommends supporting
the strategic initiatives proposed by the De-
fense Department.

Mr. EAGLETON. I ask the distin-
guished Senator from Washington how
long his colloquy with the junior Sen-
ator from Masachusetts will go on?

Mr. BROOKE. We have concluded
our colloquy. I wanted the opportunity
to discuss with the Senator from Wash-
ington his views as far as the question of
a first-strike capability is concerned.
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Presidential statements and those of the
Secretary of Defense confifin that it i3
U8, polley not to seek & firsi-strike
capabllity. I want to b¢ sure thal
it is understood that in gppropriating
this money for R. & D. on fcreased ac-
curacy and yield, we are not €hanging ouf
strategic doctrine. I think the Senator
from Washington has agreed that this
does not repregent a changé in the stra-
tegle doctrine bf the United States.

Mr. JACKSON. The Benptor is gor=

reet. I want to complimenf the distin-
guished Senater from Massgchusetts for
his able assistance in our jgint effort to
agree on report language in the bill which
is before the Senate. That I&nguage does
have the informal concurrefice, as I un-
derstand it, of the Secretary of Defense,
speeking for the administrgtion. =

Likewise, the language i the report
in gonnection with the Defenhse authori-
zation bill for the current fiseal year,
which I previously referréd to, repre-
sents, to my knowledge, a view that is
concwrred in by the Secrétary of De-
fense, speaking for the administration.

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, I had the
intent, first, of offering in_the Defense
Appropriations Subcommitfge and then,
falling there, in the Co ttee on Ap-
propriation§ and, failing there, on the
‘floer of the Senate, an, amenidment wheh
would have deleted the approximately
$77 million for R. & D. on gceuracy and
field improvements. I feel gtrongly that
these programs may be Interpreted as &
sign that we milght be moving in a direc-
tion of seeking a first-strike capabiltly
at Jeast aganst fixed land-based strategic
systems. 2

After discussion with the g@istinguished
chatrman of the Senate Ct )
Appropriations and subse§uently with
the distinguished junior Senafor from
Washington, report laflguage was
worked out which clearly iBdicates that
such 1s not the intent of the Committee
onr  Appropriations in recommending
these funds, Moreover, from the quoted
remarks of the Secretary gf Defense, I
assume it is the intent of the administra~
tion not to seek a first-strike capabllity
against either fixed land-béised or other
strategic systems of the UB.S.R. More~
over, I assume there is nd change be-
tween the intent of formier President
Richard Nixon, and President Gerald
Ford in this regard. i

T am very grateful to the @istinguished
Senstor from Washington for Joining
this colloquy and for working togéther
with me on the report lafizuage which
is provided in the report of their Com-
mittee on Appropriations. ° :

Mr. JACKSON. I thank the Senator.
Let me just conclude by repeating the
report language, quoting Secretary
Schlesinger: N

A principal feature of Unitéd States stre~
teglc policy should be, “The avoidance of any
cothbinatton of forces that épuld be taken
as-an effort to acquire the abfiity to executs
a fArst-strike disatming attafk agalnet the
USBR.” : C -

¥ think thet speaks for itself, and 1
helteve that my distinguished colleague
from Massathusetts agrées that the
cambination of the statement of the See-
retary of Defense, the statemeni of the

Chmmittee on

Committee on Appropriations, and the
statement of the Committee on Armed
Comforts 1o his nderstanding and my
confo understan my
underl;jﬁlding.

I thank the Senator for his very help-
ful dislog here. )

Mr. BROOKE. I thank the Senator.

Mr. JACKBON. The dialog_has been
one that I hope will dissipate the con-
fusion. , _

Mr. President, I ask unanirous con-
sent to have printed at this polnt in the
REcorp four articles pertainiiig fo this
subject matfer.” ~ N

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in_the Rzc-
oRD, as follows: -
|From the Seientific American, May 1974]

NUCLEAR STRATEGY AND NuUCLEAR WEAPONS

{By Barry Carter)

“Should a President, In the event of a nu-
clear aftack, be left with the single option
of ordering the mass destruction of encmy
civillanm, in the face of the certainty that
it 'would be followed by the mass staughter of
Americans? Should the concept of assured
destruction be narrowly defined and should
it be the only measure of cur abllity to deter
the variety of threats we may face?”

The guestions asked in the preceding guo-
tation, taken from Presldent Nixon's first
foreign-policy report in 1970, have been cited
repeatedly in the past few months by Ad-
ministration spokesmen in an effort to ex-
plain #nd justify some significant chariges
that are being made in U.B. policy regarcing
its strategic mdlitary forces. The new strategy,
spelled; out most clearly in Secretary of De-
fense James R. Schlesinger’s anpual report
for the fiscal year 1975, released In Msrch
seeks “to provide the President with a wider
ttons,” and hence greater *“flexibility,” in
choosing an appropriate response to ‘“‘any
kind of nuclear attack.”

As the opening guotation illustrpates, much
of the officlal rhetoric concerning this new
development in U.S. stratezic polisy has keen
more misleading than Mlwninating. To criti~
cize the “assured destruction” doctrine of tha
past décade or so a8 planning only for mss-
stve retallationh against Russian cities lgnores
the fact (belatedly acknowledged by Schle-
singer). that U.S. strategic forces have for
years had the capability, both in weapona
and in planning, for & “flexible response.”
More lmportant, the broad hypothetical
issues Invoked by such public statements
have tended to obscure the more Immediate
renl issues presented by this Administration’s
recent actions.

The real issues are serious ones, The pri-
mary operational question at present is
whethgr or not the U.S, should dgvelop mls«
siles with an improved capabllity Tor attuck=
ing “hardened” targets ir. the U'8.S.R. The
main tationale offered for developing such
an fmproved ‘“counterforce™ capability (so
called beeause it 1s almed at an opponent’s
military forees) is that it 1s “impermissible”
for the U.8. not to “match” certadn Russlan
counterforce developments. There is also the
suggestion that these missiles would mint=
mize “unintended collateral damége.”

The prededing questlon in turii ralses the
gubtler issue of how the active ptomotioa of
guch programs for improved counterforce
capabilities affects the stsbility of the stra-
tegto nuclear deterent aml hence the likell-
bood that there will be & nuclegr war. Be-
fore ohe cafi address these two lssues one
must derstand why public debate should
PO y focus on such questions and not (at
this time anyway) on the kind of questions
posed in President Nixon's 1970 remarks.

In the late 1980’s and early 1060s US,
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strategic Dolicy went throiigh a series of
transformations. By 1862 Awmerican miitary
planners recognized that the U.8. would have
many more missiles than the U.SSR. could
have for several years and infact rogny more
missiles than were pequiréd to devastate
every major city in the U.48R. A counter-
force strategy therefore held out the atirac-
tive option of Hmiting damage to U.S, cities
by destroying 4 substantial part of the Rus-
slan strategic forcef In “language that
sounds remarkably familiar today, Secretary
of Defense Rabert S McNemara sald in a
speech in Ann Arborf, Mich.: “The United
States has come to the comelusion that, to
the extent fegsible, basic military strategy
in a possible general nuclear war should be
approached in much the same way that more

--conventional military operations have been

regarded i the past. That 18 to say, principal
‘mititary ohjectives, in the efent of » nuclear
war stemming.from & majar attack on the
alliance, should be the destruction of the
enemy’s military forces, not of his civilian
population.”

The Russians, hotvever,; continuel to
deploy land-based intercontinental bailistie
missiles (ICBM's) an@ subfaarine-launched
ballistic missiles (SLBM's). As a result, even
it the U.9. sought to limit damage to itselt
by the partial destruction of the Russian
strategic forces, there would still be more
than enough Russian forces left to kil
tens of millions of Americans. Becognizing
this fact, McN&mara increasingly emphuasized
by the mid-1860’s the con#ept of “assured
destruction,” which Be saidf in 1988 means
the “ability, even after absorbing a well~
coordinated surprise first #trike, to .nfict
unaceceptable damage on the attacker.” This
criterion he defined eéxplicifly: “In the case
of the Soviet Union, I would judge thst a
capability on our part to destroy, say. one-
firtth to one-fourth of her population and
one-half of her industrial capacity would
serve a8 anl effective deterrent.”

Few concepts have been. ss malighed or
misunderiétood” as that of #ssured destruce
tion. Critics label ¥ genoeide or use the
acronym of “mutual assureéf destruction” to
call It map. In fact, the comcept seems well
designed to serve two purposes. First, by
planning the aize of U.S. farces on the basis
of the “worst case™ scenaro of an all-out
Russian surprise attasek, it ensures thuat the
U.S. possesses the ultimate threat: to be ablae
to wipe out the U.S8R. or any attacker in
retailation. Seoond, since the destructicn eri«
terion is reasomably piecise, the concepi pro«
vides a useful basis for lEmiting strategic-
weapons procurement and for evaluating
arms-control proposals. .

While retalning the sssured-destruction
concept, McNamara and his successsor, Clark
Clifford, supervised the development of the
wide array of weapohs that constitut:s to-
day’'s U.8. strategic arsenal. Both the nun-
bers and the characteristics of many of these
weapons were ¢onsistent with the assured-de-
struction concept, partly because the U.S.
possesses & ‘triad” " of stimtegie offensive
forces and partly becausa of the hedge
mgalnst the “highest expeebed threat.” The
'triad approach secks to nmintain a major
retaliatory capability In eagh component of
our strategic offensive forces: ICBM's, SLBM's
and long-range bombers, Justified oan the
grounds that -each compoment presents a
different problem for an attacker, difficult
and costly problems for his defense ind a
hedge against unexpected failures in one or
both of the other camponeénts, the n=2t re-
sult of the triad approach 1s to prov:de in
the aggregate a high degree of confidence
that the sssured-destruction mission could
be carried out. . )

The hedge sgainst the highest expected
threat, as projected in the National Intel-
ligence Estimates, mepnt that weapons would

' be developed and scmetimes procured as a
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cushion against Russian developments that,
although not considered likely, were pos«
gible. The predictable result was thet the
U.8. came to much ‘more powerful
forces than were shown by subsequent events
to be required for assiired destruction. For
exgmple, one of the main justifications
offered for developing multiple independ-
ently targeted reentry vehicles (MIRV's) was
to hedge sdgainst a greater-than-expected
Russian deployment of an anti-ballistic-mis-
sile (ABM) system on the theory that in-
creasing the number of incoming warheads
would enable the U.S. offense to penetrate
the Russian defense more easily.

Of course, some of the development and
procurement decisions dalso reflected inevita-
ble political and bureaucratic pressures. For

example, Inced with pressures from the mili-.

tary and from Congress, McNamara appar-
ently thought he could not ask for fewer
than 1,000 Minuteman ICBM’s.

Finally, the proponents of the assured-
destruction concept in"the latter hall of the
1960’s quietly subscribed to secondary strate-
glc objectives, in particular the desire to
retain some ability to respond flexibly in the

case of an actual attack. I the U.B. were

subjected to a “limited” nuclear attack-—
possibly with a small number of missiles or
because of an accldent launch—most
thought the President should have a range
of options from which to choose, This factor
helps to explain why, for example, the Min-
uteman IT warhead, which was first deployed
in 1968, could be programed for up to eight
alternative targets, and why there was flexl-
bility in the actual targeting plans.

As & result the U8, ended up with stra-
tegic-war capabilities considerably greater
than the assured-destruction concept re-
quired. That this sitfuation was rarely ac-
knowledged publicly was a serlous mistake,
the results of which we are now reaping In
public misunderstanding of the policies of
the past and, more importaiit, in the some-
times surprising ignorance about the present
capabilities of the T.S. strategic forces. The

simple fact, which cannot be stressed too -

gtrongly, is that the U.S. strateglec forces are
now capable of cartying out a large array of
alternative missions, far in excess of assured
“destruction.

To begin with, assured destruction does not
require many forces. Assuming zero or low
Russian ABM levels (a reasonable assumption.
glven the 1972 Moscow Treaty limiting ABM
systems), the delivered warheads of 220 Min-
uteman IIT ICBM’s could kill about 21 per-
cent  of the Russian population from imme-
diate effects alone and destroy gbout 72 per-
cent of the Russlan industrial capacity. The
delivered warheads from 170 Poseldon mils-
siles (which is fewer than the total carried by
12 submarines) could cause a similar level of
damage [see {llustration on page 24]. Projéc-
tions of bomber survivability vary greatly,
but most experts would estimate that enough
B-52’s could reach thelr targets to satisfy
easily the traditional assured-destruction
criterion. - .

The total of U.S. strategic forces is, of
course, much larger. There are at present
1,054 ICBM’s, of which 1,000 are Minuteman
missiles and §4 are the older, larger Titans.
Of the Minuteman missiles 550 have been or
are In the process of being converted to the
Minuteman ITI, which can carry up to three
warheads. These MIRV’s are estimated to
have an accuracy of 1,600 feet or less (ex-~
pressed in terms of “circular error probable,”
which means that 50 percent of the warheads
are expected to fall within a radius of 1,600
feet of the target). The explosive power, or
yvleld, of each warhead is equlvalent to be-
tween 170 and 200 kilotons of TNT, or at least
11 times the size of the 15-kiloton bomb
dropped on Hiroshima, Rapid retargeting of
the Minuteman ITI will be possible soon with
the advent of mew computer-software sys-

tems, such as the Command Data Buffer sys-
tem. (All estimates of the numbers and char-
acteristics of U.B. forces used in this article
are taken from the statements of U.8. officials,
from publications of the International Insti-
tute of Strategic Btudies and from other reli-
able publications.)

In addition the U.S. arsensal includes 656
SLBM's, 496 of which are scheduled to be-
come Poseidon missiles. The Poseidon can
carry up to 14 MIRV’s, but it is usually de-
ployed with 10. Although accuracy might be
reduced by uncertainties about the subma-
rine’s location, it still is probably less than
3,000 feet. Moreover, even though each war-
head is smaller than Minuteman's, there are
many more of them and each is still about
three times the size of the Hiroshima bomb.
Like the Minuteman IIT warheads, the Posei-
don warheads can be retargeteéd quickly.

Bombers are often viewed as the step-
child of the U.8. strategic triad. The ap-
proximately 400 B-52's and 85 FB 111's are
unaccountably ignored in many comparative
tables of American and Russlan strategic
forces, notably In Presldent Nixon’s first
three foreign-policy reports. This 1s surpris-
ing given the fact that an estimated 40 per-
cent of the U.8. budget for strategic offen-
sive forces is spent on bombers. Moreover,
from the standpoint of nuclear strikes the
per-sortie attrition rate of about 3 percent
suffered by the B-52’s in their attacks on
heavily defended Hanol demonstrated high
survivability. Indeed, most places in the
T.S.8.R. would not be as heavily defended
as Hanol, the B-52’s would not be making
the more vulnerable high-altitude attacks
they made there and the bombers would use
nuclear warheads to sllence air-defense bat-
teries. Each B-52 carries between four and
24 nuclear weapons, the load belng a vari-
able mix of gravity bombs and air-to-surface
missiles. The bombs can be in the megaton
range (that is, equal to 1,000 kilotons) and
can be delivered with very high accuracy.

(This accounting of the U.S. strategic
forces does not include the extensive U.S.
“tactical” nuclear forces, many of which
could attack targets in the U.S.S.R, In addi-
tion to the more than 7,000 tactical nuclear
weapons in Europe, many such weapons are
deployed in Asia and on forward-deployed
ships in the Atlantic and the Pacific.)

In short, the U.S. slready has a considera-
ble potential for “limited” strategic strikes.
Exactly how much capability depends on the
critical assumption of who strikes first and
how, as well ag on one’s assumptions about
the nature of the Russlan threat. In any
case three important factors should be
remembered about potentlal targets in the
USSR.:

1. There are many nonmllitary, industrial
targets outslde urban centers that would
require only one or two nuclear warbheads
each; such targets Include manufacturing
plants, power plants and the two construc-
tlon yards for missile submarines.

2. Except for “hardened” targets, most

military targets could be destroyed by only -

one or two warheads each; such targets in-
clude air-defense sites, military airfields,
major army bases and submarine bases.

3. Even for hard targets such as mlssile
silos, nuclear-weapons storage facilities and
command posts, the use of small numbers of
warheads will create a high probability of
destruction. For instance, three Minuteman

" IIT warheads delivered against three Rus-

sian missile silos with a “hardness” about
the same as that of the U.S. silos when they
were first buillt would have approximately
an 80 percent chance of destroying one slilo,
whereas seven Minuteman IIL warheads
would have a slmilar 80 percent probability
of knocking out one sllo three times as hard,
Presumably many Russian missile silos have
a hardness in this range.

As a result, even with existtng missiles a

S 15543

limited strike by the U.S. that employed 100
missiles or fewer could do substantial damage
to the U.S.8.R. and could knock out some
Russian ICBM’s.

In calculating the sufficiency of our
strategic forces, one should not forget the
Chinese. For any conceivable “crisis scenario”
the total expenditure of U.B. warheads
against China could easily come from the
present surplus excecding the weapons
needed for the assured-destruction mission
against the U.8.8.R. Not only could the U.S.
destroy most of the nascent Chinese nuclear
forces, but also it has been estimated that
a few warheads detonated over 50 Chinese
urban centers would destroy half of the urban
population (more than 50 million people).
more than half of the industrial capacity and
most of the key governmental, technical and
managerial personnel. Indeed, agalnst fixed
targets such as cities the U.8. could use its
B-52’s, which could return to their bases for
other missions. ’

Not only does the U.S. have this multl-
taceted capability but also its nuclear
strategy has always included plans for at-
tacks other than massive ones on Russian
cities. This conclusion is logically inescapa-
ble when one realizes that the U.S. has had
thousands of strategic warheads since the
mid-1960's, has abuot 7,600 now and is ex=-
pected to have almost 10,000 by 1977. There
are only about 200 major cities in the U.S.S.R.
Either the U.S. has aimed a superfluously
large number of warheads at each major city
or 1t has planned for other targets all along.
Any doubts on this score were resolved by
Secretary Schlesinger’s statement in March .

. that “our war plans have always included

military targets.”

President Nixon has made 1t very clear from
the early days of his Administration that he
wanted changes in U.S. strategic policy.
Nelther he nor any other high officlal, inelud-
ing Secretary Schlesinger, has ever rejected
the assured-destructioon concept. Rather
they have defined assured destruction nar-
rowly to mean only massive retaliation
against cities and have said that more options
are needed. To date the Nixon Administra-
tlon has really presented two different sets
of what “more” is needed. First there were
the “sufficiency ecriteria,” which were pub-
licized In the period from 1970 to 1972. This
past year hag seen the emergence of a new
set of criteria.

The sufficlency criteria, which President

- Nixon first hinted at in 1970, were spelled out

by Secretary of Defense Melvin R. Iaird in
1971, They are:

1, Maintalning an adequate second-strike
capability to deter an all-out surprise at-
tack on our strateglc forces.”

2. “Providing no incentive for the Soviet
Union to strike the United States first in a
crisis.”

3. “Preventing the  Soviet Union from
gaining the ability to cause considerably
greater urban/industrial destruction than
the United States could inflict on the Soviets
in a nuclear war.”

4. “Defending against damage from small
attacks or accidental launches.”

These four criterla have been explained
further, Including the fact that the deter-
rence is for the benefit of U.S. allies as well
as the U.S. -

The pubHcation of the sufficiency criteris
at least moved the public debate off the mis-
leading view that U.S. policles and forces
only envisioned massive retaliation against
cities, but beyond that there is little new in
the criteria. This is partly because they were
never clearly explained; accordingly they re-
mained more Delphic than definitive.

The first criterion 1s simply a basic state-
ment of the assured-destruction concept.
The third Is a result of the assured-destruc-
tion assumption at meaningful levels of de-
struction; beyond the ability of either sids
to Inflict 75 million fatalities and between
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50 and 75 percent industrial damage--levels
that would finish either county as a viable
soclety—relative differences in. the ablity to
inflict urban or Industrial daffiage seem in=
significant. Besides, much higher levels of
destruction can only be achieYed with con=
siderable difficulty, since eithef country soon
reaches a point of rapidly dffninishing re-
turns in terms of urban or (hdustrial de=
struction per additional warhsad. o

‘The fourth criterion was clearly justifica-
tiofi for the Saféguard ABM system. Without
getting into the debate over stich issues ag
whether or not the advantaggs of damage
limitation against small attacks or acciden-
tal launches outweighs the diSadvantage of
the Russians’ misinterpreting”the purposes
of any ABM deployment, suffice it to say
that the Administration as @mrly as May,
1971, was committed to insighificant ABM
levels in the ongoing Strategic Arms Limita-
tion Talks (SALT). The fourth criterion
thus became “inoperative.” -

That leaves the second criteffon. It clearly
enunciates a desirable objective in strategic
policy: to avoid strategic forges or actiong
that would be destabilizing a crisls. Al-
though this objective was nof expliclt be-
Torse, 1t was inherent in the asghred-destruc-
tion objective of providing highly survivabla
foroes that would thereby redyce the incen-
tive for a first strike. The secgnd suffieiency
eriterion falls to delineate whaf more, if any-
thing, was needed. & .

The criteria are silent abouf the kinds of
option other than assured de%ruetion that

the President was so concerned about. More=,
protect itg

over, should the U.S. react 1 g,
allles (still undefined) in the game way thaf
&t would to protect its own

gard to China? In short, excepd for the flir=
tation with the ABM possibiljty, the suffi-
ciency criterfa only hinted at new strategic
policles rather than establishfng them. .

Instead of frying to amend ghe sufficiency
criteria, the Administration degided ahout g,
year ago simply to screp themi and to start
anew in redefining strategic Ppolicles. Thig
time Secretary Schlesinger has been the
principal spokesman. After sonje of his press
conferences late in 1973 and garly in 1974
led to confusion among jodrnalists and
other observers as to what thes new policles
encompassed, the appearsncg of Schles-
inger’s annual report in MarcR clarified the
issues considerably. At one place in that
report the “Principal Featureg of the Pro=
posed Posture” (a postu Schlesinger
clearly likes o refer to as “es@ential equiv-
alence”) are listed: -

1. “a capability sufficiently Jarge, diversi~
fied, and survivable so that I will provide
us et all times with high confidence of rid-

Ing out even a massive surprige attack and,

of penetrating enemy defensgs, and with
the ability to withhold an red destruc-
tion reserve for an extended petiod of time.”

2. “sufficlent warning to ensure the sur<
vival of our heavy bombers fogether with
the bomb alarm systems ang command-
control capabilities required by our Nationa]
Command Authorities to dire¢t the employ~
ment of the strategic forces in a controlled,
selective, and restrained fashign.” N

3. “the forces to execute a Wide range of
options in response to potent? actions by
an enemy, including a capability for pljécme
attacks on both soft and hard targets, while
et the same time minimizing umintended col-
lateral damage.”

4. “the avoldance of any cambination of
forces that could be taken as an effort tq
acquire the abllity to execute a first-strike
dissrming atfack against the YSSR.”

5: “an offensive capability of such size and
comiposition that all will perceive it as 4t
overall balance with the stra.t;egic forces of
any potential opponent.”

erritory? And,
what are U.8. strategic objecflves with re-
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6. “offensive and defensive capabilisles
and programs that confoom with the pro-
visions of eurrent arms control agreements
and at the same time facilitate the conclu-
sion of more permanent treaties to confrol
and, if possible, reduce the main nuclear
arsenals.”

These factors plus the accompanying text
in the report provide the best available in-
sight into the proposed new policies. The frst
factor, combined with the second's require-
ment of bomber survivability, constitutes
essentially a restatement of the assured-
destruction concept. It needs no further
elaboration here except to note that ps-
sured destruction does not require imrne-
diate résponse; indeed, the emphasis on a
“second strike’” capabllity and om the sur-
vivability of U.S. forces reflects the goal of
having time i which to consider what the
appropriate response should be.

Skipping briefly to the fourth, fifth and
siXth fgctors, they raise a host of diverse is-
sues—touching on all offensive and defen-
sive strategic programs. There is not sufi-
cient space to treat them comprehensively
here; instead the focus will be on their im-
pact on the Administration’s concepts of
strategic flexibility and limited nuclear war.

The third factor and the balance of the
second address the questions of flexibliity
and limited strategic war directly. The un-
derlying questions can best be summarized
as follows: (1) Should the U.S. have a num-
ber of response options? (2) Should the U.S.
develop missiles with improved counterforce
capabilities? (3) Should the U.8., actively
promote the idea of improving counterforce
capabilities fot fighting, If necessary, a lim-
ited nuplear war? Since the first questior. is
essentially noncontroversial, the remaining
two define the immediate 1ssues.

Schlesinger reports that most of the tar-
geting optlons in the past have involved
“relatively massive responses.” He wants to
provide the President with a “wider set of
much more selective targeting options.”
There 1s general agreement among strategle

analysts that the U.8. should have a variety .

of response options other than massive re-
tallation against citles, These options could
be useful, for example, in deterring a lim-
ited strateglc attack. As Paul C. Warnke, &
former  Assistant Secretary of Defense, has
put it: “There can .. . be little objection to
the concept that our targeting plans shoald
be sufficiently flexible to provide the Presi-
dent with a variety of optlons in the event
of & nuclear attack.” Warnke befleves “'we
might be better positioned to deter a less
than all-out Soviet attack if we have the re-
finement of command and control to push
only one or a few buttons rather than ~he
entire console . . . to respoad with less than
our Sunday punch.”

This broad consensus ircludes those op-
tions that draw on the capabilities of pres-
ent forces and those already well along in
development. As we have seen, our present
forces already have the accuracy-yield com-
binations to be used eﬂ'eétively to destroy al-

‘most anything except hard targets. Even

against such hard targets as ICBM gilos these
forces could destroy large numbers of tar-
gets, but they would not do it “‘efficiently.”

Schlesinger makes it clear, however, that
he wants more than flexibility, that he wants
counterforce options that require new or
improved weapons. The incremental options
are ones “minimizing unintended collateral
damage” and providing a hard-target il
capabllity that “matches” that of the Rus-
slans. To be able to achleve these optinns
Schlesinger seeks programs to develop s~
siles with improved counterforce capabilitieg,

The proposed defense budget for the fiscal
year 1975 Includes a number of such pro-
grams. The programs appesr to fall into two
categories.
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First, there are the short-term programs,
the ones that involve relatively minor
changes and for whith 1nitial deployment
might easily begin by the late 1970’s The
major programs in this category include pro-
curement of more Minuteman III missiles;
refinement of the existing guidance gyst2m of
the Minuteman III to ingcrease accuracy
(probably from 1,500 feet down to 700 feet or
less); a higher-yield warhead for the Minute-
man III identical in configuration with the
existing warhead, and a general progrem fo
improve and measyre the accuracy of
SLBM's. The proposed budget also_ includes
funds to flight-test a Minuteman ITI with a
larger number of suoialler reentry vehicles.
Whether this program will increase counter-
force capabiltes or not depends on the ac-
curacy and yleld of the new warheads.

Second, there are two major long-term
programs. Both will require considerable de-
velopment time, and initial deployment
would seem unlikely before 1980. Advanced
development will be initiated for a termin-
ally gulded “maneuverable reentry vehicle”
{MARV) for possible “retrofit” into both
ICBM’s and SLBM's. Althotgh a MARV war-
head has been programmed for some time for
the advanced Trident I SLBM, it is not to
be terminally guided, being designed for
evasion of ABM interceptors rather than for
improved accuracy. A new terminally guided
MARYV, however, will presumably have sn ac-
curacy of a few hundred feet. This would
glve even warheads the size 0f the Poseidon’s
a very effective hard-target kill capability.

Further research and development 1s need-~
ed to declde exactly how the new MARY will
work., By definition, after the MARY has
separated Irom the “bus,” or postboost
vehicle, that holds all a missile’s warhesds, it
can maneuver almost up to impact in order
to correct its flight path. The corrections
eould be accomplished in two ways. The most
likely development is the homing MARV,
what some call the true MARV. A sensor in
the warhead would acguire an image or im-
ages of the target or of prominent terrain
features nearby (or perhaps would simply
acqulre an “altitude profile” of the terrain
along its flight path). An on-board matching
device would match this information with
& map stored in its memory. The warhead’s
flipht path would then be corrected elther
by gas jets or by acrodynamic vanes.

An alternative approach 18 to use a» in-
ertial guidance system in the warhead as
well a8 In the bus. Since the reentry vehicle
often separates from the bus early in its
flight, an on-board guidance system would
allow much later changes in trajectory. The
information on position would come, how-
ever, from the systém’s gyroscopes, from
stars or even from satellite8 and not from
the target area itself. As a result this ap-
proach in theory would probably not e as
accurafe as the homing approach.

The second long-term program is thz de-
velopment of an entirely new ICBM for the
1980°s, This missile, which may even be an
air-mobile missile, would Include a new
guidance system (presumably a terminally
guided MARV), which Schlesinger says
would give It “a very good capability against
hard targets.”

How reasonable or necessary is it to de-
velop 1missiles with improved counterforce
capabilities in order to minimize colleteral
damage or to match the Russians' hard-
target kill capability?

It 18 particularly difficult to understand
how these missiles will minimize collsteral
damage. The warheads Secretary Schlesinger
1s proposing will probably have at least the
yield of the present Minuteman IIT and
Poseidon warheads. Such warheads would
cause extensive damage over a wide area.
For example, a “small” 100-kiloton homb
exploding in the air over a target would
cause substantial fatalities and damage from
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immediate effects alone over a circle with a
radius of 2.5 miles. Since the possible im-
provement in accuracy for the Minuteman,
for example, is at most about 1,000 feet even

" 4n the long run, the number of civilian fa-

talities will hardly be reduced significantly
if a warhead at least three to 11 times the
‘gize of the Hiroshima bomb lands a Tew
nundred feet closer to the intended target.

A substantially smaller warhead that still
provides an tmproved hard-target kill capa-
bility is unlikely to be ready for deployment
until the 1980's, since a very accurate termi-
nally guided MARV is needed to allow a
sigmificant “trade-off’ between lower yleld
and higher accuracy. Furthermore, the value
of . much smaller warheads in saving lives
must be put in perspective. '

First, the way to minimize fatalities, it
.nuclear weapons must be used, is careful tar-
get selection, in other words aiming at tar-
gets distant from urban centers, Alr-defense
gites or alr bases In the Arctic and isolatéd
army posts or industrial sites are good ex-
amples. For a very limited exchange the dif-
ferences In fatality levéls from an attack on
such targets with warheads of, say, 50 kilo-
tons as against five kilotons would not be
slgnificant. . " .

Second, if there is a large-scale nuclear ex~
change, then there simply is no way of keep~
ing clvilian damage at a low level. The ef-
fects not only of immediate blast but also
of radioactivtly would kill millions,

Third, In an actual nuclear exchange the
successful continuation of a TU.S. policy
simed at miniminzing civillan casualties
depends in large part on what the Russians
do, and the Russians have never seemed
much attracted to this objective. Their stra-
tegic warheads have always been large. Even
+though they necessarily reduced the size of
individual warheads on their ICBM's in or-
der to deploy MIRV’s on them, some if not
all of the warheads are still in the mega-
ton range. »

8chlesinger’s main justification for the
new counterforce programs 1s that the U.8.
to match that of the U.SS.R. This seems
& questionable refinement of the broader
theme of “essential equivalence.” Schlesin-
ger has on occasion defined essentlal equiva~-
lance to suggest -overall balance. For exam-
ple, be recently testified: “We do not have
4o heve s match for everything in their ar-
senal. They do not have to have a match for
everything in our arsendl.”

Whether or not such an overall balance
exists today and for the foreseeable future
is 8 question that deserves public debate; a
good case can be made for the affirmative.
Most important, both the TU.B. and the
U.8.8.R. have a high-confidence ability to
carry out 8 wide variety of retaliatory op-
tions. In terms of static indicators thé Rus-
slans do have more missiles and greater mis-
sile “throw weight.” The US., however, has
more bombers, more warheads (now and for
the rest of the decade) and about equal
throw welght (if bombers are included in the
calculations). In terms of_ guelitative fac-
tors U.S. missile submarines are much
guieter and hence harder to find than the
Russian ones, and U.S. bombers are more
modern. PFinally, to maintaln or evenh en-
hance some of its capabilities, the U.S. al-
ready has a number of strategic programs
well along: the conversion of older missiles
$0 larger Minuteman IIT and Poseldon mis-
®iles, the B-1 bomber and the Trident sub-
marine with its advanced missiles.

8chlesinger, however, avoids the complex
guestion of whether the general U.S.-U.S.B.R.
strategic picture is one of overall balance—
of essentjal equlvalence. Rather, he selec-
tively focuses on rélative counterforce ca-
pabilitles against YCBM silos (Selective vi-
sion 1s not exactly a new tactic in military
analysis. The *missile gap” of 1960 is a clas-
sic case; the heated debate over the num-

ber of U.8. ICBM’s compared with the num-~
ber of Russian ICBM's ignored the massive
T.S. bomber force. Schlesinger’s selective vi«
sion is even blurred within its own fleld.
Although the Russlans are clearly develop-
ing new misstles and MIRV's, they appar-
ently have not pursued the accuracy aspect
of a counterforce strategy with much zeal.
As Oeneral George S. Brown, the chief of
staff of the Air Force, recently remarked
about the new Russian programs, “MIRVing
alone won’t [take out the Minuteman force].
Accuracy 18 the other key element and we
‘haven’t seen evidence of accuracy improve-
ment in their work which we would expect
to see.” -

Is there some reason why the U.S. and
the U.S.S8.R. should have essential equiva-
lence in the capability to destroy missile
silos? The arguments against this course of
action seem persuasive. There is no benefit
in terms of traditional strategic analysis in
being able to kill efficiently very large num-
bers of the other side’s silos. As we have
established, the U.S, can already destroy
some silos, although at a cost of a few U.B.
missiles each. Inefficient, limited destruction
of silos should suffice for the war scenarios
that some envision, in which the U.S. feels
1t necessary to destroy silos as a way of show=
ing its “resolve.” Killing many more ‘silos
would not minimize damage to the U.S.;
everyone agrees that the U.S. eannot expect
to destroy. a large enough fraction of the
silos or other strategic offensive forces aof the
U.S.8.R. to limit damage to this country in
any meaningful way.

Finally a critical assumption underlying
the preceding discussion is that the silos
will have mlissiles in them when they are
destroyed. In fact, the flight time of a Min~
uteman missile to the Russian missile fields
i1s about 30 minutes. If the Russlans were
1o deploy early-warning satellites, they could
detect almost instantaneocusly the launch of
U.8. missiles, which means that the U.8.8.R.
could probably have the option of launch-
ing many, if not all, of its missiles before
‘the U.8. warheads arrived. Using U.S. ‘war-
heads against empty sllos in empty flelds
seems a particularly gquestionable policy.

The full cost of these new programs ls
unclear. Much depends on the size of the
deployments and the extensiveness of the
modifications.. A useful benchmark 1is the
Minuteman III program; the conversion of
550 older Minuteman missiles into Minute-
man IIl’'s will cost between $5 billion and
$6 billion. Although the costs of some of
the new counterforce programs might be
comparatively small, the total cost of all the
new programs would greatly exceed the Min-
uteman TII costs, ’

Added to the questions about the ana-
lytical reason for the new counterforce pro-
grams and the inevitable costs must be the
distinect possibility that these programs will
be destabilizing and will make arms limita-
tions more difficult to negotiate.

Assuming a crists situation, a substantial
U.S. counterforce capability against Russian
ICBM's is more likely to create an incentive
for the TU.S.S.R. to adopt a halr-trigger,
lgunch-on-warning posture; the Russian
leadership would fear that the U.S. might
attack first In an attempt to limit damage
to itself, These fears would make it even
more likely for the U.S.S.R. to attack first
in a crisis in order to destroy some of the
U.8. ICBM’s that had become more tempting
targets as a result of the new U.S. counter-
force programs, ! ’

Schlesinger deplores this Instability (es
in his fourth feature, cited above, of the
new posture), but he and other high officials
say that the new U.S. programs are 1ot
extensive enough to create such Russian
fears. The conceivable accuracy and yield
improvements on 1,000 Minuteman missiles,
however, even without the terminally guided
MARYV, could give the U.S, the capability, on

paper at least, of destroying between 80
and 90 percent of the Russian ICBM force.
The deployment of the MARV or the use of
improved SLBM’s against the Russian mis-
siles ‘would push that percentage even
higher. -

The Russian leadership, moreover, might
be more conservative than the U.S. leader-
ship In assessing Russian strengths and
weaknesses, This conservatlsm would be
based at least partly on the fact that, unlike
the balanced reliance in the U.B. on all three

-elements of the strategic triad, in the U.S.

8.R. ICBM’s are the primary component of
the strategic offensive forces. The U.SS.R.
48 allowed up to 1,618 ICBM’s under the
SALT I Interim Agreement (compared with
1,054 for the U.8.), and the Russlans are
actively developing four new ICBM's, More-
over, these missiles are under the command
of the Strategic Rocket Forces, which since
it was created in about 1960 has been one
of the most important branches, if not the
most important one, of the Russian military.
Unlike the T.S. Air Force, which has respon-
gibility not only for. ICBM’s but also for
bombers and many tactical forces, the pri-
mary responsibility of the Strategic Rocket
Forces 1s the Russlan ICBM force; conse-

-quently this organization has every incen=-

tive to enhance its role in strategie planning.
The Long Range Aviation command, which
has responsibility for the Russian bombers,
hias never had the bureaucratic strength of
the Btrategic Rocket Forces, and the Russian
navy has responsibility for a number of
other forces besides missile submarines.

The strategic-planning emphases of the
T.S. and the U.S.8.R. differ particularly on
the subject of bombers. At present the U.S.
has more than 450 intercontinental bombers,
about a fourth of which are kept on “ready
alert” at a large number of air bases (so that
they can avold being destroyed even In case
of surprise attack). The Russians have about
140 long-range bombers. These are gualita-
tively inferior even to the B-36 bombhers de-
ployed by the U.S. in the 1850’s, are not
kept at at as high readiness and are located
at just a few air bases. Although a new
Russian bomber {(named the Backfire by the
Pentagon) Is just beginning production, it
geems primarily intended for targets on the
periphery of the U.S.SR. In any case it is
not certain how many Backfires will be built,
and the plane appears to lack the critical
range and low-altitude capabilities of the
B-52's. -

As for SLBM’s, the U.8.8.R. Is building new
missile submarines and is allowed more boats
and SLBM’s than the U.8: under the terms
of the SALT agreements. In contrast to the
active U.8. MIRV programs for both ICBM’s
and SLLBM’s and the new Russian MIRV pro-
grams for ICBM’'s, however, the Russians
have not begun testing multiple warheads on
their new SLBM. The U.8.8.R., moreover,
usually keeps only five or six missile subma-~
rines on patrol at any one time, compared
with 40 percent of the 41 U.S. boats. In sum,
the U.S.8.R. does not seem to give missile
submarines the same priority in strategic
planning as the U.S.

Schlesinger essentially hinges his denial
that first-strike fears by the U.S.8.R. would
be enhanced by the planned U.S. improve-
ment in its capabilities against ICBM’s on
the relative invulnerability of the Russian
missile submarines. Compared with the U.S.
missile submarines, however, the Russian
boats are noisier—ean important qualitative

-disadvantage—and must operate in ocean

areas where it is easier for the U.S. to locate
and detect them. In addition the U.S. has
under way & large, aggressive antisubmarine-
warfare program for tactical ®ad strategic
uses. It has been reliably estimated that U.S.
expenditures in the fiscal year 1972 for anti-
submarine warfare were $2.5 billion and that
by 1974 they would rise to more than $4 bil-
lon. The Russian leaders might well fear, at
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some future crisis point, that the U.S. had
developed & significant entisubmarine-war-
fare capabllity, making Schlesinger’s sug-
gested ultimate reliance on tl_gh- misgile sub-
marines less than complétely reassuring.

One ‘“crisls scenario” that is often con-
cocted to show the danger gt the growing
Russian counterforce capability against Minh-
uteman and to justify develfiping improved
U.8. counterforce capabilities is an attack or
threat of attack by the U.S.HR. against US.
ICBM'’s. The scenario envisiofs the following
chain of events: (1) & real or threatened
Russian attack agalnst Minpteman; (2) a
realization by the U.3. leadegship that it Is
left or will be left with no moge than a capac-
ity to attack Russlan cities; {3) major con-
cesslons or even surrender by the U.S.

This scenario has an obvipusly fantastlc
quality. Even if the Internal loglc of the
scenarlo were accepted, it still does npt
Justify improving U.S, countéfforce capabili-
tles. It does not matter whether the U.S.
missiles destroyed are highly Recurate or not.
What matters is what other I7.S. forces can
do If these missiles are destrgyed. Indeed, 8s
we have seen, by presenting an increaséd
threat to the U.S.S.R., U.S. development of
highly accurate missiles might actually make
the Russians more likely to attack, thus
making the scenario less implausible,

More important, the underlying loglec of
the scenario Is simply wrong, as should be
evident to both the U.S. and the Russign
leadership. First, the Russiapjis would haye
to consider that - Minutemg might be
launched agalnst Russian targets in the 30-
minute warning time betweeq the launch of
the Russian ICBM's and their arrival at the
Minuteman silos. Second, even iIf a surprised
or reasonably cautious U.S, leadership did
not launch on warning, a few Minutemen
would survive even the most, careful attack.
Also surviving would be at least the bombers
on alert and most if not all of the U.S. mis-
sile submarines in the water, (If the abtack
oceurred affer an initial crisls period, more
bombers than usual would kg on alert and
more submarines would be in the water,)
These combined forces would grovide the U.S.
with the capacity to carry out a number of
limited strikes while still retalning an asg-
sured-destriiction hedge. .

Finally, some TU.S. retalliatipn would seem
very likely to the Russian lgadership since

~ tens of millions of Americans would be killed
in any “Minuteman only” attapck. In attacks
against silos the bomba are set to explode as
close to the ground as possiblé, thereby pick-
ing up much dirt and debris. e fallout from
the explosion of thousends o megatons of
nuclear weapons over the Minuteman flelds
would be tremendous, and winds would carry
the lethal contamination ovér many major
T.8. cities. Such calculationg of fallout do
not even include the posstbiut; of a few Rus-
sion warheads going off courfe and directly
hitting poptlated areas, nor:the collateral
damage by Russian attacks against other tar-
gets, such as bomber bases, many of which
arg near clties. .

Even not assuming & crigis, the conse-
quence of these new U.8. counterforce devel-
opments might be to push the U.S.S.R. to-
ward accelerating or expanding programs, or
starting new ones. The arms race is not ag
mechanically “action-reaction” as some have
suggested, but a substantial few U.S. capa-
billty against the primary strategic offensive
force of the U.S.S:Re will surely fuel justifi-
catlons within the Russian byreaucracy for
some kind of reaction. This shguld be partic-
ularly true when U.S, antisubmarine-warfare
programs, noted above, are alsg considered.

If the U.& counterforce prpgrams are al-
lowed to cor¥nue beyond the Yhetoric of an-
nouncing them, these programs would oper-
ate to undercut any progress at SALT. Of
course, iIf anhouncing these programs is just
a short-term ploy designed to strengthen the
TU.8. bargalning position for the impending

SALT M agreements, then little real aarm
will result. There is no evidenge, however,
that top Administration officlals interd to
turn these programs off quickly. And even if
there are such intentions, new weapong pro-
grams tend to gain a momentum of their
own once they are announced. High-level offi-
clals become publicly committed to rationales
for them, rationales that include more than
the systems’ just being “bargaining chips.”
Bureaucracles are created with a vested in-
terest in the continuation and expansion of
these programs. Moreover, improvements In
accuracy and yleld would be particularly dif-
Beult to limit explicitly in SALT, making it
harder to rationalize publicly any subsequent
termination of the program.

Accuracy improvements are generally ac-
cepted as belng among the most diffcult
weapons characteristics to limit in an arms-
control agreement, because of problems of
both definition and verification, Drafting a
workable, direct 1imit on accuragy seems Im-
possible, siuce the counterforce potential of
& warhead depends on the acguracy-yield
combination. Moreover, a slmple numerical
limit on accuracy would, not Le verifiable.
A photograph of a silo or even the misstle
glves little clue to the kind of small but im-~
portant differences in acouracy that are be-
ing  considered here. Closer examination
through on-site inspecticn, even if such In-
spection could be negotiated, would be in-
sufficlent. On-site inspection could indicate
whether the warhead was a terminally guided
MARYV, but this would not establish any par-
tictilar accuracy. Moreover, on-site inspection
includes a herolc assumption that the latest
warhends are on the missile and not sfored
nearby in an area excluded from the on-site
inspection provisions. .

8Surveillance of Russian migsile-testing
may give some indication of accuracy. The
indicaﬁ'on, however, is indirect gnd not con-
clusive. Test data tell one about the ballistic
coefficlent (or pointedness) of the warhead,
its reentry speed and similar information,
all of which helps in estimating accuracy.
An outside observer, however, can never be
sure what the actual target is, Similarly,
course corrections by the warhead would in-
dicate a maneuvering capability but not nec-
essarily terminal guldance or particularly
high accuracies. )

An indirect way to limlt or impede accu-
racy improveménts through SALT would be
by placing a strict limit on the mumber of
missile tests, This would make it more diffi-
cult to develop advanced guidmnce tech-
niguesg and to test them often enough 8o
that the military would have confidence in
them. The low limits necessary seem non-
negotiable, however, since they Fepresent o
direct challenge to all new strategic pro-
grams. Even without accuracy improvements
the Pentagon will want to do extensive re-
search. and development and operational
testing of the new Trider.t missile and fur-
ther operational testing of the Minuteman
and Poseldon missiles. Similarly, the Rus-
slans will want to fight-test extensively
their four new ICBM’s and their new SLBM
a8 well as thelr existing arsenal of missiles.

Limits in SALT on the yleld of warhiads
might be more possible, but they would be
of uncertain significance. The two sides could
limit yield by an agreement that warhesds
not be larger than a given yleld or a given
weight. The effect of any auch limitabion
icould be circumvented, however, by In-
creasing the number of wnrheads and by in-
creasing their accuracy.. Moreove?, it would
be difficult to verify the exact yield of a war-
head. Even elaborate on-site inspec:ion
would not ensure that “aclvanced” warhends
were not hidden nearby. Surveillarice of flight
tests only glves an estimate of the size of
the warhead, and yield per pound of warhead
can be varied by warhead design and the
richness of the nuclear “fuel” used.

In short, the practical ¢ificulties of fash-
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loning limitations in SALT on the type of
counterforce improvements now planned by
the U.S. make such limitations unlikely and
will instead presumably cfeate strong pres-
sures in the U.8.8.R. to expand old programs
or to start new ones that either metch or
compensate for the U.S. programs. This in
turn can only work against other limitations
on strategic arms.

Allied concerns about the credibility of the
U.S. deterrent are another reason offered I
developing missiles with Improved counter=
force capabilities. Occasionally a specific
scenario—a Russlan attack in central
Europe-—1s given as a justification for such
imprqvements. Neither the scenario nor the
more general invocation of allled claims is
persuasive,

The European scenario supposedly cemon-
strates that the U.. needs the ability to
respond with nuclear weapons in order to
show 1ts resolve and to destroy some of the
attacking Russian forces. There are, however,
already sizable U.S, forces in Europe that
could. accomplish both of those objectives,
Even if the U.S. decided to employ strategic
weapons, existing U.8. forces could carry out
a wide variety of selective attacks.

As for the broader claims of allied con-
cerns, Morton Halperin, an authority on nu-
clear strategy, has remarked: “The credi-
billty of the U.S. deterrent to an Ally is
primerily a result of the overall U.8.-Ally
relationship, which “includes economic and
political considerations as well as military.
To the extent that Allled leaders evaluate
U.S. military capabilities, they look especial~
1y to the U.8, conventional and nuclear forces
in that particular theater of operations. Fine
distinctions in the U.S.-Soviet strateglc bal-
ance or in U.8. strategic policy are unimpor-
tant to Allled leaders. Among those Allied
analysts who care, opinion is probably split
between those who favor the U.S. posisessing
en efficient silo-kill eapability and those who
do not.”

Among the European strategle analysts
who oppose stich-deployments is Ian Smart,
formerly assltant director of the Londona
based International Institute of Strategic
Studles. Smart writes: “Producing and de-
ploylng miuch more accurate strategic mis-
siles . , . is t0 be regretted and even feared
since . ., it can only reduce the stability
of the strategic balance in any period of
acute tension.” At least part of this Euwropean
concern can be attributed to the facn: that,
in a strategic exchange, the industrialized
Buropean countries are very likely targets——
if only because of the U.S. forces deployed in,
or near those countries.

Finally, even assuming that the all'es (or
even the American people) accord consider=
able political significance to fine distinctions
in the ‘‘strategic balance,” Bchlesinger s pro-
posed counterface improvements are not very
helpful politics. The supposedly important
distinctions are ususally visible ones such as
the number of delivery vehicles, the number
of warheads or the throw weight. &chles-
inger’s accuracy and yield Improveme:nts do
not affect these indicators, except possibly
in the counterproductive way of reclueing
the number of warheads In order to allow
larger ones.

On balance, then, there seem to be strong
arguments against developing missiles with
improved counterforce capablilities. Collat-
eral damage can best be minimized by shift-
Ing targets, not improving accuracies by a
few hundred feet. 'The ability to destroy
efficlently large numbers of missile silog In
order to “mafch the Russlans” seems not
only unnecessary and expensive but also de-
stabilizing. SALT might well be undercut,
and the supposed congerns of our allies about
the U.S. deterrent are not answered by such
programs.

As one gets caught up in consldering nu-
clear-war scenarios and nuclear-weapons ca-
pabilities there is a dangerous tendency to
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forget that the primary objective of nuclear
strategy is to avold nuclear wars, not to fight
them. X

Given the destructive power of nuclear
weapons and the world’s lack of experience
in using them, crossing the “nuclear thresh-
old” would be a profoundly destabilizing
event. It is a delusion to belleve one country
could employ nuclear weapons, even on a
limited scale, and have a high degree of con-
fidence that the response by another nuclear
power would be predictable and proportion-
ate. The particular first use might be esti-
mated by the opposing country’s observers
to be greater than it actually was, or the use
might have created more damage than ex-
pected (for example through greater-than-
expected fallout). The opposing country
might not have readily available weapons of
the same yield or similar targeting options
and decide to escalate. The political reaction
in the opposing country might lead to escala-
tion. In short, the possible catises for mat-
ters getting out of hand are endless.

To make deterrence work, a country must
carefully consider its public attitude toward

- nuclear war and cautiously select its retalia-

tory options. This does not mean that the
U.S. should have only the single strategic
option of massive retallation against cities.
This country already has ample capabilities
Tor lesser options, and it seems appropriate
to have the flexibility, at a minimum, for
possible responses to accidental or limited
launches, .

The Nixon Administration, however, is go-
ing beyond this. It 1s seeking the additional
capability to attack efficiently large numbers
of Russian missile silos. Not only might this
counterforce option be destabilizing in it-
self but also the Administration’s promo-
tion of the option and its general public
advocacy of a counterforce strategy might
have a pervasive, if subtle, tendency to re-
duce the inhibitions against the use of nu-
clear weapons—in effect, to lower the “nu-
clear threshold.” New bureaucracies, with
vested interests in the hardware and ration-
ales of a counterforce strategy, are created.
In trylng to gain public approval of new
policles and programs, leaders find them-
selves taking more simplistic positions than
the uncertainty of nuclear warfare war-
rants. In this climate some of the risks of
nuclear war are downplayed. Unrealistically
precise calculations suggest that limited nu-
clear war can be kept Hmited and even re-
sult in positive gains. ’ .

There are some disturbing parallels here
to the vogue of limited conventional war in
the early 1960’s. In pushing for changes in
conventional strategy and new procurement,
advocates of lmited conventional war ig-
nored some of the pitfalls and costs of such
a strategy. The searing national experience
of the war in Vietnam was needed to demon-
strate these oversights,

Exactly where the line should be drawn on
“selective targeting optlons” 1s not at all
clear. It seems most inadvisable, however,
to take the gamble of developing missiles
with improved 'counterforce capabilities,
whether this Is to match a specific Russian
capability or for any other reason.

Opponents of U.S. counterforce improve-
ments, nonetheless, must recognize certain

. ‘practical limits to their arguments. Even if

Congress declines to fund the new and ac-
celerated development programs Schlesinger
is proposing, continued U.S. testing of stra-
tegic missiles and various researchand-devel~
opment efforts already under way inevitably
wiil'lead to some improvements in missile ac-
curacy. (As Schlesinger has pointed out, some
refinements in existing guidance systems will
occur almost as a matter of course—through
better software programs, greater purity in
rocket fuel, hetter measurement of the
earth’s gravitational field and numerous oth-
er factors, The development of a terminally

gulded MARYV, something further beyénd the
state of the art, requires more of & conscious

. bureaucratic decision to proceed.) Besides

U.S. advances, moreover, Russian counter-
force improvements are likely to continue,
raising serious questions about Russian in-
tentions.

Faced with these likely developments, the
solution is still not to follow the Schlesinger
approach, Rather, the solution should be to
seek actively to negotiate for limits on
MIRV’s and for the reduction of vulnerable
strategic forces. C

Limits on MIRV’s would be designed to

slow the perceived threat to U.S. ICBM's, & _

Russian threat that many consider destabil-
izing. In return for the U.S. slowing certain
of its strateglc programs, for example, the
U.S.8.R. might agree to limits on the deploy-
ment of the SSX-18, the “follow on” missile
to the large SS-9. This would push at least
a few years further into the future the time
when analysts would estimate that only a
particular level of Minuteman could survive
a Russian counterforce attack.

Negotiating missile reductions represents
another approach: to limit not only the
threatening forces but also the threatened
ones. This approach would essentially mean
bilateral reductions in ICBM’s, presumably
in a way that would retire the more threaten«
Ing ICBM’s, so that the remaining ICBM’s
would be less vulnerable. Some asymmetrical
reductions might also be considered. For in<
stance, the U.S. could reduce its ICBM’'s,
whereas the U.SS.R. (having less to fear In
the short run about the vulnerability of its
ICBM’s) could reduce some ICBM’s plus oth-
er forces.

Reductions in the land-based missiles of
both sides would reduce the importance of
this strategic strike force. It would thereby
undercut the rationale for an expensive con=
test of matching counterforce limprovements.
More important, it would reduce the great-
est potential source of instability In a
crisis. Both countries would have less incen-
tive to adopt an unstable, launch-on-warn~
ing posture or to launch an attack out of
fear of a preemptive strike.

‘The reductions approach has received sup=
port recently from such diverse sources as
the Federation of American Scientists and
Fred C. Iklé, director of the Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency. It was even accorded
the status of a possibility in Schlesinger’s
recent annual report. :

Rather than focusing on how to match
the U.S.8.R. in a particular capability when
such matching does not bode well for either
country, the strategic debate in the U.S. in
the coming months should focus on MIRV
Hmits, force reductions and other measures
designed to minimize the chances of nuclear
war and to decelerate the arms race.
[From the F.A.S. Public  Interest Report,

- . February 1974]
COUNTERFORCE 10 YEARS LATER: PLus CaA
CHANGE

On January 10, 1974, Secretary of Defense
Schlesinger revealed a quiet change In U.S.
central war strategy. (See box, page 3). He
announced that, several months before, he
had begun the process of improving the ac-
curacy of U.8. missiles, that we were now
targeting Soviet military targets, and that
we were preparing to fight less than all-out
nuclear wars, This was a fundamental and
far-reaching decision reversing a position
which had previously been debated for more
than a decade under the heading of “deter-
rence’” versus ‘‘counterforce”.

Several guestions arise. First, why was the
decision taken in secret when it is of such
importance, and when 1t seems {0 contradict
policy statements made by President Nixon,
Senator John Stennis and others, only a
few years ago.
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Second, the decision is partly justified on
grounds involving the SALT Agreements
limiting missile numbers, but the deci-
slon is clearly not to be negotiable at SALT,

Third, will the decision encourage limited
nuclear war both by acknowledging that we
are prepared to fight a controlled nuclear
war if initiated by the other side, and by
making our own preparations for initiating
one? Thus, will the declsion enhance or un-
dermine U.S, safety?

Fourth, will the decision make future
SALT agreements more or less difficult? In
what direction is the arms race now heading?

COUNTERFORCE VERSUS DETERRENCE —

In the early fifties, the United States
thought of nuclear war as a prolonged (sixty
day) campalign of exhaustion. Both citles
and military targets were to be devastated.
Later, the United States gradually realized
that its preponderance of strategic weapons
should be almed initially at the time-urgent
targets that could retaliate against us—a
counterforce strategy evolved, Still later,
during the missile gap period, the United
States was preoccupled with defending it~
self against counterforce threat-possibilities
to its bombers, threats that never material-
ized

But by 1962, 1t was evident that the United
States would have far more missiles than
the Soviet Union for several years—and more
missiles than were necessary to strike Soviet
cities. The excess of missiles had been pur=
chased for esentlally political reasons—Secre- -
tary McNamare did not feel that he could
come Into Congress with a request for fewer
than 1,000 although it was conceded, inside
the Administration, that 400 would do for
military reasons. (By 1965, the TUnited
States had a four-to-one lead over the Rus-
slans at about 1,000 to 250, in land-based
missiles). In 1962, Secretary McNamars said,
In a famous speech at Ann Arbor:

“The U.S. has come to the conclusion that
fo the extent feasible, basic military strategy
in a possible general nucléar war should be
approached in much the same way that more
conventional military operations have been
regarded in the past. That 1s to say, principal
military objectives, in the event of a nuclear
war stemaming from a maljor attack on the
Alliance, should be the destruction of the
enemy’s military forces, not of his civilian
population”. -

The rationale for this decision was not
particularly strong. If we were not going to
strike first, it was asked, would we not be
alming at only empty holes? DOD said the
Soviets might have a “reload capacity”. In
tact, DOD was assuming, ss usual; that the
war would begin in Europe with a Soviet
aggressive act and that the United States
might well strike first on the nuclear level.
Underlying the arguments and the rhetorie
was an -excess Of missiles for which there
simply were not enough civillan targets,
Supply produced its own demand.

As the Soviet Union built submarines,
Secretary McNamara moved away from this
pronouncement. His rhetoric became that of
“deterrence” rather than ‘“counterforce®.
Undoubtedly, U.S. missiles remained targeted
upon Soviet missiles, But the Soviet missile
force was growing beyond the ability of the
U.8. force to keep up—at least on a missile
for missile basls. In the sixties, counterforce
became & generally discredited term.

In the research institutes, however, there
was & solution: MIRV. It could make each
missile count for several. Thus it could make
possibié a continued economical effort to tar-
get many Soviet missiles. Secretary Me-
Namara would not purchase MIRV for this
{(counterforce) purpose. But he would, and
did, buy it to overwhelm any possible Soviet
ABM. In this regard, it was the perfect pene-
tration aid, requiring that each “decoy” be
destroyed because each was a warhead. ’
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This kept MIRV alive. And much was sald
about it belng defensive only. It was argued
that the small [2-10 fimes Hiy ). slze
precluded use against enemy missile silos
only. For Prefldent Nifon's assgrtions in this
regard, see box above.

In fact, however, it was condldered inevit-
able among the more sophisticgted observers
that the Defenss Department could not bs
prevented from putiing Bigh accuraey on
these small warheads. There were too many
temptations. At that point, DO would have
& really potent counterforce threat.

We had the potential for 3,080 200-kiloton
warheads on our 1,000 Minutgman missileg
(three such warheads on each}, And we had
programmed 5,000 warheads ©n 31 Polarig
submarines (16 missiles with 10 warheads
each on each submarine of 50 Eflotons each.)

The warheads were relafively small but, in
such calculations, accurscy I miich mors
useful than yleld. An eightfojd diminution
in yield (megatonnage, paylolid capability)
can be compensated for by a ddubling of ac-
curkey. Thus a glant Soviet niissile with 25
megatons and 1; mile accuraty i only as
effeptive as a U.S. one-megatoh missile with
1/6¢h mile agcuracy. The fed States did
indeed lead the Soviet Union fn accurady by
a factor of two to three. And tHese accuracie§
were getiing to the point where even with
the smallest programmed Hiroshima-type
bombs, harfened missfte sfos could bé
threatened. I L

Furthermore, as with Secre McNamara,
when there are too many Ends to target
-on tlvilian targets, what can ofie do or say to
prevent the Defense Department from tar-
geting military targets? And onive this is con-
ceded, what can one do to prevént the missile
targeting from being done With high ac-
curacy? Thus did cynics argus,

People did try. Senator BEdward W. Brooke
wrote & long series of letter§ to fdent
Nizon and Secretary of Defenjse Laird. The
responses were favorable 1N tofis but equivo~
eal resd Hberally. The heart of the often re-

TesSponse was: o .

*HWe have not developed, and are not gevel-
oping a weapon system having, or which
codld reasonably be construed as having, &
first strike potential.” ' o

In addition, the President denled that he
was funding a specific progratn for improv-
Ing accuracy to which Air Force General
Ryan had referred with plegsure and an=
ticipation- ss providing “hard-farget” kiflers,
But this was all, The evident lgophole (“rea~

sonably bhe construed”) 1is. now Lkeing

exploited.
Our own MIRV was firsg te in Aug‘usf;

1868. By 1970, it was being deployed. It was

evident to the same experiéfced observerg
that this deployment mseant Fhe begw
of ‘the vulnerability of our ogn land-
forge. The Soviet Union wagild never be
stopped from catching up. On August 17,
1978 when the Soviet Unipn had finally and

belatedly tested a MIRYV, flve years late, Sec-
retary of Defense Schlesinger responded to
& guestion aBout the chances ibr MIRV con=
trols hy saying:

i think ﬁx%; the minimal point that ong
con ‘meke 18 that the Soylets are unwilling
nstrate n techndlogy that tgg
va_ demonsirated, The imagery
g that presumably {5 not particu-
larly appeslifig in the Rremili ,

If only we had afgued fhis Way in 1068 we
might have {ried herder to negotiate. )

¥ow that gur own MIRY is fleployed, and
the ABM danger has svaporated in a SALT
Agreement precluding ABM, the question
naflrally anfl predictably arises in the De-
fenge Departthent of completing the process—
puiting on the Bigh accuracy. '

The ratlonele being ussd W partly Tore-
shefowed snd partly new. ¥n the fore-
shallow part, Secretary Bchlesinger argues
that the strategic sttuation is mow so stable

that a pounterforce strategy cannot be con-
sidered a *first-strike® potential, After all,
the Russlans have submarines. .

Presumably he does not argué that the
Soviet Union will like 1% When Secretsry
MeN; a msade his gpeech, Masshall Soko-
lovskil sald “McNamara's statement shows
concrete and practical evidence of prepara-
tion of a preventive war” (Red Star, July 19,
1962). And when the Defense Department,
in" 1969, projected similar Soviet dapabilities
against our land-based force, Secrétary Laird
sald there was no question they were prepar-
ing a ‘“Hrst-strike” threat.

Secretary Echlesinger's new argument is
based on asserting that the Soylet Unien
might, in 1880, have a counterforce capabi ity
itself if it learns what we know now,

*“If the Soviets were able to deyelop these
improved technologles presently avallable to
the United States in the forms of guldance,
MIRVs, warhead technology, at some pcint
around’ 1980 or beyond they would be 11 &
position in which they had a major counier«
force option against the United States and
we would lack a similar opilon” (January 10,
1978).

He gaes on o say that this capability mighi
bs ul in & novel way. The counterforcé
option he has in mind is selective, or Feason-
ably all-out, attacks on 1.8. land military
targets notwithstanding the exisbence of a
secure sea-bafed force. In effect, he fears that
the increasingly stable nuclear balance might
permit limited strategic atiacks that avoided
cifles. fhe U.S. might then be faced with
an ultimatum to avold retallation lest the
Soviet attacks further escalate to cities. Fre-
sumably, the Soviet purpose would be a show
of force, v '

These limited attack possibilities are nof
only feared by Secretary Schlesinger. They
are alsp weltomed, a8 a way of “solving a
strategic dilemma in Burope. In arguing for
flexibility before the Senae Armed Servi.ces
Committee on June 18, 1978, Secretary
Schlesinger said, in support of the plausi«
bility of suach attacks,

. . .Jor bt take another exsmple, the
United States’ pledge to come to the ald of
the NATO salliance, which would mean that
we would be forced If wo had to rely ex-
clusively oft the assured destruction options,
to destroy Soviet clties and In consequence
of this have destruction of Ameriean citiss”.
He would prefer limjted strategic attacka
Instead. Indeed, such demonstration at-
tacks on a very limited basis—are said to be
programmed already In the evenf of war in

e,

Tt sekms evident that these apocalyptic
considerations are sufliciently important and
interesting to the body politic that they
should have had much greanter airing. As late
a8 two years ago, Senator John Stennis,
Chsalirman of the Armed Services Commitiee,
was arguing in support of the Defense De-

partment aganst putting high accuracy on

our MIRVed warheads:

“DOD AND SENATOR STENNIS OPPOSED
‘ COUNTERFORCE IN 1871

*On October 5, 1971, Senator James L.
Buckley (Conservative—Republicen, N.Y.)
proposed amendment No. 448 to the Military
Procurement Authorization and asked that
“not less than $12,000,000 shall be availeble
bnly Ior the purpose of carrying out work
in conhecflon with providing counterferce
capabillty for the Minuteman III system.”

*Scattered excerpts from the debate follow:

“Senitor Buckley: The amendments I have
offered will not provide us with a first-stiike
c#pabllity for two reasons.

"Firs§ of all, these are designed only to
modify the warheads within existing missiles.
We s ly do not have enough missiles to
mount enough warheads, For a HArst-strike
effort, with the improved accuracy, we should
need In excess of 12,000 werheads 1If we were
ever to try a first strike sgalnst the Soviet
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Union . ., [Editor’s ngte: 8,000 are now pro-
grammed on missiles alone]. )
“Second, it should be k in mind that
there are innumerable situsfions where flex-
ibility is urgently desived. Lef us assume that
eithber from the Sovigl Unign or from some
other country #here age indigations that they
acquired the capabllify for & first gtrike ca-
pacity. Let us fssume that thelr first strike
knocks mogt of all of pur strategic weapons.

"We would then have our submarine and

additional weapons. We would then face the
choice of aiming those at the civillan popul-
ation of the ermemy, thereby destroying tens
of millions of human beings in ths Soviet
Union or fryitig to dpfend gursclves by di-
recting our misgiles at a secand strike against
the remaining weapoms held by the enemy.

“Senator Stennis: The explanation of thiy
amendment imcludes the *word  “covnier-
force”, Those familiar with ifese terms kriow
that essentially meang s firgt-strike capabil-
ity. We have stayed within the terins of de-
terrence, deterrence, deterrefire. That 1s whai
we are talking about.at th® SALT talks,

* . » T e ¥

“Here is what [the Defense Depariment
says] in thelr position paper on proposed
Amendments No. 448 and 448.

* “The Defense Department cannot support
the proposed amendments. ¥ is the pasition.
of the United States to not develop a weapon,
system whose deployment cosld reasonahly be
construed by the Soviets s having a first-
strike capability. Such a deployment night
g;o:i'de an incentive for theBovieta to strike

st. - B

» - * * ES

“I stand squarely on that #round. It is not
often that the Departiment 8t Defeise comes
out against an amendment that would put
more money in a bill -

“. .. we do not need this type of improve-
ments in payload and guidafice now, the type
of improveéments that are proposed; In order
to have the opfion of attacking milttary tar-
gets other than cities.Qur adguracy is already
sufficlently good to emable #s to aitack any
kind of target we want, amd to awvoid col-
lateral damage fo clties. The only reason to
undertake the type of program the amend-
ment suggests Is to be able to destroy enemy
mlissiles in their silos before they are
launched. This means a U.S. strike first, un-~
less the adversary should be so stupid as to
partially attack us, snd leéve many of his
ICBM's In thelr silos for 18 to attack in a
second strike.” (See pages S15888, 5891,
15893 of Congressionsl Record, Senate, Octo-
ber 5, 1971). '

CTOUNRTERFORCE AND SALT

The counterforce decision is pubt forward
by the Secretary as if It had much to da with
SALT—In fact, however, it is non-negotiable.
He does emphasize that we cannot permit
the other side to have a rélatively credibie
counterforce capability if ws lack the same"
(January 10). And he emphasizes that the
other side might have the capability by 1980
in the form of 7,000 gne-megaton warkeads.
(The U.8. will soon have more than that
number of warheads, gnd, ag noted, with the
accuracies anticipate thesé will he quite
adequate for target-killing. Indeed, for lim-
ited strikes one wantsless cgllateral darnage;
& force-of smaller warheads would be beter.)

But he notes that ‘the tgrgeting strategy
change “has talken plage” and that 1t 1s “quite
distinct” from our SALT pasition (Jahuary
10, 1974 backgrounder). In this sense, the
current furor gabout SALT and the Inierim
Agreement is an irrelevani smokescreen.
Even If the SALT Agreement had provided
for forces of guite equnl siZe, the Secretary
would presumably have wanted this same
targeting doctrine and the same acciracy.
Why? ’ )

It is true that the Secrstary puis great
emphasis, as do military men, on the politi-
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cal consequences of letilng the other side
get more than our side possesses in some di~«
mension of armament. It is assumed in such
statements that the side with the most meg-
atonnage might be able to frighten the other.
(Why the side with the most warheads or
accuracy—our side—might not he able to
galn the upper hand is never clear.)

Indeed, no measure_ is sufficient to make
much difference. The fact is, and the litera-
ture of “limited strategic attacks” reveals it,
that shows of force or resolve in a contest
where neither side can disarm the other
have to do with psychology rather than with
weaponry. If one 1s *chicken” no amount of
additional megatonnage will help. If one is
bold, end willing to take risks to coerce the
other side, no weapon inferiority need matier
as long as a secure retaliatory force is main-
tained. S .

These facts are much blurred in the dec-
larations of the Secretary of Defense, which
are further tied to SALT negotiating strategy.
He notes with repeated emphasis:

“We must maintain essential equivalence
between the forces available to the Soviet

~ Union and the forces available to the Unlted
States. There should be no guestion in the
minds of the Soviets as we negotiate with
them of our willingness to achieve that es-
sential equivalence” (January 10).

Even as SALT strategy, this can be ques-
tioned. Why should there Pe “no doubt”?
Might we not, just as well, argue that there
should be “no doubt” in Soviet minds that
the U.S, was not going to try to keep up with
the nuclear Jones mindlessly? Obviously,
much turns on the felt political relevance of
militarily irrelevant force imbalances. Un-
fortunately, on-going SALT negotiations
tend to exacerbate concern about imbalances
that would otherwise be seen to be politically
irrelevant as well. . .
EVOLUTION OF NIXON ADMINISTRATION DOCTRINE

The link between strategic weapons and
resolve has long preoccupied this Adminis-
tration. The link began to be emphasized In
the 1970 State of the World Message where
the Administration began to take pot-shots
at the existing strategic posture. It criticized
the theory of “assured destruction” as one
which helieved:

‘“‘Deterrence was guaranteed if we were sure
we could destroy a significant percentage of
Soviet population and industry after the
worst concelvable Soviet attack on our stra-
tegle forces”.

" 1t suggested that the previous Administra-
tlon believed that, if this criterion were satis«
fied, “restraint in the bulld-up of strategic
weapons was indicated regardless of Soviet
actions.”

The Administration called for “strategle
sufficiency” which, despite its name, was de-
sighed to require more weapons than “as-
sured destruction” under a somewhat cooler
label than the discredited “strategic supe«
riority”.

There was not—as there had been in the
late fifties-—concern that the Soviet Union
might be able to disarm us. Significantly, the
1970 State of the World expressed concern
about the “Soviet threat to the suficiency of
our deterrent; the 1971 statement talked of
the possibility that the Soviet Union might
seek forces that could destroy “vital elements
of our retaliatory capability” (italics added).

Indeed, the 1970 statement indicated that
the overriding purpose of our strategic pos-
ture was political: ‘“to deny other countries
the ability to impose their will on the Unitéd
States and its allies under the weight of stra-
tegic military superiority”, -

In both the 1970 and 1971 statements, the
Administration emphasized that it must not
be “limited to the indiscriminate mass de-
struction of enemy civilians as the sole pos=
sible résponse to challenge” (1971). (It also
mentioned, without- much conviction, that
“sufficiency also means numbers, character-~
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“which counterforce weapons would be aimed.

istics and deployments of our forces which
the Soviet Union cannot reasonably inter-
pret as being Intended to threaten & dis-
arming attack”.)

In 1972, the President re-emphasized what
he had sald in 1971:

“In its broadest political sense, sufficiency
means the maintenance of forces adequate to
prevent us and our allies from being coerced.
Thus the relotionship between our stralegic
farces and those of the Soviet Union must be
such that our ability .and resolve to protect
our vital security interests will not be under-
etsimated” (itallcs added). .

In short, the Administration had shifted
the standard for strategic forces from =#
measurable strategic goal to a goal that was
open-ended, depending ultimately on its own
sense of psychological vulnerability. It -was
concerned that its sense of “resolve not be
underestimated”. But in a balance of terror,
as noted, no amount of additional weapons
can be certaln of satisfying that criterion.
Thus, sufficiency, defined this way, was an
open ended invitation to weapons procure-
ment.

In short, the decision to change our central
war strategy was really quite Independent of
SALT. It grew out of the Administration’s
unwillingness to fall behind by any measure,
no matter how militarily irrelevant the meas«
ure. It grew out of the double standard with
which the Administration strategists cane-
not help but measure what constitutes “es-
sential equivalence”. And it grew out of the
excessive number of warheads which we have
programmed—an excessive number that
forces the Administration to targeting and
accuracy decisions for Parkinsonian reasons.
The problem is simple: weapons in search of
a target.

COUNTERFORCE AND THE LIKELIHOOD OF WAR

The United States is now legitimizing the
notion of limited strategic attacks. In pre~
paring for the possibility ourselves, and In
talking of the fear that the Soviet Union
might engage in this possibility, we are im-
proving the prospects for limited nuclear
war. This assertion can hardly be doubted.
It takes “two to play” controlled war and if
the other side is clearly not prepared, one
would be foolish to try. By advertising our
consclousness of the possibility, we are mov«
ing a glant step closer to having the Russians
try out the ultimatums that we previously
shrugged off as an impossible joke, This 18
not good.

Furthermore, if we plan limited nuclear at~
tacks and talk about it enough, to this ex«
tent, we might try such a strategy. This 18
& dangerous course. The Russians are less
likely than we to have invested in, and to
be able to rely upon, the command and con-
trol that is necessary to play llmited nuclear
war. They, more likely than we, would Just
salvo their weapons or not fire at all, If
counterforce targeting means kidding our«
selves about these facts, then the security of
the United States will be undermined by it.

Finally, the Secretary does not plan to pur-
chase just the forces necessary to strike a
few Soviet targets as a show of force: this
abllity we have already had for many years.
He plans to purchase high accuracy and in-
stall 1t on the Minuteman and Poseidon
MIRVs. The result will be an enormous boost
in the capability of our forces to attack all of
Soviet land-based missiles,

DOD thinks that by not specifying exactly
what military targets they are planning to
aim at, they can confuse the issue, But once
higher accuracy is purchased, it will provide
enough capability to attack all of the Soviet
retaliatory weapons-—obviously these will
then be the ones aimed at. And high ac-
curacy is needed for nothing else. .

SALT AND COUNTERFORCE

The Interim Agreement limits the number
of silos in. which the two sides can place their
missiles, Thus it pins down the targets at
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How long will the two sides be willing to abide
by the agreements limiting missile force
numbers if these forces become vulnerable?

Growth in misslle forces is probably not
the answer to their dilemnma, of course. New
forms ‘of missile deployment would have to
be arranged. With each side gaining several
thousand target-killing warheads, multiply~
ing the existing forces in number will not
seem cost-effective, After all, 14 1s cheaper to
buy an attacking new warhead than an en-
tirely new defensive missile.

One answer, of course, is the one FAS pro-
vides. Throw away the land-based missiles
and they will cease to be aimed at each other,
with the benefits described on pages 1 and 2.

It should be noted, however, that this solu-
tion will not prevent the targeting of other
less important military targets. Nor will it
prevent shows.of force, limited nuclear war
(or limited strategic attacks) or whatever.
These could still be carried out by submarine
based misstles.

What our solution will provide, however,
1s a very small difference between the results
of striking first and of striking second—in
this sense it will increase the stability of the
nuclear balance by providing the smallest
possible incentive to strike first in a major
way.

In the absence of such s solution, there
will presumably be land-based missiles in
other modes: mobile-based or based in silos
under mountains and so on. Nothing could
be more ridiculous at this stage of the arms
race. But In light of the history summarized
in this Report, no arms race procurement
possibility can be ruled out as too bizarre.

RISE AND FALL OF NUCLEAR SURPRISE ATTACK

Consider the decline of the nuclear sur-
prise-attack scenario. It began in the late
fifties when exaggerated estimates of Soviet
missile production suggested the USSR would
have missiles while the U.S. still had only
bombers.

Scenario (1958-61): The USSR launches
large numbers of missiles at U.S. bombers on
their bomber bases, destroying the deterrent.

Problems: The attack is hard to effect be-
cause the bomber bases 1n question were all
over the world; to hit them at the same
instant meant launching the attacking mis-
siles at different times, thereby providing
some warning. Also, U.8. had nuclear weap-
ons in Europe and on carriers. (Especially
important, the Soviets did not in fact ever
have the misslles on which the attack is
premised.)

But, at least, the USSR attack made sense
on paper and in concept.

By the mid-sixties the situation was much
different. The United States had 1,000 land-
based (Minuteman) intercontinental missiles
and a fleet of 41 ballistic-missile-firing
(Polaris) submarines, with 16 missiles each,
more than half on station at any one time,
The Soviet attack scenario became at least
ten times less plausible. Here it 1s.

Scenario: (mid to late sizties): The USSR
launches missiles attacking mnot only U.S.
bombers but 1,000 U.S. missiles as well. In
order to cope with the retaliatory strike from
our Polaris submarines, the USSR plats to
shoot down hundreds of such missiles with
an antiballistic missile system,

Problems: No sane military or civilian plan-
ner in any country would rely upon 2 ballistic
missile defense to shoot down hundreds of
missiles. For this reason, this attack did not
make sense, even on paper. (Further, the
Soviet Union did not have a ballistic missile
defense, Still further, the Soviet Union did
not have the capacity to destroy even the
U.S. land-based targets.)

Notice especially, how much harder this is
to believe than the earlier scenario. This plan
may make conceptual sense but it does not
make practical sense.
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In receni years the scenarﬁ further de=
clined:

Surprise Attack Scenario: (ﬁsg.m The
Soviets launch large numbef of missiles
agalnst our land-based missiléeFand bombers.

Problem: No solution whatibever s pro-
vided for neutralizing our seftbased deter-
rent. The scgnario is badly ificomplete.

Notice that, by this tlme, th# Soviet Uniotr
can not even be assumed to Hlve a ballistls
missile defense. By 1972, there§ even a SALT
agreement precluding all but $wo (strategice
ally irrelevatit) missfle deferfhe sites. 43 &
result, the surprise attack scEnario for thls
period is slmply lncomplete——j}n paper or in
concept. In short, by 1970, th&e was no sur-
prise attack scenario based ot purrent Sovist
forces or siiy proclaimed eﬁrapolation of
them! :

The result was & new pontteal sddmon bo
the scenario:

Burprsie Attack Scenarlo ,{1973—-) The
Soviet Union launchee large mumbers of mis-
siles against US. land-basei missiles and
then issues an untimatiim sgainst U.S. re-
sponses with sea-based ballistic missiles,

Problems? ‘The attack on ‘eur land-based
forces does not signmcsntlyrha.nge the de-
tarrent sittation. Why then Muld the Sowi-
ets risk it? .

Our sea-based forces could‘:respond acamt
any Soviet targets they wishfissuing a coun-~
ter ultimatum-—that full séale attacks on
B.S. cities would result 1n aZull scale attwk
on Soviet #ities.

Boviet #ittacks on our !ﬂ&d-based 'Ioms
would inevitably cause wilespread fallout
and many millions of casufitien. No Soviet
planner conld assume that w@ would carefully
and restrainedly calculate “mfter that. Nor
eould he Be sure that we ®ould distinguwlish
this attack from an allsout #ttack. Nor could
he be sure that we could sestrain our sea-
Pased forces with sultable Toramunicetions
once the e’risis began or owd airborne bomb-
ers. i

The entire scenarlo is bﬁzarre—-—enormbus
risks for ‘no point. The effmy disarms his
Janf-basel missiles in ordeér to disarm our
land-based missiles (with tle sole advantage
that they are disarmed ower our territory
rather then over his). Esth stde retains a
deterrent as before based 6D sea-based Mmis-
siles. *

One can only imaglne thilt the Jolnt d\iefs
have been smoking pot. The most incisive
way to See the fiaw 1n tis scenario i to
imagine that, some monthifbefore the attack,
the United ‘Btutes had umflaterally disman-
tled all of its land-based fBrces. What would
be the significance thén of*this scenario? We
would have removed the argets for the at«
tack but would have retsthed a totally ade=
quate strategic deteﬁ'ent

g

STATUS OF THE F‘Amoni Four CRITERIA -

In 1871, the Administrition allowed as 1t
had four secret criteria fof determining what
strategic forces it heeded ind how to negotl-
ate. For those who are imsufficiently cynical
about such things, it is révealing to see how
Httle attention is pald to them.

By 1872 and 1973, thes¥ criteria were pub-
lic. By now they seem t& have been all but
sbandoned. Of course, the first criferion 18
still with us: “Mainfainilig an adequaie sec-
ond-strike capability to &eter an all-out sur-
prise attack on our Btratlgic forves.”

But the fourth offterion “Defending

against damage from smiall attack of accl-

mem;sl launches” was given up when the
BALT agreement prohiBiting & thim ABM
over the entire country was reached.

The $hird ertterion walliz -

“Préventing the Sovi#t Union from geain-
ing the ability to causs™considerably greater
urbanZinttustrial destruction than the
United States couid irftict on the Soviets
in a nuclear war’”.
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Without doubt the destructive capabill~
tles of each side have reached the polnt
where any fifferences are hrelevant. But whe
Administration itself signed an Interim
sgreement at SALT whick. did provide the
Soviet Union with much greater payload ca~
pability.

Finally, the last criterion is very much. at
issue today:

“Providing no incentive for the Soviet
Union to strike the United States first
in a crisis™.

The only method for doing this today is
to get rld of land-based missiles. Indeed, de~
struction of U.S. Minuteman inissil2g—
whether done unilaterally or as part of a bi~
lateral reduction—would dramatically re-
duce the difference between a U.S. retilla~
tory blow bafore or after a Soviet attack.
Thus {t would precisély Fulfill the criterion
above by .providing no Soviet incentive to
strike first.

[From Arms Control Today, January 1974]
Frexysrary: THE IMMINENT DERATE

In his 1970 “State of the World” me:ssage
President Nixon asked, “iShould & Presijent,
in the event of a nuclear sttack, be left with
the single option of ordering the mass de-
struction of enemy civilians, in the Iface of
the certainty that 1% wculd be Tollowad by
the mass slaughter of Americans?” Wkile it
was obvious that the President believed thet
he needed greater flexibility in the employ-
ment of nuclear weapons, the specific impii-
cations of this remark for American nwuciear
strategy and strategic weapon programs were
uncléar at the time, and remained so for the
next ‘four years. Now, it is expected that the
missing details at last will be spelled put in
the President’s 1974 “Sitate of the World”
message and in Defense Secretary Schiesin-
ger's: defense budget report.

Congress and the American people would
do well to scrutinize these documents closely
because 1t s very likely they will raise funda-

. menta.l guestions for the nation concerning

what type of nuclear doctriie it should
adopt. Furthermore, the cholce of rnuclear
doctrines will have obvious consequences for
American political relations, arms control
efforts, and weapon procuretment rpolicles.
Most importantly, the issue will not be
whether the U.S. should or should nol adopt
greater strategic flexibility in the employ-
ment of 18 nuclear weapens, & some would
imply, but rather what kinds of actions 1n
the name of strategic flexibility would most
contribute to American security—and what
kinds would most detract from it.

While “strategic flextbility” is a concept
which does not lend tiself restilly to defini-
tion, former Defanse Secretsry Richardson
explained it last year in congressional testi~
mony a8 “having the plams, procedures,
forces, and command snd condrol capabilities
necessary to enable the Umited Sistes to
select and carry out the respofise aprropriate
to the nature and level of the provocation.”
Even more recently, Defense Secretary
Schiesinger stated that a change in the “tar-
geting strategy” of the American strategic
forces hed taken place anfl therefore the
U.S., now has “targeling options which are
mpre selective and which do not neacessarily
involve major mass des’oruct&on on the other
sidle.”

These statements imply—erroneously—
that the previous American doctrine of “as-
sured destruction” lacked the capacity for
flexibile options. The implication that new
types and numbers of strategic weapons are
réquired Is similarly groundless. In a recent
article in Foreign Adffairs Wolfgang X. H.
Panofsky pointed out that there is no in-
herent technical reason that prevents exist-
ing American retalintory forces from being
employed in s Mmited marmer. Sirnilarly, as
Schlesinger himself recently reaffirmed, the
U.8. does have strategic weapons which could
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be used in a *limited counter-force xole."
Furthermore, the U.S. has maintained such &
capability for some time: Alain C, Enthoven
and K. Wayne Smith in thelr 1971 work,
‘How Much Is Bnough? noted that even with
the “assured destruction” dottrine, American
strategic weapons could be nsed to perform
“limited and controlled retaliation.”

‘What nelther the UB. northe Soviet Union
has today 1s sh efficient cofinterforce -apa-
bllity against hard targets er hardened mis-
gile silos. This $ype of Tounterforce capability
would be comprised of a substantial ntmber
of nuclear wespons, each With a high prob-
ability of destroying s hardened missilz silo.
For example, the UB. could presently de-
stroy some of the Soviet missile silos with a
high degree of confidence, but only “ineffi-
ciently”’—by means 57 targeting 8 or 4 Min-
uteman missiles on each Sowiet silo. With an
“efficlent” counterforce capability the num-
ber of missilesTequired to be targsted at each
silo might be reduced to the more favorable
ratio of one or two Minuteman misstes per
Soviet missile silo.

In sum, the<loctrihe of mutual asswred de~
struction (MAD) chmracterized as injlexible
by President Nixon and ofher eritics is not
inflexible at all.

Several events during the first term of the
Nixon Administration have fundamerntally
increased the degree of strategie flexibility
available to the U.S: and should not ke over-
looked. For one thing, the ABM Treaty has
significantly enhanced the ability to respond
at a low levél since every small attack does
not have to overwhelrmn the adversary’s de-
fenses. In addition, noteworthy advances in
command and control capabilities can now
make available to the President an unlim-
ited number of strategic targeting optiona
for the American missile forces. One exam.-
ple of this is the-current deployment of a
computerized retargeting system which vastly
reduces the amount of time reguired to
change the target selections of each missile,
Therefore, it is clear thet not only did the
previous American forces contain 8 substan-
tial degree of flexibility, but presen: Ameri-
can forces have acquired even more in re-
cent years, If the present nuclear force struc-
ture is slready inherently flexible, then what
further capabilitiés could the President and
Defense Department deslre? Although it s
likely that certaln improvements could be
made in US. command and control capabili-
ties to tncrease flexibility, the only slep which
remains to be taken in the area of counter-
force capabilities is the development of an
efficlent “sllo-killing” counterforce capaibil-
ity. While at the present time the Nixon Ad-
ministratien has not explicitly stated that
the development of such a capability is an
American strategic objlective, Secretary
Schlesinger in recent weeks han implied '
that the capability to destroy Soviet military
targets, including missile silos, would he ons
way of enhancing American “strategic flex-
ibility.” The forthcoming foreign policy mes-
sage and defense report are expected to pro-
vide the details.

In our view the development of such =
capabllity would be net only urwarranted
but also dangerous. Mowing to a counterforee
doctrine would also represent a major policy
shift since in the past President Nixon and
other top officials have frequently assured
the Congress and American public that tha
U.S. would neither develop & counterforce
capability nor any weapons “which the 8o~
viets could construe as having a first-strika
potential,” Whike it is possible to argue that
“technically” a hard-target counferforce cn-
pability does not constftute & disa-ming frsi-
strike potential since both sides will main-
fain relatively invulnerable sea-based mis~
siles and bombers, the fact remains that
both nafions will pereeive such n capability
a8 an aftempt ‘to achieve such n capability
and therefore highly provotative, regardless
of what {s “technically” correct. 1t is difficult
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to believe that those Americans who for
years have been most concerned about the
vulnerability of the U.S. ICBM force to &
Soviet MIRV attack will not be able to com-
prehend that even a “limited” U.S. counter-
force potential can generate uncertainties in
Soviet eyes about our intentions, create in-
stabilities In the strategic balance, and foster
suspicions between the two nations. What
are Soviets doing right now?

‘The acquisition of such counterforce capa~
bilities would Increase the likelihood of nu-
clear war and the potential for crisis insta-
bility. The likelihood of nuclear war will
be increased since a counterforce doctrine
and related capabilities will make nuclear
weapons seem more ‘“‘useable” in addition to
making their attractiveness as a viable policy
option superficlally greater. Crisis stability
will be decreased since with hard-target
counterforce capabilities and vulnerable
land-based forces each side will perceive In
a crisis situation the incentive of even &
limited first-strike upon its adversary's mis-
sile force. The attractiveness of counterforce
targets in a second-strike attack could never
equal those of a first-strike attack. Conse~
quently, an incentive will exist for the side
which seizes the initiative to strike first. Yet,
any benefits gained from such a first-strike
attack would be only short-sighted and illu~
sory since each nation will still retain more
than enough nuclear weapons to ultimately
destroy the citles of the other., In addition,
the development of a hard-target counter-
force capability will only promote further
strategic arms competition between the U.S.
and Soviet Unilon, while impeding progress
in arms control efforts such as the SAL/T IT
negotiations and the Comprehensive Test
Ban. ’

In light of the disadvantages of such &
capability, the United States should make
the basic choice to increase strategic flexi~
bility through further improvements in com-
mand and control capabilities rather than
by the development of a provocative hard-
target counterforce capability,

Finally, the ultimate solution to the prob- -

lem of an increasingly vulnerable land-based
misslle force will be found, not in the devel-
opment of more efficient “silo-killing” weap=-
ons but rather in the negotiation of mutual
limitations on MIRV' flight-testing and de-
ployment as a preface to the eventual reduc-
tion of the land-based missiles on both
sldes.—John C. Baker.

[From the FEconomist, Mar. 2, 1974]
THE SCHLESINGER GAMBLE

After the energy conference, Nato: Mr,
Kissinger has scored another point in Amer-
lea’s relations with Europe. He has been
arguing that the United States and 1ts Euro-
pean allies need a betfer method of regular
consultation. Now, from next month, the
political heads of 14 foreign ministries—
everybody In Nato, including France, except
Tceland—will meet frequently with the Nato
permanent council. This provides a new level
of consultation, between the twice-yearly
meetings of ministers and the stodgy gather-
ings of the permanent council meeting-alone.
The change 1s needed: the recent publication
of the American defence budget is a vivid
reminder not only of the preeminence of the
United States in matters of defence but also
of the two-way dependence with its allies.

The new items in the American defence
budget, plus some major changes in em-
phasis, have set the United States off In a
fresh direction. This budget is very much
the creature of the new Secretary of Defence,
Mr. Schlesinger, The hallmark is flexibility.
He wants to have several possibilities for
response in any situation. Not only does he
want the power to fight a conventional war,
he wants a rich variety of nuclear options
as well, so that even nuclear action can be
tailored to the shape of any particular crisis,

There are three distinct results of this
budget; all are, or ought to be, highly con-
troversial, and not looked upon simply as this
year’s ration for the American military es-
tablishment, First, the bad news for Ameri-
ca’s European allies is that Mr. Schlesinger’'s
nuclear flexibility i3 apparently to be
achieved at the expense of some kinds of
conventional forces. Although widely billed
as America’s biggest defencé budget since
the second world war, it is actually smaller
in real money terms than any since 1951, It
does not directly reduce the American forces
in Europe, but it does cut about 20,000 men
out of the armed gervices as a whole. If thig
kind of budget becomes routine over the next
few years 1t will certainly generate pressures
of 1ts own for reductlons ih Europe; a size-
able part of the Defence Department could
find itself allied with the isolationists in
Congress. .

The second result of this budget will be to
make the current round of Strateglc Arms
Limitation Talks (Salt) much more difficult.
The negotiators are confronted with Amer-
lea’s proposal to produce lots of different
new weapons, There are now not only homb-
ers and land-based and submarine-carried
missiles (and numbers of warheads) to be
considered. There Is a new quiet missile
submarine, smaller than the 24-missile Tri-
dent; there are missiles with maneuverable
warheads; there are also, in one of the sharp-
est budget increases, new cruise missiles
which can be launched from submarines or
aircraft. None of these new weapoins 1s here
yet; most are years away. But the American
defence budget, with its traditlon of reveal-
ing nearly everything about American plans,
is itself a major instrument in armas politics.
And this one, with its bewildering array of
strategic possibilities, cannot fall to make
Salt-2 a very complex operation indeed.

The third result of this budget may be a
sharp acceleration of the arms race. The
Amerlcans’ nuclear strategy has passed
through several distinct stages. There was
President Eisenhower’s “more bang for the
buck”, which was massive nuclear retalia-
tion for any attack by the Soviet army. This
was followed by Hexlble response, which has
never seemed entirely convincing because
Nato has never been willing to provide enough
troops to hold off a Soviet attack for more
than a few days., Then the advent of anti-
ballistic missiles (ABMs) threatened to break
the nuclear balance. The Salt-1 agreement
tried to put the lid back on this box by lim-
iting the numbers of ABMs. But in retrospect
Salt-1 may have been a hollow triumph; cer-
tainly the tacit agreement by both sides to
deploy only one. of thelr two allowed ABM
systems was due in large part to the realisa-
tlon that offensive techmnology 1is moving
faster than defence. The new American
budget pushes this technology a stage fur-
ther with all 1ts hints of new attacking
weapons to come. The nuclear arena is, once
again, the centre of the American-Russian
competition.

SEE WHAT WE CAN DO

Of course, the American budget 1s not the
only factor which threatens to destabilise
things. The Russians have bullt a lot more
missiles over the past few years than the
Americans have, and have lately tested sev-
eral new long-range missiles; they have also
developed multiple independently-targetable
re-entry vehicles before western intelligence
predicted they would. Mr. Schlesinger’'s an-
nouncement that some American warheads
are being re-targeted on to Russian missile
sites 1s part of the response to that. (It is
also the result of the increased number of
Poseidon missiles in America’s inventory.
‘With Poseidon's multiple warheads, there
are 50 many warheads avallable that they are
literally running out of city targets.) The
budget is another part.

So this year’s Amerlcan defense proposal—
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which 1s all the budget is at this polnt—
may simply be a historical milestone in a
process that began several years ago. There
is & strong argument that the nuclear flex-
1billty this budget represents can be used to
make war less likely. And if the budget brings
home to the Russians the breathtaking range
of possibilities available to the technological
power of the United States, Mr, Brezhnev
may declde to make Salt-2 the great break-
through to cooling off the cold war which
most of the world hopes it will be. But if
Salt-2 fails, 1974 will have Introduced the
idea of a flexible nuclear response and could
be the beginning of an extremely expensive
round in the arms race,

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I would
like to associate myself with the remarks
of my distinguished colleague from Mas-
sachusetts. I believe there is a strong case
against developing an increased capacity
to destroy Soviet land-based missiles.

First, it is an illusion to believe that
the United States can develop a capabil-
ity for limited nuclear war that will sig-
nificantly reduce casualties in a war with
the Soviet Union. Even if both sides di-
rezted highly accurate weapons against
exclusively military targets, the associ-
ated civilian damage would be immense,

-both from direct blast effects and from

fallout. Casualties would still be in the
millions on both sides.

To be sure, it is important for the
United States to have many options in
its nuclear strategy. Yet we have had
these options for many years, including
the targetting of many of our weapons
against Soviet military sites. Having op-
tions might, indeed, increase the chances
of stopping a nuclear war-—especially one
that started by accident. But we would
only fool ourselves if we believed that
these options—or the new programs we
are considering—would in & nuclear war
prevent death and destruction the like
of which has never been seen on this
planet.

Second, we must consider the risks
of destabilizing the balance of mutual
assured destruction between the two
superpowers. It may be that hard analy-
sis would indicate that even a U.S. abil-
ity to destroy the Soviet Union’s land-
based missiles would not provoke them
to launch a preemptive attack against
us, and that we would not be provoked
to launch a preemptive attack if the
Soviet Union could destroy our Minute-
man and Titan missiles. There are simply
too many nuclear weapons on both sides
that would still get through—bombers,
weapons based at sea, and land-based
missiles not effectively destroyed—for
either power to escape massive destruc-
tion in any nuclear war. Such a war
would remain an act of insanity, and
would most likely end civilized life in
our two countries and elsewhere,

Yet even if the possibility of a success-
ful attack against land-based missiles
alone would be unlikely to provoke a nu-
clear war based on cold logic, we must
still consider the imponderables—the
psychological factors that so often gov-
ern men’s actions. Any country whose
land-based missiles were vulnerable to
destruction in & first strike would be -
likely to consider adopting a strategy of
“launch on warning,” thus returning us
to the hair-trigger days of the 1950’s. This
strategy might be adopted out of fear—
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wrongly in my judgment—even though
other weapons systems remained invul-
nerable. Yet no national leader—either
here or in the Soviet Union—should once
aguin be faced with the awful responsi-
Liiity of potentially deciding on . nuclear
war in the few precious minutes between
the word of an impending attack and its
occurence. No leader should be placed
ni the merey of fallible machines to tell
nim whether or not an attack has actu-
«#liy been launched.

iach superpower has gained from the
sure knowledge that a devastating nu-
vlear response is possible, what ever the
other side does first. In no way should
we undermine that strategic and psy-
chological assurance—which underpins
ihe current relaxation of tensions be-
tween the superpowers. And we should
demand that the Soviet Union take no
arction that would do likewise.

Third, I concur with Senator BROOKE
that it would be very difficult for the
Soviet Union to distinguish between de-
valopments we make in the yield, accu-
racy, and maneuverability of U.S. war-
heads, in order to destroy Soviet land-
based missiles; and the actual deploy-
ment of these weapons. Unlike deployed
missiles, themselves, these new warheads
cannot easily be counted—if at all
Hence, once development is completed,
ihe Russians will never be entirely sure
that we have not deployed them. They
will very likely act as though we had
done so, just as our military planners
believe that later in the 1970’s they will
have to count on a full deployment of
Soviet MIRV’s, whether or not Moscow
actually decides to follow this course.

The time for restraint, therefore, is
now, before new doubts are raised in the
minds of Soviet planners about our in-
tentions, and before they use these
doubts to argue for the building of yet
more Soviet nuclear weapons.

tinally and most important, I believe
wr: must assess very carefully the effect
of these new developments on the pros-
nects for reaching a firm agreement at
ihe SALT II talks—an agreement in
ihe interests of both sides. To be sure,
we must be prepared to meet any Soviet
cnalienge to our ability to respond ei-
fectively to any Soviet nuclear attack. To
1:¢ sure, we must be mindful of the rela-
tive balance of nuclear forces on both
sades for psychological reasons. We must
seck a substantial overall equality, in
both quantitative and qualitative terms,
netween the nuclear forces of both sides.
Wwe must seek by every means to gain
figviet restraint in the arms race—re-
straint particularly in the possible de-

pyment of new, large missiles which the
f:oviet Union has been testing.
vet it is important at this critical
stage of arms negotiations for the United
itates to take no action that is likely to
«Limulate further Soviet nuclear weapons
oployments. For if we do so, we will only
iay into the hands of the Soviet mar-
: hals, against those officials of the Soviet
rovernment who may genuinely seek an
cnd to the nuclear arms race.

#ollowing my trip to the Soviet Union
fast April, T am firmly convinced that it
is possible to reach an efiective SALT 11

agreement, provided tiaat both sides are
prepared to exercise restraint. And I am
even more convinced that the time 0 do
so is now. Secretary Kissinger hirnself
has stressed the problem of coping with
a rapidly-approaching nuclear environ-
ment in which there are thousands and
thousands of nuclear weapons on both
sides, of every conceivable type and char-
acteristic. It will not be easy to cope with
the growth of nuclear technology ir. any
event; but it will be immensely more diffi-
cult if either side goes forward with new
deployments or develops new capabilities
that are read by the other side as imply-
ing new deployments.

These new U.S. hard-targetting pro-
grams would take several years to de-
velop, and would not improve our ability

" to survive a Soviet first strike and re-

spond effectively. But if that is true, then
we have nothing to losc and everything to
gain by waiting—waiting to see whether
a small measure of U.S. restraint will lead
to the Soviet restraint that we earnestly
seek in deployment of new, large missiles.

In light of the limited accomplishrnents
in arms control at the last summit—a
failure to make any substantial prog-
ress—and in light of the imperative
need to move forward at SALT II, I be-
lieve that we should not muddy the dip-
lomatic waters. We should hold off on
these programs, and caallenge the Soviet
Union to hold off on its new deploynients.

Mr. President, it is for these reasons
that I join with Senator BROOKE in op-
posing these new research and develop-
ment programs.

Mr. EAGLETON., Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the pending
amendment, No. 1836, be temporarily laid
aside and that I be permitted to yie.d the
tloor to the distinguished Senator from
Massachusetts (Mr. XKeNNEDY) 50 that
he may call up his amendment.

The PRESIDING QFFICER. Is there
objection?

The Chair hears none, and it is so
ordered.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Will the Senator
yield briefly ?

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the final vote
on the pending business occur at 4:45
this afternoon.

Mr. EAGLETON. Is that on the pend-
ing amendment?

Mr. MANSFIELD. The pending busi-
ness, the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HELMS) . Does the Senator also ask that
ruie XII be waived?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes.

Mr. GRIFFIN. What about the vote
on the Eagleton ameridment?

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is on con-
trolled time. I do not anticipate that the
opponents will consume anywhere near
the 2 hours that have been allotted.

Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. President. reserv-
ing the right to object, I have an amend-
ment I would like to be able tc o:Ter. 1
have discussed it briefly with the Sena-
tor from Arkansas. He has indicated a
willingness to take il to conferen:e.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, may we
have order?
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Seni-
ate will be in order.

Mr. KENNEDY, I want to make sure
that we will have an opportunity to con-
sider the amendment and discuss it
briefly. I am not interested in zn ex-
tended period of debate.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr, President T wus
not in the Chamber a moment ago Whai
15 the request?

Mr. MANSFIELD. That the vote on
passageoccur at 4:45.

Mr, McCLELLAN. I have no objzction,
1 am pertectly willing.

‘What is the question of the Senator
irom Massachusetts?

Mr. KENNEDY. It is with respect to
my amendment, which we discussed. 1
understood that we were going to have
a brief exchange.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I indicated to the
Senator that I would be willing to take
the amendment to conference, so that
we would not unnecessarily take up a
lot of time arguing it and discussing it.
If the Senator is willing to do that, I
think we can proceed.

Mr., KENNEDY. The distinguished
senior Senator from Missouri has been
extremely interested in this matter, and
1 am wondering whether I could Lave an
opportunity to talk with him briefly,
and then if the majority leader would
propound such an agreement, I am sure
there would be no objection.

Mr. EAGLETON. I can say, on behalf
of my colleague, that he would be amen-
able to the unanimous-consent reguest.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Does the Senator
want a quorum call?

Mr. KENNEDY. Yes.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President. I
suggest the absence of a quorum:. I ask
unanimous consent that the time not be
charged to either side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Vithout
objection, it is so ordered.

‘The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. V/ithout
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I wish
to repeat my earlier unanimous-consent
request that the vote on final passage
oceur at the hour of 4:45 pJn. and that
rule XII be waived.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Withcout
objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT UNT¥1IL
9 AM. TOMORROW, AND FOR
SCHEDULE OF BUSINESS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President. if
this bill is disposed of tonight, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate con-
vene at 9 a.m. tomorrow: that there be
an appropriate period for the recogniti )n
of special orders and the joint leace;
with a brief morning hour; and thst me
vote on passage of the State, Justice, and
Commerce appropriation bill, which will
be the pending business, occur not later
than 3 p.m. tomorrow, with rule XII
waived.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and it
is so ordered.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPRO-
PRIATION ACT, 1975

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 16243) mak-
ing appropriations for the Department of
Defense for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1975, and for other purposes.

AMENDMENT NO. 1835

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I call
up my amendment No. 1835.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to read the amendment.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it 1s so ordered.

Mr. KENNEDY's amendment (No. 1835)
is as follows:

On page 50, line 21, insert a new sectlon
as follows:

sec. .(a) No funds appropriated for the
use of the Department of Defense by this or
any other Act in fiscal year 1975 may be used
for the purpose of stockpiling war materials
or equipment for use by any Asian country
except to the extent authorized by title VII
of this Act or by the Foreign Assistance Act
of 1961 or the Foreign Military Sales Act.

(b) Any materials or equipment stock-
piled by the Department of Defense on the
date of enactment of this Act for future use
by any Aslan country may not be transferred
to any such country except to the extent
such transfer is specifically authorized by
law.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr, President, this is
an amendment that deals with the war
reserve stocks for allies. The amendment
was initially accepted by the Senate last
June, as part of the Defense Authoriza-
tion bill, but it was dropped in confer-
ence because of the opposition of the
House conferees, Hopefully, they will
have a different attitude this time in
conference.

Specifically, Mr. President, this
amendment will prohibit $529 million
from being used for war reserve stocks
for allies, This ambiguous account is re-
portedly used to obtain weapons and
ammunition on a contingent basis for
the support of forces in the event of a
future war involving South Vietnam,
South Korea, or Thailand.

This new funding account, quietly
built up in the last 2 fiscal years, has
not gone through the authorizing com-
mittees of the Congress. It is a back-door
means of bolstering increased procure-
ments by the Defense Department.

When the disguised account was dis-
covered by Senator FULBRIGHT last
spring, the Defense Department ex-
plained it as being used for supporting
these -three allles—South Vietnam,
South Korea, and Thailand. At the same
time, the Defense Department stated
that the equipment remsained in stock-
piles controlled hy the United States.
However, the Department would not
state that, in the event of hostilities, con-
gressional authorization was required be-

fore these weapons could be turned over
to other countries.

In fact, when the General Accounting
Office reported its. findings to the Senate
Forelgn Relations Committee last month,
the Defense Department objected to the
GAOQ’s use of the word “authorization” as
being required prior to the transfer of
stockpiled items to these Asian allies.
The Department argued instead that
only “consultation” with the Congress
was required. )

I find this appropriation objectionable
on two counts. First, it could mean that
congressionally established ceilings—on
aid to Vietnam, for example—could be-
come meaningless if the Defense Depart-
ment can circumvent those ceilings by
comingling U.S. and allied reserve stock-
piles, and thereby escape congressional
control over their distribution. Second, it
means that we are being asked—at a
time of difficult economic circum-
stances—to boost our own Defense budg-
et for the purpose of meeting the future
military needs of South Vietham, South
Korea, and Thalland. Clearly, this major
item should be considered as part of the
foreign aid request, not as a disguised
account in the DOD appropriations bill.

The Defense Department now argues
that much of the new equipment pur-
chased by this account goes directly to
the U.S. active military forces and the
U.S. Reserves. If that is the purpose of
these funds, then they should not be ¢ate-
gorized as “war reserve stocks for allles.”

Moreover, the GAO has informed me
that there is a circle at work: Even if
some of these weapons go to U.S. troops
in the field, the weapons that are re-
placed go to the Reserves and/or to the
stockpile. Then, once in the stockpile,
there is a clear tendency for the supplies
to be declared excess and turned over to
South Vietnam, South Korea, and Thai-
land. Thus, the will of Congress can be
thwarted by the backdoor.

The process is misleading in another
way. For example, in fiscal year 1973, the
Defense Department listed $24.3 million
in excess stocks as going to South Viet-
nam, $6.4 million as going to Thailand,
and $8.3 million as going to South Korea.
But those figures are what the DOD calls
actual value, not the acquisttion cost of
the supplies. The GAO found that the
Department of Defense was listing those
weapons at 8.9 percent of thelr acquisi-
tion cost. Thus, the acquisition of wea-~
pons declared excess and turned over o
those countries In fiscal year 1973 was
approximately $390 million. In fiscal year
1974, the acquisition cost of equipment
declared excess and turned over to those
three countries was approximately $620
million. And in fiscal year 1975, the De-
fense Department plans, according to
the GAO, to turn over to those three
countries weapons and equipment whose
acquisition cost is approximately $738
million.

I see no reason for the U.S. Congress
to approve $529 million in an account
listed as was reserves for allies and des-
ignated for South Vietnam, South Korea,
and Thailand, at the same time that the
Department of Defense contemplates
turning over excess items costing an
estimated $738 million to those countries.

If there are stockpile needs that are
not being met for U.S. active duty forces,
let the Defense Department ask specifi-
cally for that equipment as it usually does
in its normal procurement requests. If
this is a legltimate foreign military aid
request, then let it be properly con-
sidered under the foreign aid bill

Mr. President, it is also important to
note what this amendment does not do:

First, it does not affect in aiy Waythe
Department’s service-funded program of
ald to South Vietnam. The committee
has recommended $700 million for that
fund.

Second, it does not affect in any way
the level of assistance which may even-
tually be approved by the Congress under
the authority of the Foreign Assistance
Act or the Foreign Military Sales Act—
$300 milllon has been requested for
South Korea and Thailand under those
programs. This amendment is unrelated
to congressional approval or rejection of
those requests.

Finally this amendment does not affect
the approximately half-billion dollars
worth of stocks which have already been
set aside for these Asian allies in the
past 2 fiscal years. But it does put a halt
to adding another half-billion dollars
worth of weaponhs to that stockpile this
year, until the purposes of the stockpile
are more clearly explained to Congress,
and the implications of such foreign aid
have been properly deliberated.

Mr. President, I have grave doubts
whether such foreign aid should be au-
thorized at all. Certainly, it should not
be done without the consent of Con-
gress. But primarily, I wish to stress that
such foreign aid does not belong in this
bill. This is a budget bill to provide funds
for the operation and maintenance of
the Department of Defense. Foreign as-
sistance appropriations should not be
mixed with appropriations for the U.S.
armed services.

The only foreign assistance fund ap-
propriated along with funds for the serv-
ices in this bill is the assistance for South
Vietnam. All other foreign assistance is
authorized in the Foreign Ald bill, under
the military assistance program. This is
true even of the $2.2 hillion in military
assistance authorized for Israel last year.

The Armed Services Committee report
on the Defense authorization bill strongly
emphasizes the same point:

As 1t did last year, the Committee is again
recommending reductions of the items in-
cluded for war reserves for allies. The Com-
mittee does not agree that these ftems should
be procured for storage for allies In a title
that is intended for the procurement of
items for U.S. forces.

In this year of the war powers bill and
economic belt-tightening, Congress can-
not avoid its responsibility to guarantee
that such programs are fully justified
in terms of foreign assistance, and that
there are proper controls over transfer-
ral of these weapons. We have had
enough of Presidential wars.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the recent study prepared on
this subject by the General Accounting
Office may be printed in the Recorp at
this point.

There being no objection, the study
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was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp.

#5 follows:

LIFPARTMENT 0F DEFFNSE STOCKPILING 0F WAR
HRFSERVE MATERIALS FOR UsE BY UNITED

ATES ALLTRS

'OMPTROLLER (IENTRAL THE

UNITED STATES,

OF

Wasiington, D.C.

i.J. W. FULBRIGHT,
cairman, Committee on Foreign Relations,
.8, Senate.
TiEAR MR. CHATRMAN: This report 1s in re-
#nouse to a May 6, 1974, letter requesting in-
Iormation on the stockpiling of war reserve
masnerials by the Department of Defense
11¥5D) for possible future use by Asian allies.

Lhur study concentrated on the scope of the
program, the statutory authority being relled
wi by DOD for stockpiling these materials,
an¢ the authority under whieh they could be
iritned over to any of the allied forces. Our
work was performed at DOD in Washington,
1.,

Hecause of the short time allowed to meot
the Committee’s needs, we have been unable
10 verify the information provided by DOD
or to obtain a legal analysis of the proprlety
ol the program. However, we have included
our views and interpretations and believe
this report will be helpful during the up-
coming foreign assistance authorization
hearings,

We have not submited the report to DOD
for its official position; however, we have dis-
cussed the observations with DOD officials
nud have considered their views.

HCOPT OF THE PROGRAM

According te a DOD direciive, the total
quantity of & defense item authorized for
peacetime acquisition includes the quantity
estimated (1) to equip and sustain U.S.-
approved force levels in peacetime and in
wariime for periods specified in planning
documents, (2) to equip and sustain allied
forces by satisfying approved requirements
of the Military Assistance Program. the ap-
proved requirements of the Foreign Military
Sales Program, and approved wartime re-
quirements for those allies specified in cur-
rent program planning documents, and (3)
bo provide support for other 1I.S. Government
departments and agencies. The term used to
Aescribe the above procurement requirement
8 approved force acquisition objective.

‘'his objective includes a quantity to be
stovkpiled abroad and in the United States
for future national emergencies—war re-
serves. ‘These reserves are intended to sustain
aperations until production ean be expanded
=0 match combat consumption.

3003 believeg that the war reserves are es-
sential to rapldly deployable combat forces
#o that the United States has_ the future
tapaiility to respond and be supported in
<ombat for whatever period the national in-
erest requires,

We determined from DOD blanning and
programing documents that the approved
iorce levels used to plan future requirements
included the estimated number of allled
iorces that might need logistics support in
future Asian hostilities. Estimated allied re-
duirements add to but do not replace U.S
ieguirements,

1IGD stocks of munitions and eqiuipment
have traditionally been available for transfer
to allies pursuant to appropriate military as-
sistance legislation, as well as for use hy
17142, Forces. Specific identification of war re.
sorve stocks for possible future transfer to
»llles in DOD budget documentation plan-
sing hegan with the development of the fis-
=al year 1072 Defense program Some avail-
whie assets were allocated for this purpose in
iistal year 1973. However, funds were nof, re-
suested in budget submissions 1o the Con-
gress until fiscal yvear 1974

items held in reserve that are planned for
potential allied use are not segregated from

other reserve stocks, and almost all the same
kinds of ttems are also required as war re-
serves for U.8. Forces, If necessary, the war
reserves for allied forces could be used to
support U.S. Forces.

LOD considers that war reserve stocks for
allies are not yet corunitted or authorized
for transfer to any nation. ‘They are for “al-
lies” in theory only and, according to DOD
officlals, will remain U.5, property until the
President, with appropriate congressional
cotisultation determines that such stocks
should be released to a specific ally. DOD
officlals said that the portion of the total
war reserve stocks designated for future al-
lied use is based on an arbitrary decision and
it is the total (United States and allied) war
reserve requirement thst hag validity.

DOD planners for fiscal year 1873 allocated
$23 million of its reserve assets toward the
total allled requirement; for fiseal year 1974,
$494 million was allocuted. For fiscal year
1975, $529 million of tke total procurement
fequest has been proposed for application
toward allied requirements. Some of euach of
the following types of items are proposed to
be procured from the fiscal year 1975 Junds.

Army

Small arms ammunitisn.

Artillery ammunition.

Tank recovery vehicles !

Portable radar sets

Minor miscellaneous items.

Spares and repalr parts.

Mortar ammunition.

Tanks.t

Machine guns,

Rocket launchers.?

Landing boatg.!

Air Foree

Air-to-ground muniticns.

Tanks, racks, adapters, and pylons.
LEGAL AUTHORITY CITED BY DOD FOR STOCKPIL-
ING AND TRANSFEFRING STOCKS

We were told by offic.als of the Office of
CGeneral Counsel, DOD, that DOD's legsl au-
thority to both stockpils war reserve assets
and transfer these assets to allies is con-
tained in:

The annual DOD authorization and appro-
priation acts;

The Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as
amended; and

The Foreign Milital A4
amended,

No specific sections of these acts were
cited.

Sales Act, as

AUTHORITY FOR STOCKPILIMNG AND TRANSFFRRING
STOCKS——GAQ VIEWS

Time did not permit us to perform a
search for all possible means available to
stockpile war reserves and to transfer ‘these
stocks. However, our brief look at the legis-
lation mentioned by DOD discloged that the
general authority to procure U.S. de'ense
material is contained ir. the annual DOD
authorization and appropriation acts. This
authority does not provide for the procure-
ment of war reserves but rather for specifie
defense items (for example, Procturement of
Ammunition, Army). Nevertheless, thirough
backup dats submitted with approprigtion
requests and the testimony of witnesses. the
congressional committees responsible for
DOD autherizations and appropriations were
aware of DOD's program of stockpiling for

' All new procurement of these items will
go direcily to U.S. Army active and : erve
units, The older pieces of equipment dis-
placed by the new procurement will go Into
the war reserve stockpile that could be used
to replace U.8. or (with proper authoriza-
tion) allied combat losses in some fuiure
conflict. Therefore, this procurement, al-
though labeled as allied reserve, modernizes
the U.8. Army Force structure while increas-
ing the total assets available as war reserves
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possible future allied use, Thus, the legise
lative history of the annual DOD authoriza-
tion. and appropriation acts suggesis thai the
committees intended to authorize thi: siceke-
piling.

However, the congressional commiitees re-
sponsible for authorizing military grant and
sales assistance to foreign allies apparen tly
were not aware of the stockpiling program.

We were informed that the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee was unaware of the
planned stockpiling, even though transfers
to allies (as well as the transfer of any de-
fense articles to foreign governments, except
Vietnam) would go through programs under
the jurisdiction of the Committee.

Authority to transfer procured defense
stocks is separate from the authority to
stockpile war reserves. Authorizations re
ing to transfers are contained in various -
tions of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1861,
as amended; the Foreign Military Sales Act,
as amended; the Foreign Military Sales Act
Amendments, 1971, as amended; and the an-
nual DOD authorization and appropriation
acts (Military Assistance Service Funded).
Some of the pertinent sections of these acus
are discussed below. (See app. I through 11r.)
Foreign Assistance Act—Military assistance

Section 503(a) of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961, as amended, gives the President
the authority to provide military aszistance
to friendly countries and international orga-
nizations. In fiscal year 1974, the Congress
authorized the President to spend either
through loans or grants up to $512.5 million
for this assistance, although actual appro-
priations amounted to $450 million.

Section 503(c) provided that, when defenss
articles are loaned to foreign couniries or
international organizations, under section
503(a), the military assistance appropriation
will be charged only for out-of-pocket ex-
penses and depreciation. In our Tepor; to ihe
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Relations,
in March 1978, we indicated that previously
DOD had leaged defense articles on the bagis
of different law (10 U.S.C. 2667).

This law authorizes leasing of nonexcess
defense articles when it 1s in the publie in-
terest or will promote national defense. Hovi
ever, the law has no relation to foreign assiste
ance and was enacted to authorize ire lease
ing of defense plants and production equip.
ment to private commercial Interests, In our
report, we specified that articles were ieased
under law (10 U.S.C. 2667) at no cost to f
eign governments or international organisi-
tions and that it appeared the use of thi
provision circumvented the Foreign Assi
ance Act of 1861, as amended. Our virw was
that such loans or leases constituted meilitary
assistance and should be subject to resiraints
imposed by the act.

Additionally, under section 506(a), if the
President determines it is In the security in.
terests of the United States, he may order up
to 8250 million in defense articles from
stocks—in addition to the $450 million ap«
propriated—and reimbursement will ke pra-
vided in subsequent appropriations availahle
for military assistance. He exercised tr iz i~
thority during fiscal year 1974 by authorizing
the transfer of up to $200 million in defer:
articles to provide additional military i
ance to Cambodia.

Under section 614(a), the Presideni also
may authorize assistance, in an amount mot
to exceed $250 million, without regard ¢ any
provisions of the act. However, the Presiden b
may only use funds already appropriated
under other sections of the act. During fizscal
Year 1974, the President exercised his author-
ity under section 614(a) five times for pure
poses of military assistance. The total arount

Hfpm

+“Use of Excess Defense Articles and Oiher
Resources to Supplement the Military Assist-
ance Program,” B-163742, Mar. 21, 1972
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authorized by the Presldent was $183.4 mil~
lion.

These and other related sections of the act
are shown in appendix I,

Foreign Military Sales Act

Although the Congress placed a celling on
the total credit sales and guarantees under
sections 28 and 24 of the Foreign Military
Sales Act (see app. IT), no simllar restrictions
are placed on cash sales under sectlons 21 and
22 of the act. Thus, an unlimited quantity.of
defense stocks could be sold under sections
21 and 22, During fiscal year 1974, DOD esti-
mates that credit sales will amount to $730
million, the authorized celling, and cash sales
will amount to approximately $7.2 billion.

Military assistance service funded authority
The provisions in annual DOD authoriza-
tion and appropriation acts (see app. III)
give DOD authority to use its appropriated
funds to transter any defense articles, includ-
ing war reserve material, to support South
Vietnamese forces, subject to the $1.126 bil-
lion ceiling. )
Foreign Military Sales Act amendments—Ez-
cess Defense articles

Excess defense articles are items in excess
of DOD-approved force requirement level.
The authority to transfer excess defense ar-
ticles is contained in section 8 of the For-
eign Military Sales Act Amendments, 1971, as
amended. (See app. II.)

In our report to your Committee in March
1973, we indicated that excess defense articles
were generated through modernizations of
forces and changes in authorizations of -ar-
ticles to equip and sustain the approved
forces. The decision as to what portion of the
DOD inventory will constitute the approved
force requirement level and what assets may
be transferred as excess defense articles rests
entirely with DOD. Excess articles are con-
tinuously availlable in vast quantities and
have been used in military assistance pro-
grams since the inception of foreign ald. Use
of excess articles to supplement the regularly
funded military assistance program has in-
creased since 1968 because of reduced mili-
tary assistance appropriations.

At the time of our earlier review, “value”
was defined as not less than one-third of the
amount the United States pald when the
articles were acquired (acquisition cost).
Since then, the law has been changed and
value is how defined only as actual value
plus the cost of repairing, rehabilitating, or
modifying the article, which could range
from as low as salvage value to as high as
acquisition cost. A recent sampling by DOD
showed the actual value of excess articles
averaged only 8.9 percent of acquisition cost,
considerably less than the one-third mini-
mum required under previous legislation.

Orders for excess defense articles are to be
considered expenditures of military assist-
ance funds. However,-those articles gener-
ated abroad are charged to the appropristion
only if the aggregate actual value during any
fiscal year exceeds $150 million. Under the
old definition of value this would equal about
$450 million (83 x $150 million) in excess
articles, based on acquisition cost. Now, how-
ever, if DOD decides to use the 8.9 percent
(1/11) figure as actual value, approximately
$1.656 billion (11 x $150 million) in excess
articles, based on acquisltion cost, could be
granted to forelgn countries without charge
to the military assistance appropriation. This
is over three times more than the value of
excess defense articles granted through the
military asslstance program during any sin-
gle previous year.

The proposed Foreign Assistance Act of
1974 would further liberalize the use of ex~
cess items, Our analysis of the proposed act
showed that the theoretical celling of $1.65
billion could be increased to $4.4 billion. We
belleve that consideration should be given to
providing more congressional control over
excess defense articles,

»

'The stockplling of defense assets for po-
tential use by allies adds another level to
the DOD procurement base. We previously
mentioned that new Army procurement
will modernize U.S. active and reserve
units and the older articles being re-
placed will make up the war reserve stock-
pile. It is conceivable that once these U.S.

Forces have been modernized, DOD will mod- .

ernize the war reserve, and thus make large
quantities of defense assets excess and avail-
able for transfer to forelgn governments, in-
cluding those for which the stockpile was
originally Intended.

More importantly, however, la the fact
‘that DOD has the authority to decide what
%)ortion of the DOD inventory will make up

he approved force reguirement level. Since
‘the war reserve for allies represents a por-
‘tion of the total war reserve in excess of U.S.
‘approved force requirements, DOD can now
stockpile older items that would immediately
‘become excess upon replacement. If a future
‘emergency arises over seas, DOD could reduce
‘the approved force requirement level and im-
mediately meke the war reserve for allies
‘available as excess for transfer to whichever
‘country may heed them. All this could be
‘accomplished without adversely affecting the
total U.S. approved force requirements.

‘CONCLUSION

' In conclusion, we feel that the President
‘and DOD at the present time have conslder-
‘able statutory authority to transfer reserve
‘materials to allies if they are needed. It
‘should be pointed out that the authority to
‘transfer U.8. defense stocks under these pro-
‘vislons applies to any defense item in the
‘inventory, whether planned for future use by
‘allies or U.8. Forces.

' The broad authority is especially prevalent
in the area of excess defense articles. Under
‘present authority DOD is permitted to trans-
fer vast quantities of excess items to foreign

‘governments with little or no charge to any’

‘future increase in avallable excess items (1)
because of the modernization of forces and/or
‘the reduction in the approved force re-
‘quirement level and (2) because of the pro-
‘posed liberalization of the no-cost transfer
‘eelling,  the Commiftee may wish to con-
slder tighter controls over the quantify of
‘eXcess articles that can be transferred to
foreign governments. This may Include re-
‘talning section 8 of the Foreign Military
‘Sales Act Amendments of 1971, but modify-
ing it (1) to establish actual value at not
less than 3315 percent of acquisition value
‘and (2) to require that excess programs be
stated in congressional presentation docu-
‘ments in terms of acquisition cost.

We recognize that there 1s legislation pend-
ing on the DOD procurement authorization
bill that would forbid the stockpiling of
defense assets for possible future use by
‘allied forces, Although passage would elimi-
nate the war reserve for allies, it would not
strengthen control over excess defense
articles.

' We plan no further distribution of this
report unless you agree or publicly announce
1ts contents.
’ Sincerely yours,

ELMER B. StTaaTs,

Comtproller General of the United States.

ExCERPTS FrOM FOREIGN ASSISTANCE ACT OF
1961, AS' AMENDED

MILITARY ASSISTANCE

Section b03—General Authority—(a) The
President is authorized to furnish military
asslstance on such_terms and conditions as
he may determine, to any friendly country
or international organization, the assisting of
which the President finds will strengthen the
security of the United States and promote
world peace and which is otherwise eligible
to receive such assistance, by—

(1) acquiring from any source and pro-
viding (by loan or grant) any defense article
or defense service; or
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(2) assigning or detailing members of the
Armed Forces of the United States and other
personnel of the Department of Defense to
perform dutles of & noncombatant nature.

(b) In sddition to such other terms and
conditions as the Presldent may determine
pursuant to subsection (a), defense articles
may be loaned thereunder only if—

(1) there is a bona fide reason, other than
the shortage of funds, for providing such
articles on a loan basis rather than on a grant

‘basis;

(2) there is a reasonable expectation that
such articles will be returned to the agency
making the loan at the end of the loan
period, unless the loan is then renewed;

(3) the loan period is of fixed duration not
exceeding five years, during which such
article may be recalled for any reason by the
United States;

(4) the agency making the loan is reim-
bursed for the loan based on the amount
charged to the appropriation for military
asgistance under subsection (¢); and

(5) arrangements are made with the
agency making the loan to be reimbursed in
the event such article is lost or destroyed
while on loan, such reimbursement belng
made first out of any funds avallable to
carry out this chapter and based on the
depreclated value of the article at the time
of loss or destruction.

(¢) (1) In the case of any loan of a defense
article or defense service made under this
section there shall be a charge to the appro-
priation for military assistance for any fiscal
year while the article or service ig on loan
in an amount based on—

(A) the out-of-pockel expenses authorized
to be incurred in connection with such loan
during such fiscal year; and

(B) the depreclation which occurs during
such year while such article is on loan.

(2) The provisions of this subsection shall
not apply—

(A) to any particular defense article or
deferuse service which the United States
Government agreed prior to the date of en-
actment of this subsection to lend; and

(B} to any defense article or defense

' service, or portion thereof acquired with

funds appropriated for militarv asslstance
under this Act.

Sectlon 504—Authorization—(a) There is
authorized to be appropriated to the Presi-
dent to carry out the purpose of this part
not to exceed $512,500,000 for the flscal year
1974: Provided, That funds made avallable
for assistance under this chapter (other than
training in the United States) shall not be
used to furnish assistance to more than thir-
ty-one countries in any flscal year: Pro-
vided further, That none of the funds ap-
propriated pursuant to this subsection shall
be used to furnish sophisticated weapons
systems, such as missile systems and Jet
aircraft for military purposes, to-any un-
derdeveloped country, unless the President
determines that the furnishing of such weap-
ons systems 1s important to the national
security of the United States and reports
within thirty days each such determination
to. the Congress. Amounts appropriated un-
der this subsection are authqrized to remain
available until expended. Amounts appro-
priated under this subsection shall be avail-
able for cost-sharing expenses of United
States particlaption in the military head-
quarters and related agencies program.

Section 506— Special Authority—(a) Dur-
ing the fiscal year 1974, the President may,
if he determines it to be in the security in-
terests of the United States, order defense
articles from the stocks of the Department
of Defense and defense services for the pur-
poses of part II [military assistance}, sub-
Ject to subsequent relmbursement therefor
from subsequent appropriations avallable for
military assistance. The value of such orders
under this subsection in the fiscal year
1974 shall not exceed $250,000,000. (b) The .
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iments of Defense 1s authorized to In-
appiicable appropriations, obliga=
in anticipation of reimbursements in
equivalent to the value of such
under subsection (a) of this section.
ialions 1o the President of such sums
tre necessary to reimipurse the ap-
approoriation, fund, or account for
crs are hereby auvhorized.

NIUAL PROVISIONS

on 6i0. Transfer Between Accounts.—
never the President determines it
ssary for the purposes of this Act,
exceed 1U per cenium of the funds
railabie for any provision of this
ept Tunds made available pursuant
IV of chapter 2 of part I [Overseas
Investment Corpceration]) may be
sierred to. and consojidated with, the
iinns made avallable for any other provi-
it ¢ this Act, and may be.used for any of
the purposes for which such funds may be
34, except that the total im ihe provision

e hDenetfit of which the transfer is made

not be increased by more than 20 per
oo of the amount of funds made avail-
such provision. = * *
1 614. Special Authorities.—(a) The
11t may authorize in each fiscal year
of funds made avsailable for use un-
Act and the furnishing of assistance
ction 06 in a total amount not to
2d $2506,000,000 and the use of not to ex-
i $100,000,000 of foreipn currencies ac-
1inz under this Act or any other law with-~
aut regard to the requirements of the Act.
w relating to receipts and credits ac-
sruing o the United States, any Act appro-
vriating funds for use under this Act, or the
#mntual Defense Assistance Control Act of
Bt (22 U.8.C. 1611 et seq.), in furtherance
of anv of the purposes of such Acts, when the
asident determines that sach authoriza-
1 Is Important to the security of the
iled States. Not more than $50,000,000 of
the funds available under this subsection
may e allocated to any one country in any
siscal year. ‘T'he limitation contained in the
preceding sentence shall not apply to any
sountry which is a victim of active Commu-~
nist or Communist-supported aggression.

{#y ‘The President 1s authorized to use
wunts not to exceed $50.000,000 of the
Zandir made available under this Act pursu-
unt to his certification that it 1s inadvis-
le 1o specify the nature of the use of such
which certification shal! be deemed
3 be o sufficient voucher for such amounts.
‘the President shall promptly and fully in-
» Bpenker of the Huuse of Represent-
and the chairman and ranking minor-
iy member of the Committee on Foreign
welations of the Senate of eaeh use of funds
inder this subsection.
on 652. Limitation Upon Esxercise of
Authority.~—The FPresident shall not
ise any special authority granted to
nnder section 506(a), 610(a), or 614(a)
Act unless the President. prior to the
i internds Lo exercise any siuch author-
4y, nolifies the Bpeaker of the House of Rep~
rasentatives and the Committes on Foreign
selations of the Senate in wriiing of each
such intended exercise, the section ot this

i uuder which such authority is to be ex~-
cised. and the Justification for. and the
:xtent of, the exercise of such authority.

Section 853, Change in Allocstion of For-
»igrn Assistance—(a) Not later than thirty
zays alter the enactment of any law appro-
oriating funds to carry out anv provision of
inis Act (other than section 451 [Contine-
seney Pund{ or 637 [Administrative Ex-
nenses| ), the President shall notify the Con-
sress of each foreign country and interna-
ional organization to whieh the United
ritates Government intends t$o provide any
norikion of the funds under such law and of
ihe gmount of funds under the law, by cate-

gory of assistance. that ‘the United States
Government intends to provide to each. Mot~
withstanding any other provision of law, the
United States Government shall not provide
to any toreign country or internatitonal orga~
nization any funds under that law which ex-
ceeds by 10 per centum ite amount of mili-
la,ry grant assistance or s:2curity supporsing
nce, as the case may be, which the
ent notiied the Congress that the
inited States Gevernment intended to pro-
vide that eountry or organization under that
unlass the President (1) determines
that it is in the security interesis of the
Inited States that such country or organi-
receive funds in excess of the ameunt
ed in such notification for that ccun-
try or organization, and (2) reports to Con-
press, at least ten days prior to the date on
which such excess funds are to be prov.ded
to that country or organization, each such
determination. including the name of the
country or organization to receive funds in
excess of such per centum, the amount of
funds in excess of the per centum which are
%0 bhe provided. and the justification for ore-
viding the additional assiztance.

{k) The provisions of this seciion shall
not apply in the case o any law maling
continuing appropriations and may not be
waived under the provisions of section Gl4(a)
of this Act.

AppEnDIS JI—ExcirpTs From FoREIGN NiILr-
Y SALES Acrt AMENDMENTS, 1871 as
AMENDED
EXCLESS DEFENSE ARTICLES

Section 8. (a) Subject to the provisicrs of
subsection (b), the value of any excess de-
fense article granted to a foreign country or
international organizatioa by any depart-
ment, agency, or independent establishnient
of the United States Government {other than
the Agency for International Development)
shall be considered to he an expenditure
made from funds sappropriated under the
#oreign Assistance Act of 1961 for military
assistance. Unless such department, agency,
or establishment certified to the Comptroller
General of the United States that the escess
defense article it is ordering is not to be
transterred by sny means to a foreign coun-
try or international organization, whern an
order is placed Tfor & defense article whose
stock status is excess at the time ordered, a
sum equal to the value thereof shall (less
amounts to be tiransierred under section
632 (d) [Reimbursement Among Agencies] of
the Poreign Assistanct Act of 1861) (1) be
reserved and transferred to a suspense ac-
count, (2) remain in the suspense account
until the excess defense erticie-is either de-
livered to a foreign country or international
urganization or the order therefor is can-
ceiied, and (3) be transferred from the sus-
pense account to (A) the zeneral fund oi the
‘Treasury upon deiivery of such article, or
{B) to the military assistance appropriation
for the current fiscal year upon canoc
ol viie order. Such sum shall be tra
iv ibe military assistance appropriation for
tise current fiscai year upon delivery of such
wriicle if at the time of delivery the stock
status of the article is «etermined, in ac-
cordance with section 644 (g) and {m) Jdefi-
uitions of “excess defense articles” and *val-
ue’| of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961,
Lo LU HONeXeess.

() Lo the case of excess defense articles
which are generated abroad, the provisions of
subsection (a} shall apply during any fiscal
vear only to the extent that the aggregate
vaitie ol excess defense articles ordered Jdur-
ing that year exceeds $151,000,000.

(c) ¥or purposes of this section, the term
“yalue” has the same mesning as given it In
section 644(m) of the [Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961.

{d} The President skall promntiv and
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fully Inform thke Speaker of the How =
Representatives and the Conimittee o1
eign Relations and the Committee on
propriations of the Senate of each de
to furnish on & grant basis to 1
excess defense articles wh
weapons systems to the ext:
weapons systern was not inclu
presentation material previcusly
to the Congress. Addilionally. the .
shall also submit a quarterly report 1
Congress listing by country the total va
all deliveries of excess defense artic .
closing both the aggregate criginal ac
tion cost and the aggregate valueg at i
of delivery.

ie) Except Jior excess defense a
granted under part II of the Foreigy /
ance Act of 196i. the provisions of thi
tion shall not apply to any excess ¢
article granted to Souih Vietnam vrior i
Juiy 1, 1972,

CASH AND CREFDIT SALES

cblon 21. Cash Sales Prom Stock.
ident may sell defense arlicles fromn
siocks of the Department of Defens: &
defense service: of the Department ¢f L
fense to any friendly country or internation
organization if such.country or internatio
organization agrees to pay not less thsn the
value thereof in United States dollars P
ment shall be made in advance or, as deter
miiied by the President to be in the hesi
terests of the Tnited States. within .
sonable period mnot to excecd onme h
and twenty days after the delivery «
deiense articles or the rendering of mhe
ievise services.

3ection 22, Procurement for Cash Sule:
(s} Except as otherwise provided in this
vion, the President may, without rejgu
ment for charge to any apprcpriation or cor
iract suthorizeiion otherwise provided. e
inio contracts for the procurement ¢
Iense articles or defense services for s
united States dollars to any foreign o
or mternsational organization if such
or international organizaticn provm-
United States Government with a dependabie
undertaking (1) to pay the full amount a\f
such contract which will assure the Uni
Bianles Government against any loss c¢n
contract, and (2) to make funds availeble i
sucflT amounts s#nd at such times ag muy t
required to meet the payments requlb
the contract and any damages and cost
may accrue from the cancellation oi
contract, in advance ot the time such 1
ments, damages, or costs are due,

¢(h) The President may, when he
mines it to be in the national intere:
cept a dependable undertak
country or international orcanizatior
pect to any such sale, to make full ;
mt within 120 days after delivery -
deiense articles or the rendering of
fense services. Appropriations avail
the Department of Defense may be u
meet; the payments reguired ¢
Tfor the procurement of defense
defense services and shall be
the amounts subsequently received fre
country or international eorganization
whom articles or services are sold.

Section 23. Credit Sales.—The Presicnni
hereby authorized to finance procure
of defense articles and de e servic
Iriendly countries and international o
zations on terms of repayment to the Uni
Siates Government of not less than the val:
thereof in United States dollars within u
perlod not to exceed ten years after
delivery of the defense articles or the rend
ing of the defense services.

Section 24, Guaranties —(gi The Presidens
may guarahtee any individual. corpoiatic
partnership, or other juridical entity doir
business in the United States (excludb
United States Government aizencles) azal
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political and credit risks of nonpayment
arlsing out of their financing of credit sales
of defense articles and defense services to
Triendly countries and Infernational organi-
zations, Fees shall be charged for such guar-
anties.

(b) The President may. sell to any indi-
vidual, corporation, partnership, or other
juridical entity (excluding United States
Government agencies) promissory hotes is-
sued by friendly countries and international
orgenizations as evidence of their obliga-
tlons to make repayments to the United
States on account of credit sales financed
under section 23, and may guarantee pay-
ment thereof. .

(¢) Funds made available to carry out this
Act shall be obligated in an amount equal-to
25 per centum of the principal amount of
contractual liability related to any guaranty
issued under this section, and all the funds
gso obligated shall constitute a single reserve
for the payment of claims under such guar-
anties. Any funds so obligated which are de-
obligated from fime to time during any cur-
rent fiscal year as being In excess of the
amount necessary to maintain a fractional
reserve of 25 per centum of the principal
amount of contractual liability under out-
standing guaranties shall be transferred to
the. general fund of the Treasury. Any guar-
antles 1ssued hereunder shall be backed by

_ the full falth and credit of the United States.

&

Section 31, Authorization and Aggregate
Ceiling of Foreign Military Sales Credits.—
(a) There 1s hereby authorized to be appro-
priated to the President to carry out this
Act not to exceed $325,000,000 for the fiscal
year 1974, Unobligated balances of funds
made available pursuant to this section are
hereby authorized to be continued available
by sappropriations legislation to carry out
this Act.

(b) The aggregate total of credits, or par-
ticipations In credits, extenided pursuant to
this Act and of the principal amount of
loans guaranteed pursuant to section 24(a)
shall not exceed $730,000,000 for the- fiscal
year 1974, .of which amount not less than
$300,000,000 shall be available to Israel ouly.

ArpENDIX ITT—EXCERPFTS FROM DOD AUTHOR-
IZATION AND APPROPRIATION ACTS

DOD APPROPRIATION AUTHORIZATION ACT, 1974

Section 801. Subsection (a) (1) of section
401 of Public Law 89-367, approved March
15, 1966 (80 Stat, 37), as amended, 1s hereby
amended to read as follows:

“(a) (1) Not to exceed $1,126,000,000 of the
funds suthorized for appropriation for the
use of the Armed Forces of the United States
under this or any other Act are authorized
to be made avallable for their stated pur-
poses to support: (A) Vietnamese and other
free world forces in support of Vietnamese
forces, (B) local forces in Laos; and for re-
lated costs, during the filscal year 1974 on
such terms and conditions as the Secretary
of Defense may determine, None of the funds
appropriated to or for the use of the Armed
Forces of the United States may be used for
the purpose of paylng any overseas allow-
ance, per diem allowance, or any other addi-
tion to the regular base pay of any person
serving with the free world forces in South
Vietnam if the amount of such payment
would be greater than the amount of speclal
pay authorized to be paid, for an equivalent
period of service, to members of the Armed
Forces of the United States (under section
310 of title 37, United States Code) serving
in Vietnam or in any other hostile fire area,
except for continuation of payments of such
additions to regular base pay provided In
agreements executed prior to July 1, 1970.
Nothing in clause (A) of the first sentence
of this paragraph shall be construed as au-
thorizing the use of any such funds to sup-
port Viethamese or other free world forces
in actions designed to provide military sup-

port and assistance to the Covernment of
Cambodis or Laos: Provided, That nothing
contained In this section shall be construed
to prohibit support of actions required to

" insure the safe and orderly withdrawal or

disengagement of United States forces from
Southeast Asia, or to ald in the release of
Americans held as prisoners of war.”

DOD APPROPRIATION ACT, 1974

Sectlon 737. (a) Not to exceed $1,126,000,~
000 of the appropriations avallable to the
Department of Defense during the current
fiscal year shall be available for their stated
purposes to support (1) Vietnamese and
other free world forces in support of Viet-
namese forces; (2) local forces in Laos; and
for related costs on such terms and condl-
tions as the Secretary of Defense may deter-
mine: Provided, That none of the funds ap-
propriated by this Act may be used for the
purpose of paying any overseas allowance,
per diem allowance, or any other addition to
the regular base pay of any person serving
with the free world forces in South Vietnam
if the amount of such payment would be
greater than the amount of speclal pay au-
thorized to be pald, for an equivalent period
of service, to members of the Armed Forces
of the United States under section 310 of
title 37, United States Code, serving in Viet-
nam or in any other hostile fire area, except
for continuation of payments of such addi-

- tions to regular base pay provided in agree-

ments executed prior to July 1, 1970; Pro-
vided further, that nothing in clause (1) of
the first sentence of this subsection shall be
construed as authorizing the use of any such
funds to support Vietnamese or other Iree
world forces in actlons designed to provide
military support and assistance to the Gov-
ernment of Cambodia or Laos. Provided
further, That nothing contained in this sec-
tion shall be construed to prohibit support
of actions required to Insure the safe and
orderly withdrawal or disengagement of
United States forces from Southeast Asia, or
to ald in the release of Americans held as
prisoners of war, A

(b) Within thirty days after the end of
each quarter, the Secretary of Defense shall
render to Congress a report with respect to
the estimated value by purpose, by country,
of support furnished from such appropria-
tions.

Mr. KENNEDY. I appreciate the con-
sideration of this amendment by my col-
league and friend from Arkansas, and I
hope that he will be willing to take the
amendment to conference and fight for it
there.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I
have discussed this amendment with its
distinguished author, the Senator from
Massachusetts (Mr. KenNnNepy). I have
considered it first in the light of the fact
that apparently it is legislation on an
appropriation bill; that was my first re-
action to it, and I think that is frue, and
it might be subject to a point of order.

However, this same language, as I un-
derstand it, has been considered by the
authorization cgmmittee and was re-
ported out and passed here in the Sen-
ate—no, it was a floor amendment agreed
to in the Senate earlier this year, to the
authorization bill; am I correct?

Mr. KENNEDY, The Senator is correct.

Mr., McCLELLAN. Therefore, the Sen-
ate having acted upon it legislatively, I
feel inclined, as I have said—and I do not
find any objection to it from those with
whom I have conferred—to go ahead and
accept the amendment and let it go to
conference and see what we can do with
it there.

-

I have no objection to the objectives
and purposes of the amendment, if it
can be accepted. It is an attempt to get
control and keep control of expenditures
and of materials and supplies that we
may be appropriating for and trying to

give away as assistance, and we have not

made a provision in this bill with respect
to even the sale of weapons, and so forth,
to other countries, to try to get better
control of that so we will know what is
going on, and requiring reports.

So I have no objection, unless there is
objection on the parf of some other mem-
ber of the committee—and I hear none—-
to accepting the amendment and doing
the best we can with it.

Mr. KENNEDY. I thank the Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of
the Senator from Massachusetts.

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO, 1836

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate re-
vert once again to the consideration of
amendment No. 1836.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Hewms) . The Chair will advise the Sena-
tor that that is automatic.

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I yield
10 minutes to the distinguished junior
Senator from Illinois. -

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. Presi;lent, I

.want, first of all, to commend the junior

Senator from Missouri for the extraor-
dinary effort with which he has in-
vested this amendment, and for bringing
it to the floor of the Senate, and I also
commend the chairman of the Appro-
priations Committee for his work and
the work of that committee. It has done
a good job of cutting excessive spending
from the defense budget, though it has
not, Mr. President, in my judgment, gone
far enough. .

When it comes to national survival,
we all agree that such sums as are nec-
essary for national security must be
raised and spent. The tragedy is that we
stumble through our debates about na-
tional defense with no reliable deflnition
of national security and no reliable
standard for determining what is hec-
essary. ’

An adequate definition of national se-
curity includes not just military hard-
ware and personnel, but the confidence
of the American people in their Gov-
ernment; the confidence of the world
in our country for enlightened leader-
ship; a healthy domestic and world
economy, and the conditions of a good
life at home.

In order to rationally determine mili-
tary policy, we need a coherent foreign
policy. It is asking too much of the Con-
gress and the military to forge a rational
defense and military strategy if they do
not have a clearly defined and articulat-
ed foreign policy.

We do not have such a foreign policy.
What we have had, instead in recent
years, are promises, slogans, contradic-
tory gestures, and personal diplomacy.

An opening by the U.S. Government
to the People’s Republic of China, was
appropriate and long overdue. But Presi-
dent Nixon’s Peking visit was handled in
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a8 way—by secret arrasigements ahd
shock announcements-—that demoralized
our Allies in Asia and ufidermined our
position in the United Nations with re-
spect to Taiwan. And when the U.N. ac-
cepted the logic of his action, President
Nixon chastised the UN.

President Nixon’s visit this year to the
Soviet Union was at best unnecessary.
None of the heralded arms limitation
agreements materialized. And in order
to make some gesture of sticcess for glo-
bal television, President Nixon signed a
limited nuclear test-ban “ireaty which
implies that the United States and the
Soviet Union are not very serious about
stopping nuclear prolifération. This
comes at & time when worldwide inter-
est in obtaining nuclear reactors is rap-
idly accelerating. The visit—and the ad-
ministration’s continuing onduct-—sug-
gest American indifference to the re-
pression of personal freedom in the
US.S.R. :

What the United States has gained
from these exercises in Presidential
diplomacy remains to be seen and, what-
ever it is, it could have Been achieved
without President participation and
without the shocks we suffered in East
Asia, South Asia, and Europe, as a re-

"sult of our bilaterial maneuverings.
Presidential posturing is mo substitute
for a prudent and thoughiful worldwide
foreign policy which 1ecognizes the
world’s pluralism and the Nation’s mul-
titude of Interests in all its parts.

Drift and weakness in foreign relations
and econamic policy have direct and dan-
gerous results in defense policy.

The notion persists that world power
and influence and national security are
directly related to the size of the defense
budget. As mistakes of forgign policy, or
more accurately the absenge of a princi-
pled foreign policy, produce from South-
east Asia to Eurasia U.S. weakness, the
pressure increases to spend more money
on the military—and so the wheel takes
another turn,

Military spending by itself does not
bring us added security in the world.
Each increased expenditure usually
brings & response from the other side,
leaving us by and large in the same rela-
tive position, but always poorer and a lit-
tle closer to the flash point.

The notion also persists that increased

defense spending can stimulate a trou-
bled economy. The idea -that domestic
problems might be solved simply and
quickly by throwing dolars at them finds
no advocates. Yet, the same notion drives
us to compulsive-expenditires for weap-
ons, military personnel, and power.
* Military spending does not stimulate
the economy. It is an unhappy fact that
excessive military spending contributes
heavily to inflation. It diverts resources
from productive uses—holising, health,
energy, transportation, education——tfo
nonproductive uses. Unlike most forms of
Government spending, defénse spending
increases demand, withouit increasing
supply.

Other nations, notably West Germany
and Japan, rose from the ashes of World
War ITI to become our principal competi-
tors in the world marketplace by spend-

ing lttle on the military—mueh on their
economies. Now, our heavily weighted
economy is crumbling, It is experierncing
inflation and recession. Consumer prices
are increasing at a rate of 12.6 percent,
while wholesale prices increased in July
at an incredible annual rate of 44 per-
cent. Unemployment ir. July was 5.3 per-
cent ‘and rising. And productivity in-
creased only 1 percent last quarter.

The ecohomic consequences of run-
away military spending—infiation, the
diversion of funds from demonstrabie
needs, declining productivity, unemploy-
ment—are as destructive to the national
security as an inadequate defernse budget.

It is wrong to argue, as President Ford
does, that inflation can be halted by cut-
ting in the domestic sector but not in the
defense sector of the budget. Some Gov-
ernment spending in time is deflation-
ary. Initiatives in heslth, housing, en-
ergy, and transportation could increase
productivity and supply demand. Agri-
cultural production can be increased in
part at Government expense—to meet
growing demands for food at home and
abroad with deflationary consequences.
President Ford, like his predecessor, ap-
pears to have his priorities mixed up. If
he offers more of the same, the Nation
will suffer more of the same.

The defense appropriations bill for
fiscal year 1974 as reported by the Ap-
propriations Corumittee provides funds
for the Department of Defense over and
above those necessary for an adequate
military posture. Reductions can be
made without impairing the ability of
the military forces of she United States
to carry out those misslons essential to
our national security.

The bill would provide $82,079,35&,000
In new appropriations and transfers. On
December 20, 1973, the House and Senate
agreed to the confererice report on the
fiscal year 1974 Department of Defense
appropriations bill providing a totsl of
$74,218.230,000. It was signed into law
by the President on January 2, 1974.

On February 4, 1974, about 1 month
later, the President transmitted to Con-
gress a fiseal year 1975 defense budget
totaling $85,582,297,000. This repressnt-
ed an increase of $11,364,067,000, g 15-
bercent increase over the amount pro-
vided by Congress 1 month before. At
the same time, the President trans-
mitted a fiscal year 1974 defense supple-
mental request of $6,200,421,000, made
up of $3,412,741,000 for a so-called readi-
ness requirement due to the Middle Jast
crisis. and $2,787,680,000 for pay in-
creases. On May 30 arnd June 24, 1974,
the President transmitted budget
amendments totaling $1,475,200,000 for
fuel price increases and certain person-
nel benefits, increasing the fiscal vear
1975 Defense budget to a new total of
$87.057,497,000. Thus, Letween February
and June 1974, Congress was reguested
to consider a total increase of $19,039,-
688,000 for the Defense Department.

To date, the Congress has by law re-
duced this increase by a mere $4,873,-
032,000. The House recently passed s
military appropriations bill of $83.4 bil-
lion for a further reduction of $3.7 bil-
lion. And the Senate Appropriations

-
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Committee has reported out a military
appropriations bill with an additional
reduction of $1.4 billion. Yet, we still.
have left an increase of $11 BiMHon.

This increase in defense appropria-
tions comes when the United States is ™~
militarily powerful and not at war. The
involvement in Southeast Asia has been
wound down—yet the spending wirids up.

‘When President Nixon signed the mili-
tary procurement guthorization bill inta
law on August 5, he sald that ke was
not completely satisfied with the bill be-
cause “A number of provisions authorize
spending for unneeded equipment and
could thus inflate defense spendirg un-
necessarily in a time when we all should
recognize the need to avold waste.”

This amendment to the defense ap-
propriations bill will establish a ceiling
on new budgetary autherity of $&1 bil-
lion, and help eBminate some of the
wastes to which the President referred.

Next year the new Budget Conmunittee
will establish ceilings such as the one
we are recommending, This method is
also used by the ©ffice of Managament
and Budget within the executive hranch
to establish priorities for the Faderal
budget. It %s an ‘approach which has
been used extensively in the past to con-
trol and delimit the categories of the
Federal budget, and now has been
adopted by the Congresg for the future.

The Nixon administration asked that
the Federal budget be reduced by 55 bil-
lion in outlays to help control inflation.
President Ford has indicated that he
would seek reductions in Federal spend-
ing, and some predict that he will ask
for greater cuts. A reduction in outlays
of $5 billion would require a reduction
in budgetary authority of $11 to $12
billion. If this goal is to-be reached, the
proportionate reduction in the defense
budget would be in the $6 to $7 hillion
range. The $81 billion ceiling we pro-
pose is on the high side of such o for-
mulation.

If Congress is serious-about recucing
the Federal budgef as a means of con-
trolling infiation, i cannot overlook the
fact that 70 percent of the contrcllable
portion of that budget is attributable to
the military and due to the nonproduc-
tive, demand-generating nature ¢f de-
fense spending, reductions made in the
defense appropriations bill, dollar for
dollar, will be more efféctive in coun-
tering inflation th&n any other cuis.

Congress has “appropriated more
money over the past 4 years than the
delivery system—the defense industry—
can keep up with. This % illustrated by
the steady increasé in unexpendec bal-
ances—meoeney obligated but not spent—
over the past 4 fiscal years. In effect, the
delivery of goods and Services cannos
keep up with the orders placed for shem.
An $81 bilHon ceiling on this vear's
budget can help rectify this unhealthy
distortion of the agpropriations process.

Mr. President, the Senzste Appropria-
tions Commitiee should be commended
for the diligent job it has done in ex-
amining the defense budget. Tt has, after
months of work, reported out a bill
which cuts over $5 billion from the ad-
ministration request.
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However, the committee has not pared
away all the waste and fat in the de-
fense budget, nor will this amendment.
But it would encourage the Defense De-
partment to give the highest priority to
real defense needs and to cuftail those
programs not essential for the defense
of the Nation. )

An $81 billion ceiling on expenditures
will- encourage managerial innovations
in weapons procurement and manpower
utilization—a more efficient use of the
defense dollar. .

The United States is today the strong-
est military power in the world. Despite
the tendency of the military to poor-
mouth U.S. defense capability at budget
time, the United States retains impor-
tant advantages over the Soviet Union
militarily-—as well it should. The United
States is about 5 years ahead of the So-
viet Union in the development of
MIRV’s, multiple warheads which can
be aimed at separate targets. The United
States has more than twice as many nu-
clear warheads as the Russians and will
have this superiority well into the 1980’s
no matter what the Russians do. The
naval balance of power still favors the
United States, a status which the Soviet
Union is not likely to be able to change
in the near future.

For all my misgivings about Soviet
Union intensions, the United States is
militarily strong enough to cut an addi-
tional $1 billion from the defense budgeb
without adversely affecting our real mil-
itary strength.

This amendment will encourage the
Defense Department to give the Nation
what it needs—a lean, highly disciplined,
well-equipped professional military ferce.

Mr. President, an $81 billion ceiling is
not an arbitrary figure. A few examples
of possible budget cuts suffice to dem-~
onstrate how the Defense Department
could comply—comifortably. h
* Pirst. Military assistance to Vietnam:
Our policy in Indochina, with all its con-~
tradictions, has already cost the United
States dearly in blood, dollars economic
vitality, self-confidence, and world influ~
ence. We should phase out our military
assistance to South Vietnam'’s autocratic
regime as quickly as possible. By provid-
ing large sums of money to the Thieu
government, we are prolonging an Amer-
icanized war.

. The administration asked for $1.45

billion in new appropriations for military
ald to South Vietnam; the Appropria-
tions Committee has recommended $700
million. An additonal $150 million can
reasonably be cub from military asslst-
ance to Vietham in order to accelerate
the phaseout of military aid. Without
aid, the Viethamese will fight it out on
the ground where the war will be won
or lost—or they will make peace.

Second. Airborne warning and control
system-—AWACS: The Air Force asked
for $550 million to initiate production of
12 aircraft and $220 million to continue
development of AWACS technology. The
Appropriations Committee has recom-
mended $311.2 million for procurement
of four aircraft and advance procure-
ment of parts and the $220 million for
research.

~ AWACS was originally being developed

to provide air defense in the United
States against a Soviet bomber attack.
The military belatedly recognized that a
bomber threat to the United States no

. longer existed. But instead of giving up

AWACS, it shifted it from a strategic to
a tactical mission. ,

The General Accounting Office—
GAO—has reported that the change in
primary mission should have caused a
slowdown in the AWACS production
schedule.

The main radar component of AWACS
must be redesigned. And it is possible
that AWACS can be jammed by enemy
ground-based units. Further studies are
necessary. They could show that AWACS
will. not be capable of performing its new

primary mission. Under these circum- -

stances, research should proceed, but the

$311.2 millon in procurement funds -

could be cut this year.
Third. Site defense: The site defense
system cannot be deployed under the

ABM treaty and the conference report’

on the military procurement bill instructs
the Army to forgo development of a pro-
totype demonstration model and instead
use the money authorized for research
and development.

ABM technological research is already
being done under the advanced balllstic
missile defense system program. A total
of $91.4 milllon is being spent on this
ABM hedge in addition to the $5 billion
already spent.

. Since site defense is a totally redund-
ant program, it could be cut by $103
million leaving $20 million to phase out.

Fourth. Safeguard: This is our opera~
tional ABM.

The Defense Departmeni intends to
use $120 million to complete the Safe-
guard base at Grand Forks, N. Dak,,
which will be put in mothballs 6 months
after it becomes operative. The United
States cannot afford to build bases and
then close them 6 months Iater. We can-
not recoup the $5 billlon spent on the
ABM system, but we can safely save this
$120 million for the U.S. taxpayer.

Fifth. War reserve stocks for allies:

This program is not for our NATO
allies, but for certain Aslan allies. These
war reserve stcoks are in addition to our

own Inventories. But because they remain -
© in U.8. inventories until shipped to our

Asian allies in the event of war, the pro-
gram is not considered a military assist-
ance program.

This program increases U.S. war stock
inventories beyond their authorized level
and circumvents congressional scrutiny
over foreign military assistance pro-
grams; $350 million could be cut from
the $529.6 million 1975 budget and an
investigation made by the GAO to deter-
mine whether the entire program should
be deleted from the Defense budget.

Sixth. Cruise missile: The Navy has
asked for $45 million to continue its de-
velopment of a strateglc cruise missile—
a sea-launched, low-flying, jet propelled
missile.

The United States has currently de-
ployed 41 submarines with 656 Poseidon
and Polaris missiles. It is spending bil-
Itons of dollars te develop the Trident

submarine missile system. The U.S. Navy
does. not need another missile system.
Redundancy in weapon systems is pure
waste. ‘

The committee has recommended an
appropriation of $30.9 million for the
Navy’s cruise missile program. This re-
search and development program can be
terminated to save the U.S. taxpayer
$30.9 million. :

Seventh. SSN-688 attack submarine:
The Navy has requested $502.5 million
for procurement of three SSN-668 at-
tack submarines and the committee has
recommended this appropriation.

Twenty-three of these submarines
have already been funded and now the
Navy is designing a smaller and less
costly attack submarine. The SSN-688
program could ke slowed down to allow
the procurement of a more cost-effective
submarine. As recommended by the
Armed Services Committee, only two
boats instead of three should be built
in fiscal year 1975 for a savings of $100
million. )

Eighth. The Armed Services Commit-
tee also recommended a delay in purchas-
ing a fourth AD-destroyer tender. This
would save $116.7 million. The three
tenders approved In fiscal years 1972
and 1973 are not yet even under con-
tract, Where the Pentagon has not yek
even begun to consider additional funds
for the same program until such time as
the cost and schedules are known and
the funds needed.

Nineth. The House Appropriations
Committee recommended the elimination
of $41.4 million for 19 more CH—47C heli-
copters.

The Army has initiated a 3-year pro-
gram to improve the maintainability, reli-
abllity, survivability, and safety of a
similar cargo helicopter, the CH-47A/B
meodel; it can do without these 19 heli-
copters this year. An approved and more
cost-effective model may soon be avail-
able.

Tenth. DD--963 Spruance class destroy-
er: The commiftee has accepted the
Navy’s request of $655.4 million for the
procurement of the last seven ships of
the 30-ship program. ’

This program could be streched ouf
by slowing down procurement to three
instead of seven ships for a savings of
$264 million. ’

The unit cost of this oversized and
rapidly obsolescing destroyer is nearing -
$100 million. At the very least, the pro-
gram should be decelerated until the
overrun and technical problems are re-
solved.

Eleventh, Tanks: The Middle East war

- raises serious questions about the role of

the tank in modern warfare where ef-
fective antitank missiles are used. The
Pentagon response has been to acceler-
ate procurement of M60 tanks—$237
million—and to revive the main battle
tank-—XM-1—killed by Congress in 1971,
The committee has cut the Army’s re-
quest and recommends $172.6 million for
procurement of the M60 combat tank
and $65 million for development of a
new main bhattle tank. Additional tanks
are needed, but not so many.
Development of super tanks is hardly
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justified. The appropriation for tanks
could be reduced $50 milliéh in fiscal yéar
1975. .

These 11 items represent a possible ad-
ditional savings in the defense budget of
more than $1.5 billion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Let us
have order in the Senste. =

Mr. STEVENSON. They do not include
overdue manpower reductions or cuts in
strategic programs suchkk as the B-1
bomber, Trident submarine and counter-
force programs which have been the
focus of considerable confroversy.

From $300 million to $1 billion could
be saved in the defense budget if man-
power levels are designed to produce a
lean and professional Military Establish-
ment. As recommended By the Appro-
priations Committee, the Department of
Defense manpower levels as of June 30,

1975, will he 2,128,000 active duty mili-
tary personnel and 985,008 civilians. .

As of March 1974, the United States
maintained approximately 465,000 land-
based troops overseas—300,000 in West-
ern Europe and related areas and about
165,000 in Asia. These overseas troops
are the costliest component of our gen-
eral purpose forces. . .

1 am cautious about unilaterally with-
drawing substantial U.S. eombai forces
from Western Europe with negotiations
for mutual and balanced force redue-
tions underway. On the other hand, I am
skeptical about the need to maintain
165,000 troops in Asla. .

Even after the end of direct U.S. mili-
tary involvement in thé fighting in
Southeast Asia and 22 years after the
Korean conflict ended, we maintain
35,000 in Thailand, 57,000 in Japan,
38,000 in Korea, and 5,000 in Taiwan.
Many of these forces cah be reduced
without adversely affecting our defense
posture and the remainifng troops and
our Tth Fleet could contifrue to provide
stabilizing evidence of continued Ameri-
can interest in Asia. Withdrawal and
demobilization of 100,000 U.S. military
personnel in Asia would yield savings of
approximately $300 milliofr.

There are now more ‘commissioned
and noncommissioned officers than seg-
men and privates in the Armed Forces.
We have more colonels, ¢aptains, gefi-
erals, and admirals than we had in 1945
when the military had 12.1 million men
under arms.

If the abundance of officers reflected
the requirements of sophisticated 20th
century warfare, no one could complain.
But the Pentagon ranks now also include
over 7,000 civilian employees who earn
between $27,000 and $39,000. The mili-
tary is plainly topheavy. And about 86
percent of the defense budget goes into
paying and supporting defense persofi~
nel.

Another way to save money is to cut
personnel levels substantially. A cut &f
about 66,000 personnel as proposed hy
the Appropriations Committee is tdo
modest. The deadwood must be dropped
out, overall levels reduced, the numbeér
of high ranking officers and civilian per-
sonnel cut, and the wage and fringe bene-
fits of the military—such “as uniformed
servants, helicopters serving as limosines

and unearned flight psy—must be cut to
%&vels comparable to those In civilian
e.

Nowhere are the twin dangers of eco-
nomic folly and military explosion more
forbidding and dangerous than in the
field of strategic weapons policy.

To the extent that the United States
now has any strategic policy, the policy
1s—quite rightly—to sustain an adequate
nuclear deterrent.

Currently, the United States has 1,054
deployed Minutemen and Titan missiles,
41 submarines with 656 Poseidon anc Po-
laris missiles and a force of B-52 bomb-
ers capable of delivering twice as many
nuclear bombs as the Russians. These
survivable strategic systems cen destroy
the Soviet Union severz] times over. Once
would be enough.

Unfortunately, the debate is too often
muddled by bargaining chip theories, and
by strategic arms limitation agreements
which, by limiting numbers only, ac-
celerate the qualitative arms race. The
policy is also clouded at times by rank
nationalism, earefully timed leaks about
real or contrived Soviet bulldups and
interservice rivalry.

For all my misgivings about Soviet in-
tentions, I find it dificult to accept the
notion that the United States can decel-
erate the arms race by accelerating it.

Even though we currently have a mas-
sive and modern strategic system, this
year’s defense appropriation contains
hundreds of millions of dollars for new
strategic systems and improvements in
the deployed systems many of which are
redundant. For example, there is about
$300 million for counterforce programs.
Advanced counterforce weapons would
introduce a dangerous element into the
strategic equation. If construed by. the
Soviets to threaten their entire land-
based missile deterrent. the counterforce
program could provide a strong impetus
to the arms race.

President Ford has called upon the
Soviet Union to join the United States
“in an intensified effort to negotiate an
equitable limitation of strategic arms.”
Certainly some, if not all of the counter-
force money, could be cut from this year’s
defense budget. If we start a counterforce
program now, as in the casg of many
weapons systems, once they are started,
it will be virtually impossible to stop.
Ultimately, such programs can cost the
U.S. taxpayer billions of dollars and then,
as with the ABM which cost $5 billion,
never be deployed.

Other consideratiors aside. which
makes more military sense? To invest
$1 billion each in a few large new sub-
marines, their missiles, and the enor-
mous new bases they would require, only
to gain marginally greater range and
silence? Or to spend less money on more
smaller submarines which would increase
the number of target points a potential
enemy would have to find? To invest
$61.5 million on a cleep penetrasion
bomber when bombers are increasingly
vulnerable to sophisticated air-defense
systeths? Or to build a less expensive
plane which could stand off the coast of
a potential enemy and shoot a craise
missile into the target?
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This year’s defense appropriation in-
cludes $400 million for the B-1 bomber
and $1.363.8 billion for the Trident sub-
marine program. .

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

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I yield
3 more minutes to the distinguished
junior Senator from Illinois.

Mr. STEVENSON. Both of these pro«
grams could be pruned. The B-1 bomber
program research could at least be
slowed for a savings of about $40 million,
and about $800 million could be cui from
the Trident program by procurirg one
boat instead of two per year, and then
by developing the less expensive, more
cost-effective Narwhal.

The President wants to give SALT II
a chance. We ought to give our negotia-
tors a chance before lurching ahead once
again. We ought also to give other nations
less of an incentive to catch up in the
deadly race to join the nuclear club.

As the Benator from Missouri has
shown, this billion dollar cut can be made
with the knowledge that our military
forces will still have the ability to deter
aggression and, if necessary, to protect
our national interests. What is more, the
Defense Department has a fund of over
$10 billion of unobligated and unex-
pended. funds which it can reprogram
with congressional approval for high
priority programs without increasing the
budget we finally approve.

Mr. President, we dare not sa-rifice
national security hy appropriating funds
for excessive and wasteful military
weapons and personnel. Our natior:al se-
curity is nelther measured nor insured
alone by tanks, planes, missiles, wayships,
and armed men, but by the fundamental
strength, unity, and confidence of our
people in our institutions, economy, and
society. We do not protect, but instead
endanger, that security with excessive
military spending. As President Eisen-
hower said:

Every addition to defense expencitures
does not sautomatieally increase military
security. Because securlty is based upon
moral and etonomic, as well a8 military
strength, a point can be reached at which
additional funds for arms, far from bolstering
security, weaken it.

The United States has passed that
point. We, indeed the world, simply can-
not afford this madness any longer.

To reestablish American priorities and
American principles, I join with the Sen-
ator from Missourl (Mr. EAGLETON) in

" urging the adoption of this amencdment

to establish a $81 billion ceiling on the
Defense budget.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
vields time?

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. Presideat, I
thank the distinguished Senator from
Illinois. I am pleased to yield 4 minutes
to the distinguished Senator from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr, KENNEDY).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts, -

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I am a
cosponsor of the Eagleton amendment,
and I am extremely hopeful that it wiil
be acted upon favorably in the Senate
this afternoon.

Whoa
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‘I think that all of us who have re-
viewed the very commendable work of
the Appropriations Committee in cut-
ting back some of these requests are
heartened by its actions, But I think
that the proposal of the Senator from
Missouri is sound, first of all, from & se-
curity point of view, and that is our over-
riding concern and our overriding n-
terest. It is also sound from a fiscal re-
sponsibility point of view.

In effect, with the passage of the
Eagleton amendment, we will have in-
creased the Defense appropriation more
than 10 percent from what It was last
year, which 1s basically the increase in
the cost of living, plus approximately $1
billion,

We are talking about an increase of
this nature, Mr, President, in spite of the

fact that we have seen the end of the

war in Southeast Asia, in spite of a very
important and commendable step toward
normalization of relations with the Peo-

ple’s Republic of China, and in spite of -

the commendable efforts.of the admin-
istration in trying to reduce tensions in
East-West relations and in signing
agreements on strategic weapons.

These are three extremely important
and significant developments that have
taken place in recent years. Yet in spite
of these three important developments,
we find that the defense spending has
continued up and up and up.

1 think all Americans listened to the
President of the United States the other
evening when he urged Congress to cub
back approximately $5 billion in Federal
spending.

As the Members of this body know, the
areas where we can cut back primarily
center on military budget. The military
budget contains approximately 70 per-
cent of the controllable items, while the
remaining 30 percent lies in the areas of
health, education, housing, and other
people’s programs.

If we are talking about trying to tight-
en our belts, then I believe that it is
only appropriate for us to find ways in
which there can be some cuts in Defense
appropriations. The Senator from Mis~
sourl has outlined a variety of differ-
ent ways in which the figure of $81 bil-
lion can be reached. He Is reflecting the
good sense and the aims of many en-
trepreneurs and leaders of corporations
in this country: when they are given a
budget they live within it, and make
choices between various alternatives. In

- like manner, the administration should
choose among competing weapons sys-
tems and make decisions based upon the
national interest.

Leaders in the Defense Department

“are the experts and can make the judg-
ments, rather than our debating the
merits of weapons system after weapons
system, as we have done in the past.

The eminent good sense of this ap-
proach will leave it up te the profes~
sionals in the Defense Department in
judging how cuts best can be made.

I think that through a review of hid-
ding practices, contract practices, and
special arrangements made by Pentagon
officials with major companies and cor-
porations, the Defense Department can

"easlly find ways In which this appropria-

tions figure can be reduced to the $81
billion provided for in the amendment
of the Senator from Missourl.

We can reduce manpower, centering
on the support manpower built up in
recent years.

All we have to do is look at the ratio
of support to combat manpower, to see
the possibility for reduction in the for-
mer. We can look at the number of super-
grades in the military. Often we hear
complaints about the number of high-
salaried people working In education,
health, and other areas. But as the Sen-
ator from Missourl knows, we have more
supergrades—generals, admirals, and
colonels—leading Armed Forces of 3
million people today than we had
leading the world’s greatest military
force, 12 million people, at the conclu-
sion of the Second World War.

These cuts can be made, and certainly
not in the combat arms and in the essen-
tial areas of national defense. But they

can be made in a varlety of areas: pro-.

curement, research, and manpower.

So I commend the Senator from Mis-
sourl. I think he has put forward a re-
sponsible position for the Senate this
afternoon. It is in the interest of the
security of this country, and in the in-
terest of those concerned about fiscal
responsibility.

I commend him, and I hope the Sen-
ate will support his efforts this after-
noon.

I see a number of appropriate areas
where significant reductions can be
made:

Pirst, In the area of manpower, we can
achieve significant reductions in appro-
priations by a modest lowering of the
levels of manpower.

By merely adding an additional 75,000
end-year cut in Active Military Forces,
by adding an 18,000 end-year cut in civil-
ian forces, and by cutting the end-year
level of reserves by 44,000, we can achieve
a savings of appropriations of $650 mil-
lion in actual pay and in reduced opera-
tions and maintenance, In future years,
this would represent s $1.2 billion cut.

It should be noted that the Senate
Armed Services Committee itself recently
reported a hill with a 49,000-man redue-
tion in Active Military Forces and recomn-
mendations for additional cuts of 11,000
in noncombat forces abroad.

The appropriations bill merely provides.

for a 24,000-man reduction. In addition,
the Secretary of Defense has testified
that there is a slow draw-down of our
forces planned in Thailand and South
Korea. .

The Armed Services Committee has
also questioned the 225,000 level of mili-
tary base support personnel.

In these areas as well as in other non-
combat support aress, reductions could
be made by the Secretary.

The suggested civilian manpower re-
duction of 18,000 includes a recognition
that the Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee proposed a 44,600 cut in civilian
manpower, compared to the Appropria-
tions Committee recommendation of
32,000.

The proposed reduction of reserves re-

flects the actual request of the Secretary
of Defense, which was increased by the.
authorizing committees.

An additional $529 million also could
be cut by the Secretary by terminating
the “war reserve stocks for allies” ac-
count in which weapons and ammunition
are obtained on a contingent basis for
the support of foreign forces in South
Vietnam, South Korea, and Thailand.

This reserve stock funding account has
not gone through the foreign relations
f%eneg armed services authorizing commit-
It is a back-door means of bolstering
the actual procurement by the Defense
Department.

When it was discovered by Senator
FuLBrRIGHT, thé Defense Department ex-
plained. it as being used for supporting
these three allies—South Vietnam, South
Korea and Thailand.

At the same time, the Defense Depart-
ment stated that the equipment remained
in stockpiles controlled by the United
States.

However, the Department would not
state that congressional  authorization
would be required before these weapons
could be turned over to allies.

In fact, when the GAO responded to
the requests of the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee with a report, the De-
fense Department objected to the GAO’s
use of the word “authorization” as being-
required prior to the transfer of stock-
piled items to these Asian allies, arguing
instead that only “consultation” with the
Congress was required.

I find this position objectionable on
two counts.

First, it could mean that congression-
ally established ceilings—on ald to Viet-
nam for example—could be meaningless
if the Defense Department believes that
it can turn this equipment over to Viet-
nam without further congressional au-
thorization.

Second, it means that we are being
asked—at a time of difficult economie cir-
cumstances—to boost the defense budget
for the purpose of planning for South
Vietnam, South Korea, and Thailand’s
future military aid needs. I say, this sub-
jeet should be considered as part of the
overall foreign aid request.

Subsequently, the Defense Department
has argued that much of this new equip-
ment goes directly to the U.S. Active
Military Forces and the U.S. Reserves.

If that is the purpose of this reserve,
then it should not be funded under this
category.

But, the GAO: has informed me that
there is a circle at work, in which even
if some of these weapons go to U.S. troops
in the field, the weapons they are replac-
ing go to the Reserve Forces or te the
stockpile.

In recent years, there have been sub-
stantial increases In the item, “war re-
serves for allies.”

In fiscal year 1973, the Defense De-
partment set aside $25 million.

In fiscal year 1974, the figure jumped
to-$494 million.

And in fiscal year 1975, the current
figure is $529 million. )

These figures are based on the acquisi-
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tion cost of supplies placéd in the stotk-
pile.

Once in the stockpile, there is g strang
tendency for these supplies to be de-
clared excess and turned over to South
Vietnam, South Korea and Thailand.

Thus, in fiscal year 1973, the Defense
Department listed $24.3 nfillion in excess
materials going to Soutlt Vietnam, $8.4
million going to Thailand, and $8.3 mﬂ-
lion going to South Korea,

But those figures are what the DOD
calls actual value, not their acquisition
cost.

The GAO found that the Department
of Defense was listing thése weapons at
only 8.9 percent of their agquisition cost.

Thus, the acquisition” cost of the
weapons declared excess and turned over
to those countries in fiscal year 1973 was
in fact approximately $390 million. _

In fiscal year 1974, the acquisition cost
of the equipment declared excess and
turned over to those three countries was
approximately $620 millign.

And in fiscal year 1975, the Department
plans, according to GAO, to turn over to
those three countries -weapons and
equipment whose acquisifion cost is ap-
proximately $738 million.

I see no reason for the U.S. Congress
to approve $529 million for the current
fiscal year, in an account listed as war
reserve stocks for allies and designated

for South Vietnam, Soufh EKorea, shd

Thailand, at the same tinfe that the De-
partment of Defense plans to turn over
items costing an estlmated $738 million
to those countries.

In addition, there arg other aréas
where cuts are desirablein the overall
Defense appropriations. I would note that
the Senate Armed Services Committee
has recommended that only two nuclear
attack submarines be authorized this
year, rather than three. The commitiee
felt that there would be np negative im-
pact on our security, singe 23 of these
vessels have been funded but have riot
yvet been delivered; and fdr a substantial
portion of them, the congtruction stage
has not yet begun. A reduction of one
attack submarine would mean a reduc-
tion of $334 million. :

Similarly, the Armed Services Commit-
tee has recommended a deletion of the
request for a destroyer $ender, noting
that three other tendefs have been
funded in prior years, yet contracts have
not yet been awarded. In the commit-
tee’s view, prudence suggesats deleting the
$116.7 million request fram the appro-
priations bill now before us.

Another area of procurement where
reductions can be made I8 in the ¥-14,
where current appropriations of over
$600 million are planned, for the pur-
chase of 50 F-14’s. This plane has beeri a
subject of considerable controversy and
questionable utility; and work is now un-
derway on lighter weight replacements.
Cutting in half the order 6f 50 planes to
25 would permit a savings of $300 million
from this year’s appropriations bill. It
also should be noted that purchase of
80 F-14’s by Iran will insure that the pro-
duction line for these planes will not be
measurably affected by a decision to re-
duce the U.S. level of procurement this
year to 25 planes.

The Appropriations Committee also
added, in the area of the ABM, an addi-
tional $38.8 million over the House fund-
Ing for continued research and develop-
ment on the new site defense system and
the older “Safeguard” system. Wity the
United States-Soviet agreement to limit
each country to one ABM, I see no need
for funding two ABM’s, and surely not
for adding money beyend what was voted
by the House.

Finally, I would suggest that the Sec-
retary could effectively reduce the $700
million level of assistance for Vietnam by
an additional $150 million, to reduce the

. so-called MASF program for South Viet-

nam to a level well below the Senate’s
fiscal year 1974 funding.

In sum, these are specific areas, total-
ing nearly $2 billion, from which I be-
lieve reductions could be selected by the
Secretary in order to reduce the level of
Defense appropriations by $1.1 billion,
thereby meeting the %81 billion ceiling,
without affecting our national security
in the slightest.

I would also emplasize to my col-
leagues that additional reductions are
also possible in other areas—{for instance,
by slowing slightly a number of major
ongoing programs: The Trident, which
has appropriations this year of $1.6 bil-
lion; the B-1 bomber, with appropria-
tions of $449 million; the Minuteman ITI
conversions, with appropriations of $597
milllon; and the T DD-963 destroyers,
with apbropriations of $457 million.

In examining the Department of De-
fense appropriations bill, I believe that
the ftems I have listed are susceptible to
reduction without affecting our security.
They would easily permit a reduction to
meet an $81 billion ceiling, and they
would help to ease the current economic
situation by reduecing the excessive in-
flationary pressure of Government
spending. We have not mandated specific
reductions as part of our amendment,
because we believe the Secretary shiould
have the authority to make the final de-
terminations within the ceiling.

Nevertheless, this list of potential re-
ductions 1s persussive evidence that an
$81 billion ceiling is not only well within
the reach of Congress, but also within
our basic national interest.

Suggested cuts totaling $1.§ billion
{In mililons)
Total reductions:
Manpower and operstions and

maintenance ..o .cceeooo.. $350. 0
MASP—Vietnam ..o 150.0
P-14-—reduce buy from 50 to 25__.  £00.0
SSN 688 Nuclear attack subma-

rines—reduce buy from 8 to 2__  167.0
Bite Defense—reduce to level of

House appropriation __._._.___ 23.0
Safeguard-—reduce R. & D. funds

0 level of House appropriation. 15.8
‘War reserve stocks for Allies.._... §29.0
Destroyer Tender—delay buy, as

recommended by Armed Services

Committee . ... .____. 116.7

Total e 1,961. 5

Mr. YOUNG. Will the Senator yleld?

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield to the dis-
tinguished Senator from North Dakota
such time as he desires.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, this de-
fense budget has already been cut $5.5

Approved For ReG@BIGIOPSI00BA L.CRY:BDRTSBOBEBQRIF0700060017 5y gy ¢ 21’, 1974

billion, the deepest cut that hes ever
been made on a regular defense appro-
prigtion bill in my time in the Senate,
and that is nearly 30 years.

If we had cut it $10 billion, there would
have been the same amendments offered
to decrease it, with much the same argu-
ments.

I would like to take exception to one
of the many proposals, and they are all
based on inaccuracy or misinforraation,
on the long statement of the Senator
from Missouri (Mr., EAGLETOR) under
Safeguard.

I wish to quote, and this is in respect
to the Safeguard:

But recent studies, including a classified
GAOQ analysis, show that our ICBM’s do not
need protection. Soviet misslle accuracy is
not sufficient now, nor will.it be in the fu-
ture, to threaten our land-based raissiles.
These missiles are, of course, deploved in
hardened silos.

Mr. President, we have six Minute-
men missile wings and not one o’ them
has hardened silos. They are in the proe-
ess now of hardening the Minutemen
silos in one wing in Wyoming and one
wing in North Dakota.

I read further:

But the most compelling reason of all to
eliminate funds for Safeguard in this year’s
budget, 18 the decision by the Pentagon itself
to mothball the system soon after it becomes
fully operational later this year. That such
a decision has been made was recently con-
firmed by a Defense Department spokesman.

I do not know who that spokesman
was. He is not identified.

Before I go further, Mr, President, let
me read from a letter from the Depart-
ment of Defense.

I ask unanimous consent that the en-
tire letter be placed in the Recorp.

There belng no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE.
Washington, D.O., August 9, 1974.
Hon. MirToN R. YoUNG,
U.8. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SENATOR YOUNG: Secretary Schles-
inger has advised me of your conversation
with him and your interest in the informa-
tion that appeared in the Congressional
Record and in the Press concerning Dol
plans for the Safeguard site.

There are Bro DoD plans to close down the
site. The Safeguard site is an important ele-
ment of our strategic defensive posiure at
which we do- not now plan to assurne any
status characterized by the word “mothball-
ing.” We are, as you know, giving continuing
attention to taking every possible measure
to reduce costs within the Department of
Defense. One of the optlons being preserved
would be to reduce somewhat—many raonths
hence-—the level of operation of portions ot
the Safeguard site. Flnal decision to execute
this option could only be made if the future
international situation and the status of the
arms control negotidgtions warranted such a
change in status. In any ¢ase, there are no
plans—tentative or otherwise—to make such
a change prior to fiscal year 1977.

‘The FY 756 Defense Program includes [unds
for R&D and operation of the Safeguard site.
This program will permit us to acquire the
essential operational experience necessary to
support future R&D. The program also will
assure that this SBafeguard site can e op-
erated to providé the protection it uriguely
affords. Our planning of strategic forces nec-
essarily includes assumptions on the degree
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of strateglc warning that we might receive -

prior to a severe crisis. When. it is possible to
make the appropriate assumptions about
strategic warning and when we have acquired
the necessary operational experience it will
then be possible to consider whether this
site could be safely maintained at a reduced
level of operational readiness.

I hope that this information will clarify
some of the misconceptions that could easily
have arisen from material recently available
on this subject.

Sincerely,
JoHN M. MAURY.

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE,
Washington, D.C., August 7, 1974.
Memorandum for: .
Major General John A. Wickham, Jr., Mili-

tary Assistant to the Secretaty of De-

fense. .

Major General Raymond B. Furlong, Prin-

cipal Deputy Assistant secretary (LA).

Colonel Robert. L. Burke, Director for De=-

fense Information.

Mr. Charles Hinkle, Director for Security

Review. !

I have responded as follows to this ques-
tion from Les QGelb. of the New York Times:

@: Has there been a declsion to mothball
the Safeguard site?

A: There 1s a decision to protect an option
to phase down portions of the Safeguard site
in an orderly way in the outyears beyond FY
1976 resulting in a reduced readiness status.
Obviously this option might not be exercised
and the planning could change depending on
the international sltuation and the status of
arms control negotiations. Full operation ot
the site in the period before FY 1977 will
provide us with essential R&D information
and operational experience and will insure
the capability to restore the site to full read-
iness in a.timely manner if it should in fact
be placed in a reduced status. The decision
to protect this option to reduce readiness in
the out-years has been fully discussed with
the Congress throughout the year including
the Secretary’s classified Defense Report of
last March. '

JeErRRY W. FRIEDHEIM,

Mr. YOUNG. This letter is dated Au-
gust 9, addressed to me:

Dear SENATOR YOUNG: Secretary Schles-
inger has advised me of your conversation
with him and your interest in the infor-
mation that appeared in the Congressional
Record and In the Press concerhing DoD
plans for the Safeguard site.

There are no DoD plans to close down the
site, The Safeguard site is an Iimportant
element of our strategic defensive posture at
which we do not now plan to assume any
status characterized by the word “moth-
balling”. ’

That story also appeared in the New
York Times, that we are going to moth-
ball the ABM site. That statement is
utterly false.

Mr. President, I now read the last
paragraph of the Eagleton statement:

Instead of allowing funds to complete
Saféeguard and maintain it for a full year, I
would give the Army exactly what 1t needs
to put the system In mothballs. The savings
here, therefore, would be $80 million, leav-
ing $40 million to phase out the program.

Mr. President, since the Safeguard
program was first started by President
Johnson, we spent approximately $6 bil-
lion in research and development, and
testing, and about $300 million on the
site In Montana, which we abandoned,
and about $805 to $810 million on the
site in North Dakota,

Tt would take $60 million to complete
the ABM site in North Dakota.

Would it not make sense, Mr. Presi-
dent, to complete the site after over $800
million has been spent on it when it only
requires $60 million more to complete it?

One thing they have been able to de-
velop through this ABM project is a
radar that is five times as strong as any
other radar we have deployed any place
in the world. That is one of the results.

Mr. President, this is only one of what
I believe to be many errors and inac-
curacies contained in the Senator
EacLETON statement.

May I say again, what a horrible mis-
take it would be after spending $6 bil-
lion on this Safeguard system to aban-
don the one site we have about com-
pleted, where it would only take $60 mil-
lion more to complete it. The Russians
have one site and they are going on im-
proving theirs day by day.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time? The Senator from Missouri
is recognized.’

Mr. EAGLETON. Very briefly, Mr.
President,. the Defense Department
spokesman I failed to mention by name
is Jerry Friedheim. -

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp at this point an
article from the New York Times of Au-
gust 8, 1974, by Leslie H. Gelb, which
deals with rothballing the Safeguard
and contains the quote from Mr. Fried-
heim.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows: :

House VoTes MiIssiLg SITE PLANNED FOR

68 MonNTHS  USE
(By Leslie H. Gelb)

WASHINGTON, Aug, 7—The House of Rep-
resentatives voted $135-million yesterday for
the completion of a missile defense site that
the Pentagon plans to place In mothballs
six months after it becomes operative, ac<
cording to a. number of Congressmen and
Administration officials.

The impending mothballing could not be
stated In the floor debate on the defense
appropriations bill because the Pentagon has
kept the information classified.

Most members of the House Defense Ap-
propriations subcommitiee who were aware
of the mothball plans, nevertheless, recom=-
mended passage of the measure. Their argu-
ments were that some research lessons might
be learned and that $6 billion had already
been spent on the project.

Representative Robert N. Giaimo, Demo-
crat of Connecticut, offered an amendment
to reduce funds for the project by about $85
million. )

TRGINGS IGNORED

He and a number of his colleagues urged
their fellow Congressmen during the debate
on the amendment to go over to the foor

managers’ tables and read the page In the -

clagsified record that described the -moth-
balling plans. Only a handful went over to
look at the text. The amendment was de-
feated, 182 to 219. .

“Asgistant Secretary of Defense Jerry W,
Friedheim acknowledged in a telephone in-
terview that “the decision has been made to
protect the option to phase down some parts
of the defense missile site” after 1975.

‘He added that the decislon would “save
money” and “give us the option to come back
with the site” in an emergency.

Other Pentagon officlals, however, main-
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talned that 1t would take about three months
to get the site working again once it had been
phased down as planned.

Mr. Friedheim did not explain why the
mothballing plans needed to be classified.

The House passed yesterday a Defense De-
partment appropriations bill of nearly $84
billion, some $3.6-billion’ less than the Ad-
ministration had requested. This figure does
not include an additional $6-billion for other
military programs such as foreign military
ald, civil defense and development of nuclear

_warheads done by the Atomic Energy Com-

mission.
WEAPONS PROGRAMS PROTECTED

The bill will allow the Pentagon to proceed
with almost all of its planned new weapons
programs.

A3} the same time, however, Representative
George H. Mahon, Democrat of Texas and
chairman of the Appropriations Committee,
warned, the Pentagon not to ask Congress for
more money because of inflated costa. In re-
cent years, the Pentagon has sought supple-

‘ments after its budget had been approved

and was expected to do so again this yehr.

The House also passed two key amend-
ments contrary to the positions of its gwn
Appropriations Committee and to the Ad-
ministration.

MISSILE SITES LIMITED

By 233 to 157, the House voted to cut mili-
tary ald to South Vietnam to $700-million, or
$300-million below the committee recommens-
dation and $900-million under the Admin-

x L] * * *

By a vote of 214 to 188, the House also
killed Administration plans to begin the pro-
duction of & binary system for the delivery
of nerve gas, Binary nerve gas production had
been proposed by the, Pentagon to match
Soviet developments in gas warfare and op-
posed by the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency as an obstacle to negotiations under
way in Geneva to ban chemical weapons.

The background to the vote on the missile
defense site was frequently cited by Mr. Gi-
almo and others to justify thelr opposition to
the measure. .

In 1972, the United States and the Soviet
Ulon signed a treaty limiting each side to
two antiballistic missile sites. During the
Moscow summlt sevéral weeks ago, both sides
further agreed to a one site limit for each.

In- between these two agreements, the
Pentagon decided to begin research and de-
velopment on & new type of missile defense
system known as “site defense.” The tech~
nology of the systems limited by Soviet
American treaties. The House yesterday ap-
proved $100-million for the new site defense
program, '

On Aprit 25, 1974, Gen. Walter P. Leber, the
chief of the Safeguard defensive mlissile sys-
tem, that is limited by the Soviet-American
accords, informed the House Defense Appro-
priations Subcommitiee In classifled testi-
mony of the following Pentagon plans:

1075 COMPLETION

If Washington and Moscow agreed to limit
the Safeguard system to one site, Washing-
ton would choose Grand Forks, N.D., the site
nearest completion. .

With the $135-million requested in the new
budget, the Grand Forks site would be com-
pleted some time in 1975.

‘Since this one site would be without stra-
tegic significance, the Pentagon would keep
it in operation for about six months for re-
search, then phase it down to a low state of
readiness.

Pentagon plans remain as stated then by
General Leber. His testlmony is what Mr.
Glaimo and others were referring to in tHe
House debate yesterday.

Mr. Giaino’s amendment would have budg-
eted only enough funds to close out the
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Grand Forks site. He and others argued the
following: The research benefits to be gained
by completing the Qrand Forks site eould
not be used elsewhere since by treaty the
United States 15 Umiited to one site. and
could not be transferretd to the new site
defense gystem since the two technologies are
so different.

Spesking in favor of campleting the pro-
gram, Representative Robert L. P. Sikes,
Demorcrat of Florlda, said: “If we stop now,
we will have nothing to show. For $5-billion
we have nothing to show—#othing.”

In a telephone interview, Mr. Mshon
stressed that 1t was important for the United
States to possess the techn#logy “used by our
troops in our country,” slace the Soviet re-
tain an operational site near Moscow.”

The Senate Appropriatiohs Committes has
not yet taken action on $his matter ar on
the Defense Department afpropriatfons bill.

Mr. EAGLETON. Mgy I say to my
friend from North Dakota, it seems like
5 years ago or so when we were debating
ABM and Safeguard. We need not repeat
5 years of history, nor the enormity of
debate, which consuméd many, many
days. We take diametrically opposite
viewpoints as to the advantages of Safe-
guard. ’ : '

I predict to my good friend from North
Dakota that the biggest thing Narth
Dakota will get out of Safeguard will
be a State park. In terms of its utilitar-
lan qualities, its defense utilization, it
is worthless.

I presume I might view it in a8 some-
what different context were it in my
home State, although I fought like the
devil to keep it out of my State of Mis-
sourl when they threatened to propose
it for Sedalia, Mo. They wanted to Safe-
guard us to death with a nonopersble,
useless, wasteful system.

The Pentagon did me a perverse favor
when they said it would no longer go to
Missouri, as a threat of punishment, I
accepted their decision and I have ob-
tained more political mfleage out of it
than if they had put it there.

Nevertheless, it is in_.North Dakota,
and I presume it will stay there.

I can assure the distinguished Senator
from North Dakota it Is going to be
mothballed and will not be used. It does
not make any difference. It could not
have been used anyway. -

Mr. YOUNG. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. EAGLETON. Yes. -

Mr. YOUNG. It was npt a request of
mine nor the people of North Dakota
that the ABM site be placed in North
Dakota. There are two Mg air bases in
our State, about 300 Minutemen, and the
ABM. If North Dakota seceded from the
Union, we would be the third biggest
nhuclear power in the world. We did not
ask for these installations. It was a De-
fense decision that placed them there.
We did not object to- #. Our people
thought if the country needed them for
national security they  would saccept
them.

Mr, EAGLETON. I thank the Senator
from North Dakota.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Mississippl such time as he
may desire.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator very much.

Mr. President, I think everyone should
really follow the route this bil hss
taken: the authorization part, to start
with, by a committee of the Senate and
by a committee of the House, and then
a conference committee meeting between
each on the authorization bill which
went over the entire matter for weeks—
I think 5 weeks over a period of time.
Then come back for a moment to the
history of this matter.

The original budget was considered
most exhaustively by our commitiee. As
pointed out this morning by the Sena-
tor from New Hampshire, research and
development was carefully considered,
and considerable recuctions were made.

The same thing happened with ref-
erence to procurement.

Reference has been made to ships.
There was one group where the chief
control ship was finally eliminated alto-
gether. They are going to take & new
start somewhere in that field. That was
a legislative act.

We brought a bill to the floor of the
Senate for authorization.

Consider the manpower, ald to South
Vietnam, the civiltan manpower, plus the
military procurement, plus the R. & D.
We took out, in round numbers, between
$2.5 billion and $3 billion. That is in-
cluding the manpower and the foreign
aid,

We went to conference. We did not
have that much of a saving, but we had
well over $1.5 billion.

This went to the House of Representa-
tives where they have a staff that works
year in and year out. They came back
with a lot of very veluable information

‘that led to reluctions in this bill.

The Senate Comuinittee, under the
guidance and leadership of these two
Benators, the Senator from Arkansas and
the Senator from North Dakota, worked
further on the bill,

Do not think this is trivial work, I
know the Senator from Missouri does not
think so because he did some good work
once on a tank, and I commend him pub-
licly and privately. So he is a worker, too.

Do not think that these men are not
workers. They and their staff—and the
rest of us helped thern some—really put
a fine-tooth comb all the way through
this matter. Let us not say to the people
of America that we are just throwing
away money, putting it in for this .and
putting it in for that.

There has been more time taken up
and lost on these bills, arguing about
beagle hounds and items of that kind,
than there has been of these real weap-
ons. ' The members of the committee have
beeri through it from Lottom to top. ‘They
have come up with some recommenda-
tions that are really down to the bone,
I do not think they have cut any mscle,
but they have got down pretiy close to it.

This amendment, with all deference
to our friend from Missouri, would lock
this commitiee in by this vote, putting a
cefling on this of $81 billion. That mesns
that we go through the formality of
appointing conferees and they will go to
représent the. Senate at the conferenee,
That means they wil} have to go imto
the conference and say to the House
conferees, “We cannot go above $81 bil-

lion because of the Eagleton amend-
ment, and that means the House will
have to yleld te us on everything.”

Their bill ealls for about $83 b llion. So
we would be $2 billion under them to
start with. We could not go above $81
billion. Then we have to bring hack a
bill that is not Below the lowest figure of
the two nor abeve the highest Agure of
the two.

It just means we would belecked in and
that 15 all' we could do or say. We would
very quickly get an answer.

Mr. President; I shall discuss in some
detail the extent to which the Defense
budget has already been reduced under
our congressionsl process—that is what
happened during the authorizing process
to which a large portion of the budget
is subject, and what has happened in
the appropriation process, which has
overall jurisdiction ower the entire De-
fense budget. The Senate will see that
this request, as # now stands, which hag
been reduced from $87 billion to $81.5
billion, has undergone a most intensive
review by four committees.

RESULTS OF AUTHORIZATION REVIEW

As fthe Senate knows, approrriations
cannot be made for substantial portions
of the Defense budget until the Appro=-
priation has been authorized. 7This re-
quirement covers the procurement of all
major military hardware, all research
and development, the fiscal year end-
strengths for military and civilian per-
sonnel in the Department of Defense,
and military assistanoe for South Viet-
nam.

Those portions of the Defense budget
not subject to authorization include the
entire O. & M. agcount, portions of the
personnel account, parts of the procure-
ment account, and various other sundry
items.

Mr. President, the Benate version of
the authorizdtioft bill reduced the De-
fense budget by §3 billion, 244.7 million.
These cuts were as follows: Procurement,
$1 billlon, 110.1 million-—8 percent-—
R. & D. $372.6 millioti—4 percent-—the
49,000 military cut and the 44,800 civilian
personnel cut wowld have resutted in save
ings of approximately $1.2 billion an-
nually; military assistance for South
Vietnam cut $550 million—38 percent
{rom the request of $1 billion, 450 million,
The Senate committes cuts, Mr. Presj~
dent, were not inereased or decrensed on
the Sennte -floor.

RESULTS OF CONFERENCE ON THTI
AUTHORIZATION BILL

In conference, Mr. President, a portion
of these cuts weré restored. However, the
record should reflect that the final au-
thorization act reduced the Defense
budget by a total of $2 billion, 135.2 mil-
lion from the reqgest. The major reduc-
tions were as follews: Procurement cut
$810.9 million—5.9 percent—R. &. D,
$388.1 million—4.2 percent—personnel
3488 million; ViBtnam assistance cut
$450 million-—31 percent.

FURTHER REDUCTIONE IN TWO APPROPIIATION
COMMITTEES

The overall cut, Mr. President, made by
the House Appropriations Commiitee in
the defense budget was slightly over $4
billion,
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SENATE APPROPRIATIONS ACTIONS

Mr. President, proceeding with the
same comparisons the Senate made fur-
ther reduction In the overall budget
which totaled $5.5 billion. This includes
further reductions in the procurement,
R. & D. and personnel accounts. The Viet-
nam assistance, which as the Senate may
recall, was reduced an additional $300
million in the House, remains af that
figure in the Senate, which, as we know,
is now $700 million from a total request
of $1 billion, 450 million.

FINAL COMMENT

Mr. President, these fizures speak for
themselves. This is one of the tightest De-
fense budgets we have had in years. It
still permits a strong national defense,
but, at the same time, there have been
far greater cuts in this budget than any
T have known in the Congress so far this
session. -

Mr. EAGLETON. Will the Senator
yield for a question on that point?

Mr. STENNIS. Yes.
~ Mr, EAGLETON. This cut is to be made
in the discretion of the Secretary of De-
fense, if you came back to the floor of the
Senate with an $81.5 billion bill, hypo-
thetically. He could so do, in my opinion,
with the discretion lying with the Secre-
tary of Defense, were he to cut off that
extra $0.5 million figure.

Mr. STENNIS. You did not let me
finish my story. I was going to say what
would happen in the conference.

" vyou would not get any kind of an offer

back on any kind of negotiation or any-
thing else. Their own self-respect would
make them say, “We are not going to
yleld to the Senate on that figure, and
we are not going to lose our time in
arguing about it. We are not going to
have a conference, if you are going to
stand on that amendment.”

So, of course, the Senate would have
to yield on that amendment hefore you
could get down to any kind of negotia-
tions, Do not say it would not happen
that way, please, unless you have been
through the thing I am talking about.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Will the Senator
yvield? :

Mr. STENNIS. Yes, Iyield.
© Mr. McCLELLAN. As this amendment
is worded, I think it means whatever we
appropriate, the appropriation, the over-
all total, must be that. It does not cub
any item in the bill.

It does not increase any item in the
bill as it is now. It simply puts on a ceil-
ing. If I interpret it correctly—and I
think that is the interpretation placed
on it by the author-—it means that we
would abrogate our power and authority
and responsibility to appropriate, but we
would delegate that power to the Secre-
tary of Defense. I do not believe that is
the best way to do it.

Mr. STENNIS. I do not think so.

Mr. McCLELLAN., I do not know where
he would cut. He might not cut in the
places that the distinguished Senator
from Missouri has suggested that cuts
would be made.

Mr. STENNIS. The House s not going
to agree to anything like that, We might
just as well recognize that now. The con-~

ferees would have to yield or come back
for further action of some kind, under
the parliamentary procedure.

We have to be practical and realistic.
We are prepared to defend this bill, It is
not a product of any one person’s arbi-
trary idea. It is a product of the judg-
ment of those of us who have been work-
ing on it, particularly led by the two
Senators to whom I have referred.

“We are not going to get anywhere with
the House conferees by going in there
with a mandate. With respect to any
particular item that has to be voted on,
it may be too late now to offer an amend-
ment. But any particular weapon or any
particular amount was subject to attack,
or any particular item could have been
left out.

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President,- will
the Senator yield?

Mr. STENNIS. I yield.

Mr. EAGLETON. I do not have a par-
ticular amendment in mind, but I should
like to ask the distinguished Senator
from Mississippi, the chairman of the
Armed Services Committee, what he
thinks about the wisdom of cutting addi-
tional civilian personnel from the De-
fense Department payroll? I quoted at
great length an excellent report by the
Senator’s committee about the lavish
civilian personnel quotas of the Defense
Department. I ask the Senator what his
current attitude is with respect to that?

Mr. STENNIS. My attitude is rather
well reflected in the bill as it exists.

I do not recall the figures at this time,
but 30,000 additional places were re-
quested, and the Senate Armed Services
Committee turned down virtually all of
them, plus some more. I cannot recall the
exact figure, but it was about 39,000
which could have been taken care of by
attrition. That was compromised some-
what in the conference with the House
on authorizations. The House Appropria-
tions Committee then took that authori-
zationn as the top figure and reduced it
somewhat. The McClellan subcommitiee
reduced it more, and it now stands at
about 32,000, as I recall. That is not only
the best judgment I have; it is the com-
posite judgment of many of us who have
worked on this subject.

We held extensive hearings on this
matter, and we are already holding some
hearings on mianpower for next year.
The military manpower has been gone
over in the same fashion. We recom-
mended a reduction to which the House
did not agree. ,

Mr. President, that is about the only
contribution I can make. There has riever
been a bill that has been considered and
reconsidered and evaluated and. meas-
ured and weighed and examined and an-
alyzed, with a composite made, any more
than this one. In fact, I believe that this
bill has had more treatment along that
line than at any time since I have been
on the Armed Services Committee.

As I have said, we have already started
working on next year’s bill, because I be-
lieve the membership is pretty well satis-
fied with this one, the way it is now.

I thank the Senator 'for yielding,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time? i

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, we are
awaiting the senlor Senator from Mis-
souri, and I am ready to close on my
amendment.

I yield the floor.

Mr, McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I
yield 5 minutes to the distinguished Sen-
ator from South Carolina.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I rise
to speak in opposition to the Eagleton
amendment. .

I remind Senators that the President
of the United States, in the 1975 budget
estimate, sent a request asking for $87
billion. Congress has considered this re-
quest in the pending bill. The House
Armed Services Committee went into it
in detail and fine-combed it. The Sen-
ate Armed Services Committee went into
it in detail and gave it thorough con-
sideration. The House Appropriations
Committee has given it thorough con-
sideration, and they have come up with
a bill of $83 billion. The Senate cut that.
The decrease recommended by the Sen-
ate is $1.5 billion. In other words, they
cut it to $81.5 billion, a reduction of $5.2
billion from the original administration
request.

Mr. President, how much more can we
cut it? The idea of just saying that we
want to cut off a billion dollars sounds
good. It is nice to go back home and say
that we voted for an amendment to save
a billion. But where is it being saved?
It is being saved from the only thing that
can keep America free.

In this time in history, when Commu-
nist dictators are trying to devour the
world, when they have 36 percent of the
world’s population and want to take the
rest of it, how are we going to keep this
country free? How are we going to de~
fend the free world, unless we keep strong
militarily?

The only language the Communists
know is power. In order to have power,
we must have a strong defense program.
We cannot have a strong defense pro-
gram if we are going to cut into the very
sinew of a defense bill that has been con-~
sidered by 4 committees, which they have
reduced and reduced, and it cannot be re-
duced any more without peril to this
country. I hope the Senate will think
over this matter well and realize that it
is important to keep this country strong.

Under the amendment that the distin-
guished Senator from Missouri is ad-
vocating, key decisions would be trans-
ferred from Congress to the Department
of Defense. That is the very thing we are
trying to get away from. We have sdid
that the executive branch has too much
power, that we have to bring it back to
Congress. But under this type of amend-
ment the Defense Department is going
to make the décisions that we should
make, and the members of these commit-
tees have tried to make these decisions
in a sound manner. If the committee has
made some errors-—and no doubt we have
made some; nobody is perfect—it can be
corrected in conference. But just to take
a meat ax and cut a billion dollars from
the defense of this country does not make
sense to me.

I repeat that the survival of this Na-
tion, the survival of this Government,
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the survival of freedom’in this country,
depends on the militarystrength of this
country. - -

I remind the distinguished Senstor
from Missouri and my c@lieagues that we
read in this morning’s newspapers about
our Presldent trying to nggotiate a multi-
lateral reduction. If we reduce unilgter-
ally, we are taking away¥ from the Presi-
dent the strength he needs. We are de-
priving him of the sinews he needs to:say
to the Communists, “Wewant to reduce,
but we want you to redsice, too.” But if
only we are going to re@uce, we camnot
expect negotiations to be successful.

We cannot expect togo into confer-
ences and to reach sgreements that are
beneficlal to this country and for the
welfare of this Nation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s 5 minutes have expired. Who yilds
time?

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
wish to say in closing $hat I hope the
Senate will defeat this @mendment.

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, to
conclude the presentatioh of the propo-
nents of amendment No. 1836, I am wery
Pleased to yield to my distingulshed #ol-
league from Missourl. '

No one in the Senate; Mr. President,
with all due respect to the fine Senators
on the floor and those who have been
on the floor today, no ether Member of
this body has had the awareness of and
the knowledge of matters relating to
military affairs—to the a¥med services—

- to the national security 8f this country,
than my senior colleague. His experiehce
in the executive and legislative branches
of the Government—in the Defense De-
partment and on the Armed Services
Committee—makes his adlvice and coun-
gel most valuable.

Thus, although normally, the sponsor
of the amendment would close on ft, I
am eager to hdopt such thoughts as my
distinguished colleague Wil say in stp-
port at this time. :

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, first,
I déeply appreciate the:very kind re-
marks by my able and distinguished
colleague from my own . State. I kmow
he knows how grateful # am for what
he has just said.

Mr. President, yesterdsy, on the fioor
of the House, in answer to President
Ford’s request on Monday night for ¢he
cooperation of the Congyess in reducing
the Federal budget in effort to combat
inflation, by a vote of 57 to 155 $he
mass transportation bil was slashed
from $20 billion to $11 biflion.

The categories in this bill were eut
on the basis of a certain percentage and
not, to the best of my amnderstanding
of the debate, justified @n a prograin-
by-program basis. In other words, this
was an across-the-board-cut of almost
50 percent.

Why cannot the same griteria be gp-
plied to the Defense Appropriation b#l?
Why not an across-the~board eut ‘of
some 8 percent for the sake of efficiency
and the state of our natiemal economy?

I support the amendment propoged
by my colleague from Mis$ouri and com-
mend him for his thorosghness in fe-
searching the various itesns in the De-
fense bill which he believes should be

Teduced below the level recommended
by the committee.

I congratulate him on the detail with
which he went into i in his effort. But,
in this time of rampant imflation, is it
really necessary for us to g0 into such
detail in recommending a less than 2-
percent reduction in an $87 billicn De-
fense budget—less than 10 percent if
you include the $5 billion reduction
recommended by the commidtiee.

Why is an 8-percent redmction i our
defense bill so much more mnacceptable
when #t comes to fighting isflation than
an almost 50-percent redugtion in the
mass transportation prograin?

Anybody who has large sities In his
Btate knows only too well $he growing
problem of the strangling of our cities
because of the lack of such transporta-
tion. It is for those reasons ¥hat I believe
that mass transportetion 18 desperately
needed to move forward es rapidly as
possible. -

Time after time I have heard many of
my colleagues say that we should not in-
terfere in this or that program in the
Defense budget because the Congress
does not really smderstand these pro-
grams as well as the civilians and mili-
tary in the Pentagon and they are the
ones who should make the decisions
about our defense posture. -

Well, if they are the experts, then let
them decide where tc spend the money;
but let the Congress assume s responsi-
bility to the American taxpayer to try to
stem the rising tide of inflation by tell-
ing the Pentagon that they have oaly so
much to spend. This would be the busi-
ness-like approach to the problem.

This is the way the problem was ap-
proached by the President who prob-
ably knew more about the Pentagon than
any President, General Eisenhower.

As I have said befors, a sound economy
with a sound dollar is as important to
national security as weapons systems,
especially in that some of the latter are
clearly questionable.:

I find incredible the argument taat a
modest reduction in the Defense budget,
in this year of double-dight inflation,
would make the United States a *sec-
ond-rate power.”

For these reasons, I plan to vote for
the amendment pres:nted by my dis-
tinguished colleague now before the
Senate, and would hope that all my
colleagues who are truly interested in
reducing inflation will do likewise.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time? -

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I
have listened to much of the discussion
this afternoon on this amendment. At
times, I was otherwise occupled and did
not, therefore, hear all of the argument
that has been made. But, Mr. Presidént,
there is no need for & lot of arguraent.
The issue here is pretty simple. The ques-
tion is, do you want to have appropria-
tions by line item, duly examined and
approved by the regularly constiiuted
committee of this bcdy, which has a
mandate to do just that, and then to re-
port Its indings and recommendations to
this body? That is our system. That is the
way we should proeceed.

The opportunity to have proceeded in
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that way was available to the distin-
guished auihor of this amendment, who
is & member of the Committee or. Appro-
priations. &s I examine his remsrks this
afternoon, I find he has suggested 12
specific latge arens, where he thinks re-
ductions ceuld be made and sHould have
been made, and within those suggestions,
there are smaller items, I am sure. I have
not examined it in all detail,

T suggest to you, Mr, President, and to
my colleagues thut if these areas are sus-
ceptible of cuts, they ‘should be cut as
proposed in his remarks, but not as in the
amendment before us. The logicel thing,
the proper thing, and the best thing that
could have been done would have been to
present t¢ the Committee on Appropria-
tioms the specific amendments to make
the cuts as the places where the remarks
of tire Benator today now sugges:.

Some of them may be good and some of
them may have been nccepted or may
have been modified and accepted. I do
not know. But I do knew, Mr. President,
that when. we delegate to the Defense
Departmenit the autherity to spend $8%
bilHon any way it wants to, or delegate
the authority and mandate it to cut a bil-

-lion dollars from whatever we ADPPro-

priate here, we are abrogating our re-
sponsibility.

I do not think it is very becoming of
us to do that, and I do not wart us to
do that. I want us to keep this system
whereby we hear evidence on these ap-
propriations, on the badget, and on the
broposed appropriations, and weigh
them. And then, after discussion. and
Jjudicious consideration, make a decision
and submib a recammendation, That rec-
ommendation will not atways be wise, will
not always be the best. But I submit,
Mr. President, that it 1s a far betser sys=
tem, and that far fewer errors in judg-
ment and actions will occur by coming
through tkat process than by simply sub-
mitting onthe floor of the Senate a pro-
vision whi¢h states:

No funds In excess of 881 billion may be
appropriated pursuant to-this act,

Well, there is more than that in the
bill. What does this c#t? What does it
affect, it it simply places a ceiling with-
gglflsaa.pprovmg any spetific item in the

ill?

Mr. President, it is & blank check, a
delegation of power te the Defense De-
partment to spend $81 billion any way
they want it. I do not agree thect they
should have the final say. Often we defer
to their judgment. I have before. and
will in the future continue to defer where
I am sure they are better informed and
better advised than I. But I want to re-
serve the right, and I want the Senate
to reserve the right, to examine the
budget, pinpoint items, and say, “For this
item, for this plane, for this submarine,
for that much ammunition, fo- that
much provisions, for that much fuel. you
can spend so mu¢h and no more.”

That is the way it should be done. That;
is the only way, Mr. Pregident, that Con-
gress “can keep control of the purse
strings of this Nation. If we are going to
delegate to department heads the power
to dispense and dispose of a total appro-
priation without specific directions as to
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how it can be spent, we are moving in

a dangerous direction.

I do not know; perhaps some of these
cuts could be made. But I say this amend-
ment does not make a single cut where
our distinguished friend says they per-
haps could be made and should be made.
Not a single cut such as he proposes is
made by this amendment, He says they
.could be made there, but they are not
_ made. It would be doing the thing in an

irresponsible way. In my judgement, if
the Senate thought that we had appro-
priated too much money, and that the
committee’s recommendations were un-
sound, the proper procedure would be to
recommit this bjll with instructions to
the Appropriations Committee to bring
in a bill not to exceed $81 billion in ap-
propriations.

That is the right way to do it. That is
the right way, Mr. President; then we
could weigh these things. But I submit
that the $5 billion cut that we have
already made is not modest and it is not
insignificant unless, Mr. President, we
are entering into & process of disarma-~
ment, of-reducing our military strength
to where we will be a second-rate power.

I know no Member of this body wants
that. Not a Member of this body, on a
vote that clearly presented that issue,
would vote to make America a second-
rate power.

But let me point out something to my
colleagues. We have in the past, on two
occasions immediately preceding World
Wars, been unprepared. Those wars may
have occurred because we were not ade-
quately prepared. Under existing condi-
tions, with the technology and the stage
of scientific advance at that time, we
had the opportunity to get ready and to
meet the enemy.

Mr, President, we do not have time on

our side any more, There is enough pow-
er harnessed today, in the hands of one
potential enemy, that if unleased could
destroy this Nation, unless we stay pre-
pared to immediately inflict comparable
damage to our adversary. And when the
day comes that that adversary feels that
by a first strike they could destroy this
Nation, I do not want us to be un-
prepared.
"~ I do not know what it will take. No one
knows today. But I do know if we are
not careful—and I have been concerned
about this question, Mr, President; as I
recommended this $5 billion cut I have
been concerned about it. Are we sending
a signal that may be interpreted as an
indication of our retreat from meeting
the challenge that is posed?

"I hope not. I do not know what next
year will bring forth. I will tell you what
I think it could mean. I think that as we
go out with this bill of $5 billion less than
requested, we could make it a signal, and
deterntine from the response whether
theere is any genuine, true purpose on the
part of our potential adversaries to nego-
tiate in good faith for disarmament. This
could be a suggestion that, “Yes, we are

ready to start negotiating disarmaments:

with you.” .

We will know pretty soon whether
there is any reaction of that kind to this
action we are taking voluntarily. If that
reaction in response to this cut does not

come, it may later be well to look more
carefully into the extent to which we are
crippling our defense potential.

I do not want to talk any longer. Sen-
ators have their minds made up. Either
they are going to vote to handle the ap~
propriation as in the amendment, or

vote to stand by the rules and the sys~-~

tem that guarantees the opportunity .to
inspect, to examine, to inquire about,
and then to make judgments. But if we
do it by this amendment, we lose that
power and that prerogative, and I think
it is irresponsible.
. Yes, Mr. President, I would like to re-
duce this bill. T would like to wipe it off
the books. I wish the condition of civili-
zation today would permit us to do that.

But, Mr. President, we are living in a
world of reality, not fantasy. The dan-
gers are real. They are not imaginary.
And I would like to leave this thought
with my colleagues as I conclude, Mr.
President; I am not sure that we have
not already cut too much. I can find
many places we can still cut. I could put
a list of them into the REcorp. Here are
a dozen places where we could cut, but it
would mean starting down the road to
disarmament, and I do not think we can
afford that. Let me say this, Mr, Presi-
dent, in conclusion:

The turbulence and instability of in-
ternational affairs, the capability of po-
tential aggressors to wage wars of con-

.quest instantaneously with unprece-

dented weapons of catastrophic destruc-
tive force and.power, and the ever-pres-
ent and calamitous danger these tragic
and realistic conditions present, clearly
and irrefutably preempt us from disarm-
ing and from reducing our military arse-
nal to a level that will relegate our Na-
tion to a second-rate power.

It is imperative that we support and

‘maintain & defense posture of deterrent

Dproportions. To do less is to incur unac-
ceptable risk—it is to invite provocations
and impositions, and possibly an as-
sault—a-challenge to war. )

The price of keeping a deterrent
strength—of preparedness—comes high
I know. But it prevents war and insures
‘peace; it is more than worth the cost and
the sacrifices it entails.

We hear a lot today about priorities in
Federal spending. We are compelled to
measure and compare the relative im-
portance and need of proposed appro-
priations, and that is what we have un-
dertaken to do, Mr. President.

But I would remind my colleagues that
as the highest priority for any of us as
individuals is the preservation of life it-
self, so is it with our Nation. We must be

ever ready, able, and willing to provide

adequate defense for its security and sur-
vival.

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

Who yields time?

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I do
not know how much time I have left, but

- I yield myself 1 more minute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator have more time remaining?

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I yield
the Senator such time as he may desire.

Mr. McCLELLAN. No.

Mr. EAGLETON, I am prepared to

yield back the remainder of my time. I
am prepared to yield to any Senator on
either side or one who is neutral.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, a par-

liamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will state it.

Mr. STEVENS. I understand the vote
on the final passage of the bill must oc-
cur at 4:45, is that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
the previous order; that is correct.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I would
like to raise a question concerning one
of the comments in the reports on this
defense appropriations bill. When the
matter was before our full Appropria-
tions Committee, T briefly discussed the
subject with our distinguished chairman,
the Senator from Arkansas (Mr, Mc-
CLELLAN), and with the chairman of the
Armed Services Committee, the Senator

from Mississippi (Mr. STENNIS).

There is a reference in the report to
propose reductions in headguarters staff.
In the past few months, I have discussed
with my good friend, Senator STENNIS

.the problem regarding the Alaska Com-

mand. I have also written to him to con-
vey my views concerning the future of
the Alaska Command.

‘We have had seven Unified Commands

-and the Alaska Command has repre-

sented less than 5 percent of the person-
nel involved in the headquarters of
these commands. In 1970, the Blue Rib-
bon.Defense Panel recommended to the
Department of Defense that the Alaska
Command be disestablished. At that
time, I protested this actiori to the De-
partment of Defense, and after review
of the problem the Under Secretary of
Defense, David Packard, disagreed with
the Blue Ribbon Defense Panel and de-
termined that the Alaska Command
would remain intact, although there was
a substantial reduction in the number
of personnel at the Alaska Command
headquarters. .

Now we have been informed of a simi-
lar recommendation that is designed to
disestablish the Alaska Command.

In my recent letter to Senator STeEN-
n1s, I pointed out that the situation in
Alaska is not the same as exists in the
other 49 States. We are not only sepa-
rated from the continental United States,
we have an extremely close proximity to
the U.S.S.R. In Alaska there is a mixture
of forces and commands that have vital
toles in our national defense. We have
the Air Force, the Army, the Coast
Guard and the Strategic Air Command.
In addition, there are separate functions
such as the Navy Research Laboratory,
the Test Command and a large National
Guard. The Alaska Command has mobi-
lized the facilities for joint training for
all of these components and for the joint
utilization of facilities and equipment,
not only of the milatiry but of other
functions of the Federal Government
which are directly related to defense,
such as the Alaska Railroad.

We are not only the last frontier, our
Alaska terrain represents one-fifth of the
land mass of the United States. When
our State became a part of the Union,
President Eisenhower was so convinced
of the strategic defense implications of

Approved For Release 2005/06/09 : CIA-RDP75B00380R000700060017-5



S 15568

northwestern Alaska that he requested,
and Congress approved, section 10 of the
Alaska Statehood Act, which provides
special powers to the President of the
United States quite similar to those in-
volved in martial law to be exercised in
the event the President determines it is
necessary in the interest of national
security.

Additionally, the Alaska Command has
served the Nation extremely well in times
of national disasters in Alaska such as
the greaf Good Friday earthquake of
1964 and the disastrous Fairbanks flood
in 1967, at which times it was the Alagka
Command that provided the nucleus for
coordination of all Federal activities.

I feel very strongly that the Alaska
Command is necessary t0 maintain the
unity and the responsivéness necessary
for defense forces in times of peace and
in times of crisis in the event of war. We
know that Alaska would probably be iso-
lated in the event of a major war, and in
any event we feel the planning for the
defense of Alaska that ¥ not done in
Alaska cannot recognize the unique and
developing problems in our great State.

Above all, Alaskans feel that if the
Alaska Command is disestablished, our
military forces will be supervised by what
amounts to middle management—and in
the event of a crisis requiring augmenta-
tion of our forces, there would not only
be the necessity to augment the troop
strength but there would also be the
necessity of imposing oh our defense
structure a top management team that
would be unfamiilar with the circum-
stances.

Working with the Alaska Command
and its Advisory Council, I have éx-
plained to the Department of Defense
an Alaskan proposal for the consolidation
of the component headquarters while at
the same time maintaining the Alaska
Command. The advantages of this pro-
posal are many: first, it would meet the
request of our congressional committees
for manpower savings in headguarters
personnel; second, it wowuld provide for
the best possible coordination of the mili-
tary effort in Alaska under the circum-
stances; third, by maintalning a unifled
command the responsibility for defense
activities is in clear focus and would thus
permit a closer relationship with our
State and local communities; fourth, by
preserving the Unified Command the true
function of a command headquarters
would be maintained along with the di-
rect responsibility to the national level
for activities in our State which, as I
said, is one-fifth of the size of the rest
of the United States.

The coordination plan set forth by
Alaskans, Including the military in
Alaska, could effect a savings in excess
of the manpower savings that would be
realized if the Alaska Command was dis-
established.

This is not an idle problem so far as
I am concerned. Since I have come to the
Senate I have attempted to support
those bills—both authorization and ap-
propriations—which I felt would main-
tain an effective defense establishment
within our financial capability. And I
have done this while watehing the Alas-

ka Command reduced 21 percent since
1970. I believe it could be shown that
there are fewer military personnel in
Alaska today than there were before
Pearl Harbor—and while I completely
support the concept of détente, it is to
me a concept that will succeed only if
our Nation maintains its strength.

I have, as I have informed our two
distinguished chairmen, been in contact
with. the Department of Defense again
concerning the proposal to disestablish
the Alaska Command. I have the distinct
impression that the Department of De-
fense feels that it must respond to in-
dications from the Congres, and partic-
ularly from the Senate, which the De-
partment of Defense believes require the
disestablishment of the unified com-
mands. And in doing so it is ignoring the
advice that has come from the individual
services and the unified command
structure in Alaska concerning the ne-
cessity for the maintenance of this uni-
fied command in Alaska.

In effect, I have the distinct impres-
sion that there are portions of the De-
partment of Defense which believe that
the proposed action to disestablish our
Alaska Command shows a responsiveness
to the Senate. I have conferred with the
Secretary of Defense. Mr. Schlesinger,
regarding my feelings concerning this
matter, and he has agreed to visit Alaska
and meet with the Alaska Command and
Alaskans concerning this problem prior
to acting on the recommenda.tmn to dis-
establish Alcom.

What I now fear is that the references
in the report on this appropriations biil
could be interpreted to add to the “pres-
sures” that some people in the Depart-
ment of Defense feel they have already
received from the Senate—they could
be interpreted as an approval, or at least
a request, for additional action to dis-
establish headquarters. I sought the sup-
Jport and guidance of my good friend, the
Senator from Mississippi (Mr. STENNIS)
in the past and now I seek not only his
advice and counsel, but also that of the
distinguished chairman of the Appro-
priations Committee (Mr. McCLELLAN).
And with this recitasion of the back-
ground and my feelings on the problem, I
would like to inquire: Is there anything
in this report which could be interpreted
by the Department of Defense as a re-
quest or direction to proceed with the
disestablishment of ihe Alaska Com-~
mand?

Second, would the two distinguished
chairmen comment for the record we are
making here on the proposal to consol-
idate the headquarters of the individual
components of the Alaska Command,
while at the same time maintaining the
Unified Command. As I previously stated,
I am informed that the personnel reduc-
tion involved in that consolidation could
be equal to or greater than the personnel
savings involved in the disestablishment
of the Alaska Command. And I would
seek the asistance of my two colleagues
and ‘great friends in attempting to con-
vince the Department of Defense that
the previous requests from the Senate
pertain to the elimination of unneces-
sary command structures—with the goal
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the Senate has not and does "not se(,k
the disestablishmeént of command struc-
tures which are fiecesgiry to carry out
the plans for the defenise of our Nation.

Alaskans are most *proud of their
unique relationship in the Nation to-
day—we soon will be providing a sub-
Stantial portion of our Nation’s energy
resources and our potential for produc-
ing strategic metals and minerals is even
greater. But we are not unaware of the
fact that Alaska with its remoteness
irom the South 48 and its proxiraity to
Asia is in a unique geographical location.
Our location cffers strategic advantages
to our Nation, but at the same time it
presents an apparent weak spot in our
defense—and we believe that the clefense
posture for our mlilitary forces in Alaska
must maintain defense and readiness
that was not pregent in Alaska at the
beginning of World War II. To Alaskans
the Alaska Comniand ¥s the symbol of
preparedness—take it away and I think
our State will lose confidence in the
commitment of the Nation as a whole to
maintain our ability to defend Alaska.

I would be happy to have the com-
ments of my good friends on these ques-
tions at this point if they would care to
respond, to my remarks.

Mr. McGLELLAN. Mr. Presicent, I
have been advised that the Department
of Defense is currently reviewing the
unified command plan-and in all like-
lihood will recommend that changes and
realinements be nmiade, The review is ex-
pected to be completed in about 6 months
and is a part of the Defense Depart-
ment’s program to reduce headqaarters
staffs and increase combat manpower in
the Armed Forces.

I believe that revisions to the unified
command plan that will reduce head-
quarters staffs are feasible, however, the
actions deseribed on page 34 of the com-
mittee report, under the title “Achieving
Savings in Support afid Headquarters
Personnel” are not inténded to approve
any specifié chariges that may be pro-
posed by the Departmént upon comple-
tion of its 'review. The committee will
carefully examine the proposed changes
to the unified command plan. I can as-
sure the Senator that the committze does
not- seek, and will oppose the disestab-
lishment of command structures which
are necessary to carry out our national
defense.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, my re-
sponse to the Senator from Alaska is as
follows:

I am inserting in the-RECORD a copy of
a letter from me to the Secretary of
Defense dated October 24, 1973. In that
letter I urged reductions in the man-
power levels at headquarters.

In that letter, mor in any other letter,
nor orally ar otherwise, have I ever rec=
ommended the disestablishment of a
military command. That is a judgment
for the military and the Department of
Defense to make.

I ask unanimous consent that the let-
ters may be printed in the REecoro.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printéd in the F.ECORD,
as follows:
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) OCTOBER 24, 1973,
Hon. JAMES R. SCHLESINGER,
Secretary of Defense,
Washington, D.C.

DesR MR. SECRETARY: As you know, one
of the amendments recently considered on
the Senate Floor In connection with the
FY 1974 Military Procurement Authorization
Bill was a proposal by Senator Proxmire
which would have required as a matter of
law certain reductions in the headquarters
and headquarters staff. These reductions were
suggested in the Committee Report as illus-
trative of reductions which could be made

"in support and headquarters activities. The
Committee Report indicated that over 10,000
positions might possibly be saved in this
area.

The amendment was defeated and I op-
posed the adoption of the amendment. I
would not want my vote as well as that of
‘many Senators to be mis-Interpreted as
meaning that no reductions in headquarters
personnel are desirable or possible. The rea-
son for opposing this amendment was based
on the Committee position that while sub-
stantial cuts should be made, the Secretary
of Defense should apportion the cuts and
have the latitude to make the cuts wherever
he deemed best, as part of his management
responsibilities. The Committee Report cited

the headquarters activities among a number

. of others as being illustrative of areas where
reductions might well be made in noncom-
bat activities.

I realize that many times the Congress
makes what might be termed as “gestures”
in support of manpower reductions but these
are never made mandatory as a matter of
hard law. The Services understandably do not
take these actions too sérlously if they are
not specifically required by law,

The point I can not too strongly emphasize
in this letter is that if the Department of De-
fense does not make rather substantial re-
dyction in the one million men in headguar-
ters and support actlvities in the coming
months, you can be sure that the Armed
Services Commitee will be compelled to take
more stringent action next year in order to
achieve some results. I recognize that over
the years headquarters and support activi-
ties, especlally NATO, have become institu-
tionalized and there 1s great resistance in
reducing un-needed or marginal functions.
This results in a tendency on the part of the
Services to make any mandated reductions in
combat activities,

I em sympathetic to the severe problems
you face in achieving meaningful reductions
in.this area. I write this letter to put the
Services on notice of the Committee’s inten-
tion next year, so far as I am concerned, if
demonstrable results are not otherwise
achieved. :

Sincerely, -

JOoHN C. STENNIS.

DrcemMBER 3, 1973,
Hon, James R. SCHLESINGER,
Secretary of Defense,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. SECRETARY : In my letter of October
24 I strongly emphasized the fact that if the
Department of Defense does not make sub-
stantial reductions of manpower in head-
quarters and support activities in the coming
months, the -Armed Services Committee will
be compelled to take more stringent action
next year to achieve some results. .

I understand that you have a study under-
way on the impact of 10, 20 or 30 per cent re-
ductions in the headquarters staffs of the
Services and Defense Agencies. However, I
am very concerned, based on my understand-
ing, that this study will not be completed in
time to reduce the FY 75 budget and man-
power request. Studies are needed but are not
enough. As I sald in my earlier letter, demon-
strable results must be achieved.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

I intend to closely watch progress on this
matter. I would like you to provide me a
monthly report of actual, on-board manh-
power for each Service and Agency broken
down by the mission and support categories
of this statutory Manpower Requirements
Report. That strength would be compared
with previous months and years, as well as
the planned end-year strength. Differences
from ‘the previous months actual strength
should be explained In terms of the specific
headguarters, organizations and units that
are affected. I would appreciate receiving the
report on the 15th of each month for the
prior month beginning on December 15 for
the month of November.

Thanking you for your attention on what
I know is a problem to you—the field of per-
sonnel, I am

Most Cordially yours,
. JOHN C. STENNIS,

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE,
Washington, D.C., December 24, 1973.
Hon. JouN C. STENNIS,
Chairman, Committee on Armed Services,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DEeAr MR, CHAIRMAN: I agree with the view
expressed In your letter of December 3 that
demonstrable results must be achieved soon
in terms of headquarters manpower reduc-
tions. The headquarters review I have
directed will achieve such results. Moreover,
our emphasis on the elimination and con-
solidation of functions and headquarters will
permit significant manpower savings with-
out damage to essential command and man-
agement functions. While this approach re-
quires more thoughtful study, it is preferable

to arbitrary across-the-board reductions. I

plan to use the resources réleased by reduc-
tions In commeand structures to improve
combat capability.

As we reach key decisions on the varlous
parts of the headquarters structure, I have
asked the Assistant Secretary of Defense
(Manpower and Reserve Affairs) to keep
you personally informed. Although the full
study will not be completed In time for in-
clusion in the President's Y 1975 budget
and manpower request, our testimony before
your Commitiee next spring will cover the
results achieved by that time, These results
can therefore be reflected in the FY 1976
manpower program.

I would appreciate it if we might consider
reporting format alternatives to that speci«
fied in your letter. The Services do not
routinely report strength information in the
Annual Report manpower categorles, Thus
while an occasional special report can be
prepared, regular reports do pose greater
dificulty which I would like to explain more
fully. Therefore, I have asked Mr. Brehm to
discuss the problem with your. staff and
suggest alternatives which will meet your

. needs and are within our current reporting

capahbility.
With warmest regards.
Sincerely,
J. R. SBCHLESINGER.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Missouri yield back the re-
mainder of his time?

Mr. EAGLETON. I am happy to yield
such time to the Senator from Virginia
as he may desire.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. I wish to
ask the chairman of the Appropriations
Committee this question. As I under-
stand it, the Appropriations Committee
started out with a budget request from
the administration of, in round figures,
$87 billion.

Mr. McCLELLAN It was $85 billion-
something to begin with, but we got an
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amended request that brought it up to
$87 billion-plus.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. So with the
amended request the Department of De-
fense sought a total appropriation of $87
billion-plus.

Mr, McCLELLAN. Yes.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. And after
the Appropriations Committee went over
the matter carefully it now recommends
to the Senate a reduction of some $51%
billion from that request.

Mr. McCLELLAN. $51% billion in new
obligational authority; that is what they
asked to spend, that is what they asked,
$87.57 billion in obligational authority
requested, and we have reduced it to
$82.7 billion, I believe.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. So the com-
mittee brings in a proposal which rep-~
resents a reduction from the request by
the Department of Defense and the ad-
ministration of some $5.5 billion.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Between $5 billion
and $5.5 billion in round numbers in total
authority.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Yes.

Mr. McCLELLAN. And over $5 hillion
in actual reduction in funds.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. The Sena-
tor from Virginia has developed ﬁgures
on defense appropriations.

Mr, McCLELLAN. Sir?

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. The Sena-
tor from Virginia has developed some
figures on defense appropriations going
back to 1960 which, at the appropriate
time, I will ask to be inserted in the
RECORD.

For the moment, however, I want to
just point out several figures. In 1960,
the Department -of Defense appropria-
tion was $39 billion, in round numbers.
In fiscal 1975, if the Appropriations Com-
mittee’s proposal is approved, it will be"
$82 billion, so that is an increase of & lit-
tle more than double during that time.

But now, if one compares that—and
that is a substantial increase—with the
appropriations for HEW, we find that in
1960 the total HEW appropriations were
$4 billion. 'They are now $36 billion—Ilast
year, 1874, they were $36 billion, a nine-
fold increase during that period.

If we take another date, if we take fis-
cal 1969, we find that the Department of
Defense appropriations were $77 billion.
That compares with $82 billion which the
Appropriations Committee recommends
to the Senate, or an increase of about 6
percent during that period of time.

Now, if we take the HEW appropria-
tions we find that in 1869 the figure was
$16 billion, and it is now $36 billion for
1974, more than double.

Under the able leadership of the sen-
lor Senator from Arkansas, the Appro-
priations Committee has done an out-
standing job in attempting to get defense
expenditures under control and to elim-
inate many questionable items from the
request made by the Department of
Defense.

I doubt if any other piece of legislation
has been brought before the Senate
which carried a reduction as high as $5.5
billion.

I support the reductions in military

Abproved For Release 2005/06/09 : CIA-RDP75B00380R000700060017-5



S 15570

appropriations recommended by the
committee,

I commend the able Senator from
Arkansas.

I ask unanimous consent that a table
showing appropriations for Defense and
HEW be inserted at this point in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the table was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

HEW and Defense epproprigtions, fiscal years
1960 through 1975 (fighres rounded).
[In billions]

DOD HEW

1960 .. 839 34
1961 40 4
1962 47 5
1963 __ 48 &
1964 _______.______-_ "~ 48 6
1965 oo 48 7
B9 10

70 13

74 15

77 18

74 17

71 23

% 27

78 32

78 36

82 35

Source: Office of Management and Budget
except 1974 and 1975 are Senate Appropria-
tion Committee, ’ ’

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. ‘President, will
the Senator yield for just a moment?

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. I yleld.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I would like to state,
as I did in my initial and opening re-
marks on this bill, T pointed out that in
1950 outlays for national defense were
about 50 percent of the Federal budget.
In 1960 they were 40 percent. ITn 1970
they dropped to 30 percent, and this year
they will be 29 percent. 8o we are con-
stantly going down. Thal is true with
respect to the gross national product,
and so forth.

We are constantly going down: where-
as the Senator mentfoned some .of the
other things, social security has gone up
283 percent during that time; health
services, including medicare and medic-
ald, increased from $496 million to $22.4
billion. So the great increase in the cost
of Government is not attributable to the
rise in military spending. We are doing
everything we can to hold it down,

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. I thank
the Senator. '

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I agk
unanimous consent that amendment No.
1836 be temporarily set aside for not to
exceed 3 minutes so that I may yield
to the Senator from Maryland and so
that he may bring up a related subject
and dispose of the same within the hour
of 4:45,

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

The Senator from Maryland.

Mr. MATHIAS. I wish to call up an
amendment which I have sent to the
desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Theclerk
will report. .

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to read the amendment,.

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. Pregident, T ask
unanimous consent that further read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed
with.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 22, line 20, strike the period after
“1977” and insert in lleu thereof a colon
and the following: “Provided, That nat more
than 880,100,000 of the funds provided here-
in may be expended for the procurement of
the A-TD aircraft, and $128,000,000 of the
funds provided herein shall be avallable only
for the procurement of the A-10 aircraft.”

Mr. MATHIAS. T am offering this
amendment on bekalf of my distin-
guished colleague from Maryland (Mr.
Beart) and both of the distinguished
Senators from New York (Mr. Javirs
and Mr. BUCKLEY).

It is an amendment which sesks to
bring some equity into the appropria-
tions provided for the procurement of
military aircraft and, particularly, to
bring about some equity between a new
aircraft, the A-10 which has been spe-
cifically requested by the Defense De-
partment, and what is proposed to spend
on a much older and less useful air-
craft, the A-7 that has not been re-
quested by the Deferise Department.

I offer for the RECCRD, and ask unani-
mous consent to have printed, a com-
parfson of the amounts which are pro-
vided in the bill for the different air-
planes and a table showing the amounts
if cuts are distributed proportionately.

There being no objection, the com-
parison was ordered to be printed in the
REcoORD, as follows:

[Dollar amounts in miltions]

Senate
committee
level

Authoriza-
tion and

Cut
house levels {perzentage)

$118.0 25.9
399.9 12,1
691.0 8.7
100.1 0

1,309.0 11

If all the above aircraft systems shared
equally (by percentage i.e., 11% cuts 3ach)
the burden of procurement cuts, the follow-
ing appropriation levels would rasult:
[In millions]

A-10 (up 20.1% from commitice rec-
ommendation)
B-1 (up 1.25% from coramittee rec-

$141.7

ommendation) ... __. . _. 104. 9
F-15 (down 2.5% from committee rec-
ommendation) ... .__..___ 378.7
A-TD (down 11% from committee
recommendation) ... ___.___. 89.1
Total e +1i., 309

From the above comparisons, it is clear
that both the B-1 and F-15 come reasonably’
close to suffering an appropriate propor-
tional share of the procurement cuts for air-
craft systems. On the other hand, the A-10
would have to be Increased substantially
(20% higher than the Committee recom-~
mended) and the A~TD reduced substantially
(11% below the Committee’s recommenda=
tion) if true parity is to be achieved.

Mr. MATHIAS. I yield to my colles.gue
from Maryland.

Mr. BEALL. I thank my colleague from
Maryland for yielding.

I rise in support of Lis amendmert. T
think he has made ar excellent point
that we should pay some attention in ‘this
debate to the requests from the Depart-
ment of Defense.

I would suggest as this bill goes to con-
ference, the conferees will recognize that
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if there are going to be cuts they should
be shared equitably among all the pro-
ducers of airplahes. - o

Mr. President, T would like tq join my
distinguished colleague, Mr. MATHIAS, in
expressing my strong-disapproval of the
recommended feductions in the A-ID
brogram. I understand and fully support
the committee’s desife to cut the fisegl
year 1975 budget. I believe, however,
that all segments of the Federal bucdget
must shate an equal burden in our effort
to overcome the serions doiutble digit in-
fation which continues to threaten the
economic "health of our Nation. .

But, Mr. President, I do not believe
that the A-10 program should be slashed
25.9 percént while other programs of
dubious value and effectiveness, such as
the A-7D, continue to receive full fund-
ing. The A7 was a gaod airéraft, in its
day, but I believe the time has come for
us to move forward to the newer, more
versital A=10. THe Chlef of Staff of the
Air Force has stated that the A-10 will
help form the core of the force struc-
ture for the Tactical Air Command in
the next decade.

There are two additional points I
would like to make in this debate:

First. Now that the A—10 has been
extensively flight-tested, it is fer more
€conomical to produce the aircraft in
large numbers. The committes cutback
would reduce the number of aireraft
broduced ih fiscal year 1975 from 30 to
20, thus inecreasing the per unit cost.

Second. During his testimony before
the House Appropristion Committee,
Defense Secretary Schlesinger strongly
objected to Congress “thrusting” money
on the Pentagon for projects it has not
requested such as the A-7. In fact, the
administration has not requested fund-
ing for the A-7 brogram for the last
several years.

Mr. President, 1 support a strong na-
tional defense because T believe that it
contributes to our natfonal. security as
well as world peaée. If we expect to zet
efficlent use out of our defense dollar
we must stop wasting them on outdated
equipment and purchase instead mod-~
ern-effective weapons that will make the
free world miore secure:

Mr. MATHIAS, Mr. President, T would
ask if the-managers will give us some
light on this subject.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I understand whaf
the Senator really wants to do is not to
increase appropriation, but transfer
some item, the iteém on the A-10, take
how many million” out of that?

Mr. MATHIAS. Ten million.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Ten million out of
that and place it on .anocther plane,
the A-79

Mg‘. MATHIAS. From the A-T (o the
A-10.

Mr. McCLELLAN. From the A-7 50 the
A-10.

Well, I do not know, Mr. President,
this is a matter that should be cengict-
ered, of course, by the full committse,

I would say this, as the Benator kaows,
frequently the Department of Defense
asks for reprograthing, &nd If it finds
that it needs more on the plane the Sen-.
ator Is interested in and submits 3 re-
programing request to the Appropria-
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tions Committee, all I can say for this
one is that it will be given most careful
consideration. ’

We do not always approve every re-
quest they make, but if there is justifi-
cation for it and they- feel this plane
ought to have more impetus, needs more
appropriation, and it could take it from
the other without injustice, I would not
have any objection.

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, since
that is exactly the situation, since there
was a large budget request for the A-10,
I would assume our chairman is telling
us that in conference he would take a
similar view of that situation.

Mr, McCLELLAN. Certainly, I have an
open mind on it. The Senator will under-
stand we will try.

You see what has happened here to-
day, we tried to find places to reduce
this budget.

T have said many times, I do not see
that where we made the cuts necessarily
‘was always the best, but we did our best.
If the Department of Defense would
come and show us that within the ap-
propriations made, it needed or would be

wiser to spend some of the money here’

than there where we appropriated,
within bounds, I would consider it.

Mr. MATHIAS. I have already dis-
cussed this question with the distin-
guished Senator from North Dakota, the
ranking minority member, and I know
how he would feel in conference.

" Mr. YOUNG. Well, the A-10 is an ex-
cellent plane, it competes with the A-9,
in the fiyout test it won. )

I think this will be in conference and I
am sure I will give it sympathetic con-
sideration. ’ )

I do not think we made a perfect job
saying how much money should be spent
for each plane, but this will be in con-
ference.
~ Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, I be-
lieve the decision to reduce funding for

the A-10 program is a serious mistake,

for the following reasons:

 Pirst. The importance for effective
close air support was demonstrated by
the experience of the October war in the
Middle East. Only a truly survivable air-
craft—one of high performance at low
altitudes will suit modern requirements.

Second. The A-10 was explicitly de-
signed to suit this need. Its -excellence
has been demonstrated in an exhaustive
series of tests. .

Third. The Air Force has a well-docu-
mented, urgent need to replace the
World War II vintage, propeller-driven
aircraft such as the A-1, with modern
aireraft needed to provide infantrymen
with adequate protection under modern
battlefield conditions. This ‘means we
must speed the production of the A-10.

The proposed reduction in ouflays for
the A-10 this year would result in an
improvident delay in the deployment of

this plane in the quantities necessary to-

maintain a high level of effectivenes.
I join the Senator from Maryland in
urging restoration of adequate funding.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, in Senator .

MaTtHIAas' comments, he has noted the
importance of the A-10 program.
In the Armed Services Committee, we

gave the A-10 a thorough and complete
evaluation. We asked for the results of
the A-10/A-TD fiy-off. These were
presented, with the A-10 clearly winning
the fly-off for the close air support mis-
sion.

Gentlemen, I will not attempt to ad-
dress the need for the A-TD in the Ailr
National Guard, but I would like to as-
sure you that in the A-10 this country is
developing an outstanding aircraft to
meet an important mission. ’

In this country, few systems have been
developed that so closely met all their
requirements within the prescribed costs.
All the contracts are in place to keep
these costs and schedules under control
on both. the aircraft system and the sup-
porting ammunition. Let us not disrupt
that by starting, stopping, and delaying
a well-run program that fills an impor-
tant need in our Nation.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I fully sub-

‘seribe to the comments of Senators Ma-
rr1as and BearL, I fully support the ac-

tion of the Appropriations Committee to
reduce by an overall 5.1 percent this
year’s appropriation for the Defense
budget; however, I believe where reduc-
tions are made for solely budgetary rea-
sons and where a specific weapons sys-
tem has amply demonstrated its ability to
perform the assigned mission in a cost
effective manner, such weapons systems
should not be unduly reduced. -

The specific case here is the A-10 pro-
gram, the prime contract for which is
being carried out by Fairchild Industries.
The A-10 has won, hands down, two fly
offs, has experienced no cost oyerruns
and is a weapons system that, as amply
proved from the lessons learned in the
most recent war in the Middle East, will
be an essential element of the tactical air
force when it enters the Air Force's ac-
tive inventory. In addition, the introduc-
tion of this aircraft into the active inven-
tory will enable the release of modern
aircraft that are much needed into the
Air Force Reserve and the Air National
Guard.

The Appropriations Committee reduced
this program’s procurement by 10 air-
craft or $41.2 million, which is a per-
centage of roughly 25 percent. This per-
centage is considerably above any reduc-
tion in certain other Air Force aircraft
programs, and in my judgment, in a case
such as the A-10 program which is not
experiencing development problems or
cost overruns, it would be a far more
even-handed approach te reduce the pro-
gram on a percentage similar to other
programs. I hope that the conferees ap-
pointed for this bill will take this into
consideration and make the reductions
equitable. Such action, of course, would
not involve the adding of more money to
the total bill before us.

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, in view
of the sentiments expressed by the dis-
tinguished managers of the bill, I would
withdraw the amendment. )

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment is withdrawn.

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

Mr. McCLELLAN, I yield back the re-
mainder of my time. . :

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

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

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

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President-—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I ask that
the pending business be laid aside for an
amendment which I have at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will report it. ~

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

On page 14, line 186, strike out “$265,700,~
000” and insert in lieu thereof “$309,300,000".

Mr. TOWER, Very briefly, Mr. Presi-
dent, this amendment——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair will observe that there is no time
remaining.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the time be ex-
tended for 2 minutes. .

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

Mr. TOWER. By way of explanation,
Mr. President, this simply does two
things. It replaces the helicopter given
to the South Vietnamese, places them
in the Army inventory, and keeps the
production line open, because there is no
other existing line, and it enables us to
continue sales and competition.

Mr. McCLELLAN. It was not our in-
tention to close down any assernbly line,
but we did this year. Last year we put in
money for the airplane to keep that line
going. This year we did not put it in.

I just cannot go along with that this
year because there is no budget for it
and-we have cut and cut. -

But out of deference to the situation
here, I am advised that it will require,
and that the Department of Defense
wants, $18.5 million in order to keep this
production line open and keep it going.

On that understanding, I am willing
to accept the amendment and take it

. to conference.

Mr. TOWER. I accept that assurance.

Mr. McCLELLAN. If the amendment is
modified to $18.5 million.

Mr. TOWER. I accept the modifica-
tion suggested by the Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Texas (Mr. TOWER).

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. President, I am
happy to join my colleagues in support-
ing this amendment by the distinguished
Senator from Missouri (Mr. EAGLETON).

Clearly, Government spending has to
be reduced if we are to combat inflation
with actions and not merely words. And
this battle cannot be won unless the
good soldiers in the Pentagon do their
part.

The people of Iowa and, I believe,

Approved For Release 2005/06/09 : CIA¥RDP75BOO380R060700060017-5



S15572  Approved For Re.'E%i%é?&%’gf&%f'ﬁﬁ?@ﬁﬁBﬂqgﬁ&?TOgmoosoo17'August 211, 1974

across the Nation, overwhelmingly favor
cuts in military spending,

Economie good sense réquires it.

And careful attention, to the facts of
America’s military strepgth makes it
possible.

As 8 member of the Senate Armed
Services Committee, T am well aware of
numerous examples of waste, Iineffi-
clency, and overkill in this Defense budg-
et. Important cuts have already been
made diring the duthorization and ap-
propriation process. Regrettably, other
reductions which I favored were put to
a vote and failed to receive majority
support.

Those matters are not at issue now.
Whether or not we can sgree on spegcific
line item reductions, wé can certainly
agree that there is still # billion dollars
worth of flexibilty or padding in this
budget. .

Under this amendment, the Secretary
of Defense would have to make the hard
choices, avoided until now, on which ad-
ditional activities are enly marginal,
which programs can be slowed down or
deferred until later. i

Even with an $81 billion ceiling, we
could still have sufficient capability to
deter any attack. Our arsenal of strategic
nuclear weapons remains three times
that of the Soviet Uniof. Our nuclear
submarines remain invulnerable. We will
continue to build and buy the most med-
ern weapons—although we have a dis-
turbing tendency to sacrifce quantity for
only marginally better quality.

None of this muscle would be cut if we
had an $81 billion ceiilng. Instead, the
Pentagon would have to do what every
other agency of Government is doing,
and what every hard-pressed American
family is doing. . )

The American economy is caught in
the vise-grip of inflation and recession.
The remedy for inflatisn is reduced
spending; to overcome the recession, we
need job creation. :

Defense spending makes both of these
problems worse, for it produces goods
which consumers cannot Buy and it adds
less than other Government spending to
increased employment ahd productive
capacity. Most economisis agree that
more jobs would be created, and our
economy put on a sounder base in the
Tuture, by directing spending away from
the military and into more socially use-
ful programs such as eduestion, housing,
and health.

As Yale Prof. Bruce Russett concluded
after studying the relation of Defense
spending to the economy “over the past
30 years:

An exira dollar for deferge in any one
year has, on the average, Feduced Invest-
ment by 29 cents and the level of output in
the economy has been perminently dimin-
ished by the order of six or Eeven cents per
year for each defense dollar.

If invested, he points out, that dollar
would have produced 25 percent more in
additional production, in perpetuity.

After all, the strength of America does
not rest in its weapons alone. Our na-
tional security also depemds upon the
health and well-being of our people, the
vitality of our economy, the preservation
of our freedoms, and the removal of the

vast inequities which deny quality ving
to large segments of: our population.

We have been so obsessed by the threat
of external attack that we have ignored
or neglected the clear signs of our inter-
nal stagnation and decay. Families which
are struggling to pay skyrecketing bills
for food, clothing, housing, and educa-
tion are nevertheless taxed hundreds of
dollars each year to prepare for hypo-
thetical contingencies in dozens of coun-
tries around the globe.

We have hbecome prisoners of fear,
rather than hopeful workers for a truly
peaceful world.

Our defense planners have gone
largely unchallenged, and the end result
has been a military-technological-budg-
etary spiral that takes more froin our
pocketbooks and gives us less real secu-
rity in the long run.

We can take up this challenge. We can
demand a more prudent Defense budget
which preserves our military strength
without weakening the society fo be
defended.

e amendment before us now gives
us another opportunity to move toward
this goal. .

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, the prob-
lem 'of rising Federal expenditures is no
where more dramatically presented than
in the budget for national defense. A
strohg American Defense Establishment
has proved necessary to the safety of our
people, and the preservation of world
peace. But principles of fiscal prudence
demand that in defense, as tn all other
areas of Pederal sperding, unnecessary
Federal expenditures be cut from the
budget. -

My distinguished colleague from Mis-
sourl, Senator EscLETON, has proposed
that'the level of defense funding in the
appropriations bill pending before us to-
day be restricted to $&1 billion. His pro=-
posal would set the level of defense
spending $1.2 billion below the $82.1 bil~
lion recommended by the Senate Com-
mittee on Appropriations. It would still
allow an increase of $3.1 billion from the
level.of appropriations in the last fiscal
year.

Whether or not a defense spending
level of $81 billion is sound depends on
two kinds of eonsiderations—whether or
not that gross figure reflects an appro-
priate allocation of rational resources
compared with other Federal brograms,
and whether or not the speeific reduc-
tions in defense activities which would
have resulted from the funding leve! are
Justified. I believe that the cage has seen
made for the $81 billion funding level on
both these grounds.

Fram the standpoint of total national
priorities, the prudent reduction pro-
posed by Senator EAGLETON makes sense.

Of the $140 billion of this year’s fiscal
budget which is controllable by the regu-
lar appropriations procass, well over half
will go to national defense. National
security is eertainly a high-priority need,
but there are others. Just as we must
be prepared to pare down spending for
social programs to an appropriate level
within the total budget amount, we must
be prepared to make tough budgetary
choices in the area of defense. A reciuc-
tion of defense funding to $81 billion

would-still allocate 27 percent of the en-
tire Federal budget, and 57 percent of
controllable funding, to this purpose.

And with respeet to specific cuts, I be~
lieve that the careful analysis of the de-
fense budget reveals that additionsl save-
Ing from the level recommendec by the
Senate Appropriations Committe: can be
Justified.

The underlying case for = substantial
defense spending reduction has already
been made by the Appropriations Com-
mittee in its current recommendations
to the Senate. That egmmittee, and its
Subcommittee on Defense, both chaired
by the able Senafor frem Arkansas (Mr.
McCLELLAN) have made a conipelling
argument for the $5 billion reduction 1%
broboses from the level of the budget
request,

In presenting this amendment calling
for the $81 billion level, however, Senator
EscLeTON has argued-that adc itional,
specific cuts are justified. He points out,
for instance, that the $1.2 billion reduc=
tion in .defense spending could be ac-
complished by cuts thaf can be attributed
to 10 speeific defense program:. This
analysis concludes, in fact, that over
$2 billion in additional savings can be
achieved—more than enough to meet the
$81 billion ceiling. I ds not agree with
Senator EAGLETON on all these proposals.

But, earlier this year, on May 37, 1974,
I had occasion to prepare my own gha-
lysis of the Defense budget in prepara-
tion for a debate sponsored by the Ameri-
can Enterprise Institute on defense
spending. At that time, I corcluded
that slgnificant addittonal redictions
amounting to at least $5 billion would
not be unreasonable, and would certainly
not be unsafe to our nmtional Interests.
Among the examples I cited at that tima
were cuts i mahpower costs; cuts in
spending for conventional weapcns for
general purpose forces; £hrough elimina-
tion of ‘‘gold plating” weapons with ex-
pensive and unnecessary “extras.” and
increased emphagis on less expensive
weapons systems; cuts in strategic weap-
ons spending, including costly pregrams
for development of the B-1 bomber and
counterforce capability of our long-range
missiles; and cuts in wasteful foreign
military assistance. I ask unarimous
consent, Mr. President, that the state-
ment I made to th# American Enterprise
Institute on May 30, containing this anal-
ysis, be printed in the Recomp at the
conclusion of my remarks.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. MUSKIE, Our consideration of ap-
propriations bills this year, and rcy en-
dorsement of an $81 ‘hillion defense
spending level proposed in this araend-
ment, must of necessity be made without
the benefit of the budget review process.
That newly establshed process will be
based on detailed analysis of the individ.
ual camponents of the budget, and com-
prehensive study of the effects of spe-
cific ceiling levels on the ability of the
Government to meet its responsibilities
to the Amerfean people. The budget re-
view .process now being implemented,
which will be fully effective for the fiscal
year 1977 budget, will be based on a vear-
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long, and continuing analysis that will
provide us with the information to allow
us to make judgments about whether
specific budget cuts are appropriate and
effective.

A “ceiling” approach to budget cuts,
without the background of that analysis,
must be based on a careful balance of the
information we do have available now.
The most important component of our
existing budget decisionmaking process
is the work of the Appropriations Com-
mittee. But the report of the Appro-
priations Commitiee, of course, should
not be the last word in the Senate on the
spending level we approve. It is perfectly
appropriate that the commiitee’s pro-
posals should be open to review, and sub-
ject to revision or approval by the Sen-
ate as a whole. In the debate on this
defense appropriations hill; and the
amendment proposed by Senator EAGLE-
ToN, I believe a case has been made for
a deeper defense budget cut than that
committee recommends.

EXHIBIT 1 .
May 30, 1974.
STATEMENT BY SENATOR EDMUND 5. MUSKIE

Earlier this year, I spoke at the U.8. Naval
Academy on the subject of our foreign pol-
icy. My thesis was that the United States is
on the verge of a new coherence in its for-
elgn policy, a new sense of direction and
common purpose, and a restoration of the

- ibipartisan tradition in America’s foreign

relations.

This restored bipartisanship, I argued, is
based on a broad popular consensus on four
fundamental principles of American foreign
policy: first, that an isolationist policy is
not a viable option for America; second, that
the general direction of détente with the
Soviet Unilon and China is an important
“American interest; third, that our alllances
with Europe and Japan are still vital, not-
withstanding progress toward détente, and
should be emphasized; and fourth, that our
policies must reflect the growing interde-
pendence between the developed and under-
developed world, ' .

A foreign policy based on these principles
requires that America be strong militarily. I
belleve in a strong national defense. The
issue in this debate is not whether America
should be strong or weak—rather, it is
whether the Congress can make any signifi-
cant cuts in the Administration's defense
spending request for fiscal year 1975 without
undermining our securlty . interests or our

_foreign policy objectives. I am prepared to

argue that it can,

The President’s total budget request for
FY 1976 15 $304.4 billion. Of that, $141.8 bil-
lion is controllable by Congress through the
regular appropriations process. Of this por-
tion of the budget which Congress can con-
trol, well over half goes to national defense.
That is a sizeable amount. Fiscal conserva-
tives who have spoken eloguently on the
tendenéy of government to overspend—and
of modern bureaucracies to develop their own
entrenched interests—should surely look
with some skepticism at a defense budget
of this magnitude.

Hconomists may disagree among them-
selves on how large the federal budget should
be in a particular year—whether we should
have a budgetary surplus or deficit, and how
large the balance or shortfall should be. But
within any given budget ceiling, we politi-
clans cannot look to economists to tell us
how 1o order our budgetary priorities. That
is an obligation we have as representatives of
the people, and how we make decisions on
budgetary priorities affects not only our
own political futures but, far more impor-

tant, the future well-being of the entire
nation.

It is the job of the President to propose
a distribution of federal priorities, and it
is the responsibility of the Congress actu-
ally to make the hard choices. The Con-
gress, through the appropriations process,
must decide how much to spend on defense;
how much federal assistance to give to state
and local governments; how much assist-
ance should go to health, transportation,
education, or envirommental improvement.

Congress has the responsibility to make
spending decisions which reflect the needs of
the people. The nation’s securlty is certainly
a high-priority need, but there are others:
federal funding for education is now only
$7.5 billion; funding for drug &buse enforce-
ment and prevention is only $750 mililon;
for community development and housing,
only $6.4 billion; for pollution control, only
$700 million; for energy research, only $2.1
billion. Compare these figures to the Ad-
ministration’s defense budget of $92.6 bil-
lion.

In ordering our budget priorities, the Con-
gress must be prepared to trim back in one

‘category in order to increase spending in

another. My own view 1s that significant cuts

‘can be made in the President’s proposed de-

fense budget for FY 1975 which would free
up several billion dollars of additional re-
sources for helping to reduce the present tax
purden, for reallocating to other areas of
the federal budget, or possibly for hoth.

There is a pernicious view among those
who habitually oppose cuts in defense spend-
ing reflected in the oft-heard slogan “Where
national security is concerned, money Is no
object.”” This is a fine-sounding platitude,
but the_fact is that our total resources are
always limited and must be allocated among
many competing needs in our soclety. The
nation has always compromised on national
defense—even in wartime.

So tough budgetary choices must inevi-
tably be made in defense, as in all areas of
federal expenditure. While no President or
Congress wishes to shortchange the defense

effort, the unavoidable fact is that our so-.
clety has other needs besides military pow-

er,. Former Defense Secretary Robert Me-

‘Namara expressed it well when he said some

years ago: “I do not mean to suggest that

we can measure national security In terms of

dollars—you cennot price what is inher-
ently priceless.

But if we are to avoid talking in general-
ities, we must talk about dollars. For policy
decisions must sooner or later be expressed
in the form of budget decisions on where to
spend and how much.”

THE PRESIDENT’S BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR

1975

The Nixon Administration has proposed

-to Congress the largest peacetime military

budget in our history. The total request for
the Department of Defense is $92.6 billion,
To this figure, one can legitimately add the

‘miitary budget within the AEC—for nu-

clear weapons programs and the Illke—
which amounts to over $3 billion, and some
additional funds used by other agencles for
defense-related purposes. For purposes of
this debate, however, I will use the Defense
Department’s own figure of $92.6 billion as
the total request for FY 1975.

This spending request is an 'increase of
about $10 billion over last year's request: a
$10 billion Increase notwithstanding the fact
that we have withdrawn from Vietnam—the
costliest war In our history; notwithstand-
ing the fact that we have an arms control
agreement with the Soviet Union and that
we have entered Into a new era of negotia-
tion; and notwithstanding the fact that the
Nixon Doctrine calls for a much less inter-
ventionist forelgn policy than we have had
in the past. '

Only recently President Nixon sent to the
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Congress a message, accompanying the Re-
port of his Council of Economic Advisers, in
which he said: “Too much goavernment
spending is the spark that most often sets
off - inflationary explosions. ... We must
work together to cut where we safely can.
‘We must so discipline our present decisions
that they do not commit us to excessive
spending in the future.” What I propose is
that we apply the President’s tests to the
defense budget.

Secretary Schlesinger testified before the
Senate Armed Services Committee in Feb-
ruary that this year's defense budget request
in real terms ‘“means doing no more than
holding our own as compared to 1974.” The
basis for this remark is that the difference
betwéen the FY 1975 request of $92.6 billion
and the FY 1974 budget of $87.1 billion—an
increase of $5.5 billion—is barely enough to
cover pay and price increases. Technically,
the Defense Department’s 'figures are cor-
rect—except that there has been some du-~
bious manipulations of the statistical data.

The figure used by the Defense Department
as representing the 1974 defense budget in-
cludes two items which really do not make
sense for comparative purposes with respect
to the F'Y 1975 request. The first of these is
last year’s $2.2 billion emergency aid to Israel.
This figure is not a direct part of U.8. defense
costs, and the Defense Department has al-
ready announced that Israel will be expected
to pay back $1.2 billion of this.arms ald. As a
one-shot ald effort, these funds should be
subtracted from the FY 1974 defense figure
so as to provide a fairer comparison to the
¥Y 19756 request which includes no such
amount for Israel.

The second statistical manipulation which
serves to inflate the FY 1974 budget 1s the
retroactive inclusion of $2.1 billion contained
in the Supplemental Appropriations request
for purposes of buying new capability. Nor-
mally, Supplementals are reserved for -such
things as emergencies or cost overruns. Out
of the total Supplemental request of $6.2
billion for defense, several billion dollars can
legitimately be considered part of the FY
1974 budget—including, for example, a $3.4
billion figure for pay increases. But $2.1 bil- -
lion of the Supplemental request is intended
to increase inventory items such as ammu-
nition and other supplies, increase airlift
capability, accelerate production of the Tri-
dent submarine and, in Secretary Schles-
inger's words, to “buy certain high-value
weapons and equipment which are now in
short supply in our Services.” These funds
clearly represent an increase in real defense
resources and should require a new authori-
zation. This kind of request is normally sub-
mitted in the regular budget as a new pro-
poseal, rather than in a Supplemental.

Despite the attempted distortion, the Y
1976 request is still higher in absolute terms

. than any peacetime military budget in our

history. The Administration has attempted
to create the impression that this increase
results largely from military pay and the cost
of the volunteer force. But compared to FY
1974, other areas of the Mudget have been
increased even more: procurement is up 23.4
percent; research, development, test and
evaluation is up 15.9 percent; and operation
and maintenance is up 13.7 percent. By con-
trast, the costs for actlve duty military per-
sonnel have increased only 6.5 percent. If the
volunteer force were terminated, no more
than $760 million would be saved.

Finally, I should point out that Secretary
of Defense Schlesinger stated last February
before the House Defense Appropriations
Subcommittee that outlays for defense
“might have been a billion or a billion-and-a-
half dollars less in 1975 were it not for the
fact that additional spending was deemed
necessary to stimulate the economy. I do not
believe that increased defense spending—
which 1s not essential to our security—1Is the
wisest fiscal tool for stimulating our econ-
omy. This is so for several reasons: First,
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military spending ls generally sSlower in ims
pact than increasing other programe because
of built-in lags necessary for cost-effective
contracting. Second, countercjclical spend-
ing is less desirable through the Defenge De-
partment than through other agencies, be-
cause 1t cannot be targeted to particular geo-
graphic depressed areas as effeétively. Third,
military spending goes largely to industries
employing skilled, well-paifl wotkers, whereas
unemployment is most severs among un-
skilled, low-income people. Fourth, military
spending as a stimulus to the economy is
particularly wasteful, because instead of
creating social capital and providing services
vitally needed in our states, cifies and rural
communities, 1t creates only superfiuous mill-
tary hardware,

When economic circumstanges require s
stimulus, 3 more effective and fairer way to
pump demand into the economy would be to.
put extra spending power dirsctly into the
hands of working people who are hardest hit
by both recession and inflation. This could
be done through expanded and extended un-
employment compensation behefits, public
employment programs in hards=hit locantl_es,
a temporary reduction of the social security
withholding rate or a reduction in income
taxes in the lowest brackets.

WHERE CUTS CAN BE MADE

The format of this debate will not permit
a detalled analysis of the defense budget or
a systematic presentation of budget alterna-~
tives. There are & number of public policy or-
ganizations which have done eéXcellent work
in this field—-and their proposed cuts range
as high as $15 billion. I believe that reduc-
tiong amounting to at least five billion doilars

are not unreasonable—and cerfainly not un-~’

safe.

Let me give some specific examples. First,
in the ares of manpower costs, which amount
to over 55% of the total defense budget: The
number of men in uniform hss been drop-
ping in recent years, in line with our with-
drawal from Vietnam, the growing strength
of our allies, and our new deftermination to
avold military involvement in regtons which
are not vital to American interests.

gtill, far too many military personnel are
involved in performing direct or indirect
support tasks such as adminisfration, logis~
tics, training, or maintenance. Some of these
support troops should be reduced.

Moreover, the U.S. should make significant
reductions in the number of trdops stationed.
sbroad—bringing these men hiome and de-
mobilizing them, The United Statea at pres-
ent has 480,000 men in foreign countries—
300,000 in Europe and 180,000 in the Western
Pacific and Asia. We have 34,000 men iIn
Thailand, for no apparent purpose other
than possible reinvolvement in Indochina.
We have a full division in South Korea, 24
years after the outbreak of the Korean War,
event though the South Korean Army already
outnumbers thé North Korean Army by two-
to-one. Our troops in Europe tan be pared
down as well as our allies assume a greater
share of the burden for their own conven-
tional defense. A 25% reduction in U.S. forces
overseas would hardly signal an isolationist
policy.

This year, the Administration’is asking for
a further increase in the number of clvillan
positions in the Defense Depsrtment even
though there gére already ovér 1.I mitlion such
employees—neéarly one civilian for every two
in uniform. Excluding the Postal Service, the
Department of Defense has roughly as many
civilians as all othei federal agencies com-
bined.

The Senate Armed Services Committee has
already recommended a two percent cut In
military manpower and a four percent cut in
the civilian bureaucracy this year. I would
recommend additional manpower cuts beyond
this, emphasizing reductions in support
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troops and civilian bureaverats, saving our
taxpayers well over two billion dollars in
payroll and attendant operation and main-
tenance costs.

Moreover, it 18 time that something be
done about “grade creep” in the militery.
Surely it Is not essentlal to our naticn’s
security to have more fleld grade and fiag
officers Yo command a force of 2.2 million
men today then we had in 1945 to commend
& force of 12.1 million. Nor is our security on-
hanced by having 400,000 more sergeants
than there are privates in the Army, Navy
and Air Force. The Marine Corps doesn’t have
this problem—it has twice as many seccnd
lieutenants ag lleutenant colonels and 23,000
more privates than sergeants. If our Armed
Serviced had the same grade structure today
88 they did in 1964, we wou.d save about $700
million annually.

Second, in the area of conventlonal weap=
ona systems for our Glenersl Purpose Forces:
Here, defense planners have gradually moved
toward what is called & high-low mix—cer-
taln very expensive, maximum-capability
weapons systems complemented hy less sx-
pensive and less-capable alternatives. I wel-
come the trend toward less expensive alter-
natives at the lower end of the mix. Past
procurement trends have been foo spend«
thrift, favoring new weapons systéms equip-
ped with all the most advanced technologies
regardless of expense, even when gains in
performance were marginal,

For example, new fighters like the F-I4
cost 156-26 times what the jets of the Korean
War cost. Even taking into account infia-
tion, a Korean War sabrejet would cost about
$690,000 today—which happens to be about
the same price as the average total cost of
the new FPhoenix air-to-air misatle being
placed on the F-14 fighter. This tendency
to goldplate new weapons systems out of
proportion to real military necessity m-st
be controlled. i

Substantial savings—ranging from one to
four billion dollars—couldd be realized by
stretching out procurement of more expensive
weapons systems at the higher end of the
mix and by emphasizing “he lower end of
the mix where possible. Examples of expen-
sive wedpotis systems for which procurement
should be stretched out include the SSN-
688 nuclear attack submarine and the DD-
968 destroyer. Systems which might be cen-
celled altogether include A'WACS, the Navy’s
F-14 aircraft program and the Phoenix mis-
sile being developed for it. and the Army's
renewed proposal for the Main Battle Tank
(XM-1) —which the Congress wisely killed
in 1971, Examples of weapons systems at the
lower end of the mix which should be em-
phasized are the patrol frigate, the sea ccn-
trol ship and the VFX “austere” carrier alr-
craft proposal.

While the Pentagon has made much of the
alleged decline of our conventional forces
since the mid-sixties the truth is that cur
“peacetime” force for the seventies though
quantitatively somewhat smaller is quali-
tatively far more powerful than in the mid-
sixties. We maintain essentially the saine
number of tactical air wings. The Navy Las
the same number of attack carriers and
three times as many abttacx submarines.

The small decrease In the number of
ground divisions from 1914 to 16 during the
last ten: years has reflected deactivation of

forces remaining from the earlier Berlin .

bulldup and abandonment of plans to fight
2% land wars simultaneously in Asfa and
Europe. Given this perspective, the cries of
alarm about the alleged decline of our coa-
ventional power should be viewed with skep=-
ticism.

Third, I believe that cuts can be made In
the budget for strategic weapons systems, I
recognize that strategic forces account for
only about 20, percent of the U.S. defense
budget. But we are engaged in negotlations
with the Soviet Union designed to stabilize
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and hopefully to achlgve reductions in stra-
tegic nuclear weapons systems. We heedi notr
accelerate our gwn wéapons development at
this time on the theory that this would
strengthen our position at_the negotinting
table. : .

IL.am not suggesting unilateral reductions
in the strategic defense budget which might
undermine an gverall equality between our-
selves and the Soviel Uniekm. I support a
limited Tridest suBmearingd program—al-
though the pace of iy devélopment should
not be geared to producing bargaining chips
in the SALT negotiatfons. I slso support the
Navy’s request for funds to develop a smaller
submarine to Succeed our present Polaris/
Poseidon force, Our wundersea deterrent fs
the backbone of our strategle nuclear forces.

But I have serious doubts about the direc-
tions being taken in our sirateglc bomber
programs. The :B-1 bomber is a typical ex-
emple of a goldplated wesipon system in
financial difficylty. The un® cost of hese
blanes has been rising gteadily—now amcunt-
ing to over $60 milliok per plane. I am con-
cerned as to whether fts ability to penetrate
enemy sirspace might be omtpaced by ad-
vances in alr defense_technology before the
alrcratt is ready for development. My own
preference would be for the Air Force to
develop a less expengive stand-off bomber
capable of firing its midssiles from a position
outside of enemy territory. Cancellaticn of
the B-1 bomher program would save $500
million this year.

I also have se#ious questiods about the Ad-
ministration’s ¥elativaly modest reques: for
developmgent funds to improve the counter-
force capabilities of our sirategic missile
forces. These funds are to implement Sacre-
tary Schlesinggr’'s new strategy, invo ving
improvements ér chabges in the. targeting,
the command snd control, the accuracy, and
the yield of U.8. strategic nuclear weapor.s.

The military reason for this change is the
assumed need to fill a perceived “gap” a® the
lower end of the spectrum of strategic nu-
clear deterrence. Along with this, there 1is
the requirement, often. mentioned by Presi-
dent Nixon, to multiply the options aveil-
able to natlonal leaders in the event dster-
rence fails. Both of these reguirements cen
be satisfled, we are tald, by the institution
of greater flexibility ifi our targeting capa-
bility and in our Bardware. With more rapid
retargeting, with greater terminal accuracy,
and with greater warhead yield, national
leaders will obtain the abflity to fight con-
trolled or limited nuclear war by concenrat-
ing, if deterrenée fails, on so=-called mil itary
targets in a tit=for-tat fashion. This capac-
ity, 1t is said, will also enharice the psychol-
ogy or credibilify of deterrenge.

On the political side, a -paradiplomatic
function is8 claimed for the recommended
changes in U.S, strategic forces. Their advent
is expected to disabuse Sovied leaders of any
notions that they may have that their new
missile programs (the SS-X-16, S88-3-17,
889-X-18, and 88-X-18) will gain them a
commanding lead In strategic weapons, as-
suming that this is thelr pereeption er moti-
vation in this matter. Jf the Boviets see our
willingness to eonnmit pur lang lead in tach-
nology to the arms ¥ace, s0 the sceraric
runs, they will give up their own programs
and negotiate more productively in the stra-
tegic arms limitationtalks. Further, it is
anticipated, this U.8. posturé will reassure
our friends and allies, ponvinging them that
they can continue to rely of the American
nuclear umbrella despite Soviet bulldups:.

I feel certain that there are few, if any,
members of Comgress who doubt the desir-
ability of improving our congpand and con-
trol systems and our retargeting capacity.
What causes cancern gre improvements in
accuracy and yleld, especlally simultancous
improvements in thess areas. Here I would
like to recall the previous and emphatic
statements of ‘this Adminlstration, Loth
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Preside‘nt Nixon and former Secretary Laird,

. that the U.S. would resist any initiative that
. gave even “the appearance” of golng for a

first-strike or sgilo-smashing” nuclear force,
because 1t would be destabilizing and provoc-
ative. Accuracy and yield {mprovements, of
course, give precisely this appearance. Thus,
it i crueial that we know what now prompts
this dramatic reversal In national policy.

A guestion also arises as to what price
the U.S. will have to pay
ments of security which yleld and terminal
accuracy improvements are sald to give us.

What are the system-life costs of these
programs? Can we be sure that we are really

getting a greater degree of safety and secur-:

ity for our money? Or are we in fact buying
programs which will increase the risk of
nuclear war rather than diminish 1t?

The initial cost of following Secretary
Schlesinger's recommendations for . provid-
ing such options—new warheads, new guld-
ance systems, and advanced work on a nNew
ICBM—1s not large in relation to other de-
fense costs. The Senate Armed Services Com=
mittee has approved 877 million for research
and development in three programs: $32
million for accuracy improvements of the
Minuteman; $25 million to increase the yleld
of Minuteman warheads; and 820 million
for MARV (maneuverable reentry vehicles).
But these relatively modest funds could be
the opening wedge for programs which in
time could cost billions. I believe we should
sorutinize this proposal carefully before ap-
propriating these funds this year.

Finally, there is the Administration’s re-
quest for military assistance funds for for-
eign countries—amounting to nearly $3 bil-
1ion. I belleve that at least $1 billlon can
be cut from that figure, with moare. than half
coming out of the Administration’s $1.45 bil-
lion request for Vietnam. The American peo-
ple have been 1ed to believe that our in-
volvement in Southeast Asia 1s at an end,
and yet our continued assistance to South
Vietnam, Cambodia and-Laos is extraordin-
ary. It is time that we ask tough questions
concerning the relationship between all mili-
tary assistance and our real foreign policy
objectives.

To summarize, I believe that some cuts

can be safely made in these four areas of -

the Administration’s defense spending re-
quest for FY 1975: manpower, conventional
weapons, strategic weapons, and military as-
sigtance. Such reductions can be made, in
my view, without jeopardizing our national
security or our overall foreign policy ob-
jectives.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the question is on
agreeing to the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Missourl (Mr. FEAGLETON).

The yeas and nays have been ordered
and the eclerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from Alaska (Mr.
GRAVEL) , the Senator from Indiana (Mr.
HarTKE), the Senator from Wyoming
(Mr. McGzE), the Senator from South
Dakota (Mr. McGovERN), and the Sen-
ator from Alabama (Mr. SPARKMAN) are
are necessarily absent.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Utah (Mr. BenNETT) and
the Senator from New Jersey (Mr. CASE)
are necessarily absent.

T also announce that the Senator from
Iinois ¢(Mr. PErCY) is absent on official
business.

T further annourice that, If present and
voting, the Senator from New Jersey (Mr.
Case) and the Senator from Illinois (Mr.
Perey) would each vote “nay.”
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to get the Incre- -

The result was announced-—yeas 37,
nays 55, as follows:

[No. 875 Leg.]

. YEAS-37
Abourezk Hughes Pell
Bayh Humphrey Proxmire
Biden Javits Reandolph
Burdick Kennedy Ribicoff
Church Mansfield Roth
Clark Mathies Schwelker
Cranston Metcalf Stafford
Eagleton Metzenbaum  Stevenson
Fulbright Mondale Symington
Hart Moss Tunney
Haskell Muskie williams
Hatfield Nelson
Hathaway Packwood
NAYS—b55 )

Aiken Dole Magnuson
Allen Domenliel McClellan
Baker Dominick McClure
Bartlett Eastland McIntyre
Beall Ervin Montoye
Bellmon Fannin Nunn
Bentsen Fong Pastore
Bible Goldwater Pearson
Brock Griffin Scott, Hugh -
Brooke Gurney Scott,
Buckley © Hansen willlam E.
Byrd, Helms Stennis

Harry F., Jr. Hollings Stevens
Byrd, Robert C. Hruska Taft
cannon Huddleston Talmadge
Chiles Inouye Thurmond
Cook Jackson Tower
Cotton Johnston Weicker
Curtls 1L.ong Young

NOT VOTING—8

Bennett Hartke Percy
Case McGee Sparkmean
Gravel MceGovern

So Mr. EAGLETON’S amendment was re-
jected. )

Mr. THURMOND. Mr., President, I

‘move to reconsider the vote by which

the amendment was rejected.

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to. '

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr, President, it
{s certainly no secret that the US.
economy is the major problem facing
our Natlon. Furthermore, it is certainly
no secret that the U.S. economy is a
complex mechanism, with many parts,
some of which are currently sending out
contradictory signals.

We appear trapped in an economic
morass, unable to find our way out of
an Alice-in-Wonderland atmosphere
which provides only more mazes and
more confusion.

T believe, along with others, that no

one policy, no single action can resolve
our problems and alone restore our econ-
omy to stability and prosperity. For that
reason, I recently joined with four of
my colleagues in proposing a domestic
summit conference on the economy—=a
conference which would design & set of
recommendations, a policy package, to
deal with the various needs in our econ-
omy. Such a conference—and such an
integral approach to our problems—is,
I believe, imperative, and I am pleased
that President Ford has decided to hold
such & summit and that preparations,
some of which were announced yester-
day, are underway.

That conference is however, some
weeks off, and during those weeks the
Senate will have not only the oppor-
tunity, but also the responsibility to ex-
amine closely one aspect of our econ-
omy—Federal spending. During those

_they also tackled

weeks the Senate will be considering a
number of appropriations bills for fiscal
1975—including the two largest billg——
the defense appropriation before us now
and the Labor-Health, Education, and
Welfare bill to come after the impending
recess. : .

While -the Senate has indicated sup-
port for a $295 billion ceiling on fiscal
1975 appropriations—which represents a
reduction of some $10 billion in the budg-
et request—recent tabulations suggest
we are approximately $1 billion over the
budget as a result of actions already
taken and yet to come are the two major
funding bills—the two bills which must
be considered the principal potental ob-
stacles to spending reductions. This is
where a true test comes. This is where
Congress can either demonstrate its
ability to come to grips with budgetary
matters or reveal its inability to make
hard choices, to deftermine priorities
among the proposals before us. -

T believe we have a good chance of
proving our ability. The budget request
for defense was over $87 billion—more
than one-fourth of the entire budget re-
quest. The House reduced this to $82.9
billion and the Senate Appropriations
Committee to $81.5 billilon—some $5.5
billion below the budget request,.

T believe the entire Appropriations
Committee and especially its distin-
guished chairman, the Senator from
Arkansas, who also heads the Defense
subcomittee, are to be highly commend-
ed. Not only have they tackled the diffi~
cult job of reducing Federal spending but
it in one of the two
most difficult budget-cutting areas. :

Furthermore, they have cut in a re-
sponsible and reasonable manner. In re-
cent weeks, a number of efforts to reduce
spending on an across-the-board basis
have been made. I have been associated
with these efforts. Some have character-
ized this as a meat-ax approach, and
that characterization is, to some extent,
true. When applied to a single bill, it fails
to differentiate among those programs
which can withstand reductions and
those that will be severely damaged by
them. When applied to a number of bills
it fails to differentiate among those that
have been subjected to close serutiny and
frugal considerations and those which
have not. Yet, in many cases, when re-
ductions must be made, such an approach
is the only tool available, the only means
of achieving one’s desired ends. .

We can, however, I believe, be pleased
that we do not have to apply such an
approach to the defense appropriations
bill. This bill deals with the security of
our country—the responsibility which
rests at the heart of this and every other
government in the world. It involves pro-
grams and strategies which must be ex-
amined and evaluated one by one. For-
tunately, that is what has been done in
this case.

The subcommittee and the committee
took some significant actions which are
likely to affect not only this appropria-
tions bill but a number of defense appro-
priations bills in years to come.

It went straight to the core of a major
cost item—U.S. troops stationed over-
seas. I, for one, do not believe we can
bring every American troop home from
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abroad and I recognize the very serious
consequences of undermining the Euro-
pean troop reduction talks or the status
quo in Europe. At the_same time, I am
cognizant of the very high financial cost
imposed by the maintenance of forces
abroad and the apparent lack of a com=~
prehensive plan for determining the
number of troops which are needed
there. I share the committee’s conclusion
that reductions can take place and I be-
lieve the proposed 25,000 reduction by
March 81, 1975, is a good initial step.

I also share the comimitiee’s concern
over the proliferation and seeming du-
plication of missiles. The committee re-
quest for detailed infgrmation on the
various missiles before the next budget is
presented and before the next fiscal year
begins should provide a_fruitful area for
examination and should lead to efficiency
and economy in the development and
procurement of weapons.

Elimination of the duplication of test

facilfties also bears further investigation.

Finally, the departments of govern-
ment—and not only Defense—will have
to learn—as the American consumer is
doing—to consider the impact of infia-
tion. Inflation has far-reaching conse-
quences and we must seek to evaluate it
in a consistent way, as the committee re-
port mafdates.

For these reasons——thg substantial re-
ductions made in committee, the con-
cerns expressed in the committee report,
and the indication that gdditional, more
detailed examination of costly defense
items will be forthcoming—I have de-
cided to support the committee recom-
mendation. This is not to suggest that it
would be impossible to sgueeze out an-
other dollar here and there or that the
committee should relax its future efforts
to curtail spending. But, this position is
taken in recognition of the outstanding
work which has been done and in the
hope of more of the same to come.

The defense appropriations bill in-
volves many programs, many policies. It
involves our concepts of parity and nu-
clear sirategy and our efforts to save the
world, including ourselves, from a hor-
rendous destruction. It involves our con-
ventional forces who must protect us
from any who might seek to intimidate
or influence us with nonnuclear military
power. It involves our efforts to insure
open seas both for our protection and our
economic well-being. )

We cannot afford to misunderstand or
underestimate these needs. But neither
can we afford idle and inefficient ex-
penditures. The secret is finding the pro-
proper balance. I believe the pending bill
moves in the right direction and offers
even greater hope for the years to come.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I would
like to ask the distinguished chairman
of the Defense Appropriations Subcom-
mittee, Mr, McCLELLAN, a question cori-
cerning the report language dealing with
military sales to forelgn countries, which
appears on pages 15 and 16 of the defense
appropriations bill report.

The report language emphasizes the
“political and economic impact of for-
eign military sales of the United States
and recipient foreign countries.” The
committee expressed particular concern
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“that long-term security Interes:s of the
United States might be jeopardized by
large cash sales of sophisticated weapons
systems in areas of potential confilet.”
The report continued:

Recent arms sales to the Midcle East,
Greece, and Turkey have created severe poli-
ti¢al, military, and economic repercussions
on both the United &tates and the interna-
tional community. These conflicts, weaken
detente, threaten superpower confrontation,
and have profound economic consejuences.

Most Importantly, the Defense Appro-
priations Committee concluded that—

At present, Congress has li¥tle meaningful
statutory control over cash eales which are
the largest category of foreign military sales.

The committee henceforth will require:

Prior notification of future cash sales of
military equipment to foreigh governments
which exceed $25 million; provide for the
introduction of new weapon systems to the
inventory of foreign armed forces; cr when
cumulative military cash sales to any foreign
government exceed $50 million in any fiscal
year.,

Mr. President, as you know significant
portions of this reporting procedure
parallels language of my amendment to
the Foreign Military Sales Act which
passed the Senate last year, but which
was removed in conference along with
the majority of the Senate provisions.

While I commend the distingished
chairman for recognizing the potential
consequences of these massive sales of
arms and for establishing this miecha-
nism whereby the Department of Defense
will report to the Senate ‘Defense Ap-
propriations Committee, I still kelieve
that significant features of the ¥elson
admendment still should be put into law.
I intend to reoffer my amendment, but I
belleve that the appropriate legislation
to amend is the Foreign Assistance Act,
which will be debated after the Labor
Day recess, and not the defense appro-
priations bill.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I want to thank the
distinguished Senator from the State
of Wisconsin (Mr. Nersown) for his kind
words.

The language in the report requiring
the Defense Department to give prior
notice of certain future cash sales of
military equipment to foreign govern-
ments merely evidences our concern over
the impact of these transactions. The
committee felt that it would be desirable
to have this information on hand as
another factor in making determina-
tions about production and procurernent
of military weapons. It is certainly not
our intention to preempt this field.

I commend the distinguished Senator
from Wisconsin for his efforts in this
area and want to assure him that the
committee does not in any way mean to
preclude his amendment to the Forzign
Military Sales Act.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, the Depart-
ment ‘of Defense appropriation bill we
are considering today has been cut by
$51, billion, or 6.3 percent, from the
budget request. The level of spencing
reported in the Senate hill of $82 billion
reflects a “bare bones” expenditure for
defense and should be effective in com-
bating inflation. Since inflation is one of
the greatest problems in our country to-
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day, I feel this appropriation bill is a
great step forward in resolving that
problem,

EARLY EFFORT

Several weeks ago, the junior Senator
from Kansas initiated, led, and par-
ticipated in several efforts to razduce ap-
propriation bills to hold down Federal
spending. Since those efforts began, the
Senate has passed the conference re-
ports or Senate versions of five appro-
priation bills reflecting a reduction of
more than $1 billion from tke budget
request. During that time, the Sensie
Appropriation Committee has made an
effort to determine our essential priori-
ties and make even greater cuts in Fed-
eral spending.

The Senate Appropriation Committee
is to be highly commended for their de-
termined efforts to hold down Federal
spending and inflation. Their reduction
of the defense appropriation bill by $534
billion is exemplary. The efforts of the
committee will go a long way toward
holding down inflation. Because of the
committee’s efforts in holding defense
expenditures to the bare miniraum, we
are now faced with a whole new picture.

The cut made on the DOD appropria-
tion bill is nearly five times as much as
made on all the other approprialion bills
put together. It is more than half of the
total reduction being sought in the Fed-
eral budget this year. At the same time,
I would not vote for further increases in
the spending under this defense budget.

DEFENSE I8 VITAL

Since the Senate Appropriation Com-
mittee has reduced spending to the bare
minimum level, we should at the same
time resist further reductions in the level
of spending. As the President recently

- stated before both Houses of Congress,

nothing is more important in this Na-
tion than our national defense. As the
President pointed out, we must not re-
cede from our position of parity with the
Soviet Union in military strengih to a
position of No. 2. A recent survey showed
that the vast majority of the people in
Kansas and across the country are di-
rectly opposed toa No. 2 position in mili-
tary strength.

The $5 billion cut by the Senste Ap-
propriation Committee reduces defense
spending to the bare minimum. Because
of this, I must oppose the amendment
offered by the Senator from Missouri
(Mr. EAGLETON) to cut the defense budget
by another $1 billion. Such a Iurther
reduction would weaken our defense pos-
ture dangerously and, in all likelihood,
would put us in a No. 2 position of mili-
tary strength in the world. Another $1
billion cut from the defense budget would
threaten our national defense posture. 1t
would also increase the probability of the
outbreak of conflicts all around the
world. The interest of peace in the world
is very great for the United States. We
must avold reducing our defense posture
to the point where our own peace and
the peace of the world is in danger.

SPECIAL EXPENSES FOR DEFENSE

The inflation factor for defense ex-
penditures is especially high. Fuel costs
for the Department of Defense have
been especially acute in driving up de-
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fense expenditures. Yet 1t is obvious
that our military vehicles and afrcraft
cannot function without fuel.

There have béen numerous pay in-
creases in the military which have also
driven up defense expenditures. Military
pay has been made comparable with
civilian pay. This measure was passed
by Congress and has contributed greatly
to rising defense expenditures.

The Senator from Missourl (Mr.

FacLETON) has indicated that he is dis- .

turbed that we are getting much less de-
fense for much more money. While I
share the Senator’s concern in this mat-
ter, I maintain that the way to get more
defense for our money 1s not to take
away the money. The way to improve

the cost efficlency in our Defense Estab-

lishment is for the Congress to take a
greater role in the oversight of our de-
fense programs. We must take greater
care in establishing priorities for spend-
ing to insure that wasteful programs are
stopped. .

But, Mr. President, we cannot achieve
a better and more cost efficient defense
by taking away too much money. We
are already at a bare minimum spending
level and to cut the budget further is
inviting disaster.

REDUCTIONS ALREADY MADE

In recent years, numerous cutbacks in
our Defense Establishment have already
been made. It is my position that we
should not maintain an excesslvely large
Defense Establishment. However, it is
my position and the position of the peo-
ple of Kansas and the Nation that we
must maintain an  adequate defense
posture. -

Trom 1968 to 1974, the number of per-
sonnel was reduced from 3.6 million to
9.1 million in the Department of Defense.
In the same period, the Soviet Union has
increased its military strength from 3
million to 3.8 million men. This year, we
are planning a 32,000 man reduction in
the number of civillan personnel.

In the budget reported to the Senate
by the Appropriation Commilttee, our re-
search and development program in de-
fense has already been reduced to “bare
bones.” The R. & D. program in defense
has been the key to maintaining our mili-
tary superiority. The $1 billion reduction
proposed by the Senator from Missourl
would further reduce our military R. & D.
program. Considering the reductions al-
ready made, such a cut could be dis-
astrous.

Mr. President, again I support the
Senate Appropriation Committee in their
efforts in reducing defense expenditures
to a bare minimum. I support their ef-
forts and feel that they have been ade~
quate. The Senator would hope that
further reductions can be avoided and
that an increase from the Senate de-
fense appropriation can be avoided as
well in the conference committee.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that there be a 10~
minute limitation on the vote on passage
of the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. (Mr.
JounsToN). Is there objection? The
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered.

The bill is open to further amend-
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ment. If there be no further amendment
to be proposed, the question is on the
engrossment of the amendments and the
third reading of the bill.

The amendments were ordered to be
engrossed and the bill to be read a third
time.

The bill was read the third time.

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

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The hill
having been read the third time, the
question is, shall it pass?

On this question the yeas and nays
have been ordered, and the clerk will call
the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from Alaska (Mr.
GravEL), the Senator from Michigan
(Mr. Harr), the Senator from Indiana
(Mr. HarTkE), the Senator from Wyo-
ming (Mr. McGeEg), the Senator from
South Dakota (Mr. McGovERN), and the
Senator from Alabama (Mr. SPARKMAN)
are necessarily absent.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Utah (Mr. BenNeETT) and
the Senator from New Jersey (Mr. CASE)
are necessarily absent.

T also announce that the Senator from
Tinois (Mr. PErcY) s absent on official
business.

T further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from New Jersey
(Mr. Case) and the Senator from THinois
(Mr. Percy) would each vote “yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 86,
nays 5, as follows:

[No. 376 Leg.]

YEAS—86

Alken Ervin Muskie
Allen Fannin Nelson
Baker Fong Nunn
Bartlett coldwater Packwood
Bavh Grifin Pastore
Beall Gurney Pearson
Bellmon Hansen Pell
Bentsen Haskell Proxmire
Bible Hathaway Randolph
Biden Helms Ribicoft
Brock Hollings Roth
Brooke Hruska Schweiker
Buckley Huddleston Scott, Hugh
Burdick Humphrey gcott,
Byrd, Inouye william L.

Harry F., Jr. Jackson stafford
Byrd, Robert C. Javits Stennis
Cannon Johnston Stevens
Chiles Kennedy Stevenson
Church Long Symington
Clark Magnuson Tatt
Cook Mathlas Talmadge
Cotton McClellan Thurmond
Cranston McClure Tower *
Curtls McIntyre Tunney
Dole Metcalf Weicker
pomenicl Metzenbaum  Williams
Dominick Mondale Young
Eagleton Montoya
Eastland Moss

NAYS—b6
Abourezk Hatfield Mansfield
Fulbright Hughes .
NOT VOTING—9

Bennett Hart McGovern
Case Hartke Percy
Gravel McGee Sparkman

So the bill (H.R. 16243) was passed.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which
the bill was passed.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I move to lay
that motion on the table.

' 1lations, or which would require &
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The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. McCLELLAN, Mr. President, I
move that the Senate further insist on
its amendments and request a further
conference with the House of Repre-
sentatives on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses thereon; and that the Chair
be authorized to appoint the conferees
on the part of the Senate.

The motion was agreed to; and the
presiding officer appointed Mr. McCLEL-
LAN, Mr. STENNIS, Mr. PASTORE, Mr. MaG-
NUSON, Mr. MaNSFIELD, Mr. SYMINGION,
Mr. Young, Mr. Firuska, Mr.-COTTON, and
Mr. Case conferees on the part of the
Senate,

ENROLLED BILL AND JOINT
RESOLUTIONS PRESENTED

The Sgcretary of the Senate reported
that on Meust 20, 1974, he presented to

the Presi@nt of the United States the
enrolled TR (S. 2510) to.-establish an
Office of ¥ederal Procurement Policy
within the%®ffice of Management and
Budget, an@for other purposes; and-
today, Auguf21, 1974, he presented to

the Presideny
following enrd

8 the United States the
ed joint resolutions:

§.J. Res. 66. Afoint resolution fo author-
ize the erection W a monument to the dead
of the First Infafgky Divislon, U.8. forces in
Vietnam; :

S.J. Res. 220. AY
for the reappoints
Burden as citizeny®
Regents of the Smig

S.J. Res. 221. A 1%
for the reappointme
as citizen regent of}
the Smithsonlan Iry

S.J. Res, 222, A
vide for the appointiig
Mann as citizen regeg
gents of the Smithsoll

nt resolution to provide
t of Dr. William A. M.
egent of the Board of
sonian Institution;

ht resolution to provide
of Dr. Caryl P. Haskins
ge Board of Regents of
fitution; and

t resolution to pro-
t of Dr. Murray Gell-
of the Board of Re-
hn Institution.

THE 1980 WINT@R OLYMPICS

Mr. MANSFIELD. 3. President, I ask
the Chair to lay beforg@he Senate a mes-
sage from the House § Representatives
on Senate Concurrentgesolution 72.

The PRESIDING FFICER
JomnsTon) laid beforéhe Senate the
amendment of the Hougfkof Representa-
if resolution (S.
& invitation to
the International Olympis
hold the 1980 winter Ol

and pledging the coopersg
port of the Congress of
which was on page 2, line }
dition” insert:

nited States,

in all respects fit within thi
and adopted State plans, rul Rond regula-
tions respecting the entirety ofs he Adiron-
dack Park; and be it further 3

Resolved, That Congress sh 2
port, financially or otherwise, s
or plans which are in conflict wig
or spirit of those laws, plans, rulg )

not sup-
activities
L the letter '
pnd regu-
Mmodifica~

tion of them.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. Pr§
move that the Senate conct
amendmert of the House of Rel
tives.

The motion was agreed to.

Approved For Release 2005/06/09 : CIA-RDP75B00380R000700060017-5




S 15578 Approved For Releagt RO S ARORE

AMTRAK IMPROVEMENT ACT
OF 1974

dr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask§he Chair to lay before the Senate
a meSggge from the House of Represénta-
tives ofREL.R. 15427. ‘ .

The RESIDING OFFICER .(Mr,
JouNnsTON) $gid before the Senate a mes-
sage from th@House of Representatives
announcing 1% disagreement to: the
amendment of Wee Sepate to the hill
(H.R. 15427) to ¥gend the Rail Pas-
senger Service Act%p 1970 to provide
financial assistance to%he National Rail-
road Passenger Corp&ation, and_for
other purposes, and re#desting a con-
ference with the Senate oMighe disagree-
ing votes of the two House thereon.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I _moWgthat the
Senate insist upon its ‘smendient and
agree to the request of the Hoe for a
conference on the disagreding Wies of
the twq Houses thereop, and th¥k the
Chair be authorized to gppoint thegion-
ferees on the part of the Senate.

The motion was agreed to; and t#
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. MagNtH
SON, Mr, HARTKE, Mr. TONNEY, Mr. PEar-1
son, and Mr. BEALL conférees on the part
of the Senate. -

YOUTH CONSERVA’I}ION CORPS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, in
behalf of the Senator from Washington
(Mr. Jackson), I ask the Chair to_lay
before the Senate a message from the
House of Representatives on S. 1871, .

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
JoHNsTON) laid before the Senate the
amendment of the House of Represent-
atives to the bill (S. 1871) to amend the
Youth Conservation Corps Act of 1972
(Public Law 92-597, 86 Stat. 1319) to ex-
pand and make permanent the Youth
Conservation Corps, and for other pur-
poses, as follows: :

Strike out all after the enacting clause, J
and insert: That the Act of August 13, 19764

(84 Stat. 794) 1s amended t6 read as follo
“POLICY AND PURPOSE ;

SECTION 1. The Congress finds thaji@he
Youth Conservation Corps has demo SR
& high degree of success as a pilot gleram
wherein Ameérican youth, ‘represe e all
segments of soclety, have bgnefitegs
ful employment in the health{{lF
atmosphere of the national parly
national forest system, othe?f p
water areas of the United, .
thelr employment have devé
and maintained the natura}
United States, and whereg
youth have gained an 2
appreciation of the
and heritage equal to i
of study, 1t is accorgd)
this Act to expand
Youth Conservation
ther the developng¥

tes and by
ed, enhanced,
ources of the
n so doing the
derstanding asnd
oh's environment

full academic year
gly. the purpose of
Bt make permanent the
orps and thereby fiir-
t and maintenance of
the natural res es by America’s youth,
and in so doing JiF prepare tHem for the ulti-
mate responsibiifty of maintaining and mén-
aging these MPsources for” the American
people. i - .

“YOITH CONSERVATION CORPS

“Sec. 2,38) To carry out-the purposes’ of
this Act, #here is established in the Depart-
ment ofgfne Interior and the Department of
Agriculire a Youth Conservation’ Cofps
(hereighfter referred to as the ‘Corps’). The
Corp§fshall consist of young men and Wonten
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who are permanent residents of the United
States, its territories, possessions, trust ter=
ritories, or Commonwealth of Puerto Rico
who have attalned ags fifteen but Fave not
attained age nineteen, and whom the Sec-
retary of the Interior or the Secretary of
Agriculture may employ without regard to
the civil service or classification laws, rules,
or regulations, for thes purpése of develop-
ing, preserving, or maintaitiing the lands
and waters of the United States.

“(b) The Corps shall be open to youth
from all parts of the country of bo:h sexes
and youth of all soclal, economic, and racial
classifications with ail Corps members re
celving compensation consistent with work
accomplished, and with no person being em-
ployed as a member o2 the Corps for a term
in ‘excess of ninety days during any single
year.

“SECRETARIAL DUTIES AND FUNCTIONS

“Sec. 3. (a) In cartying out this Act, the
Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary
of Agriculture shall—

“(1) determine the areas under their
ministrative jurisdictions which are apR
priate for carrying out the programs
employees of the Corps;

“(2) determine with other Federy
cleg the areas under the adminis
risdiction of these agencies which
priate for carrying out programs
Brs of the Corps, and deterng

opriate work and edugd

W and select
$n programs
by members

alfgeprojects for particips;
y Corps;

“(IEkdetermine the

and oY

of
of pay, hours,
¥mployment in the
mbers of the Corps
be Federal employees
lrpose of chapter 171
offEiatles Code, and chapter
RS States Code;

i such transportation, lodg-

conditions ¢
gept that al]
. deemegi

of title 28,7
81 of title 579
“{4) provid

Ing, subsistg g and other services and

equipmen . may deem necesgary or

approprigdior thiflaeeds of members of the
eir duti

Corps 1ny
d lation to insure the
plifare of the Corps

Fomulgate
Fhealth, and Y
s, and
provide to the &ent possible, that
Pnanent or semi-permafilnt facilities used
7 Corps camps be made Jleilable to local
hools, school districts. Statiunior colleges
cation insti-
tutions for use as environme#M /ecological
education camps during pericHBof nonuse
by the Corps program. k.
Costs for operations maintenance,
ing of Corps camp facilities duri
of use by non-Corps programs as
any liability for personal injury or pi
damage stemming from such use sh&
the responsibility of the entity or orgalriiiiiy
tion using the facllity and shall not be a 8
sponsibility of the Secretaries or the Corp

“(pb) Existing but unoccupled Federal fa-
cllities and surplus or unused equipment
(or both), of all types including militery fa-
cilitles and equipment, shall be utilized for
the purposes of the Corps, where aprropri-
ate and with the approval of the Federal
agency involved. To minimize transgporta-
tlon costs, Corps members shall be employed
on_ conservation projects as near to their
Places of residence as is feasible.

“{¢) The Secretary of the Interior and the
Becretary of Agriculture may contract with
any public agency or organization or any
private nonprofit egency or organization
which has been in existence for at least five
years for the operation of any Youth Con-
servation Corps project.

“GRANT PROGRAM FOR STATE PROJECTS

“SEc. 4. (a) The Secretary of the Interior
and the Secretary of Agriculture shall jointly
establish & program under which grants
shall be made to States to assist them in

00380R000700060017-5
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meeting the cost of projects for tte employ-
ment of young men and women to develop,
preserve, and maintaih nonFederal public
lands and waterg within the 5. For pur-
boses of this se¢tion, the tglilf ‘States’ in-
cludes the District of ColyiiBia, the Com-
monwealth of Puerto Ric Virgin Islawmds,
Guam, the Trugt Te of tae Pacific
Islands, and Americaniifmoa.

“(b) (1)-No grant y@F be made nnder this
section unless an plication therefor has
been submitted d ‘approved by the Sec-
retary of the or and the Secretary of
Agriculture. application. shall be in
such form, 3 ubmitted in such manner,
leg shall jointly by regulatisn
dd shall coritain-—

MWirances satistactory to the Secre-
Bt individuals employed nder the
for which the application iz subnitt-
1 (1) havé attaified the age of fifteen
ot attained the sge of nineteen, (1)
ermanent residents'of the Unised States
1ts territories, possessions, or she Trust
erritory of the Pacific Yslands, (ii1) be em-
ployed without regard to the persoinnel laws,
rules, and regulations applicable to fulltime
employees of the applicant, (iv) be employed
for a peried of riot motre than ninety days
in any calendar year, and (v) be employed
without regard to thel¥ sex or social, eco-
homic, or racial elassifieation; and

“(B) such other information as the Secre-
taries may jointly by regulation prescribe.

“(2) The Secretaries may approve applica-
tions which they determine (A) to meet the
requirements of paragraph ( 1) and (B) are
for projects which will further the develop-
ment, presérvatioh, or maintenance of non-
Federal public lands of waters w.thin the
Jurisdiction of thé applicant.

“(c) (1) The armount of any grant under
this section shall be determined Jointly by
the Secretaries, éxcept that no grant for
any project may exceed 80 per centum of
the cost (as determined by the Secretarles)
&f such project. -

“(2) Payments -under grants urnder this
section may be made in-advance or by way
of relmbursement and at such Intervals ang
on. such conditiofis as the Secretaries find
necessary.

“(d) Thirty per centum of the sums appro-
priated under section 6 for any flscal yeay
shall be made avallable for grants under
this section for stich flsgéal year.

““SECRETARIAL REPORTS

“8Ec. 5. The Secretary of the Interior and
Secretary of Agriculture shall annually pre-
bare a joint report detailing the activitles
carried out under this“Act and rroviding
recommendations. Each report for a program
year shall be submitted concurrently to the
President and the Congress not laier than
April 1 following the close of that program
year.

“AUTHORIZATION OF APPROFPRIATIONS

“Sec. 8. There are authorized to be appro=
ated amounts not to exceed $60,000.000
Mcach fiscal year, which amounts shall
jade available: to the Secretary of the
er and the Secretary of Agriculture
out the purposes of this Act. Not-
fing any other -provision of law,
propriated for any fiscal year to

carry o Act ghall rémain available for
obligatioll@nd expenditure until the end
of the fisd ear following the fiscal year

rigted.”.

gd 8. 1871 by decreasing

ized to be aporopri-
ear for the funding
givation Corps from
ied in the Senate
B is the only sub-
een the House
s legislation.

$100 million, as c'
bill, to $60 million:. THA
stantive difference b}

and Senate versions of*
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HIGHLIGHTS

Senate received address from Pres;dent Ford, and passed Defense appropria- -

tions bill,

House cleared solar heating, geothermal energy, and juvenile justice bills

for the President.

Senate

Chamber Action
Routine Proceedings, pages §15407-S15494

Bills Introduced: Eight bills and one resolution were
introduced, as follows: S. 3935-3042, S. Res. 389.

Pages S 15411, § 15426

Bills Reported: Reports were made as follows:

S. 1939, to prohibit so-called “pyramid sales trans-
actions,” with an amendment (S. Rept. g3-1114).

S. Res. 389, requesting an additional $8s,000 for
expenses of Committee on Government Operations
(S. Rept. 93-1115) (referred to Committee on Rules
and Administration).

S. 1134, to promote the conservation and orderly
development of the hard mineral resources of the deep
seabed, with an amendment (S. Rept. 93-1116) ;

H.R. 6395, designating as wilderness certain lands in

the Okefenokee National Wildlife Refuge, Ga., with

an amendment (S. Rept. 93-1117) and

S. 2888 conveying certain federally owned lands to
the Inter-Tribal Council, Inc., Miami, Okla., with an
an amendment (S. Rept. 93—1118)

S. Res. 360, requesting supplemental funds for Special

Comnmittee on Aging, with amendments (S. Rept. 93~ -

1119);
S. 3838, authorizing the Federal Reserve Board to

regulate notes issued by bank holding companies, with
amendments (S. Rept. 93-1120) ;

S. 3042, authorizing funds for fiscal years 197577 for
the Department of Commerce to promote tourism in
the United States through the U.S. Travel Service (S.
Rept. 93-1121);

S. Res. 358, requesting additional funds for Judiciary
Subcommittee on Representation of Citizen Interests
for inquiries and investigations (S. Rept. 93-1122); and

S. Res. 365, to print and distribute memorial tributes
to former Senator Wayne L. Morse (S. Rept. 93-1123).

Page § 15411

Bill Referred: HR. 16102, Emergency Daylight
Saving Time, was referred to Committee on Commerce.

Page $ 15410

Bills Passed:

Nevada land: Senate took from calendar, passed
with committee amendment, and sent to the House
S. 3518, to remove the cloud on title with respect to
certain lands in Nevada, Page § 15407

Arapabo National Forest: Senate took from calen-

~ dar, passed with committee amendments, and sent to

the House S. 3615, authorizing transfer of certain Colo-
rado lands to the Secretary of Agriculture for purpose
of their inclusion in the Arapaho National Forest.

Page S 15407

Tobacco: Senate took from calendar, passed with-
out amendment, and cleared for the White House
HL.R. 6485, to make nonquota types of tobacco subject
to quotas when grown in areas where quota tobacco is
grown and the two are indistinguishable.  page s 15409

J. Allen Frear Building: Senate took from calen-
dar, passed with committee amendment, and sent to the
House S. 3815, designating the Federal Office Building
in Dover, Del,, as the “J. Allen Frear Building”.

Pages 5 155015 15502

Defense appropriations: By 86 yeas to 5 nays, Sen-
ate passed H.R. 16243, making appropriations for the
Defense Establishment for fiscal year 197s, after taking
further actions on amendments proposed thereto, as
follows:

Adopted:

(1) Proxmire amendment No. 1811, limiting to 218
the number of enlisted personnel which may be assigned
to high-ranking military officers to meet their official
responsibilities. : Page S 15518

(2) Hathaway amendment to strike section batring
the use of funds to pay price differential on contracts
hereafter made for the purpose of relieving economic
dislocations, Page § 15520

(3) Muskie amendment No. 1834, to bar use of funds
to develop Conus Over-The-Horizon (OTH) radar
system for period beginning with date of enactment
and ending May 31, 1975. Page § 15526

D 1037
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(4) Kennedy amendment No. 1835, to bar the use
of any-funds to stockpile war materials for use by any
Asian country except to the extent authorized by title
VII of this act, or by the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961
or the Foreign MilitarySales Act. Page S 15553

(5) Modified Tower amendment adding $18.5 mil-
lion to maintain prodaction line on the Bell UH-1H

type Army helicopter. Page $ 15571

Rejected:

(1) By 21 yeas to 71 nays, Goldwater amendment (to
Proxmire amendment No. 1810) to delete all funds for
military assistance for” South Vietnamese forces.

Page S 15500

(2) By 44 yeas to 47nays, Proxmire amendment No.
1870, reducing from $700 million to $550 million funds
for military assistancesfor South Victnamese forces.

Page S 15494

(3) By 37 yeas to 55:nays, Fagleton amendment No,
1830, to reduce by approximately $x billion, to a ceiling
of $81 billion, total appropriations in the bill.

Page § 15528

Senate insisted on its amendments, requested con-
ference with the House, and appointed as conferees
Senators McClellan, Sténnis, Pastorc, Magnuson, Mans-
ficld, Symington, Young, Hruska, Cotton, and Case.

Page S 15577
Pages S 15494-5 15501, S 15518~5 15577

Feathers and downs: Senate passed H.R. 11452, pro-
viding for the temporaty suspension of duty on certain
feathers and downs after agreeing to committee amend-
ments, and to two othér amendments proposed thercto,
as follows:

(1) Curtis amendment to extend for 1 year the
present law requiring that the Federal employee health
program be coordinated with the medicare program;
and Page S 15579

(2) Bayh amendment to exclude from estate tax the
first $200,000 (now $60,000) of the value of family
farms. ' - Page $ 15579

Pages § 15579-§ 15581

Gas Pipeline Safety: Senate took from ‘desk, passed
without amendment and cleared for the White House
H.R. 15205, authorizing funds to extend provisions of
the Natural Gas Pipeline Safety Act of 1968.

Page S 15581
Address by President Ford: Senate received an address
from President Gerald R. Ford. The President was
escorted to and from the Chamber by Senators Mans-
field, Robert C. Byrd, Moss, Bible, Fulbright, Ervin,
Metzenbaum, Hughes, Scott of Pennsylvania, Griffin,
Cotton, Bennett, Tower, Brock, Aiken, and Gurney.

Page S 15538

Vietnam Veterans: Senate agreed to the conference

report on H.R. 12628, to increase training benefits and
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to improve educational programs for Vietnam era vet-
erans, thus clearing the measure for further action of
the House. Pages $ 15502-§ 15518

D.C. Indigent Defense: Senate agreed to the confer-
ence report on S. 3703, autherizing a plan for the Dis-
trict of Columbia to provide dcfense counsel for indigent
defenders in criminal cases, thus clearing the measure
for the White House. Page S 15528

Economic "Developmént Administration: Senate
further insisted on its amendment to H.R. 14883, to
extend authorization for the Economic Development
Administration, and returned the measure to the

House. Page S 15500

1980 Winrer Olympics: Senate agreed to the House.
amendment to 8. Con. Res. %2, extending an invitation-
to the International Olympic Committee to hold the
1980 winter games at Lake Placid, N.Y., and pledging
the cooperation and support of the Congress of the
United States, thus completing action on the measure.

Page S 15577

Amtrak: Senate insisted on its amendment ta H.R.
15427, authorizing funds for the National Railroad
Passenger Corporation for fiscal year 1975, agreed to
conference with the House, and appointed as conferces
Senators Magnuson, Hartke, Tunney, Pearson, and
Beall. )

Youth Conservation Cotps: Senate agreed ro the
House amendments to S. 1871, to expand and make
permanent the Youth Conservation Corps, thus clearing
the measure for the White House. . pages s 15578—5 15570

Page 515578

Appropriations—State, Justice, and Commerce:
Senate laid down for further consideration tomorrow
H.R. 15404, making appropriations for fiscal year 175
for the Departments of State, Justice, Commerc:. and
the Judiciary, and by unanimous consent, it was sgreed
that there will be a 1-hour time limitation on an amend-
ment (to be offered by Senators Ervin and Nelson) to
bar use of funds for national security wiretaps without
warrants. Page & 15581

Presidential Communication: Senate received a con-
munication from the President transmitting request for
an amendment to the fiscal year 1975 budget in the
amount of $537,355,000 for certain activities of the Office
of Education, Department of HEW, referred to Com-
mittee on Appropriations and ordered printed as S.
Doc. 93-103. :

Page < 15410
Confirmations: Senate confirmed the following somi-
nations:

Roger W. Sant, of California, to be an Assistant Ad-
ministrator of the Federal Energy Administration;;

Jack B. Kubisch, of Michigan, te be Ambassador 1o
Greece;

Richard L. Sneider, of New York, to be Ambassador
to the Republic of Korea; and . '
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® 15404
CONCLUSIOMN OF MORNING
B INESS

The PRESIDI OFFICER. The time
for morning busfhess has now expired.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPRO-
PRIATION ACT, 1975

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under the
previous order, the hour of 10 a.m. hav-
ing arrived, the Senate will now resume
consideration of H.R. 16243, which the
clerk will report.

The second assistant legislative clerk
read as follows: ‘

A bill (H.R. 16243) making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the flscal
year ending June 30, 1975, and for other
purp_oses

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The pend-
ing question is on the amendment of the
Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. PROXMIRE),
No. 1810. The time on this amendment is
divided equally between and controlled
by the Senator from Wisconsin (Mr.
Proxmire) and the Senator from
Arkansas (Mr. McCLELLAN) . The vote on
the amendment is to occur at 11 a.m.
today.

Mr. PROXMIRE, I yield myself such
time as I may require.

MILITARY AID TO SOUTH VIETNAM

Mr. President, I want to make clear
what this amendment does and does not
do. '

First, it would establish a ceiling on
expenditures for U.S. military assistance
to. Vietnam at the level accepted by the
Senate Approprlatlons Committee last
year—that is, 1973, for the 1974 budget.

During consideration of the fiscal year
1974 defense appropriations bill, the full
Appropriations Committee reduced mili-
tary assistance funding to $650 million.
About $100 million of this was for Laos.

Since money for Laos is no longer con-
tained in this bill—its in the foreign aid
bill—the equivalent figure for Vietnam
military assistance as reported out by the
Appropriations Committee last year was
$6560 million. ]

That is the same level as my amend-
ment would establish. It is not a drastic
amendment or a radical amendment or
an amendment that'would leave Vietnam
high and dry. It would give them the
some amount the Senate recommended
last year.

There is another set of figures we will
hear about during this debate. The ad-
ministration asked for $1.6 billion last
year. We ended up giving them a ceil-

" ing of $1.126 billion. This happened when
the lower figure of $650 million on the
Senate side was compromised with a

- larger House figure.

I do not want to mislead anyone. That
was the final figure approved after the
canference last year.’

But the fact remains that the only
time that the Senate voted on the in-
dividual item of military assistance to
Vietnam last year during the appropria-
tions debate, the Senate accepted $100
million for Laos and $550 million for
Vietham. That was the Senate position.
That is what we took into conference.
That is what my amendment would re-

store for the fiscal year 1975 bill—the
same amount of $550 million.

Yes, this amendment would be a re-
duction from what the Pentagon ended
up with last year. No, this amendment

* would not be a reduction from what the

Appropriations Committee recommended
and the full Senate accepted last year.
It would be holding the line at the same
level.
UNITED STATES GIVES MORE AID

Last night, Senator KENNEDY percep-
tively pointed out what U.S. diplomats
have been saying about the purpose of
U.S. military aid to Vietnam. The pur-
pose, it was stated by U.8. Ambassador
Graham Martin, was to keep support for
each side in balance. That means that the
support the United States would give
South Vietnam and the support the

Soviet Union and the People’s Republic,

of China would give North Vietnam
would be kept in balance.

Has this been the case? We have the
definitive figures from the Defense In-
telligence Agency to put that into per-
spective. The estimates by the reputable
DIA indicate that except for an increase
in aid in 1972, military assistance by
the People’s Republic of China and the
U.S.8.R. to North Vietnam has been de-
clining yearly.

Tn 1973, the U.S.S.R. gave $175 million
in military aid to North Vietnam, and the
People’s Republic of China gave $115
million, for a total of $290 million. If
those figures are not correct, I think we
should know the source before impugning
them. They come from the Defense In-
telligence Agency. They may be wrong.
If there are better figures, let us have
them, and let us find out why the De-
fense Intelligence Agency is not telling
us the truth.

That same year, the United States

spent a total of $5.3 billion in Southeast -

Asia,

Over the longer period of 1966 to 1973,
the Defense Intelligence Agency statis-
tics show that the United States spent
29 times as much in Indochina as the
Soviets and PRC combined. This amounts
to $2.57 billion from the U.8.S.R. and
$1.08 billion from the PRC.

The United States, on the other hand
spent $107 billion in the same period
including $10.4 billion in direct military
aid. And that flgure for U.S. expendi-
tures probably is far on the conservative
side. It may be closer to $140 or $150 bil-
lion when everything is included related
to those expenditures.

Mr. President, who are we kidding?
That is not balancing military aid by
any stretch of the imagination. If it is,
the U.S.S.R. and PRC are getting the
bhetter end of the deal. Ask any taxpayer
if a military standoff with expenditures
29 times as large on one side as the other

-is an economic or military victory.

Every year we hear the same cries of
doom. If the bill does not contain $700
million, Vietnam will go down the drain.
If the bill does not contain $1 billion,
Vietnam will go down the drain. If the
bill does not contain $1.5 billion, Viet-
nam will go down the drain.

The latest to issue such an alarmist
appeal was the State Department. They

/@le/ R J6 24T
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said that if we do not appropriate $1 bil-
lon, it will weaken the South Vietnamese
to the point that they cannot defend
themselves, and Hanoi might be tempted
to launch another 1972 type offensive.

Well, the Senate and House Appro-
priations Committee have already vio-
lated that rule. According to the State
Department, South Vietnam should now
be going down the drain.

I cite this letter from the State De-
partment as evidence that the point of
doom is whatever the current budget re-
quest is. Does anyone find that unusual?

To ask for less than the administration-

requests for anything is to invite dis-
aster; Whatever they ask for is bhare
bones. Whatever we try to cut is en-
dangering security and inviting disaster.
Such is the state of rethoric and the art
of jawboning the Congress.

We heard yesterday that to approve the
Proxmire asmendment is to predetermine
that South Vietnam will have to aban-
don large segments of the country.

And yet both the Frelinghuysen report
from the House Foreign Affairs Commit-~
tee and the testimony of Gen. William B.
Caldwell before the . Senate Armed
Services Committee earlier this year in-
dicates that the Salgon regime has in-
creased its population control by 6 per-
cent since the ceaseflre and its control
over hamlets by 770.

At one time I thought that the cease-
fire established in 1973 meant that both
sides were to occupy only the territory
where they were at the time.

That is what article 3, section B, of
the Paris agreement says:

The Armed Forces of the two South Viet-

namese parties shall remain in place.

But that is not what has happened.
Both sides have continually violated the
ceasefire agreements. Until this time, the
government forces seem to have gotten
the upper hand in terms of hamlets
controlled.

We will also hear that once Vietnam
goes Communist, because we cut $150
million from their budget, then Thai-
land will go Communist, and Burma, and
Cambodig and the rest of Southeast Asia.

That is the old domino theory. But T -

would like to add a new twist to the old
theory. It goes like this:

If the Senate does not reduce unnec-
essary military spending—the largest
controllable item in the Federal budget,
then inflation  will continue to rage,
Americans will be able to purchase less,
confidence in Government will continue
to fall, industry will reduce production,
the money market will fail, and we will
have economic chaos beyond our wildest
dreams. That is a real domino theory to
ponder and it is a lot closer to home.

Mr. President, it would be one thing
if we knew that the U.S. dollar given to
Vietnam went for an efficient and effec-
tive purpose. Some support for Vietnam
is necessary, we all recognize.

But what happens to our dollars now?

Any man here who has talked with
those who have been in Vietnam can give
a ready answer to that question. The U.S.
dollars go into the pockets of the cor-
rupt bureaucracy in Vietnam. Black mar-
ket operations abound. Here are some
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disease, several questignable policy deci-
slons wgre made, causing much adverse
reactiorMfrom the medica] professionsl
comm p 2

As the Mgw organizational lines far
agencies witIfig the Office of the Assistant
Secretary for Mgalth became more clear-
ly defined, the Bygreau of Quality Assur-
ance was created Wthin the Health Sery-
ices AdministratioMg-all of which were
under the Assistant Shgretary—to imple-
ment the Professional Ygandards Review
Organizations which ha% also been cre-
ated by other provisigns§ef the Socigl
Security Amendments of B\J2. Because
several elements of the kiv k pbrogram
were similar to PSRO funcfior the Bu-
reau of Quality Assurance agtivelgsought
to put-that program under,its urtigrella.
When assighed that program, the BY reatl
of Quality "Assurance also_had no %aff
experienced with kidney disease. B@A

then obtained three staff members with

experience in the kidney .disease flelg%

who were detailed from other agencies.
These personnel were assigned 10 mgnths
after the passage of Public Law 92-603,
They came into an atmosphere clouded
with bureaucratic infighting involving
the Bureau of Health Insurgnce, the Bu-
reau of Quality Assurance, and the Office
of Policy Development agd Planning,
coupled with the preoccupation within
the Bureau of Quality Asgurance with
PSRO's. - : :
The most immediate result of this bu-
reaucratic and alphabetical jungle was
delay. Simple policy decisions often took
more than 8 weeks for lqw level ap-
proval, with higher level approval often
taking twice as long. In fact, HEW’s
policy statement which outfined its eri-
teria for operation of the program was
first drafted in November of 1973, but
did not get approved until April of 1974,
Bince July 1, 1973, the ESRD program
has functioned under interim guidelines

which were drafted in the days immegd

diately preceding the Jbeginning ope

ating date of the program. There is gdfi-
eral agreement that the interim progfam
had several flaws which created gfhfu-
sion and aroused opposition amoffg pa-
tlents, doctors, hospital, and #fterme-
diaries. There was no effort magk to pub-
lish the guidelines in the Fedegfll Register
or to make them availablgf for public
comment prior to putting em inta ef-
fect. This procedure legfes significant
questions as to the leggl hasis for tha
interim program. This # further compli-~
cated by the fact thagfihe agsignment of
the ESRD programfto thé Bureau of
Quality Assurance fas never made part
of & formal deleggfflon of authority from
the Secretary offHEW. This may have
had the effect #f nullifying BQA’s au-.
thority to draff and implement the pro-
gram since {fe statutory amthority for
ESRD appegfed to be with the Bureay of
Health Insyfance under its general medi-

care respofisibilities. :
While All the wrangling was taking

place within the Office of the Assistant

Secret, of Health, the Bureau of

Health Insurance, within the Social Se-
curlyy Administration, was beginning to
regfize the importance of the ESRD pro-
EIAm as a prototype for sny kind of

%ecalth care, the kidney program

grration of national health ¥

catastrophic or national health insurance
program. This realized, coupled with the
growing interest within Congress to re-
move the Sacial Security Administration
from HEW caused BHI to reassert its
role in ESRD.

In April of this year, the Bureau of
Quality Assurance belatedly announced
the broad policy issues on which the
ESRD program will be based, It is ad-
ministering the programn under the in-
terim guidelinés established by the Oifice
of Policy Development and Planning and
has set a timetable for the publication
of final regulations in early 1975. So far,
minimum utilization rates have not been
established, nor have medical review
boards been established. Both are re-
quired by law. Considering all of the
hurdies which the program still has to

overcome, it is unlikely that it will be in

full swing until late 1975—3 years aft
Congress passed the legislation.
As national attention focusegs

SYpres the need for Congress to deg
tIMRly with the HEW bureaygfracy in
ordig to assure that the lawgfhre faith-
fullexecuted. Such divegl® topics as
natioffal health insurancgfhealth plan-
ning dgencies, and meg#cal manpower
are undeg active congifferation by Con-
gress at tls time, by¥Pthese subjects fall
within diffdgent cogfmittee jurisdictions.
If we allow fle ngow strictures of com-
mittee, jurisdigtdh to cloud our view of
this subject, jiere can be no coherent
approach togfhifnational health insur-
ance debaly

We cagfavoid e;'~ pitfall by creating

an ad hg?® Committe®on National Health
Insurggfte to consist W members of the
Fingige, Labor and Puiilic Welfare, Vat-

eralf, and Appropriatiot@Committees, or
offfthe appropriate subfemmittees of
glose committees; to begirfoint consid-
ance and
provide the Senate with a cierent re-
port on the need for it and thifdminis-
trative problems which may aMge. That
is the only way we can take a Sgggerent
approach to one of the most irnffrtent
subjects to come before Congress Mgtnis
half of the 20th century. %
The ad ‘hoc committee would makdl
possible for the various committees wi¥

an interest in national health insurarics
to share information and evaluations of 3

proposed legislation. In the long run, it
will also Help Congress to oversee the
Federal health bureaucracy more effec-
tively.

Mr. President, the end-stage reral
disease program is but one example of
the failure of the executive branch to
implement the law in a proper and timely
fashion and of the difficulties which Con-
gress has in performing its oversight
function. I intend to do all that I can tg
make the ESRD program work, but I
hope that we all can learn from its mis-
takes before they are repeated on a mas-
sive sctale in any national health
insurance program we adopt.

R v
ILLINOIS FINDS ERT:S VALUABLE -
Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, while no

line agency in Illinois yet uses ERTS

imagery, the Centet for Advanced o,
putation—CAC—at’ the Universit
Illinois is finding ERTS data tod
valuable input to an experimep
use mapping comptter systengi¥#e
veloped at the center. 4
Mr. President, 17ask yi

sent that the letter'I had® received from

rey, director, bu-
ate of Illinois, be

There being $¥ objection, the letter
was ordered tgibe printed in the Recoro,
as follows: i

M7 oss, ]
&P, Commiltee on Aeronautica, and
e Sciences, Washington, D.C.
AR CHAIRMAN Moss: In response to your
of June 24 to Governor Walker re-
ggrding the merits of establishing an opera-
onal ERTS asystem, please be advised that
at present no line agency within the state
uses ERTS imagery, iowever, the Center for
Advanced Computation (CAC) at the Uni-
versity of Illinols is finding ERTS data to
be a valuable input t¢ an experimental land
use mapping compuier system being de-
veloped at the Center,
Sincerely,

) Hav Hovey,

Director, Bureaw of the Budget.

SENATOR MANSFIELD

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, during the
past week, the Senate has noted with
pleasure and with pride the historic rec-
ord of service established by the distin-
guished majority leader, Benator Mans-
FIELD,

The Senator froth Montana has re-
acted with characteristic modesty, but
it is clear to all who know him that
the many tributes have been richly de-
served and the many honors have been
rightly earned. In setting a new record of
tenure, he has carried out his respon-
sibilities with competence and with ci-
vility. Each Member of the Senate has
personally benefited from his counsel, his
consideration, and his cooperation. The
people of Montana ‘and, indeed, all the
citizens of our land, have been well repre-
sented by MIKE MANEFIELD.

It is, I believe, no coincidence that this
former professor has become a texthook
model of an effective Senate leader. His
approach to leadership and life has heen

a]lmarked by rationality and respect

Bor others. His fairness has been espe-
®B1ly appreciated by those of us on the
Flbublican side of the aisle. As a result
Wenversations with my father-in-law,
te Senator Everett Dirksen, I be-
dintimately aware of this quality
gore I came to the Senate.

Senatgy MANsSFIELD and Senator Dirk-
sen wo quietly and effectively in
moving al@ scheduling the business of
the Sena t as Senator MaNsrFiELD

“SRorr do toddy. This gave a
‘Mg to the term “joint lead-
&8 subtle manner thst is
e of good leadership,
amed the results of
g the landmark leg-
pf the past decade.

Senator MansrieLf%continued leader-
ship, his guidance antgood judgment,
will be just as importan@as we face the
challenges of the years ahéid.

they molded and
what we recoghize

islative achievement
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pictures of black market goods taken
from U.S. depots and PX's. You can rec-
ognize goods from Sears, Lipton tea,
fans, coolers, radios, hi-fi's, electric saws,
grinders, scales, thermos, blankets, ten-
nis rackets. Anything you can buy or
steal from a PX, a U.S. Government
warehouse, or a U.S. supply depot can
be found on this black market.

And the person who pays for it is Uncle
Sam and the taxpayers of this Nation.

We know about the thousands of
“ghost” soldiers added to military pay-
rolls—that is, nonexistent soldiers, sol-
diers that do not exist, but added to mili-
tary payrolls—for which the United

States pays about 40 percent of the sal- -

aries and the corrupt officers and offi-
cials reap enormous profits and benefits
from it. That has been documented.

South Vietnam’s 92 generals have only
recently been ordered to cut their per-
sonal staffs of chauffeurs, bodyguards,
and servants from 36 to 11 each. They
have also been told that they must make
do with two rather than four motor ve-
hicles. That is where U.S. tax dollars have
gone. Think of it. Only 11 chauffeurs and
servants each.

Why should the American taxpayer be
required to provide that kind of fat and
waste and extravagance to South Viet-
nam in a time of inflation, when we are
all being hit as hard as we are?

Evidence has also been uncovered re-
cently that a number of new American
A-37’s worth $500,000 each—are being

- dismantled and sold for scrap on the
black market in Saigon. A police raid on
an illegal scrap operation yielded the
wings of 15 planes as well as substantial
amounts of other U.S. made military

" equipment which were being readied for
foreign export. :

We ship it to them. They tear it down
and export it out of the country for a
profit. That is where U.S. dollars go.

Obviously, Mr. President, in wartime,
we know there is waste. In wartime, we
know there is extravagance and, often,

" corruption. But what we can do about it
is to cut the amount available. This is the

one action we can take. We cannot ad-

minister this program. But we can make
the amount available so limited that it
will be used for the purposes they have
to use it for and should use it for, to de-
fend their country.

Mr. President, there is $150 million that
will be used for graft and corruption in
this bill if there is a penny. The only
thing worse than a dollar spent abroad
when we need it here at home is a dollar
spent abroad and utterly wasted in cor-
ruption.

Mr. President, we are supposed to be
keeping South Vietnam strong and free.
Unfortunately somewhere along the line
the American concept of “free” has been
dropped from that phrase.

‘The distihguished Senator from Rhode
Island (Mr. PasTORE), spoke on this yes-
terday and pointed out the fact that
President Kennedy, in that great address
he made to the country when he was in-
augurated, said that we would meet any
burden, no matter how heavy it might be,
in the cause of freedom. We believe in
freedom. We will hélp freedom. The ques-
tion is whether we are helping freedom

N

when we provide this kind of assistance
to the South Vietnamese military gov-
ernment that has the track record it has.

I admit it is better than a Communist
regime by far, and I admit that we should
do everything we can to prevent a Com-
munist regime. But I say we do not do
that when we provide such abundant
funds that they can have this kind of
luxurious, wasteful, expensive, extrava-
gant operation. .

I trust that no one here will say that
South Vietnam is a democracy where
freedom of speech flourishes and dissent
is the building block of compromise and
moderation.

We are not building democracy in Viet-
nam. That may well be impossible. The
roots of that society are not easily
grafted with the American model of
democracy and freedom. -

So why do we hide under the charade
that in some way we are preserving peace
and freedom for the people of South
Vietnam?

We are supporting South Vietnam for
geopolitical purposes. That support

should continue for geopolitical purposes..

But there is a limit to everything and
the American people have met the limit
with huge sums of money for the regime
in South Vietnam.

The $550 million is enough. It would
have built hundreds of hospitals in the
United States, provided mass transit for
tens of thousands, begun research on
new medical cures for the diseases of our
people, provided a maintenance income
for our poor or even built five new Sen-
ate office buildings if you will pardon the
reference to our own boondoggle.

Mr. President, it would also provide
tens of thousands of houses at a time
when housing is so urgently needed and
when unemployment in the construction
trades is so high.

Enough is enough. Let us draw the line
at $550 million and tell the South Viet-
namese that their defense rests first on
the will of their own people; that they
will stand or fall in the long run not by
the amount of U.S. aid but in the com-
petition between efficiency and lassitude,
good government and corruption, free-
dom and repression, land reform and
oligarchy.

Such has it always been in that region
of the world.

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

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr.
will the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time? )

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I yield
the distinguished Senator from Arizona
5 minutes. .

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona is recognized.

Mr. GOLDWATER, Mr. President, we
have heard the figure 8 to 1 on this floor
quite often in the last few days, and I
think this ReEcorp should be made clear.
This is a report I put in the Recorp on
July 10 of this year: :

Evidence presented in these reports also
put the lie to the preposterous new myth
that the United States is providing eight to
twenty nine times the amount of military
aid to South Vietnam as the Soviet Unilon
and China are providing to North Vietnam.

President,
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Comparing apples with apples, that is hard-
ware with hardware, Communist military
ald to North Vietnam is only slightly less, if
that, than the comparable level of United
States military aid to South Vietnam. -

Congressional critics of United States sup-
port for South Vietnam would compare esti-
mates of hardware ald alone, such as weap-
ons and ammunitions, by the Communists,
with the total program of our ald to the
South which includes not just the cost of
hardware, but the cost of rations, clothing,
transportation ' from the United States,
training, and so forth. These same critics
would calculate our program over the period
prior to the conclusion of the Cease-Fire
Agreement, a perlod when the war was still
in full progress, while ighoring Communist
shipments since the Cease-Fire which, as
these reports have revealed, enabled North
Vietnam to send illegally over 50,000 soldiers,
1,000 artillery and anti-aircraft pieces, 400
tanks and enormous stockplles of ammuni-
tion to its invading forces in South Vietnam.

Looking again at this ratio of 8 to 1,
the latest figures that I have, made
available to me by the Department of
State on August 2 of this year, however,

“and using our best estimate based on

hardware costs alone, indicate that in

1973, we outspent the Russions and the

Chinese at most by a ratio of just over

4 to 3—about $400 million for us as com-

pared to about $290 million for them.

I think, in all due respect to my friend
from Wisconsin, he should have this
clear, that we not only supply hardware,
munitions, and so forth, used for war, but
we are building hospitals, we are supply-
ing medical ald, we are supplying food,
we are paying for transportation, we are
paying for the training of Vietnamese
troops, pilots, and so forth, in this coun-
try. So let us get this straight in the
REecorp: We are doing for South Viet-
nam far, far more than just shipping
them aircraft, tanks, and the hardware
of war, and it is not accurate to com-
pare the total costs of all these programs
with the cost of Communist hardware
aid alone. -

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this report from the State
Department be made "a part of my
remarks. )

There being no objection, the report
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows: }

COMPARISON OF U.S. MILITARY AID TO SOUTH
VIETNAM WITH COMMUNIST AIp TO NORTH
VIETNAM
Recently released intelligence estimates of

Chinese and Soviet military aid to North
Viet-Nam have been compared to the cost
of our milltary aid to South Viet-Nam under
the MASF (Military Assistance, Service
Funded) program, to Indicate that we are
vastly outspending the Chinese and Soviets
in Viet-Nam. Such comparisons are grossly
‘misleading. This is because the estimates of
ald to the North include only military hard-
ware costs, while the MASF figures cover the
total costs of the program, i.e., not just the
cost of the hardware but also the costs of
rations, clothing, spare parts, gasoline, amin-
tenance, transportation from the U.S., trans-
mitting, procurement, ete,

It is impossible to be precise in comparing
Sino-Soviet aid to the North with our atd to
the South because of the necessarily incom-
pletely and fragmentary nature of our intel-
ligence information as well as various cost-
ing and accounting difficulties. However, our

~ best estimate, based on hardware costs only,

indicate that in 1973 we outspent the Rus-
sians and Chinese by & ratio of just over four
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to there (about $400 mmioxi;;for us a8 com-
pared to $290 million for thém). :

There are several reasons Why we have to
spend somewhat more mongy to help the
South Vietnamese defend thelr country than
the Chinese and Russians spend to help
North Viet-Nam invade 1t, but the most fun-
damental reason is that it is more expensive
to guard s bank than to rgb it. Thus the
. South Vietnamese defense forces are neces-
sarily larger and more cosfly to maintain
than the Communist forced, because they
must defend virtually &ll of their country—
the clties and towns, the roads and railroads,
the rice flelds and factories—and they must
defend it all of the time; while the Commu-
nist main forces are free to mass and attack
at times snd places of their choosing. With
a considerably smaller and less expensive
force structure, therefore, the Communists
can often bring supérior arms to bear on any
given battlefield in South Viet-Nam.

It has been suggested that regardless of
the relative value of U.S. military aid to
the South and Sino-Soviet add to the North,
U.S. intelligence estimates indicate that In
1973 the Norh received slightly less than
half what it recelved in 3972. and con-
sequently our aid to the South should be cut
correspondingly. In fact, & already has
been—in FY 1973 it amounted to $2.3 bil-
lion, and dropped to $1.0 billlon in FY 1874.
This latter level has not beéén sufficlent for
us to replace South Vietnamese losses at
the one-for-one rate permitted by the Parls
Agreement.

Moreover, Sino-Soviet mjlitary ald over
the years has allowed the North to build up
massive stockpiles of equipihent and muhni-
tions in the South and adjacent base aréas
in Laos and Cambodia. We estimate these
stockpiles could support an expanded North
Vietnamese military campaign in the South
for about 18 months, even without further
replenishment. On the othet hand, we have
never built up such stockpiles for the South
Vietnamese, maintaining only about a two-
month inventory of most categories of am-
munition and other expendables. Conse-
quently, reductions in our 81d to the South
have a much more immedigte impact than
Sino-Soviet reductions in ald to the North.

Finally, basic to U.S. combat doctrine,
which we successfully imparted to the South
Vietnamese, 1s the concept of achieving
meaxtmum effect with minimal loss of per-
sonnel. This requires high squipment utili-
gation and expenditure of ordnance, as com-
pared to the North Vietnamese cantept of
relatively higher expenditufe of manpower.
The South Vietnamese (and American) way
of waging war costs more money, but it
saves lives. Cuts in U.8. assistance and con-
sequent shortages in somé military itéms
have already resulted in a Prelatively higher
Bouth Vietnamese casunlty tate, and further
cuts In our aid would produce an e¥en
greater casualty rate.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 1
have only a few minutes. The Senator
will have to yleld on his time. :

Mr. PROXMIRE. If the Senator will
yield on my time, I ask that I have some
time so that I may discuss it briefly with
the Senator from Arizonsa.

I think that the Senator from Ari-
zona makes an excellent point. The fact
is that a great deal of what we give is
not used for hardware for tough, mili-
tary purposes. It should be. We have an
economic aid program, ioo. The Com-
mittee on Forelgn Relations has recom-
mended half a billion dollars, $5600 mil-
lion, of economic aid. This $550 million
should beé confined to the sinews of war—

the ammunition, the tanks, the planes,
and so forth.

Mr, GOLDWATER. But it is not.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Well, if the Pentagon
is not doing that, all we can do is pro-
vide the funds.

Mr, GOLDWATER. 1 just gave the
Senator some figures, and it runs adout
$400 million, not $550 million.

I suggest to the Senator from Wiscon-
sin that he amend his amendment to
knock out all aid to South Vietnam if
we ate goitig to chop a little bit off of it
and do the damage I think it will do. And
1 am not one who is generally interested
in giving money away. { have never voted
for foreign aid on this floor in my life,
and I never will.

But I do not want to see Southeast
Asia ‘go down the drain, and I think it
will unless we continue to give them aid.
If the Senator wants to knock the whole
thing out, I think it would be interesting
to see how this body feels about that. I
think the Senator might as well knock
the whole thing out as remove $150 mil-
lion. It has already bean cut.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mgy I just say to the
Senator from Arizons that we are pro-
posing that we provide the ssme amount
we provided last year. Under the circum-
stances, it seems to shis Senator that
that should be enough, in view of the fact
that .the Soviet Union and the Pecple’s
Republic of China have, on the basis of
documentation, sharply reduced the
amournt which they provided last year.

I reserve the remairnder of my tirce.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I
hzve said all I wanted to say on this sub-
ject. I just.do not want to hear the figure
8 to.1 bandied arcund on this floor any
more, because that is not exactly cor-
rect. We are talking about apples,
oranges, bananas, hospital supplies,
schools, and everything else, iot just the
hardware of war.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
vields time?

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I
yield the distinguished Senator from
North Dakota 5 minutes.
© Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, as one
who was opposed to getting into the Viet-
nam war in the first place—it never
made sense to me—it is unusual for me
to be defending military assistance to
South Vietnam. I know that many of
the sponsors of big cuts now thought this
war was & great adveniure about 10 years
ago; hut after we lost more than 50,000
llves, the thousands who are missing,
over 300,000 casualties, and over $150
billion in expenditures, I think it wise
that we give some money to salvage
something out of this great loss to this
Nation. )

The President’s budget estimate for
this' purpose submitted by the Bureau
of the Budget was $1.4 billion. The Armed
Services Committee—and their author-
ization bill passed both Houses of Con-
gress—called for $1 billion. We have now
cut it down to $700 million. I agree with
the Senator from Arizona that if we are
going to cut it further, we mieght just as
well cut it all out. ,

We have a new dimension in our for-
eign policy now, in Secretary Kissinger.
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I think he has done more for pesce in
the world than any other man in the his-
tory of the United States. He helieves
that our foreign assistance is & part of
his bipartisan foreign policy, and to that
extent I am willing to change some of
my thoughts of the past and give some
foreign assistance, if he believes it nec-
essary, as he does.

Mr. President, I would like to read a
letter addressed to Chairman McCrEL-
LAN of the Senate Appropriations Com-
mittee, received this morning, signed, in
behalf of Secretary Kissinger, by Rob-
ert 8. Ingersoll, Assistant Secretary. It
reads as follows:

AvucusT 20, 1.974.

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Secretary Kissinger,
who 1s out of town, has authorized me to
send you the following statement concern-
the Defense Assistance for Viet-Nam (DAV)
funding appropriation that may be dis-
cussed 1n the Sensate August 21:

“I understand there may be moves to re-
duce further the amount to be appropriated
for Defense Absistance for Viet-Nam.

“As I stated In my letter to you of August
12, cuts already made in our military assist-
ance, combined with the rapld infiation
which has eroded the value of that assist-
ance, have brought the South Vietnamese
armed forces to a level of austerity which, if
reduced further, might affect their ahbility
to defend their country agalnst continuing
Communist military pressure. Even tae full
$1.0 billion which the Congress has author-
ized - for Viet-Nam military ald would be
dangerously austere, particularly in view of
the Increased North Vietnamese military
pressure in recent months. At the $700 mil-
lion level currently under discussion, I fear
that the North Vietnamese will be sirongly
tempted to increase their pressure still more,
and the Bouth Vietnamese will be in danger
of running out of military necessities for
defending themselves well before the end of
the flscal year. Still further cuts would
clearly vitiate our policy .of supporting the
conditions which made the Paris Agreement
possible and would call into question the re-
assurances President Ford and I have been
giving of the continuity and constency of
American foreign pdlicy.

“As I also stated in my August 12 letter,
the best hope for a genuine negotiated settle-
ment and eventual reconciliation in Viet-
Nam is to maintain the balance of forces
which has permitted the progress male thus
far. I continue to belleve that it is ex-
tremely important “in furthering progress
tzward the goals of American foreign policy
of the past five years that no further cuts
be made in our assistance to South Viet-
Nam.

Best Regards,
ROBERT 8. INGEFSOLL,

Mr. President, I have great confidence
in Secretary Kissinger. I think he is one
of the most popular men in America
today. I believe he is using good judg-
ment; and, as I stated before, he has
done more for pemce in the world than
any other man in the history of this Na~
tion. I he so sirongly advocates this
$700 million, I am willing to go along.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HATHAWAY) . Who yields time?

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. Presicent, I
yield 5 minutes: to the distinguished
Senator from Misslssippi.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator very much for yielding to
me.

I have not beent able to attend the de-
bate this morning, except to hear the
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statement made by the Senator from
North Dakota, and I wish to emphasize
that I endorse every word of what the
Senator from North Dakota has said
about the beginning of this war and the
continuing of it, and it being part of the
foreign policy. That is certainly some-
thing we cannot just turn away from,
throw down and go off and leave.

I have no complaints as to anyone’s
position on this bill, of wanting a reduc-
tion and wanting to save money. We all
do. ‘But those of us who have carried
a good part of the load here concerning
this year, and legislating on it, have been
some of the ones who warned against
going in there in the first place; but we
stood firmer not to be run out of there,
not to be chased out or leave, either, with
our POW’s left behind.

What the Senator has said about Mr.
Kissinger is every bit true. But I want to
say that no man has served, under the
circumstances, in a finer way than did
former President Nixon, when he had
the courage and he took all the beating
over the head politically and otherwise
about withdrawing from this war under
conditions where we were not going to
be defeated, and under conditions where
we were not going to leave until our
POW'’s came with us. So I commend him
for that again.

Now, on this matter: In this bill—
may we have order, Mr. President?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
‘ate will be in order.

Mr. STENNIS. Our committee has been
dealing with this matter for several
years, military aid to South Vietnam,
as an exception to the general rule that
the Foreign Relations Committee deals
with it. We were the ones,; in our com-
mittee, who first put a ceiling on this
amount of $2.5 billion.

Then we brought that down as much
as circumstances would allow. This year,
now, there is written into the authoriza-
tion bill a requirement, in hard law, re-
quiring that this money be used under
circumstances that require standard ac-
counting methods, whereby the General
Accounting Office can go in and chase
down every single dollar that may be
used in this way. That is an innovation.
It is something new, and I think that we
are going to have a far better chance
to make a real test out of this matter, as
to how much they may need, barring
one extraordinary thing that no one can
foretell, and that one thing is, How hard
is North Vietnam going to press this mat-
ter for a deciston? .

In extremity, I judge almost everyone
here would be willing to appropriate more
money if needed to keep these people,
the South Vietnamese, from being ex-
terminated or virtually enslaved.

‘8o I have said this in conference, that
no one can actually say how much we
will need, but just to get the ordinary
things, artillery shells, ammunition,
rifles, small arms, and items of that kind,
is going to require about just as much
as we have in the bill anyway.

It will not buy a lot of planes and tanks
and a whole lot of things of that kind. If
it has to be had, we have to consider this

in a supplemental bill. We had an under-
standing in the Appropriations Commit-
tee that we would make these reductions,
and if there was an emergency arose and
the administration asked for it, we
would consider the facts as they devel-
oped then, just to furnish the elementals.

I hear all these stories about the ar-
tillery shells being stolen and sold for
scrap. We have not had any of that that
could be traced down with any authen-
ticity. I do not know, I suppose we have
a little stealing going on, thefts here and
there, we usually do have, but that is
certainly incidental.

The main matter here is—and I am
not happy about it, I have never been
enthusiastic about a whole lot of for-
eign ald—are we going to let this ally of
ours, which is what we were calling them
2 or 3 years ago, die on the vine and be
annihilated as a government and taken
over by the Vietnamese Communists
with us just standing by? Are we going
to give them the minimum—now that is
all it is in this bill, a minimum—that will
keep them alive militarily, militarily un-
der the ordinary, and they are having
heavy lines of battle now, the enemy is
‘closer to Saigon, the capital, than they
have ever been.

Coming back to this question, are we .

going to keep them alive militarily? -

I believe an old diehard like I am, to a
degree, on military aid to every country
in the world, and particularly with the
background I have outlined, does not
want to see that happen, not repudiate
those 54,000 men killed over there and
these thousands of others that were
wounded, maimed, and their lives partly
ruined. We do not want to repudiate
them.

Just on that basis alone, I would stand
strongly for the minimum, .

Now, next year this matter is going
to be handled by the——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
McInTyRE). The Senator’s 5 minutes
have expired.

Mr. STENNIS. One more minute.

Next year this matter is going to be
handled by the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee along with all the other foreign
aid matters and they will have an ex-
cellent. chance to take a look. and
straighten out anything that is the mat-
ter with this program.

I think we have cleaned it up very
much ourselves, but if we just let them
sink into the mire and be defeated or
exterminated, it will be too late.

I thank the Senator very much.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I
yield 5 minutes to the distinguished
Senator from Wyoming.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that my staff mem-
ber, Mr. John Napier, may be on the floor
during the debate on this bill and on
H.R. 12628, including the voting on the
bill.

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

Mr. McCLELLAN., Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Mr. Bill Ken~
nedy, of the appropriations staff, may
have the privilege of the floor during
future debate on this bill.

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

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, how
much time do I have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 13 minutes remaining.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I thank the Chair.

Mr. President, it certainly is not with
any great enthusiasm or with any real
pleasure that I undertake to defend the
action of the Appropriations Commit-
tee in this instance in placing the amount
of this appropriation at $700 million, the
same as that by the House.

I say, it is not any pleasure, because
I am placed in a different role from any
I have experienced in the past. Some who
are very enthusiastic about this amend-
ment have possibly over the years sup-
ported large sums of foreign ald spend-
ing. I have opposed these measures. I
have not voted for foreign spending for
a foreign aid bill since 1954. and it is not
with any degree of satisfaction at all that
I support any amount, not one nickel, for
Vietham or for Southeast Asia.

But it is not what I would personally
like to do or would not like to do. We
have a question here on what is the duty
and the responsibility of our country to
do under the present circumstances.

When we made the settlement in Viet-
nam that enabled us to bring our boys
home, we called it peace with honor. 1
do not know, in my judgment-—it was not
a complete peace nor was it with com-
plete honor, but it did result in the sav-
Ing of thousands and thousands in Amer-
ican bovs’ lives. Recognizing that fact 1
am. confident th~t we made some obliga~
tion, I do not think this will be denled,
that we made some obligation to help
Vietnam militarily, and economically, in
the hope and exvectation that possibly
‘she could defend herself.

That was the whole theory, let us get
out and we will give them help, so that
they can defend themselves.

We got out and our boys are home, we
are not fighting, we are not dying over
there any more. I want to say that at
$700 million a year it is a small amount
to get our boys home if that is all it is
going to cost us.

For that reason, I am going along and
supporting this provision again this year.

Now, if we are going to absolutely stop
it, let us say so. Let the authorization
committee say so. Do not bring out any
more authorization for it and let us give
them notice a year in advance that we
are not going to do it.

We have cut them this year just over
50 percent—51 percent of what amount
the administration requested. We are giv-
ing them about the same amount they
received last year. -

I want to add, we are not giving them
as much assistance in goods, material, '
ammunition, and supplies as we gave
them last year, because $700 million this
year will not buy the same amount of
ammunition, it will not buy the same
amount of gasoline, it will not buy the
same amount of clothing, it will not buy
the same amount of food, it will not buy
the same amount of hospitalization, the
same medical care, so we are cutting
them down.
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We are not advancing them more than
last yesar. We are gradudlly cutting them
down. : .

We ought to do one of two things, make
up our mind as national policy we are
going to stop it altogether, or we ought
to do a little to help thém sustain them-
selves. Particularly, that is true, as it 1}&_5
been pointed out here this morning, with
the enemy now within 16 miles of the
capital city. : :

I do not doubt-that there is corruption.
I do not doubt there are many things
wrong. There were many things wrong
with a whole lot of other countries and
governments, and we _kept financing
them. We have financed dicfatorships.

Where we have already invested 50,000
American lives, plus 300,000 other casu-
alties, that is our {reasure.

I do not know whether we ever be-
longed there in the first place. My belief
was when we went in there we should
have gone in to win, and we did noi.

I think our policy has been wrong from
the beginning, but now we want out. Our
boys are not dying, and after we in-
duced them to agree to the terms of the
peace with the understanding that we
would give them some military aid, I
think, Mr. President, we have some gbli~
gation to do it. )

Now, let me point out, and I say I do
not relish this, but here is a letter I re-
ceived this morning from the Secretary
of Defense.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that it be inserted in the Recorp at
this point. )

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

Avcusr 21, 1974.

Hon. JorX L. McCLELLAN,

Chairman, Department of Defense Subcom-
miitee, Committee on Apppropriations,
U.S. Senate .

DEar Mr. CHAIRMAN: I am concerned about
a further reduction In the FY 1975 level of
support 10 South Vietnam below the $700
million recommended by both the House
and Senate Appropriations Committees, A re-
duction below the $700 milllon level would
lead to a serious crippling of the South Viet-
namese capability to defend themselves,
would have a demoralizing effect on thém,
and could be taken by the enemy as an in-
vitation to increase hostilities, There is no
assurance, for example, that we will be ghle
to provide adequate levels of ammunition
stocks since the stated requirement for am-
munition and essential operating costs alone
exceed the $700 million,

As you know, the Department of Defense
priginally requested funds in the amount of
81450 billion. As a result 6f recommenga-
tions of the House and Senste Armed Serv-
lces Committees, Congress previously pro-
vided an authorization of §1.000 billion for
this purpose. Notwithstanding the level au-
thorized, both the House apd Senate Com-
mittees on Appropriations have recommend-
ed a funding level of 8700 million. Congress
also denled the use of about $300 million in
unobligated balances from FY 1974 and prior
programs. This further compounds the im-
pact of cuts in the FY 1875 request. To avold
the loss of all prospects for 8 negotiated set-
tlement, I urge your support against fur-
ther reductions in the program of military
assistance for South Vietnam.

Sincerely,

J. R. SCHLESINGER.

Mr, McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I will
read a sentence from it:

A reduction below the 3700 milllon level
would lead to a serious crippling of the South
Vietnamese capability to defend themselves,
would have 8 demoralizing effect on them,
and could be taken by the enemy as an in-
vitation to increase hostilitles.

I do not know that that this allegation
is true, but I know it is quite probable.
I do know they mean to contrel that
country some day, if they can.

It is perfectly obvious fo me, and I
do not think anybocdy can deny it. It is
just a question of how much more obli-
gation we feel to try to help these people
defend themselves.

Another portion of the letter reads:

Congress also denled the use of about $300
million in unobligated balances from FY 1974
and prior programs. This further compounds
the impact of cuts in the FY 1975 raguest.
To avold the loss of all prospects for a ne-
gotiated settlement, I urge your support
against further reductions in the program
of military assistance for South Vietnam.

Mr. President, I am going to support
it this year, the amount that is in the
bill, the amount that the House has ap-
proved. But I am making reservations,
and I do not hesitate to say so. I think
the appropriate committees, the Armed
Services Committee and the Foreign Re-
lations Committee, ought to look into it
very closely. We ought to make a policy
that we are going to stand by and live by,
and not have this problem every time an
appropriations bill comes up. Let us de-
termine what we are going to de¢, and
then do it. We ought to glve them notice
that within a year’s time, or some such
time, we are not going to provide any
further assistance. I7 we are gofng to
provide help this year, we shoul¢ glve
them notice that within a year’s time, or
some such time, we are not going to pro-
vide any further assistance. If we are
going to provide help this year, we should
glve them enough funds to try to make
certain that it will sustain them until we
reach that point next year for a final
decision.

Mr. President, I do not relish support-
Ing this matter at all. I do not like it.
I do not like it a bit. T have not liked it,
any of it, in the last 20 years. But we do
have a problem here, and we have an
obligation, as I see it, at this moment to
try to help these people to protect them-
selves; try to prevent their being over-
run and conquered, and their govern-
ment and their freedom destroyed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time? The Senator from Wiscon-
sin,

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I yield
myself such time as I may require.

I am practically through, 1 do not
think we need to spend further time on
this.

Mr. President, I think we ought to
recognize some of the facts.

Fact No. 1 is what this amendment
does is propose that we provide in mili-
tary assistance for South Vietnam ex-
actly the same as the Senate voted last
year, $550 million, not a reduction rrom
what we recommended last year. Last
year we did settle for a higher figure.
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We went to conference. This year we will
go to conferenge and we would pre-
sumably settle for some kind of a com-
promise figure. I am simply recommend-
ing that we provide ‘the same amount
as last year. '

No. 2, in spite of all the argument
and all the rhetoric, the fact is that the
best evidehce wé have from the Defense
Intelligehce Agency ig that the People's
Republic of China and the Soviet Union
have sharply reduced the amount that
thev have been givingto North Vietnam:.

The statistics are very clear. They cut
the amount thev gave in 1972 by more
than one-half what it 'was. Their figures
show that we are praviding 8 times as
much money to South Vietnam as the
meajor Communist countries are provid-
ing North Vietnam.

The Senpator ‘from Arizona disputes
that, and srgues that we include in our
military figures not orily hard goods but
many other things.

I sav that is the diseretion of the De<
fense Department. If they want to con-
fine it to planes, tanks, ammunition,
rifles, and so forth, good. That is what
they should do.

Mr. President, in saddition to thesé
points. T would Htke to discuss the argu-
ment that has been made that there hag
been exaggeration of the corruption in
South Vietnam.. General Thieu's own
paper, the most: conservative paper in
Saigon, and the paper that supports the
administration, was responsible for the
evidence that ungovered the fact that a
number of new American A-37s worth
$500,000 each were being dismantled and
sold for scrap ofi the black market in
Salgon. )

Furthermore, there. is the fect the
police raid on an illegal scrap operation
yielded the wings of 15 planes as well as
substantial amounts of other U.S.-made
equipment which was being readied for
foreign export. -

I realize that  corruption does take
place under these circumstances. But
the one action-—the one actlon—Con-
gress can take to reduce that is to limit
the amount of funds available. This is
the only way we can put real pressure
on the Thieu administration to make
sure that this kind of corruption does
not take place in'the future. As long as
they have an abundance of hundreds of
millions of dollars, it i§ predictible that
this type of corruption Is going to recur.

One further point, Mr. President: It
has been said that if we do not provide
the full amount the Appropriations Com-
mittee has recomrhended and the Secre-
tary of Defense says he has to have,
?rouith Vietnam is going to go down the

ain.

This is very hard to accept in view of
the findings of congressional committees
and the testimony of Gen. William
Caldwell, The Frelinghuysen report, for
example, and the testimony of General
Caldwell before the Senate Armed Serv-
ices Committee this year, showed that the
Saigon regime hag Increased its popula-
tion control by 6 percent since the cease-
fire and its contral over hamlets by 770.
This is not what happens when a regime
is in dire straits. It is improving its posi-
tion.

Approved For Release 2005/06/09 : CIA-RDP75B00380R000700060017-5



August 21, 19Approved F°EBR}E?§E5%96?@££°%EEBR??—PJ§MER9°°7°°°60017-5 S 15499

So bn every score, from the standpoint
of the balancing of the amount of aid
on the other side, which has been set by
our officials as the principal purpose of
our military aid, we are giving more. No
matter whether you accept my statistics
or the statistics of the Senator from
Arizona, that is the case. We are giving
more, substantially more. If my amend-
ment is accepted we would still give more
than the Communist countries are giving.

There is not any question that we can
help put pressure on reducing corruption
if we reduce the amount of money avail-
able. .

There also seems to be little question
that, when you look at the facts, the
South Vietnamese are not about to go
under if we provide a limited reduction
in the amount of military assistance.
They have been doing well and they will
continie to do all right,

Mr. . President, I do not know if the
Senator from Arkansas has any request
for any further time. '

Does the Senator from Arkansas wish
to yield back his time or have a quorum
call with the time taken from both sides?

Mr. McCLELLAN. I will yield 1 min-
ute to' the Senator from Mississippi.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from yielding.

My, President, just for the record, back
when we had this matter up for con-
sideration in the Armed Services Com-
mittee on Thursday, May 23, 1974, as
chairman I issued a press statement
calling upon the Department of Defense
for a closer surveillance, and so forth,
with reference to this program. My rec-
ollection is I wrote the Secretary of De-
fense a letter to that effect, but I have
been unable to locate the letter. As a sub-
stitute, I will use the press release to de-
seribe it.

T ask unanimous consent that a copy. of
this press release to improve surveillance
over the matter be inserted in the RECORD
at this point. )

There being ho objection, the press re-
lease was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

NEWS RELEASE OF SENATOR JOHN .C. STENNIS

Senator John C. Stennis, Chairman of the
Senate Armed Services Committee, requested
today that “a highly competent individual
of top reputation” be assigned to take full
charge of the billion-dollar program of mili-
tary aid to South Vietnam.

Senator Stennis made the request in a
statement directed to the Defense Depart-
ment and the White House. He stressed that
a top administrator should have full-time re-
sponsibility for the program under the gen-
eral direction of the Secretary, of Defense.

The text of the Senator’s statement:

“In recent weeks the Senate Commitiee
on Armed Services has devoted much time
to the program of military aid for South
Vietnam. That program was originally de-
signed to flnance a shooting war in which
U.S. troops, South Vietnamese, and others
were engaged. .

“The after-the-fact accounting proced-
ures which may have been necessary for
full-scale fighting with allies are wholly in-
appropriate for providing ald to a single
nation—South Vietnam. I think this pro-
gram must be tightened up and put on a
sound basis, and I am asking the Detense
Department and the White House to do that.

“In the pending Military Procurement
Authorization Bill, the Senate Armed Serv-

ices Committee has provided a new account-
nig format for military ald to South Viet-
nam. In place of the merged accounting ar-
rangement known as Military Assistance
Service Funded, MASF, our Committee has
set up for this assistance a separate appro-
priations account which, in contrast to the
present arrangement, would be subject to
the same suditing and review procedures
as any other appropriations account. Among
other things, it would be subject to audit by
the General Accounting Office. Obligations
would require approval by the Secretary and
would be charged immediately against the
ceiling set by Congress. T

“To administer this new program, I think
a highly competent individual of top reputa-
tion should be assigned to take full charge
and supervise operations here and in South
Vietnam.

“I understand that the program will be
the general responsibility of the Secretary
of Defense and the Assistant Secretary for
International Security Affairs, but I want a
top-man assigned full-time to this job.

“I favor a reasonable amount of military
ald for South Vietnam In the wake of our
withdrawal. I am sure, however, that the
Program must be put on a new basis which
refiects the present situation.”

~ Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will state it.

Mr. GOLDWATER. If both sides yield
back their time——

Mr. McCLELLAN. Has the Senator
from Wisconsin yielded back his time?

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield back, unless
the Senator from Arizona wishes to ask
e question. )

Mr. GOLDWATER. If both sides yield
back their time, does the vote occur at
11 o'clock or how?. b

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
unanimous-consent agreement was for
the vote to occur at 11 o'clock. That is
the time the vote will occur.

Mr. GOLDWATER. I thank the Chalir.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time? '

Mr. McCLELLAN. I am willing to yield
back the remainder of my time.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I had a request from
the Senator from Missouri to speak
briefly. I will yield to the Senator from
Missouri for 2 minutes.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, yes-
terday, I gave reasons why I was going to
support the Proxmire amendment. This
morning I found that due to a rather
intricate formula in the Corps of Engi-
neers, a very important and essential
dam for my State, slightly north of
Kansas City, has been rejected. I also
found that an important dam in South-
west Missouri, where the amount of
money being asked was $75,000—§$75,-
000—was rejected. The -total project to
go to completion would be $18 million.

I have respect for those who believe
that we have an obligation to the South
Vietnamese. But the longer I am in this

body the more I helieve that our basic

obligation is to the people of the United
States, many of whom are poor, many of
whom need their water developed, many
of whom wonder why it is so necessary
for us to spend all these billions upon
billions of dollars in foreign countries
when they cannot get the opportunity to
have the Congress approve a few thous-
and dollars or in some cases a few million

dollars to improve their own quality of
life.

I thank the Senator for yielding to me.

Mr. PROXMIRE. May I say to the
Senator from Missouri I-think he raises
one of the most important points of all,
one that has been neglected this morn-
ing in the debate.

The Senator from Rhode Island dis-
cussed it yesterday very eloquently. It
is a fact that this inflationary year, when
we have to do everything to hold down
every nickel of spending we possibly can,
when we are denying assistance for
health, for education, for well being, for
housing, for transportation, for so many
purposes that we need—and the House
just yesterday made an extremely sharp
reduction in the mass transit bill—here
is one area of assistance to South Viet-
nam where a modest reduction back to

the level we recommended last year, it

seems to me, is in order.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator for his remarks.

May I say that I have been in South
Vietnam many times—in 1961, in 1965,
in 1966, in 1967, and in 1972—and every
time I went there I hecame more and
more convinced that the sooner we got
out of South Vietnam, and stopped pour-
ing these billions of dollars down the
rathole of that country, the better off
it would be for the people of this country.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator.

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join in supporting the amend-
ment of the distinguished Senator from
Wisconsin (Mr. Proxmirg), for I believe
that military assistance to South Viet-
nam can and should be reduced further.

As a result of a compromise in the
Senate Armed Services Committee, I
supported that committee’s recommenda-
tlon of a $900 million ceiling for this
MASF program. As I said at the time,
however, I hoped and expected that the
Appropriations Committee would exam-
ine these requests on the basis of later
evidence in order to consider further
sensible reductions.

That committee has already seen fit
to reduce the funding to $700 million. I
believe that recent evidence also justifies
a further cut—to the $550 million figure
proposed in this amendment.

One of the most significant recent
studies of this program was conducted
by staff members of the Foreign Rela-~
tions Committee, whose report was pub-
lished just 3 weeks ago. .

That report makes these major
findings:

U.S. officials who study North Vietnam
most closely agree that a major Com-
munist attack is unlikely this year and
perhaps even niext year.

While overall North Vietnamese and
PRG military’ strength has increased
about 30,000 men since the Paris Agree-
ments were signed, Saigon has added
over 50,000 men. o

Both sides. have continued military

~operations to consolidate their respective

positions, but Saigon has expanded its
control by 6 to 15 percent.

U.s. Qfﬁcia,ls acknowledge that the
mass of military equipment poured into
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South Vietnam just before the cease-fire
has not been well utilized.

And although officials in Washington
continue to worry about alleged ammuni-
tion shortages in view of congressional
cutbacks in MASF, the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee staff members report
that “no mention of sich-shortages was
made to us in briefings or' discussions in
Vietnam.”

In fact, US. officials have no reliable
means of verifying expenditures of am-
munition by the South Viétnamese.

In view of these fagts, I do not see why
we should continue to fund this program
at nearly last yvear’s level. A $550 million
program would be much more in keeping
with our desire to phaseout of this huge
monetary commitment to Saigon and
also to encourage the transition from a
military to a political struggle.

After all, the South Vietnamese are far
from defenseless. They have the fifth
largest armed force in the world, and one
of the largest and best equipped air
forces. Even this $550 million in military
aid will be more than double what North
Vietnam received last year from its allies.

The military machine we have built in
South Vietnam is also an instrument for
repression and the locus of waste and
corruption. By continuing massive aid
to the Thieu regime, we are in fact un-
dermining the chances for peace or dem-
ocratic government in South Vietnam,

Cutting military aid té $550 million
now is a responsible and a moral action.

Every time one of these requests is de-
bated in the Congress, there seems to be
a flood of scare stories from Saigon. We
heard dire predictions last winter, when
we denied the request for $266 million
in the supplemental. We heard more in
June, when we cut the request to $900
million. Now we hear them again.

What we do not hear is that plaintive
cry for peace, for an end to the violence,
which comes from the innocent people
caught in the crossfire of the contending
armies.

These farmers and orphans and urban
squatters do not care who sits in the
presidential palace, or who collects the
taxes. Orif they do care, they have never
been given a free choice or a free vote to
express their preference.

The United States, by its own actions,
cannot impose peace whetre there is no
will for peace. But we can reduce our

.own involvement in perpetuating this
long and tragic conflict.

This amendment contributes to that
worthy goal, and I shall gladly support it.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I
vield 2 minutes to the distinguished Sen-
ator from Texas.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, we do
have many pressing domeéstic problems
here, and there are many important
Government programs that need to be
funded and funded adequately. But this
does not cobviate the fact that we have
a world responsibility. We have to think
in terms of the role of the United States
in trying to promote a climate in this
world in which we can achieve peace and
security, a climate in which people can
aspire to self-determination and have
some reasonable hope of realizing that
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aspiration. If we do not promote tha cli-
mate in this world, I think we are going
to inflict damage on the security of the
United States. )

Domestic problems are important. But
it is ‘also important that we create the
kind of climate in .this world in which
we can Dpreoccupy ourselves with do-
mestic problems and ot with interna-
tional problems. To walk away from
Vietnam and turn Vietnam over to
Hanoi-—and that is precisely whal we
would do if the amendment of the Sezna-
tor from Wisconsin were adopted—would
be a dereliction of our responsibility. It
would mean that we are saying that
50,000 American have died in vain. It
would mean that the Paris agreement,
which was so painfully put together,
would be treated as & scrap of paper,
because we would leave the South Viet-
namese without the capacity to defend
themselves. Already, in violation of the
Paris agreement, the North Vietnamese
have built up their forces to the great-
est strength ever in South Vietnam.

I do not see how we can. in good
conscience, abandon these people to
what will be a major offensive and a
certain blood bath should we fail to
supply them with the military equip-
ment they need. .

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I say
to the Senator from Texas that I am
not vroposing that we get out of Viet-
nam. Perhaps I should, but I am not. I
am proposing that we allow $550 mil-
lion. ‘an enormous amount, for military
assistance to Vietnam, in addition to the
extra $500 million that the Committee on
Foreign Relations has recommended we
provide in economic aid for South Viet-
nam. This is more aid than we provide
to any other country in the world, more
than we provide to all of South America.
This is not abandoning our world
respansibilities at all. R

Further, in terms of the Paris agree-
ment, the fact is that the Soviet Union
and the People’s Republic of China have
reduced their assistance far more than
we have—as a matter of fact, far more
than we would even if we adopted my
amendment,.

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

Mr. PROXMIRE. I vield 1 minuts to
the Senator from West Virginia.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Presidens I
appreciate the cooperstion of the able
Senator from Wisconsin in permitting
me to present a matter to the Senate

PUBLIC WORKS AND ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT AUTHORIZATIONS
EXTENSION

Mr. RANDOLPH, Mr. President, I ask
the Chair to lay before the Senate a mes-
sage from the House of Representatives
on H.R. 14883.

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before
the Senate a message from the House of
Representatives announcing its disagree-
ment to the amendmens of the Senate to
the bill (H.R. 14883) to amend the Public
Works and Economic Development Act
of 1965 to extend the authorizations for
a 2-year period, and for other purposes,

August 21, 1974

and requesting a conference with the
Senate on the disagreelng votes of the
two Houses thereon. .

Mr. RANDOLPH. I .move thst the
Senate further insist upon its amend-
ment.

The motion was agreed to.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AFPRO-
PRIATION ACT, 1975

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill (FER. 16243) mak-
ing appropriations for $he Department
of Defense for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1975, and:-for other purposes.

The  PRESIDING QFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield? )

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield 1 minute to
the Senator from SBouth Carolina.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I

would just remind the Benate that the
President of the United Btates feels very
strongly about this appropriation. The
Secretary of Defense has written a let-
-ter, a copy of which is on the desk of
each Senator, showing the importance nf
this appropriatioi, The Secretary of
State has made & statement strongly
favoring this appropriation.
. I remind Sensdtors, ‘too, that this
amount of $700 million is only four-fifths
of 1 percent of the defense budget.
Originally, the Defense Department re-
quested $1.45 billian. That was cut to $1
billion in conference with the Senate and
the House. The Senate Appropriations
Committee has now cut it to $700 mil-
lion. v '

Mr. President, if we go below that
amount, we are jeopardizing the freedom
of the people of South Vietnam. Further-
more, we will not ‘be keeping our com-
mitment there, which was the prom.ise to
those people of a talk for a tank, 1 gun
for a gun, so that they can fight their
own war and retain their freedom.

I hope that thi§ amendment will be
defeated.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
yield back the remainder of my time.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield back the re-
mainder of mv time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has been yieltded back.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President,
would it be in order at this time for me
to call up my amendment to the Prox-
mire amendment?

The PRESIDING QFFICER.
amendment would be in 6rder.

Mr. GOLDWATER. I call up my
amendment, Mr. President. and ask that
it be stated.

The PRESIDING QFFICER.
amendmesent will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

On page 1, line 2, of amendment No. 1810,
in lieu of ‘“$550,000,000" insért “0".

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

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, wiil the
Senator yield for s question?

Mr. GOLDWATER. I yield.

The

The
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Mr. STENNIS. I did not hear the last
word in the proposed amendment.

Mr. GOLDWATER. The word is ‘zero.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will state the amendment again.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows: o

On page 1, line 2 of amendment No. 1810,
in lieu of “$550,000,000” insert ‘0.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendnient of
the Senator from Arizona (Mr. GoLD-
WATER) to the amendment of the Senator
from Wisconsin (Mr. ProxMIrRe). On
this question the yeas and nays have
been ordered, and the clerk will call the
roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll. . ‘

- Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from Alaska (Mr.
GraveL), the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. KENNEDY), the Senator from
Wyoming (Mr. McGEE), the Senator
from South Dakota (Mr. McGOVERN),
and the Senator from Alabama (Mr.
SpARKMAN) are necessarily absent.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from New Jersey (Mr, Case) and
the Senator from New York (Mr. Javirs)
are necessarily absent.

I also announce that the Senator from
Tllinois (Mr. PERCY) is absent on official
business.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from New Jersey
(Mr. Case) would vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 21,
nays 71, as follows:

[No. 373 Leg.]

. YEAS—21
Abourezk Hartke Schweiker
Blden Haskell Scott,
Burdick Hatfield william L.
Church Hughes Symington
Cranston Mansfield Tunney
Eagleton Muskie Weicker
Fulbright Pell
Hart Ribicoff
NAYS-—T1

Aiken Dominick Metcalf
Allen Bastland Metzenbaum
Balker Ervin Mondale
Bartlett Fannin Montoya
Bayh Fong Moss
Beall Goldwater Nelson
Bellmon Griffin Nunn
Bennett Gurney Packwood
Bentsen Hansen . Pastore
Bible Hathaway Pearson
Brock Helmns Proxmire
Brooke Hollings Randolph
Buckley Hruska Roth
Byrd, Huddleston Scott, Hugh

Harry ., Jr. Humphrey Stafford
Byrd, Robert C. Inouye Stennis
Cannon Jackson Stevens
Chiles Johnston Stevenson
Clark Long Taft
Cook Magnuson Talmadge
Cotton Mathias Thurmond
Curtis McClellan _Tower
Dole McClure Willlams
Domenici McIntyre Young

NOT VOTING—8

Case Kennedy Percy
Gravel McGee Sparkman
Javits McGovern

So the amendment was rejected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
MonToYA). The question now recurs-on
agreeing to"the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin (Mr. PROXMIRE).
On this question, the yeas and nays have

been ordered, and the clerk will call
the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
called the roll.

Mr. JOHNSTON (after having voted
in the negative). Mr. President, on this
vote I have a pair with the senior Sen-
ator from Massachusetts (Mr. KENNEDY) .
If he were present and voting, he would
vote “yea.” If I were at liberty to vote,
I would vote “nay.” Therefore, I with-
draw my vote.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from Alaska (Mr.
GRAVEL), the Senator from Massachu-
setts . (Mr. KENNEDY), the Senator from
Wyoming (Mr. McGeg), the Senator
from South Dakota (Mr., McGOVERN),
and the Senator from Alabama (Mr.
SPARKMAN) are necessarily absent.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from New Jersey (Mr. CASE)
and the Senator from New York (Mr.
JaviTs) are necessarily absent.

I also announce that the Senator from.
Illinois (Mr. Percy) is absent on official
business. .

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from New Jer-
sey (Mr. Case) and the Senator from
Illinois (Mr. PErcy) would each vote
“nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 44,
nays 47, as follows:

[No. 374 Leg.]
YEAS—44
Abourezk Haskell Nelson
Bayh Hatfield Packwood
Bible Hathaway Pastore
Biden Huddleston Pell
Brooke Hughes Proxmire
Burdick Inouye Randolph
Cannon Magnuson Ribicoff
Church Mansfield Schwelker
Clark Mathias Scott,
Cook Metealf william L.
Cranston Metzenbaum  Stevenson
Eagleton Mondale Symington
Fulbright Montoya Tunney
Hart Moss Weicker
Hartke Muskie williams
NAYS—47
Aiken Dole Long
Allen Domenicl McClellan
Baker Dominick McClure
Bartlett Eastland McIntyre
Beall Ervin Nunn
Bellmon Fannin Pearson
Bennett ¥Fong Roth
Bentsen Goldwater Scott, Hugh
Brock Griffin Stafford
Buckley agurney Stennis |
Byrd, Hansen Stevens
Harry F., Jr. Helms Teaft
Byrd, Robert C. Hollings Talmadge
Chiles Hruska Thurmond
Cotton Humphrey Tower
Curtis Jackson Young

PRESENT AND GIVING A LIVE PAIR, AS
PREVIOUSLY RECORDED—1

Johnston, agalinst.
NOT VOTING—8

Case Kennedy Percy
. Gravel McQGee Sparkman
Javits McGovern .
So Mr. ProxMIRE’S amendment was re-
jected.
Mr. McCLELLAN. 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.

STATE, JUSTICE, COMMERCE, AND
JUDICIARY APPROPRIATIONS---
TIME LIMITATION AGREEMENT
ON NELSON-ERVIN AMENDMENT

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that it he in order
at this time to ask for a 1-hour limita-
tion on the Nelson-Ervin amendment
which will be offered to the State De-
partment appropriation bill. This has
been cleared with the manager of the
bill. )

I wish to ask if the distinguished rank-
ing Republican would agree, as has the
distinguished ranking Republican of the
subcommittee.

Mr. YOUNG. I have no objection.

Mr. MANSFIELD. And the chairman
of the subcommittee.

Mr. PASTORE. I have no objection.

Mr. HRUSKA. I have no objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
being no objection, it is so ordered.

J. ALLEN FREAR BUILDING

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate pro-
ceed to the consideration of Calendar
No. 1064, S. 3815.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Montana?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill (S. 3815)
to designate the Federal office building
located in Dover, Del., as the “J. Allen
Frear Building” which had been re-
ported from the Committee on Public
Works with an amendment on page 1,
in line 5, strike out the words “the late”
s0 as to make the bill read: :

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Federal office building located in Dover,
Delaware, is designated as the "J. Allen Frear
Building”, in honor of Senator J. Allen Frear.

SEc. 2. Any reference to such bullding in
any law, rule, document, map, or other
record of the United States is deemed to be
a reference to such building by the name
designated for such building by the first
sectlon of this Act.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I thank my
colleague from Delaware for his support
of this bill to name the new Federal office
building in Dover, Del., the J. Allen Frear
Building. I have spoken on this matter on
two previous occasions, so my remarks
shall be brief.

Mr. Chairman, I believe that Federal
buildings should be more than concrete
and steel—they should embody and com-
plement the community in which they
stand. Federal buildings can do this by
bearing as théir name the name of a
distinguished member of ‘the local com-
munity. In Dover, Del., such a man is
former U.S. Senator J. Allen Frear.

J. Allen Frear’s entry in the Biographi-
cal Directory of the American Congress
reads as follows:

Frear, Joseph Allen, Jr., a Senator from
Delaware; born on a farm near Rising Sun,
Kent County, Del., March 7, 1903; attended
the Rising Sun rural school and Caesar Rod-
ney High School; graduated from the Uni-
versity of Delaware in 1924; president and
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owner of a retail business™in Dover, Dgl.;
Commissioner of Delaware: State College
1936-1941 and Delaware Oid Age Welfare
Commission 1938-1948; director, Federal
Land Bank Board, Baltimore, Maryland 1988
1847, being chairmen of th& hoard the last
two years; director of the Farmer’s Bank of
Dover and the Baltimore Trust Co., of Cam-
den, Del.; president of Kent General Hospt-
tal, Dover, Del,, 1947-1951; during World War
II served in the United States Army as a
major, with overseas service fn the Europein
Theater of Operations with the Military Gov-
ernment, 1844-1946; delegate to Democratic
National Conventions in 1948; 1952, and 1965;
elected as a Democrat to the United States
Senate In 1948 for the terin commencing
January 3, 1019; reelected $n 1854 for the
term ending January 3, 1961; unsuccessful
candidate for reelectlon in 1860; appointed
to the Securitles and Exchafige Commission
on March 15, 1961, resighed #h October 1963:
elected a vice president of #he Wilmington
Trust Co,, in Delaware, 1963;%is a resident of
Dover, Delaware.

This entry is enough tp tell us that
former Senator Frear hag led a worth-
while life of community sérvice, that he
has done much for the people of Dela-
ware. But it does little to point out the
essential humanity of this man—his
perception, his warmth, ind his goéd
sense; the qualities that have earned
him friendship as well as respect, and
deserve note. - -

Mr. President, in a time when suspicion
is widespread that many in public office
are not worthy of trust, it is important
that we honor those who have lived a
public life that is worthy~of trust. For
that reason I sponsor and urge my col-
leagues to support 8. 3185, to designate
the Federal office building located in
Dover, Del., as the J.:Allen Frear
Building.

Mr. President, shortly affer I first sug-
gested that the Federal office building in
Dover be named for former Senator
Frear, an article appeared in the Dela-
ware State News supporting that idea. I
ask unanimous consent that it be in-
serted in the Recorp at this time.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed i the RECORD,
as follows:

[From The Delawsre State Nevws, July 9, 1974]
NAMING OF FED BUILDING FOrR‘¥FRrEAR Ts Goo:
IbEA .

(By Harry C. McSharry)

A proposed action that Was met with
pleasure by all persons learfiing about it
was the one to name the new Dover federal
office building in honor of fofmer U.S. Sen.
Allen J. Frear of Dover.

The fact that .the former  Senator is &
prominent Democrat appatrently did not deter
U.8. Sen. William V. Roth, 3 Republican,
from suggesting it and, furtker, Indicating
he planned to confer with the proper Sens-
ate Committee concerning th& matter.

As a supporter of civic matters, either in
public, or privately, the former Sehator has
been acknowledged in the front ranks of
affeirs locally for a long term of years. B

His pleasant manner has brought him
an untold number of friends and has likez
wise alded his efforts in many activities.

It is needless to say the logal public will
be greatly pleasured should the proposal of
Senator Roth be successful. = &

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. Presidernt, I have cos
sponsored 8. 3815, a bill to designate the
new Federal Office Buildiig in Dover,
Del,, as the “J. Allen Frear Building.”
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At the request of Ser.ator Rory, I have
had the bill reported out of the Public
Works Committee of which I am a mem-
ber. The Public Works Committee in its
report stated that,

The committee believes that it would be
most appropriate to name the New Federal
Office Building in Dover the “J.”Allen Ifrear
Building.”

J. Allen Frear served as the U.S. Sen-
ator from Delaware for two terms from
1949 to 1961. Senator Frear has cedi-
cated his entire life to public service. A
person of the highest moral integrity,
Senator Frear has conducted himself in
both .elected office and his many public
service activities, in, a fair, impartial,
nonpartisan manner. He has always
blaced the interests of the Nation and
the people of the State of Delaware be-
fore gelf or party.

The best indication of this is demon-
strated by the fact that my Republican
colleague from Delaware first came up
with the idea to name this bullding after
Senator Frear, a Democrat. )

I, therefore, in recognition of his out-
standing record of public service, urge
your support of 8. 3815 when it comes
before the Senate for consideration.

The amendment was agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading, read the third time,
and passed.

VETERANS EDUCATION AND RE-
HABTIITATION AMENDMENTS OF
-CONFERENCE REPORT

The PRESIN

The second as’ ;
read as follows:

12628) to amend title 38, U
to increase the rates of vocati?
tion, -educational assistance, :
traininig allowances paid to eligh
and other persons: to maka i

The PRESIDING O}
objection to the conl
conference report?

There being no o}
proceeded to consid

(The conferencefreport is printed in
the House proceegings of the CoNgRrES-
SIONAL RECORD of ugust 19, 1974, at op.
H8649-H8674.) §

Mr. MANSFIFLD. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous conent that there be a time
Hmitation of gbt to exceed 5 minutes on
the considegfition of the conference
report.

The PR
objection, §

Mr. HA,

BIDING OFFICER: Without
is so ordered.

*TKE. Mr. President, I rise to
urge the Benate to adopt the conference
report to' H.R. 12628, the Vietnam FEra
Readjustment Assistance Act of 1974,
The conference report before you has

August 21, 1824

reconciled the differences between the
Senate and the Hpuse versions ard has
been agreed to unanimotsly by the Sen-
ate and House conferees. Mr. Presidept
this bill is not all that we had hop ¥
but by and large it does contain th
majority of the provisions passed }
Senate on June 19 of this year.
The one item which occasiod
greatest opposition from both thgh
istration and from the Housedl

vision which would have prg
$720 a school year in addif
tional allowances. While t}
vision was dropped from §

@brough study and
nd the President
¥ the opportunities
Rlistrative difficulties
Ftion assistance pro-
gram if one weg®o be enacted. Various
interested orgagi®sations and agencics are
to be consultef@and thelr views solicited
study process. The study
&S context from the findings
¥ connection with the World
@F Dbill program and from an
Zaon of these problems as pres-
W.c experienced under the CI bill

to report to Cong
within 12 months
for abuse and adpy
arising from a #

I¥ 31, vocational rehabilitation, cor-
pdence courses, flight training and
&, and would include recommenda.-
S by the Veterans’ Administration as

f7legislative or administrative ways in
gich any such abuses and difficulties

ould be prevented and mitigated under

§# present or future programs.

Mr. President, I believe such a study
would be valuable and may put to rest
some of the persistent fears that exist
with . respect to any tuition assistance
program. I must be candid and admit
that I am disappointed that this pro-
vision was not agréed to, because :t re-
mains my contention that the concern
over possiblé abuses in the GI bill pro-
gram does not rest so much in the level
or manner of payment as it does either
with the quality of services offered by
some institutions presently eligibie to
participate in the VA program or with
deceptive, erroneous, or misleading ad-
vertising sales or enrollment practices by
them. I am thus gratified that new and
important controls added by the Senate
which should mitigate against those

“S@buses have been retained in the com-

ise version. Perhaps with the pro-
Jve study by the Veterans' Adminis-
p and the opération of these new
. added by the Senate, we will be

there have been some
this bill is inflationary

Btion is not in accord
pores the extensive
fig which has oc-
gte by receding

I believe this sug
with the facts and
amount of compror
curred already. The
on the partial tuition a¥stance allow-
ance has agreed in ¢ffect W a net reduc-
tien in the original Benate bill approved
by a vote of 91 to 0 of almost $500 mil-
lion. I believe any objective observer will
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