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AUTH 5RIZATION OF APPROPRIA-
10 ys FOR MILITARY PROCURE-
MEM T AND OTHER PURPOSES

The pRESIDING OFFICER. Pursuant
the - yrder previously entered. the Chair

OW I8 s hefore the Senate the unfinished

MENE s which the clerk will state.

: “ ASSISTANT LEGISLATIVE CLERK. H.R.
17123. 4 authorize appropriations during
the fi: 13) vear 1871 for procurement of
alreral . - migsites, naval vessels, and
tracke: “oompat vehicles, and other weap-
Ons, Al 4 research, development, test, and
evalui 1ion for the Armed Forces, and to
BIESCY) 46 the authorized personnel
SLYENET 4 of the Selected Reserve of each
Reserv . scomponent of the Armed Forces,
and 1~ . other purposes.

Tht SRESIDING OFFICER. What is
the Bif . sure of the Senate?

I BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
PresiGt.ag 1 suggest the absence of
aquor -’

The LRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will ca. the roll.

The  ssistant legislative clerk pro-
cei;ied o call the roll.

r.

. FROXMIRE. Mr. President, 1 ask
UNANL, 55 consent that the order for the
quorun, aall be rescinded.,

The pPRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objecti g it igsq ordered.

ELECTRONIC DATTLEFIELD

M. L ROXMIRE. Mr. President, T rise
today 5 raice several fundamental
QUesticyg pegarding the so-called elec-
LrOnie v tlefield. It has also been called
& SENSL. surveillance system, a surveil-
1ance i, yget pequisition night observa-
Hon sYoem. a mobile ATmy sensor sys-
Lems +4 avaluation review, it has also
DEED ‘.lled, of course, the automatic
battleli g ang many other things.

It 3405 up to an effort ta locate the

{iis
IMOVEN...t of any troops or of enemy

EAUDI. 3t ynger jungle or night condi-
HODS. i containg a great deal of in-
genuit:

MY . esident. before T came toe the
floor, 1

-otified the distinguished chair-

man Coohe Armed Services Committee
that I " 18 going to make this speech. He,
“‘nrf(;”' t-ately, had to leave temporarily,
but he .. {1 b back, because I have some
questio.,

I should like to ask him.

L -

[N
e

FiLe / susd.”

f—
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I also notified the distinguf§ -
tor from Arizona (Mr. GOLDWA R}, who
has expressed interest in this subject and
has knowledge in the area. He, unfor-
tunately, had to be out of town today,
but I am sure that he will have a reply
later before we act on the bill.

I might say, Mr. President, that I in-
tend to offer an amendment relating to
this. It will not be to eut out of any of
the funds but to get more information
on it, se that we can know what we are
apropriating and how much will be
involved,

Mr. President, one of the fundamental
questions that T intend to ask in the
course of my address here is: If this Sy5-
tem is so effective, as it is claimed to be,
against guerrillas, and guerrilla war-
fare, why, after having spent $1.7 billion
why we have had so little success with
it in Vietnam.

Second, to what extent will such a 5yS-
tem encourage U.S. involvement in other
guerrilla conflicts by improvement of the
capability to fight sueh wars.

Finally, what are the implications of
a widespread domestic application of the
system,

Mr. President, befere T discuss this in
more detail, I would like to refer to a very
enlightening article in the Armed Forces
Journal for July, the last issue of that
publication, by Grover Heiman, which I
think explains the pctentiality and the
purpose of this weapons system clearly.

In that article, Mr. Heiman points out
that the Army Chief of Staff, Gen. Wil-
liam Westmoreland, says:

With eccopcrative cffort, no more than i
vears should separate us from the automated
batrlefeld.

The article continues:

As in all wars, concepts change and this is
one of the effects of the Vietnam conflict.,
One Army officer describes this new coneept
of the automated battlefield as “beep to
bang." Whatever the name, it heralds a
billion-dollar program for the next decade if
Westmoreland's prediction comes true. He
explained the Army’s circa 1970 -80 coneept
this way to the Association of the United
States Army last OcLober:

"l see an Army built into and around
an integrated fire control system that ex-
ploits the advanced techniology of commun-
ications, sensors. fre direction and the re-
quired automatic data brocessing——a systemn
that is sensitive to the dynamics of the ever-
changing battlefield—a syaiem that marteri-
ally assists the tactical commander in mak-
ing sound and timely decisions.”

Key to the coneept 1s the helicopter and a
revolutionary new family of sensors which
will provide the "“heep.”

In this operaticn a certain area is
supplied with small sensors which are
dropped from helicopters and which can
be used to determine the movemernt of
treops in an area which otherwise would
be concealed.

The articie continues:

This fiscal year approximately one-fourth
of the available flexible funds is i the Army's
Research and Development.

M. Heiman points out that:

STANO (s the acronym for surveillance,
Lirget acquisition and night observation. It
15 in these areas that new hardware will be
developed to equip the bulk of the infantry,
air cavalry and aviation units that will be
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in “the¥hiber one function of
LNdaig i enemy.’ Provid.ng the “pang”
will be the role of the combat forces——the
artillery, air, armer, and infantry-—together
with the helicopters needed to move the com-
bat troops. Along with the two functions of
“finding and fixing” the enemy, the Army
is working for improved eommunications Sy¥S-
tems.

The article goes on to say that Gen,
George I, Forsythe, who is a Heutenant
general in command of Fort Belvoir
Army combat development command,
predicts that:

In future Army win assign 10 percent of
its force in a combat theater to the task of
finding the enemy. This force is not intended
to deliberately engage the enemy, he ex-
Plains. It will provide the “beep."

Under the new concepts being shaped by
the adoption of the Nixon Docirine, which
calls for smaller U.S, presence in overseas
areas, the Army's initial “kang” response
would come from & “restreining force,” which
would have the job of zeting on the informa-
tion, f.e. intelligence, provided by the survetl-
lance force, to block, blunt and canalize the
initial enemy thrust.

The article points out that Ceneral
Westmoreland noted in hig October
specch:

We learned that Vietnam posed a prob-
ierm even more difficult than mobility. The
ehemy we face in Vietnam is naturally elu-
sive and cunning in his use of the denge
jungle for concealment. As ga result, in the
early days of the American cominitment we
found ourselves with an abundance of fire-
bower and mobility. But we were limited in
our ability to locate the enemy. We were
not guite a glant without eyes, but that al-
lusion has some validity.

As a result, since 1965 there has been a
steadily growing emphasis in DOD on devis-
ing means of finding the enemy; and this
stress has affected the development of
tacties and techniques and spawned an ex-
plosion in techneleogy. Many of the items de-
veloped for Vietnam will be found useful in
the automated battlefield of the future, but
not all, of course. will become wuniversal
issue.

The article continues:

AS to the status of the Program, Gen. Betts
says:

"It will take time to tell What we have
today is a variety of sensors betng used in
Vietnam, some of which are effective, some
are not. What we have lacked is a concept,
S0 at the present time we are really just
feeling our way. The capabllity of sensors
15 well understood by the Army. Our proklem
is to develop a coherent system and tie them
into 2 central control to maximize their
strengths and minimize their weaknesses.
For example, night vision devices need clear
weather. We can balance this with radar in
times of bad weather.

To attain the 24-hour capability the Army
wants will mean entirely new families of
eguipment. Just how much procurement
monies will be involved is dependent on a
variety of factors, not the least being the
size of the force and the availability of the
dollar. Betts offers a very tentalive estimate
of belween #100-8150 million a year.

“This is just a guess until we've done
enough conceptual testing. An example is
the new foliage radar, which is OK for South-
cast Asia. We have vet to deterinine which
ol the ilems will be suttable for universal
issue. As vet there are too many uncertain-
ties.”

To give the STANGQ brogram the emphasis
he felt necessary, in the fall of 1969 West-
morecland  established a STANO Systems
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What he did not tell us was the role
the sensors played in encouraging our
involvement. W thout the sensors, would
we have had any reason to send troops
into Laos? Without the sensors, what
justification could have been made for
our unofficial invelvement in that
country? '

This issue becomes particularly signif-
icant in view of a gencral public cesire
to avold futur: Vietnains, Why Mr.
President, are w » developing the capabil-
ity to fight the type of war which we
wish to avoid in the future? Why are we
preparing for more Vietnams when the
public has mad: clear it wants no more
Vietnams? _

Perhaps the niost disturbing questions

raised by the development of the elec-
tronic battlefiele: relate tr the potential
domestic applications of the system. Last
Saturday the Waishington Post reported
that the Justic: Depariment had ob-
tained a number of sephisticated sensors
and was using thiem to aid in the in_ter—
ceptionl of narcotics across the United
States-Mexican horder. While this par-
ticular use may he valuahle, and we all
might enthusias:ically approve of any-
thing that coulc aid in the prex'entlo;l
of drug abuse. the potential for abuse is
virtually uniimit=d. One device, now un-
der development will enable the user to
literally *‘see” tl rough solid brick walls
and other obague objects. Needless to say,
such a device, if »ver placed in the hands
of domestic police forces. wou}d make
wiretapping prim-tive by comparison. The
difficulty of regilating the use_of such
devices would be enormous., While every
assurance might be given that the use of
the devices would be carefully restricted,
their very existence would pose a threa:t
to privacy. At a time when privacy is
heing threatenec from every direction,
these sensors represent one of the most
serious threats t¢ one of our most sacred
righits.
i E‘Mr. President, these are a few of_the
fundamental questions which are ralse}d
by the development of the electronic
battlefield. They point up the need for a
thorough investization of the implica-
tions of such a s-stem before we appro-
priate additional money for its develop-
ment. We cannot afford o spend money
for the electron:e battlefleld and tht—_:n
find later that we failed to ask certa‘]n
erucial questions regarding its potential
uses. By that tim:, we will have th_e tech-
nology. It will be a fait accompli. Only
then: will we fac: the real dilemmas as-
sociated with deaiing with 1he new tech-
nology. We need a full review now.

It is not altogether clear how‘ much
money this bill ¢ uthorizes for this pro-
gram, or for sensor surveillance_.

I am going to proceed to raise _thgse
questions in the absence of th_e c_hstm—
zuished Senator from Mississippi (Mr.
STeENKIs . I unde stand he will try to be
on the floor later. If not, he will answer
from the record, and do so later..

I would lke t¢ ask the distinguished
chairman of the Armed Services Com-
mittee, or the appropriate member of
his committee dealing with this matter,
a few questions. _

First. how much meney is there in
this bill for the sai-calied electronic bat-
tlefield and its coraponents?
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I understand that there is some in
this bill, but most of it iz outside the
bill because it does not require any au-
thorization at ail. A relatively small part
of it requires authorization. I would
like to know how much.

What portion of the tota! is for test-
ing?

What portion is fer procurement?

How much is there in this bill for
deployment?

What have been the results of the
present progranmy for eaeh of these
areas—research, testing, and deploy-
ment? Has it worked, or not worked?
What were the initial estimates of cost?
Have they been exceeded and by how
mucih?

In other words, I think we should have
as much information as we can have
both about costs and about how well it
works?

I would like to ask some additional
questions. To what extent have the
sensers and other items in the system
heen made available to other areas of
the world? Is it being used in Europe?
Do we have any commitments to de-
ploy it inn Europe? In Latin America?® In
the Middle East?

Why is this considered such a worthy
investment in view of cur imvotence to
date in Vietnam?

I hope that the chairman will address
himself in detail to these questions and
issues and give us specific data on both
costs and effectiveness.

I would like also to ask some addition-
al guestions.

First. The defense communications
pranning group—DCPG-has been in
charge of our Southeast Asia sensor-re-
lated opersations.

When was this organization estab-
lished and what has been its re’ationship
to other entities in the defense hierarchy,
such as OSD, the Services, and the de-
fense agencies?

What are the objectives of the DCPG
programs denoted by the code names
Duel Blade, Igloo White, Duffel Bag, and
Tight Jaw, respectively?

How much money has been spent {o
date on these and other DCPG programs?
Please break down the funds involved be-
tween R. & D.. procurement, Q. & M., and
military construction funds and by fiscal
year. To what extent has this DCPG
funding been supplemented by funds
from the individual services?

What are the projected fiscal vear
1971 R. & D. and procurement budgets
for the DCPG?

Is it true that DCP( activities have
been divided for planning purposes into
five phases, the third of which is now
being implemented? Why can we not
rhase out these programs in lizht of our
Vietnamization policies? What are the
differences between each of the five
phases, what are their respective imple-
mentation dates, and how much money
has been or iz planned to be spent with
regard to each?

In what foreign countries other than
Vietnam has equipment developed by the
DCPG been deployed by the United
States and for what purposes?

To what foreigh countries has equip-
ment developed by the DCPG  been
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made available for use by their own
forces and for what reasons?

What prices of eguipment devel-
oped by the DCPG might have possille
application by domestic police forees?
Have any of these items been made avail-
able to law enforcement officials of the
Federal, State, or local governments?

Second. STANO —and onee avain 1
refer to surveillanec acquisition night
observation—is a specifically Army-corn-
ducted program in the sensor-aided
combat systems area.

When was this program originated,
what are its abjectives, and what is its

organizational relationsiip ko the
DCPG?

What R. & D. procurement. 0. & M.,
and military construction funds are

budgeted for STANQ in fisenl rear 1971
and what funds have been rcxpended in
prior years?

What are the present status and
future plans regarding the deployment
of STANCO equipment abroad and its
being made available to forces of other
countries for their own vse?

Third. Do the Air Force, Navy, and
the defense agencies have sensor-aided
combat programs of their cwn? Bleass
identify these programs, their objectives,
and their organizational rels tionship to
the DCPG. What has been tle past and
what is the anticipzted funding of each
of these programs? Please detaij funding
by type of appropriation anc by fiscal
year. What are the Dpresent status and
future plans regarding the dexloyment of
this equipment abroad and its being
made available to the forces of othe»
countries for their own use?

This subject was first discussed by the
Senator from Arizona (Mr. GOLDWATER:
when he put into the Reconrn o statemens
by General Westmaoreland going into this
system in great detail. It was discussed,
much later, by me, When I brought it up.
the Senator from Arizona suggested that,
I was bringing in a new issue which had
not heen discussed and could somehow
constitute either a violation of gecurity
or a revelation that could be of assistance
and aid and ceinfort to the crnemy,

Of course, nohe of us—certainly this
Benator—wants to have any rewmarks of
his or any requests of his to be inter-
breted or acted upon in a way that would
give any assistance to any enemy of the
United States. The information I am ask-
ing for is, I think, information that is
essential if we are going to be responsible
in acting on the enormoys costs that are
involved in the automatoed hattiefield sys-
tem.

I think it is inconsistent with tho>
duties and oblications of g U.3. Senator
to vote hundreds of millions and in this
case billions of dollars without having
the kind of hard answers that we should
have,

It has been sucgested eariicr in econ-
nection with another subiec. that per-
haps the Senate should have an execu-
tive session to get some answers to the
auestions that were raised by the Sen-
ator from Arkansas  Mr., FuLsricHT) and
the Serator from New York «Mr. Javits:
earlier today.

Frankly, I do not think that would be
hecessary with regard to this particular
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tions that ; wm asking. Perhaps it is. I
would certaiily have to be convinced
that the ccs' data I am asking for, or
even the pcriormance data I am asking
for, would h:wve to be classified. It can
be of very listle use to us in debate if
it is classif 1, because it is so hard to
have our s.a¥s take part in it. We all
know that it probably is unwise, if there
is anything that could be damaging to
this countrsy. if it is discussed even in
a body as iti.creet, thoughtful, and pa-
triotic as the United States Senate, Nev-
ertheless, I ¢ hope that we can get these
answers we : eed so badly,

I might s&* to the Senator from Mis-
sissippi that - have completed my speech.
I asked the Sznator a series of questions
in the cows:s of the speech, principally
as to what i e cost of this program was.

I also as<.d, if this system is so ef-
fective aga.ist guerrillas, why we have
had so little success with it in Vietnam;
I asked to i+hat extent the capability
might encou age us to become engaged
in other gurr -illa warfare situations such
as Vietnam: and I asked about the im-
plications ¢if widespread domestic appli-
cation of this system.

I would lik: to ask the chairman of the
committee, i{ he eould, to respond to the
extentt thal : e cares to do so. Of course,
if he would | refer to put answers in the
RECORD at & ater date, I would certainly
understanc.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield, I am very glad to
answer his juestions, and will be de-
lighted to (¢ so. On the question of ac-
curacy, hor ver, I would need a little
more time '3 get down specifically to
some of his 1y ints.

I, too, am interested in this subject
matter, M). President, and I appreciate
the interest of the Senator from Wis-
consin, I hiw 2 done some work on it here
lately, and b wve a brief descriptive state-
ment that ” intend to ask to have printed
in the RECZ1 D in a few minutes, It is a
partial answr to some of the Senator’s
questions, {1l ough not a full answer as
to all. I wau : dvised by him of the speech
he was plaiziing to make, and I appre-
ciate that :ourtesy greatly, and would
have been }":re for every minute of his
speech excent that I was in an emer-
gency situy - on with reference to time on
some other natters in connection with
the pendin: »ill,

Let me & * this in a general way, Mr.
President: ~'here is nothing mysterious
or particu.a 'ly secret about this matter
that has be:n called—or miscalled, in a
way—the -lectronic hbattlefield., This
largely or.: nated during the war in
what was. ‘or awhile, called the Mc-
Namara I.ue—the area there in the
proximity :: the demilitarize zone where
there was 1 controversial experiment
being carr + i on; that is, it was contro-
versial bec: 1se of a difference of opin-
ion as to «at would be the value and
the outeor-- of it—but on the basis of
saving ma::: ower, it was carried on, with
differing o::nions, as I say, as to the
success of . Certainly within the germ
of all thi- ctivity there are proven to
he values 1111t are worth following up.

This is 1t a large system. It is not
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something that would ordinarily be au-
thorized in a military procurement bill.
Most of this money has come from the
appropriations that are made for the op-
eration and maintenance of the mili-
tary services and from various other
procurement accounts, and the prosecu-
tion of the war, without reference to any
particular weapon.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield on that point for a
brief question?

Mr. STENNIS. Yes, I yield.

Mr. PROXMIRE. The reason I asked
the Senator to yield is that I am think-
ing of offering an amendment to require
that in the future expenditures in this
area of the automated battlefield, or
whatever it is called, be authorized. I
know that it is complex and difficult, and
I know that virtually all the funds have
been handled under the general research
categorv, but it seems to me that until
it is authorized, it is going to be hard for
us to make the kind of searching inquiry
and have the kind of understanding with
which we should provide ourselves with
respect to something that is sure to cost
50 much.

The reason I raise this question is that
there is every indication that the Army
intends to spend a great deal of its funds
in the future in this area. If that is cor-
rect, I feel that we ought to require the
authorization, and that I should go
ahead and offer my amendment.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate the Senator’s wish to draw the
issue, but I doubt if it would be relevant,
the general idea of having an authoriza-
tion bill for a program like this to be au-
thorized in advance.

As an-illustration, now, we have to get
tanks authorized, but we do not au-
thorize the cost of a tank battle out in a
certain area of the war. That comes un-
der operation and maintenance, the fuel,
and all the things that go to make up
the cost of this battle among the tanks.
Antitank missiles, for instance, come in-
to it.

As to this program, I think that as
the program is disclosed and revelations
are made. it will become more cbvious
that it would hardly be a package that
could always be identified in advance,
and authorized. Moreover, the Army
would have to stop when it got to the end
of its authorization. That is not an ex-
treme statement. This is a general, broad
battlefield operation.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Yes, but what I was
referring to was the procurements them-
selves. To the extent that there are spe-
eific procurements required of hard
equipment, that part, it seems to me,
should be authorized.

Mr. STENNIS. Yes, there are procure-
ments. I am going to come to that in a
minute, and g.ve an illustration.

For the past 5 vears and ineluding the
fiscal 1971 budget, we will have author-
ized specifically for t.uis program, in bills
like this one, $293 million for research
and development of these various parts,
and also, within that 5 years, we will
have authorized 195 million for what we
call procurement. Most of that procure-
ment is for the modification of aircraft
and procurement of drones.
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This aireraft authorization is so ex-
plicit and minute that we even authorize
the modification of planes. So here were
a number of planes that had to be used
in a special way, and they had to be
modified before they could be used that
way, so we authorized funds for this pur-
pose and in the bill that we now have
pending for 1971, we have, in round fig-
ures, $66 million. %45 million of that is
for research and development; $17 mil-
lion is for the modification of aircraft;
and then there is about $4 million in
there that is for classified drones.

That is as far as the hardware goes in
the present program, for modified planes,
drones, and research and development,
and that covers it for 5 years.

Mr. PROXMIRE. The Senator from
Mississippi is not saying, as I understand
it, that the full cost of the so-called Mc-
Namara line and all the procurement
items that went into the effort to accom-
plish that was as littie as $230 million, or
£195 million?

Mr. STENNIS. Oh, no.

Mr. PROXMIRE, Or the sum of those
two figures?

Mr. STENNIS. No. I emphasized that
a great part of the cost is outside this
field, in what we call other procurement
and operations and maintenance, but not
for the specific hardware involved,

We are having a rundown on this
whole operation, present and prospective
for the future, in our Preparedness Sub-
committee, and we may have hearings,
depending on how the picture looks when
we get it all together. But this has ire-
mendous possibilities, and already has
demonstrated them in, for example, de-
tection. I have here a brief statement
that raised the points that the Senator
has raised in one way or another here-
tofore, and a rebuttal to some, and this
is largely for information.

I have here a summary in dollars for
the last 5 years, including the budget for
fisgal year 1971, with a total of each line
item-—the Army, the Navy, the Air Force,
and the research and development—and
I am going to ask that that be put in the
RECORD.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I thank the Senator
very much. This is most responsive and
extremely helpful. This is the first time
it has been called to my attention, and I
think it will be very enlightening for all
Members of the Senate.

Mr. STENNIS. I might say, Mr. Presi-
dent, that the figure is $1.685 billion. Tt
has heen a very integral part and a sub-
stantial part of our operations over there,
not just on what we call the MeNamara
Line but also in other areas, This is all
unclassified, and I am glad to declassify
it to this extent. I am a little surprised
that they could go as far as they have,

Mr. PROXMIRE. It is helpful. How-
ever, I think it does leave a great, big
area involving well over a billion doliars
which is unaccounted for in terms of
hardware and which we apparently
jdentify as some kind of maintenance or
other activities which we cannot pin-
point. It seems to me that it would be
helpful in these hearings if we could
determine just what this is, to the extent
that it can be disclosed.

Mr. STENNIS. We will get additional
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facts for the Senator on that. I think his
guestion is relevant. But this is not
something where some money has been
put inh & hole This is not something
where there have been overruns on a
weapons svstem—a tank, a plane, or
anything like “hat, Manv new ventures
are involved ir this kind of warfare. It
is another illustration of the faet that
we got into tlis war and then had to
learn how to :ight it. There are many
illustrations of that.

Mr, PROXMIRE. I say to the Senator
that we do not know whether or not
there are overr ms. We have not had any
original estima es, We do not know what
the Army expezted this would eost or
estimated it would cost 'when they first
started on it. - wonder if they did ex-
pact that the “MeNamara Line plus the
other activities dealing with thig sensor
system would cost $1.7 Lillion, which is
th2 hard figure I have seen. I have seen
some as hivh (s 32 billion, If that was
their original ostimate. [ am surprised
that they went ahead, b:cause this is a
tremetidously bigh cost, i view of what
I understand i: very poor, in fact, pa-
thetic results,

It 15 truec thrt it is a useful idea and
that it is very intriguiny to be able to

fight guerrilla varfare in which vou can .

identify the movement and location of
the enemy, if it can be drme. But it does
seent. o the basis of the results in Vieg-
nam-—very poot results in Vietnam—that
this lras not wo ked.

AMr. STENNIL. I would not condemn it
or make a jud:iment on it so severely.
There have hein times when the com-
mittee has had some doubts about some
pare of it, and - ome of the military has.
But, unquestior ably, it saved lives and
it fit inte this ki d of warfare better than
some of the ciher more conventional
things we were doing, frankly.

We will be giad to provide the entire
picture. Nothin. has beer: hidden abaut
it, T can assure the Senatcr, and he is not
charging that.

Mr, PROXMIRE. I do riot charge that
an¥body has bec: deliberately concealing
this, but I am ehiarging that we have not
dorie our job. I 1 speaking of the Sen-
gtor from Missis sippi. He was apparently
informed on this, but most of the rest of
us were not. This is an ares in which in
the past 5 years we have spent $2 billion,
and I am willinr to guess that not more
than 10 er 15 3enators knew anything
about it at all, I:new that there was any
effort of this kin 1. It seem~d like & bomb.
shell when it was disclosed the other day,
When we spenl this much money, it
seems £t me that even though we are
not on the comraiittee, we have a duty to
tnow what we are spendineg it for and
whether or not “he result, are good.

My STENNIS Iam glad that the Sen-
ator has this inn-erest in it and am glad
o provide fum vith the facts. It is just
1ot one of these things about which
speechies are ma je.

The way it was started £nd was set up.
for a long time they did not want the
enemy to find out that there was such a
thing as these :ensors, a: we now call
them. That was a part ¢i the program.
But that is well known now. It has done
a lot of good. T a:mn glad to discuss it with
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the Senator, and we will have this survey
made,

Mr. President, the Senator had ques-
tions, also, with respect to the Fitzhugh
proposals. I think they are very good
and pertinent guestions. As soon as it is
time to get into that—i¢ is a matter that
is not involved in the bill—I will be glad
to try to answer the questions, or any
other member of our committee may do
s50. The Senhator from Arizona will have
some remarks, no doubt, on the sensor
program.

Mr, PROXMIRE. The questions I had
vesterday on the Fitzhugh proposais re-
lated in large part to the so-ecalled “fly
before you huy” principle, which the Sec-
retary of Defense enunciated was the
new abiding principle for procurement
in the Defense Department. I pointed
out wvesterday that it seems that they
have been violating that principle and
are still violating it. Although the com-
mittee has done an excelient job in some
respeects, there seems to be a series of
areas in which production is preceeding
before testing is completed.

Mr., STENNIZ. Mr. President, dur-
ing last year and this year, the comumit-
tee has been using the so-called “fiy
before you buy” principle considerably.
It is reflected in the bill now before the
Senate. I can point out several illustra-
tions of where we have transferred an
iten1 from procurement back into re-
search and development, where we think
it should be kept until there is more
testing. That is largely a phrase so far,
and I am sure the Seccretary will give
it more and more meahing, and our
committee will welcome it. There is nho
clear-cut line many times between this
research and the actual procurement.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I should like to
make one more point. I have developed
an amendment—because I think this is
such an excellent principle. that we
should fly before we huy or test before
we go into production—which would
require that in the event this proposal
is violated in procurement, the Commit-
tes on Armed Services should inform
the Senate and let us know the reasons
for it. It would not be anything that
would put the Defense Departinent in
a straitjacker,

It is clear that there are instaneces
i which you must go ahead with pro-
duction before you finish testing, but
we ouzht to know that we are authoriz-
ing production of a weapons system,
that we are making that authorization
without having the test completed, We
ought to bec aware of that. If we are
aware, we will be in a mueh stronger and
better position to act intelligently. My
amendment would require that this kind
of reporting system be developed.

Mr. STENNIS, Mr. President, we will
be glad to have the Senator's amend-
nment. I do net indicate any kind of sup-
port for it. There must be some discre-
tion somewhere. T think tha‘ is nne of
the things the committee is for—pri-
marily---tc make some recommenda-
tions, We could earmark those recom-
mendations, and then it would be up to
the judgment of the Senate,

Mr. President, T understahd-—and I am
not jumping the gun on this—that per-
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haps the amendment has been completed
with reference to the ABM, the proposed
amendment to the ABM, that it will be
completed this afternoon or Monday
morning, and it might be pessible to be
made the pending business on Monday.

Those of us who are sponsoring the
hiil would be ready for such a move, and
that would put us on a definite amend-
ment. It s a matter that will be debated
fully, but I do not believe at such great
Iength as last year because. after all, we
are familiar with it now in a broad way
and it will become a second step pro-
posal. So it looks like we will be off 1o a
good start if we can get that as 2 major
part of the bill, as an amendment to
begin definite debate on Monday.

Mr. President, I think we have had a
rather productive week here. We have
had a very essential part of debaze.
There is a tremendous amount in the
bill that has to bc set fortl:, such as in-~
formation to the membership, together
with the work that they have done, and
the issues to be more clearly defined.
Members who do special work onh amend-
ments have had this time to work on
them, so that I think, as a whole, the bill
is pretty much down to bone and muscie,
If we can get started, and get one
amendment started and acled on, I be-
leve the bill will move rather fast.

The ABM would be a good one to start
on. The other weapnons systems were gl-
ready examined thoroughly last yesr.
Perhaps it will not reguire much time
for them,

Frankly, I think the McGovern-Hat-
field amendment as to the war part is
the one that goes to the heart of the
thing and should b fully and thoroughly
debated, which does 110t necessarily me:n
at great length.

I believe thatu will constitute the major
part of the bill and we will then get along
fine and realize that this week has becn
well used.

Mr. President, as the Serate Rnows,
the pending business is the military pro-
curement authorization bill. H.R. 17123,
and I would like to make a hrief state-
ment on ifs present posture in the Senatea
and to express the hope that the Senate
will proceed with expedition in order
that we may conclude our final acticn
on this vital legisiation. I would like 1o
make the following points:

First, I would like to acknowledege, as
I have many times, the significance and
complexity of this legislation which au-
thorizes all of the major miitary hard-
ware and all of the researcht. and deve:-
opment for fiscal yvear 1871 and which
contains other legislative features in-
cluding the authorization fur funds for
the free world forces in Southeast Asia.

I am, therefore, fully awares of the time
that is required under norinal circun:-
stances to examine the bill in depth
Moreover, T am fully aware of the desgircs
and needs of every Senaior o examine
the hearings and report and ralse surh
questions as he desires prior tn proceed-
ing with the floor debate.

Nevertheless, I think the Senate as a
whole must acknowledge the need for
meeting these various matters and pro-
ceeding in a way which will nermit us ta
dispose of this legisiation and ¢o to other
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importand 1 zislation awaiting action in
the Senate.

Second, | o3t where does the authoriza-
tion il wo:2h was reported on July 14
stand at th - moment? All of the major
spenches s 2orting the conimittee posi-
tinn on the legislation have baen coi-
cluded, and e posture of the bill is that
we are nov  waiting for the variocus
amendmert. o be called up in order for
them to ba v ther adopted or disposed of.
as the Sent'a may wish. I would like to
emphasize, . Ar. President, that in my
view. for su. wral reasons, the disposition
of the var. 13 amcndments should not
require an .aordinate amournt of time.
First of all, he issues will be clear cut;
mest of thy Information is already wcli
known and¢, .n many instances, was de-
bated last n e,

Probably i 18 most significant item will
be the ame!: iments regarding the Safe-
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guard anti:. llistic-missile system. Inso-
far as the d -bate is concerned, this ap-

pears to by . problein of bringing up to
date such ::i»w facts as have occurred
since late lo:t summer wliten the Senate
for several v :eks debated the ABM issue,
pro and cc: in great depth. Every Sen-
ator, thereé: re, is familiar with all the
basic issue. avalved. I realize the actual
ABM amerid nent has nct yel bees intro-
duced and - little time wili ke reguired
to understa: d and expisre the implica-
ticns of wl ever is presented. This hav-
ing heen ¢ ne, however, the Senate
should be . a position to work its wiil
on the disy.o:ition of the amendment.,

Another » ajor item will concern the
C-5A. The i1 arings and the discussion on
this matter over the past menths to-
gether witlh the discussions in the Armed
Services Conr mittee's report and heatings
provide amyp e backeround fov the issues
involved in this matter.

There a1« othar amendments relating
to chemica! and biological warfare and
two amencr: ents relating to the MIRV
system wh.c1 have been introduced by
Senator Brooke. I should add that Sena-
tor BrooKE | as indicated he is willing to
proceed wil1 consideration of these,
prcbably ess ¥y next week, -

YIE "~ AM WAR AMENDMENTS

Mr. Pres «3nt, there are a number of
other amer ¢ nents which I shall refer to
collectively s the Vietnam war amend-
ments. Heres r gain, the issues involved will
be fairly cizair cut. There are:

First, the VMicGovern-Hatfield amend-
ment which srohibits the expenditure of
funds exce;r for certain limited pur-
poses after December 31, 1970, in Viet-
nam and I..)s unless there has been a
declaratici: « £ war by the Congress.

Second, t. ere iz the amendment of
Senator Hu 1Es which in effect prehibits
the use of fu1ds after December 31, 1570,
for the purpose of using inductees in
Vietnam o! - ny other country in a state
of war or :eellion. Senator NxLsoN has
introduced « similar amendment,

Third, t:aa there is the amendment
of Senator HaTrirLp which would imnpie-
ment the (i:tes report on an all-volun-
teer armed force and I might add would
involve an i ditional annual cost of $4.3
billion.
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There are several other amcndments
which I shiall not discuss in detail at this
time, My, President, and I am sure there
will be others which bave vet to be sent
to the desk.

In coneclusion. Mr. President, I am
making these brief remarks in order to
emphasize that the Toribicomiing issues
involved i all of che amendments appear
tonie to be fairy clear cut.

I urge that after we have had full, com-
nlere, and orderly debate, we proeeed
with expedition on each of these matters,
in order for the Senate to perform its
duly in passing this legislation.

Mr. Prexident. for the information of
all Senators, I ask unanimous consent to
have printed in the REcorp a description
of the electronic battlefield, including
major issues and rebuttals concerning if,
and o table entitied “Sensor Program
Service Summary.”

There being 1o objection, the descrip-
tion and table were ordered to be printed
in the Recown, as {ollows:

LELECTRONLIC BATTLEFIFLD
LESCRIPTION

Electronic or Automeated or Instrumented
Bactlefield, have been used as titles to de-
scribe the sensor program which was started
in 1066 as an anti-infliration system to stop
or impede the flow of men and material frem
North Vietnam to Sotth Vietham. It was to
streten along the Demilitariznd Zone (DMZ)
w0 Laos and cover the Laotian road networks.
This program never has teen ldentified nor
funded a5 an “instrumented battlefleid ™
The Defense Communications Planning
Group (DCPG) was charged with develop-~
ing and fielding resources for the battlefield.

It consists of u collection of eguipment,
most of which are sensors or “lstening de-
vires” placed alonlig tralls, roads, chole Joints
or in combat arens to detect and track the
presence of enemy troops, Information from
these unattended sensors is {ransmitted to
remote positions from which firepower or
strike forces then can be directed on the
enerny.

This program has heen directed entirely to
sUpport Scutheast Asia operations. It has
been very sutccessful and has been inchuded
in the expanded Army Surveillance Targe?
Acquisition, and Night Operstions (STANO)
program

FUNDING

For fiscal vears 1967 through 1970 and
including the budget request for 1971, a total
of $2.348 billion has been provided within the
Department of Defense of which 3663.4 mil-
lion was not required by DCPG and was
raturned to the Secretary of Defense for re-
programming to other high priority programs.
This leaves a balance of $1.685 billion in the
program as aof July 10, 1970, of which $2983
millicn was provided for the RDT&E appro-
priations. $1.177 hillion from the Procure-
ment Appropriations, $197 million from
Operations and Maintenance Apbpropriations,
and §18 millicn fvom the Military Construc-
tion account. Of this $1.685 biliion, 3283
million (8293 militon RDT&E, and $195 mil-
liont Procurement) was authorized and appro-
nriated, The remaining $1.197 billion was
appropriated but was nol subject to author-
izing legislation under the Military Pracure-
ment Authorization Acts. (A stmunary of
total funding is attached.)
ARELATIONSIIIP TO THE ARMY

The Army STANC program. which is an
acronym for Surveillance, Target Acquisition
and Night Operations, was focused under
Major General Fulton, USA, spproximately

STANO PROGRAXM
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one vear ago. The successful use of un-
allended sensors in combat clearly suggested
the merit of a syetems approaech which would
consolidate Army concepts and development
of a broad range of radars, night observation
devices. inlrared systems, personnel detectors
and a coinmand and control capability.
Efforts are still formative, and funding has
heen identified in the Army FY 71 RDT&E
hudget in the amount of $40.6 million. The
anti-infiltrailon, surveillance oriented sehs-
ors deveioped and deployed by DCPG are a
portion af this expanded Army approach,

The Armmy STANO organization is the
Army’s focal point for relationships with
DCPG, pbut it clearly is concentrating on
long range Army capabillties rather than
the immedjate, Southeast Asia (SEA}
oriented mission of DCPG.

MAJOR ISSUES AND REBUTTALS

i, Charge.-—The program has never been
stibjected to public hearings, a detailed re-
view, or directly authorized by Congress,

Rehuilal —Congress has been briefed re-
peatedly in closed sesslons by the Segretary of
Deiense, DDR&E, the Director, DCPG and
Staff, and Chiefs of Services since 1966, Pub-
Lo heanpgs were avoided to preclude the
enemy’s instigation of tactical and/or tech-
nical countermeasures which take away ad-
vantages gained hy U5, forces, Armed Serv-
ices anid Appropriations Committees have
reviewed the total program and have specifi-

iy authorized development and procure-
nhilrements as required by law.
rga.—Not only has $2 billion been
with the potential requirement of

220 Bbi

Bebuital. —Including the FY 1971 budget,

L.683 imillion has been applied to the pro-
grain of which only $877 million dlrectly
o senzor technolegy. Rather than
growth, the Director. DCPG has returned
#863 milllon of the funds authorized by the
Serretary of Defense. Larger expenditures in
FY 1968 and FY 1969 versus FY 1967 are
norizal as a system moves from developiment
to procurement. Future SEA oriented operat-
Ing costs are estimated as $200 millioh an-
nuilly \RDT&E, procurement, O&M), scarcely
approaching 20 billion.

3. Charge.—New ‘electranic battlefield”
will totally modify the way our Army fights
and Congress may be toid 820 billlon is the
price to “match the Russians.”

Rebuttal—There is currently no DOD
program designated as the “eleetronic bat-
tlefield.” The anti-infiltration and surveil-
lance capability developed and deployed to
S has provided our forces with o tech-
nolegy which denies the enemy the sanctu-
aries of jungle and dorkness. General West-
moreland, recognizing this contribution, has
stated that we need to explore the potential
of such equipment and other surveillance
aud control devices.

4. Charge.—Equipment will not discrimi-
nate between the enemy and women and
children.

_Rebutt‘,al‘-uDismimination by sensing de-
vices 15 costly. However, the fundamental
policy fellowed is that the judgment of the
commander, integrating all intelligence
data, is essential prior to using fire power or
strike forces. Without reaction, sensors are
harmless.

b, Charge —Was the system worth it?

Rebuttal—The ability to economize on use
and exposure of U.S. Forces, the protection
of bases and the denisl of darkness and jun-
gle to the enemy have been major contribu-
tions. The value of this capability is at-
tested to by the constant demands of our
combat commanders for sensors in ‘‘their
area of operations.”

cost
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SENSOR PROGRAM SERVICE SUMMARY
{In millions of dekars|
Fiscal year
- — o S-year
1967 1968 1969 1870 1971 fotaj
A T a 20.7 30.0 21.8 9.2 12.9 93,7
Procurement.__ .. 142.8 192.4 131.4 37.0 78.0) 583, 7
LEM__ . . 7.5 7.9 9, 4.7
Total_ ... T 22,4 160.7 541 99. 3 )
BTN 7 14.7 9.7 6 5.0 515
D. P . . . . al.
onu” 14.3 130 13.3 18,7 1031
g.msc.urine."j?m"iﬁﬁﬁ 1.6 1.7 2.2 2.2 23.3
Totsl__... o 0.6 24.4 22.0 9 183
Air Faree:
BT et 23.5 20,8 12.5 14.0
Procurament ____ . 93,5 157.2 71.1 107.0
0. &M .. 216 32.9 3.2 40,0
Milcon _ . .
Totab,......... 138.6 210.1 126.8 161. 0 8.
i 20.6 15.0 13,0 14.0 68.5
RD&TM“ 1.8 1.5 1.5 1.7 7.9
Total ..o .. B X 16.5 1.5 15.7 7.4
________ B 124.0 a7 T 301.9 1,685.0

Mr. HATFIE.D, Mr. President, first,
I should like t» commend the Senator
from Wisconsin (Mr, ProxMire) for an
outstanding picce of research, and for
his contributior toward a better under-
standing of the military weapons system
we are heing asked to support through
the budget ope¢rations of the Govern-
ment,

I should also like to commend the
Senator from Mississippi (Mr, STENNIS),
chairman of tle Armed Services Com-
mittee, for the fine cooperation he has
extended to those of us involved in mak-
ing research and other evaluations on
weapons systems.

I can assure him that, as one who has
associated himself with a number of
amendments that will be appearing on
the floor during the next few weeks, Iam
certain we can work out time agreements,
and such other things, in order to ex-
pedite the discussions as quickly as pos-
sible, yet cover the subject thoroughly.

Mr. President, thetre are basic under-
lying questions -vhich are presented to us
by this defense bill: yet these are rarely
considered whern the Congress authorizes
the expenditure of billions of dollars in
the name of sccurity. Our debate has
usually focused upon whether a particu-
lar tank or plane or missile is the cheap-
est one that cculd be built or perhaps
whether it is actually required for the
mission it is t> fulfill. We have been
greatly concerred—and rightfully so—
about the enormous cost overruns that
have afflicted various weapons systems.
I know that the distinguished chairman
of the Armed Services Committee shares
this particular -oncern as well, and has
advocated steps to prevent such over-
runs in the fut.ure acquisition of major
weapons systems.

Excessive costs and ineflicient manage-
ment should rightfully disturb the Con-
gress. Yet I do 1ot believe this to be the
most urgent ani troubling factor in our
rate of defense spending.

We must berin consideration of de-
fense expenditires by asking what the

meaning of national security is in today’s
world, Since our ultimate aim is interna-
tional peace and security, we must deter-
mine exactly what forces tend to under-
mine that peace, and how they best can
be met.

There is no doubt that our world is
afflicted with tension and turbulence. In
the last 10 years 82 governments have
been overthrown by some type of coup-
de-etats, rebellions, or revolts. And there
are about 22 active insurrections in vari-
ous countries today, such as Angola,
Burma, Columbia, and several other
countries. But what are the roots of these
conflicts, how do they affect our own se-
curity, and how might they be resolved?

Revolutions are born, in my judgment,
out of an impatience with suffering rath-
er than Irom a passion for bloodletting,.
When two-thirds of the world is hungry
and impoverished, and when they are
often the victims of political systems
which serve exclusive interests and do
little to meet the overall needs of their
population, it should come as no surprise
that international stability remains illu-
sive. But the sources of the instability
must be clearly understood: economic
deprivation, human suffering, and po-
litical oppression.

Now we all know that the Communist
powers in our world have an ideology that
is hostile to our own-—as well as to each
other, however—and that these coun-
tries possess significant military might,
We must be prepared to defend ourselves
if they ever intend to -use their power
against us aggressively. Yet, we should
examine the probability of such an ac-
tion, and recognize that the greatest ac-
tual sources of conflict today are rooted
in economic, social, and political griev-
alces rather than the result of aggres-
sive, hostile military actions by the Com-
munist superpowers.

One of the characteristics of the
nuclear age is the increasing inability to
effectively achieve politicai aims through
the use of military force. We once lived
in a world where military supremacy in-
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sured political supremacy. But today,
with the capacity for destruction several
times over resting in the hands of the
major powers, military supremacy has
far less of a political advantage, What
advantage is it if we can kill the Rus-
sian population 10 times over, but they
can only kill us six time over?

Furthermore, the use of even conven-
tionai military might by a major power
is no certain means of achieving polit-
ical objectives. If anything, it seems that
the use of conventional military power
in an interventionist manner is often
counter-productive. Our own experience
in Vietnam perhaps best demonstrates
the inability of conventional military
power to achieve a political objective—or
to impose a particular type of political
stability. The doctrine of ‘‘flexible re-
sponse,” designed to give our conven-
tional military power the capability of re-
sponding to situations with 2 measured
amount of military force, led us into the
enduring Vietnam conflict rather than
maintaining international stability. Fur.
thermore, the presence of our troops in
other lands at times can contribute to
the internal instability of these govern-
ments than to the overall stability of a
particular region.

The truth we are discovering is that
political stability and international se-
curity are the function of political and
economic rather than military factors.
Political stability—or peace—can seldom
be imposed for long by one eountry over
another through the mere use or threat
of its military power.

Now I realize that these might appear
to be highly speculative considerations.
But they are not irrelevant.

Each year we are asked to appropriate
billions of dollars to buy new weapons
and sustain the world’s largest number
of men in an active army, But no one
seems to seriously ever ask the ques-
tion—"‘Just what is this all going to be
good for? What is the role of conven-
tional military power in today’s world?
What is the relation between the mili-
tary might we possess and our political
and strategic aims? What is the basis for
building international security?”

The answers to such issues may be un-
certain; yet we must address ourselves
to these concerns before we blindly pro-
ceed with the unquestioned approval of
billions for our military capability.

We all tend to assume that the mili-
tary forces we support are determined
by our foreign goals and the logical re-
sult of our desire to achieve certain in-
ternational objectives. We know, for in-
stance, that the Soviets have a strategic
nuclear force which must be deterred
through our own strategic nuclear force.
And we know that if countries hostile to
us choose for some reason to aggressively
invade neighbors who were our allies,
then we should be prepared to insure
some kind of an effective defense. The
Armed Forces we possess, then, should
be what is required to acecomplish these
ends,

The disturbing fact, however, is that as
one studies our defense posture, he dis-
covers that it has little relation to our
foreien policy goals. The forces that
comprise our defense are more the re-
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sult of the :1omentum of the military
bureaucrac; than of any other factor.
Our defense Josture simply does not re-
flect an an.: sis of what is necessary to
accomplish *..i1e ends of our foreign pol-
icy. Rather, it is the product of what
competing : ¢ ‘vices have successfully jus-
tified as be:r: r useful and have been ap-
proved by a = inquestioning Congress uni-
der the rukr.: of national security.

The forcs: we presently possess and
sustain ena>i: us to act as a world police-
man anywhere in the worid, whenever
we please. Tt e wisdom of such unilateral
intervention has heen thoroughly dis-
cussed and .15 been frequently doubted,
both withiyn ongress and the executive
branch, Ye. we have hot seriously ques-
tioned whet! er we should maintain the
capability 1 unilaterally intervene mili-
tarily any :lace we choose to in the
world. Ever: hough we know that in any
situation o’ nternal political instability,
outside intes vention by a great power Is
likely to be counterproductive, we still
prepare ouw-<:lves for this capability. The
mere possession of this capability, with
all the prep:: nned strategies and contin-
gency plans, increases the likelihood that
we might ke such action. I am not
suggesting 1hat our defense somehow be
totalty devsii of anything that might be
used for som.e kind of foreign interven-
tion. But I : m suggesting that if we be-
lieve that unilateral intervention in the
internal p>iitical conflicts is generally
not a wise or necessary step, then we
should exi.ine carefully the priority
we are giviri; to such a capability in the
developme:! of our military forces.

our deferse posture is also designed
to ficht a rcaventional war at sea-—pre-
sumably—: th the Soviet Navy. I do not
believe I hz' e ever heard any discussion
about just row likely it would be for us
to get invol ad in a conventional conflict
of this type with the Soviet Union that
would alsy stop short of nuclear war.
Moreover, ¢ en if we do accept the need
to prepare for such a conflict, we should
ask whethe: our surface Navy—or any
country’s «irface ships—can be ade-~
quately daf:nded against the modern
armaments shat military technology has
ereated. Yo , billions of dollars are in-
vested each vear in the proposition that
we should & » prepared to fight a conven-
tional war it sea agalnst our potential
enemles.

The De-: rtment of Defense has also
claimed, in. -he past, that our forces have
the capabil ty to fight, all at once, in a
major war n Europe, a major land war
in Asia, anl a minor intervention else-
where in 1h : world. This of course is the
so-called 2'Y%-war contingency. I have
actually 1ever heard s rationale as to
why it wezs felt we should have to pre-
pare for sich an eventuality. I myself
find it in:redible to picture a situation
where we are fighting in a conventional
war against the Soviet Union on the con-
tinent of llurope, fighting against the
Chinese or their allies with our ground
troops socm2where on the mainland of
Asia in ancther conventional war at the
same time, and finally also carrying out
some milirary intervention in South
Amerlca. “et, we assume all of this
would go c¢n, but that it would not re-
sult in ary nuclear conflict. Our defense
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posture has been justified by its ability There is no dobut that this poses a di-

to accomplish all this.

So it appears to me that our defense
posture has not hecn related in any real-
istic way to an assessment of what we
really want to do in the world to achieve
our foreign policy objective. Rather, it
has been an amalgamation of everything
that the military can do in the world.

Now I want to point out that this ad-
ministration, accerding to its cwn state-
ments and reports, has begun the proc-
ess of trying to relate our military capa-
bilities to our strategic goals. They are
sensitive to this need and trying to set
new policies. Yet, the results and impli-
cations of what they are doing for the
defense budget remains to be seen. In
the meantime, it is Congress which has
the constitutional responsibility for try-
ing to define what kind of military force
we should have, and for what purposes
it should be prepared and utilized.

In past yvears, Congress has refused to
question seriously what has been pre-
sented to them as essential to the secur-
ity of the country. Despite the fact that
forces and pressures which result in the
eventual requests for defense expendi-
tures are largely the result of bureau-
cratic momentum, these programs are
presented as the logical result of what
has been determined to be absolutely
necessary for national security, With
thousands of dedicated public servants
working for the Department of Defense,
Congress has naturally assumed that
they and-only they can prepose what we
need for the defense of our Nation. The
requests that come from the Defense
Department are seen as a carefully
thought out approach to what is re-
quired to preserve national security. To
spend a penny less than what is re-
quested, it is suggested, will put that
security into jeopardy.

I think we should realize that the pos-
ture and weapons system requested by
the Defense Department as gssential to
security de not carry with them any
mandate from heaven, It is the approxi-
mated guess of dedicated people working
in an enormously complex bureaucracy
and influenced heavily by the interests
and biases of that bureaucracy. Their
presentation of what is generally re-
quired for overall national security is no
better or no worse that what the Con-
gress may decide is necessary, on a com-~
pletely independent basis.

Further, it must be remembered that
the Defense Department deflnes and re-
gards “national security” in the most
narrow vein. Only the military factor
is considered.

But when Congress evaluates the re-
quirements of “national security,” it
musl recognize that our true security is
a sombination of economic health, politi-
cal stability, domestic tranquility, na-
tional unity and dedication, as well as
our military resources.

Congress has the unique task of judg-
ing the relationship between all these
factors as it attempts to insure our Na-
tion's security.

The events of this week should bring
these issues into a sharp focus. New York
City has barely been able to function and
its eitizens’ safety has been jeopardized
by a pollution and power-shortage crisis.

rect danger to the security of that eity.
During the same week a Presidential
panel appointed to study the Defense
Department concluded:
We nre nll amazed that it (the Defense De-
partment) works at all,

Why should any Member of Congress
honestly believe that our security is best
pratected by spending every dollar that
is proposed by the Pentagon, and thus
depriving resources for solving the crisis
being felt this week by New York and
threatening every meajor urban area in
our land?

The task for Congress, in my judg-
ment, is o relate the foreign policy ob-
jectives and strategic aims we wish to
pursue as a nation—to the defense pos-
ture that we authorize. This must be
done with attention given to our avail-
able resources and the necessity of meet-
ing a variety of needs in order to truly
provide for our Nation’s security.

Previous defense expenditures have re-
suited from almost automatic approval
of the Pentagon’s wishes and proposals
because of the vacuum created by the
Congress lack of responsibility in exain-
ining defense requests. Thus, it is Con-
gress which must redress this imbal-
ance—and Congress which must assume
any responsibility for inordinate defense
expenditures.

We can—and, in fact, should—specu-
late about what our broad-range goals
in the world should be, what our com-
mitments and treaties should idealiy be,
and what methods we should rely on in
the future for building international
order. It is important that this kind of
reflection go on in a serious manner
within Congress.

Yet, we know that our present situa-
tion in the world presents us with imme-
diate realities which ecannot be ignored.
In considering what our defense posture
should be this year, and what resources
we should allocate for the defense
budget, we must realize that we have
assumed a particular role in the world
and do have various involvements which
cannot be ignored.

So T want to make this proposal. Let us
look at our present responsibilities in the
world. We know that we have commit-
ments, both in formal treaties and secret
agreements. Conceivably, these might re-
quire us to have mobkile foreces which
could be moved quickly to various parts
of the globe. We know that we have a
commitment to NATO and that at least
for now we must maintain a capability
to meet an ageressive action in that part
of the world. Purther, the Nixon admin-
is@ration has outlined its own new doc-
trine with respect to Asia. They have
stated that we would not use our ground
troops for a land war in the Asian main-
Iapd. and that the defense of Asian coun-
tr}es should be their own responsibility,
with our supporting assistance, The
Guam doctrine, as it is called, has been
set forth on several occasions as the offi-
c§a1 policy to be guiding our future ac-
tions in Asia. The implementation of this
(.ioctrine, then, must also be considered
in determining our defense posture.

PFinally, we know that the Soviets have
an arsenal of strategic nuclear weapons,
and that our present policy rests upon
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our ability to deter any possible Soviet
attack by possessing the certain capabil-
ity of destroyin: the enemy, should they
initiate an attick upon us. Thus, we
must provide for a continued credible
deterrent, force,

Now let me eraphasize that I may have
serious reservat.ons about some of these
working assumj-tions. I certainly do not
agree with all o Ir foreign commitments,
and worry abou{ how they can lead us
into dangerous military involvements.
The senior Senutor from Missouri (Mr.
SymiNeTON) has spoken eloquently and
worked hard at this very point, and I
respect greatly I.is efforts to actually dis-
cover the commitments our Nation has,
and what implications have, Further-
more, I may nct agree with particular
assessments of w here our interests in the
world actually lie. The President has said,
and rightfully sc, that cur interests must
shape our commitments. It could well be
that the administration’s notion of our
interests in the world—in Europe and
Asia——could differ from my own assess-
ment., Likewlse, there might be legitimate
guestions whieh could bhe raised about
the whole conce ¢t of deterrence.

Finally, many of these matters, such
as foreign comrmitments as well as our
strategic postura, might be changed
through various .1egotiations, Taking all
these factors int» account, let us grant
the foreign and :strategic objectives that
are presently operative—regardless of
whether we agree with themn all or not—
and then let us sce what kind of defense
posture is required to fulfil them.

Taking this fr: mework, several Mem-
bers of Congress came together again
this year to anal; ze our military budget.
We did so recoinize that there were
commitments and policies which had to
be followed., Yet, we sought to analyze
whether our expenditures for defense
were adequate cr excessive for those
purposes. The military spending report,
which I was privi eged to chair, with the
cooperation of culleagues in the House
and the Senate, was prepared in order
to provide furthe: knowledge and exam-
ination of defens: reguests. It has been
made available to all Members of Con-
gress in order to enhance our ability to
make these diffic:ilt judgments.

Let me briefly summarize the main
findings of this report: Pirst, we dis-
cussed various g-:neral topies, such as
the relationship Letween defense spend-
ing and the ecoiomy. W¢ noted how
excessive defense spending has a larger
inflationary effect on the economy than
any other kind of Government spending.
Further, we foun:i that it is difficult to
discover any subdtantial reductions in
the defense budg:t that h:ve not been
the rezult of a low 2r level o spending in
Vietham. Reducti ms in the budget. as
best as can be d-ermined have come
primarily from th :t source, :hough some
other savings nmiig it have h-en realized,
This is rard to de ermine with complete
wrecision, howeve., because the admin-
tstration has nol orovided s with con-
crete estimates o the wa:'s costs for
this vear.

The report thn examiied various
components in the Defense budget. look-
ing first to our exy anditures for strategic
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arms. Our conclusions was that a com-
pletely credible deterrent force, fully ca-
pable of providing an assured destruc-
tion capability, could be maintained for
considerably less expenditure and with-
out the deployment of various compo-
nents presently planned for our future
strategic arsenal. In general, we recom-
mended maintaining our triple deterrent
of bombers, land-based missiles, and the
Polaris fleet, but not continually up-
grading each of these at costs which are
excessive. For instance, we believe that
the life of the B-52 bomber force should
be preserved, but that we should not
move forward with the procurement of
the AMSA —advanced manned strategic
bomber—whieh could entail an eventuyal
expenditure of $10 billion. In a similar
fashion, we recommend against major
increased costs for our land-based mis-
sites, such as the MIRV program. It is
our general contention that the efforts
to improve and upgrade our deterrent
force should be placed with the most re-
liable and invulnerable component
part—our Polaris system.

For this reason also, we approved of
the continued research and development
request for the underseas long-range
missile system which could conceivably
serve as a further enhancement to our
deterrent force, if needed in future years
and in the absence of successful SALT
negotiations.

Let me add a few other comments
about our strategic forces. Qur projec-
tions about what is necessary to preserve
an assured destruction capability are
based on a number of assumptions that
need careful examination. For instance,
in such projections, we always assume
that all of the Soviets’ systems will work
perfectly, and our systems will funetion
poorly. We make this assumption in or-
der to be safe; but of course, if the So-
viets were actually planning an attack,
they would never make such an assump-
tion.

Further, we always protect against
whnat is called the greater than expected
threat. This means that we listen to all
that the intelligence agencies say is the
Soviet threat, and then try to imagine an
even greater threat—which often re-
quires a good deal of creative thinking—
and then design our forces to protect
against even this reater than expected
threat.

“Assured destruction” is defined as de-
stroving 25 percent of the Soviet papu-
lation and 50 percent of its industry. By
conservative estimates, 400 warhceads can
do far better than that. At present, we
can deliver 4200 nuclear warheads to
the Soviet Union, Part of the reason for
this enormous overkill is that we reguire
each component part of the strategic ar-
scnal-—our missiles, bombers, and sub-
mnarines—ito be able to inflict, comupletely
on its own, such a destructive force.

Finally, in making our proicetions, we
do not ineclude any damage which ean be
inflicted on the Sovicts through our con-
ventional forces—such as gur tactical
nuclear weapons placed in FEurope and
elsewhere. our tactical airpower, and the
rest of our conventional military forces
deployed at points close Lo the Sovict
Union.
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It seems obvious, then, that & reasoi-
able readjustment in these assumptions
alone would result in a more realistic
strategic posture.

The report also considers various parts
of the Defense budget that are devoted 0
our general purposes forces.

Mr. President, I do not wish to take
the ext-nsive time required to go into
each one of the renort’s findings and rec-
ommendations in the area of genera! pur-
bose forces—including our tactical ajr-
bower, our naval forces, and our marn-
power levels. But I do know that thoese
will be of vital interest to the Members
of the Congress. Therefore, 1 ask unani-
mous consent that the summaries and
recomimendations of each section of the
reporg be inserted in the Recorp at the
conclusion of my remarks Since the
entire report is nearly 150 pages long, I
will not ask that it appear in the REcosp
in it entirety—but that 25 pages giving
these summaries and recommendations
be vrinted in the Recorp.

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

{(See exhibit 1,)

Mr. HATFIELD. In summary, the
“Military Spending Report of Members
of Congress for Pcace Through Law,"
brepared by over 25 Senators and Con-
gressmen, concludes that reductions of
as much as $4 to $5 billion in requests
for weapons systems, with another 34 to
$8 billion in potential savings from man-
power reductions, all during this fiscal
vear.

The long effect of those savings, i
other words, the potential fyll costs of
these various weapons systems we ques-
tion, combined with manpower savings
over this same period, could be close to
$100 billion.

It is staggering that this amount of
resources will ultimately be afected by
our decisions on the defense hbill this
vear. I want to emphasize that the find-
ings of the Military Spending Committee
report represent savings that are possible
in this year's budget without any chance
in our international commmitments, with-
out any reassessment of our interests, or
any change in our basic strategic pol-
leles and objectives,

I know that Mcmbers of the Congress
will want to study this report in greater
detail. and trust that it will be a usefui
contribution to our dialog and our judg-
ments on these issues,

Mr. President. T have been greatly en-
couraged by the reports that the Nixon
administration is attempting to clarify
the relation between oyr stratemie objec“-
tives in the world and cur defense pos-
ture. It is well known that the National
Seccurity Council and the Department of
D(-'fense have been engased in ‘he mas-
sive task of reviewing our conuliiments
and interests, and then attempiing to re-
late them Yo our fo:ce levels  Further-
more, I was maost ereouraged whien the
Guam doctrine or the Nixon desirine was
set. forth hy the administraticr: 74 was
with wisdom and ecourage 1 we de-
clared it would not be ayg
to fisht with our owis g2rour
land war in Asia.

Now it 18 natural 1o asik whirt
new doctrine should Liave 017 G defense
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posture and :he composition of our gen-
eral purposie ‘orces.

Few realizz that the largest bulk of
expenditurss for defense comes from the
support of our conventional military
forces—rovg 1ly two-thirds of the De-
fense budge!, with less than one-third
necessary {31 preserving our strategic nu-
clear deterrcnt force. The size of these
conventional general purpose forces has
been determ ned in the past by the 2%~
war contingency. We have had the forces
required t¢ ight simultaneously a land
war in Asia, to defend against an attack
on NATO, :nd a minor conflict some-
where else.

The posti.-e necessary to perform this
mission coasisted of 2.7 million men in
the Armed Frees, This included 1925 ac-
tive divisicn:, seven priority reserve divi-
sions, 23 tuc.ical air wings, 15 naval at-
tack carricr task forces, and additional
forces for antisubmarine warfare, am-
phibious wz: fare, and airlift and sealift.
Different po. tions of these forces are al-
located to 11eet these various possible
contingencics.

When our involvement in Vietnam be-
gan and e:scalated, we added on the
troops and frces necessary for that con-
flict all in aidition to our basic general
purpose fcr:es, Thus, the expenditures
and manpnv er in Vietnam are all in ad-
dition to tiie basic posture of the general
purposes {oices determined by the 23¥-
war contity 'ncy. As manpower was sent
to Vietnarn, for instance, the size of our
Army iners: sed from the basic 2.7 mil-
lion-man le el to about 3.5 million men.

The cos:. of maintaining the general
purpose frres of the size to fight 2%
simultaneru; wars—not counting Viet-
nam-—is ancut $44 billion. Broken down,
this inclucl=; about $19.1 billion for the
NATO cor..ngency, $16.3 billion for an
Asian lancd war, $1.3 billion for a minor
interventiotr somewhere else, and $7.3
billion as 1 reserve, presumnably for
forces to b moved wherever they are
needed. Sjp cifically, the portion of the
forces tha- :.re devoted to the Asian con-
tingency :r: six Active Army divisions,
two active Mlarine divisions, six Navy air
wings, sevs:. Air Force air wings, and a
sizable portion of our ASW—amphibious,
airlift, and sealift forces.

The cu-r:nt defense budget we are
consideringe assumes that we will con-
tinue to pa: for the 2l.-war contingency
in our exps1ditures for general purpose
forces. The request for about $72 billion
can be amy’rzed as follows: About $43 to
$44 billion for general-purpose forces,
$17 to $13 oillion for our strategic nu-
clear fores: and $11 to $12 billion for the
Vietnam n-r in the next year. I would
point out tl at is the conservative way of
figuring t ¢ war, and it is set forth by
Charles St ultze, former Director of the
Bureau of the Budget. However, the
Cambodizn invasion will probably cause
the costs ° the war to rise above that
estimate.

The De::: rtment of Defense has stated
that by tl.: end of fiscal year 1971, or by
June 30, 1:71, the projected manpower
level will b+ about 2.9 million. If we as-
sume that ‘he Vietnam withdrawal rates
procecd a: announced and continue at
that rate : ntil that time, we will have
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about 240,000 to 250,000 men in Vietnam
at that time. One could add to this about
an additional 100,000 to 150,000 men in
the Armed Forces as the direct result of
the war—men who were in the pipeline
somewhere, for instance, But that leaves
between 2.5 to 2.6 million men compris-
ing our basic general purpose force pos-
ture. Perhaps this represents a small re-
duction of our basic manpower require-
ments during the coming fiscal year be-
low the previous 2.7 million baseline
manpower force. If so, such reductions
would be the result of efficiency steps
announced or taken to reducz excess
manpower. However, it would not he re-
fiective of any hasic change in the com-
position of our general purpose forces.

But since the administration has an-
nounced that we are now to be guided
by the Guam doctrine, then I would pro-
pose its implementation for the current
defense budget. Specifically, this would
mean that we would remove from our
general purpose forces those portions as-
siened to fight a ground war in Asia—
not including, as I have stated, our
forces in Vietnam. This would result in
the elimination of six Army divisions,
three wings of tactical aircraft, a good
portion of our antisubmarine and am-
phibious force in the Pacific, and six
carrier task forces. However, this would
still leave significant portions of general
purpose forces for use in Asia in a sup-
porting capacity to carry out the Nixon
doctrine. Specifically, this would include
two Marine divisions, six tactieal air
wings, and three potential carrier task
forces, plus, of course, our program of
military assistance to various Asian
nations.

The budgetary result of these steps
would be a savings of about $10 billion
in this year's defense budget.

Thus, if we but implement the Nixon
doctrine in our defense posture, creating
a rational relationship between our for-
eign policy objectives and the composi-
ticn of military forces, the budget which
has been requested can be reduced by up
to $10 hillion. .

Let me point out that Charles Schultz,
former Director of the Bureau of the
Budget, and William W. Kaufman,
former assistant to Secretary of Defense
Robert McNainara, have both testified to
this point before various committees of
the Senate this year. I ask unanimous
consent that their testimeony be intro-
duced into the REcorD at the conclusion
of my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is s0 ordered.

(See exhibits 2 and 3.

Mr. HATFIELD. There is one other
important factor to point out in this
regard. The Nixon administration has
made a pledge to institute an ali-
volunteer military, and a Presidential
Commission has further endorsed the
merits and feasibility of this proposal.
The chief concern expressed by the ad-
ministration to date has been that the
possible cost of an all-volunteer force
may not make it possible to end the draft
by mid-1971. Now I believe strongly that
the true costs of a volunteer army would
make this uterly feasible not only in a
year's time, but even today. But let me
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point out the implications of putting the
Nixon doctrine into effect in our defense
posture for the prospects of an all-
volunteer army. Removing the Asian
contingency from our general purpose
force planning, as I have described, would
reduce our manpower by at least 400,000
men, and probably by more. That would
create a manpower level by the end of
fiscal year 1371 of no more than 2.5 mil-
lion, and easily 2.3 or 2.4 million—assum-
ing the announecd rate of withdrawals
from Vietnam. The budgetary cost of
creating volunteer military at level, using
the very conservative estimates given by
the Gates Commission, would be $2 bil-
lion or less for this fiscal year. That
would be offset by the savings of $10
billion.

The budgetary crisis in our Govern-
ment is well known. During these very
days the President is trying to make
decisions about the fiscal year 1872
budget. And the largest compelling fac-
tor in all this is defense expenditures.
It is our level of defense spending, more
than anything else, which will decide
whether or not we will have a deficit or
a surplus budget, whether or not we will
have a fiscal dividend in coming years;
whether or not inflation will be halted;
whether or not our housing goals will
be met; whether or not the pollution
crisis will be solved; whether or not our
major urban centers will be livable; and
whether or not we will buiid our Nation's
resoutrces and preserve our political
system.

Seventy-two billion dollars is too much
to spend for defense. It will create an
insecure America rather than protect-
ing our security. Without rewriting a
single treaty, canceling a single commit-
ment, or reversing a strategic objective,
we could actually eliminate as much as
$15 billion from this year's defense
budget and enhance our overall national
security. Up to $2.5 billion could be re-
duced from our strategic nuclear budget,
another $2.5 billion could be reduced
from the cost of certain unnecessary
new weapons systems, and $10 billion
could be reduced by following the Nixon
doctrine.

Protecting and enhancing our na-
tional security—that is our task, Let us
do so. But let us develop a defense pos-
ture that is related to what we say we
want to do in the world. If we only do
that much, then we will also be able to
do what we must here at home if we
are to survive our domestic threats as
well and live in peace.

ExHIprr 1
MILITARY SPENDING REPORT
INTRODUCTION

As members of the Mllitary Spending Com-~
mittee of Members of Congress for Peace
Through Law and other involved offices, we
submit this year's Military Spending Re-
port as a bipartisan review of selected mil-
itary programs. Obviously, this list is not ex-
naustive. We feel, however, that these Issues

demand greater public and Congressional
attention.

Our examination of the utility and ne-
cessity of reguested defense funding is made
with partieular concern for fiscal responsi-
bility and will have a deep interest in a
proper allocation of national resourees. We
have concluded that significant reductions
can be made without in any way weakening
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cur national seetu ity Indeed, the improved
managemells and procureinent practices we
recaminendd woull undoubtoedly strengthen
the naticnal military posture. A reordering
of national priorizies, morenver, would help
stahilize the econ any on which all our fed-
eral pro s are based anl would release
funds {or the edaeation amd basic research
ol which our fuiure security will depend.
While we may ne” he in cemiplete agreement
on specific recemommendaticns. we are unani-
mous i our rec ommendations for adjust-
ments i the FY 1971 DOD budget, Includ-
ing genern! reductions,

Recommended 2irenchiments for PY 1§71
range from 84.4-£ 4 billion, ~xcluding man-
mower. The FY 1371 recommended cut in-
cluding  munpew v considerations  would
roughly double this figure. Bl since the broj-
cots affected involied long term funding com-
mitments, the ir imediate cutback figures
understale the lkng iterm savings. Project-
ing the [ull cocst implicaticns, our recom-
mendaticns weuld produce eventual savings
from 2G5-100 bill s rinclud-ugz manpower).

While the 1969 Military Spending Report

was concerned  ilmost  exclusively  with
weapon tems. w2 thought it necessary this
year io also addrrss the question of over-

seas 1roop depley nents, threat projections,
and the impaci 0 defense spending on the
economy, In each case, we offer recommen-
dations pinpoaintir g problem areas.

We emphaszize tiat this is cnly a small part
of what shouid te a econtinuing review of
military programs :y Congress and the public.

We invite the vomments and support of
cther Memhers of (Tongress.

Mark © Hatf -kl Chairman, MCPL Mlli-
tary Spendig Committee, Thomas F.

Eagleton. Charles E. Goodell, Mike
Gravel, Vance Hartke, Harold E.
Hughes, € arles MeC. Mathias, Jr..

George 3. MeGovern, Wealter F, Mon-
dale, Gaylo-d Nelson, William Prox-
mire, Jenaters: Brook Adams, Edward
F. Boland, Gearge E, Brown, Jr., Jeflery
Cchelan, Donald M. Fraser, Gilbert
Crade, Lee H. Hamilton, Robert L. Lag-
getr, Abner 7. Mikva, William 8. Moor-
nead. Charles A, Mosher, F, Bradford
Morse, Luciein N, Nedzi. Ogden R. Reid,
Henry S Reass, Morris K. Udall, Con-
Eressmen,

DCONOMICS A D DEFENSE SPENDING

fummary

Buth the real aad monetary costs of de-
Tense are unknosn heeause of Pentagon
secrecy. underrepcrting, and underestimat-
ing. The “true ccst ’ is still greater even than
the unknown mon *tary costs because of the
sacrifice of private :nd social spending, which
would ultimately create greater economlic
Erow:h and mere cobs. Further incalculable
costs include the disruption of the social
fabric and the in:balances in our foreign
palicy between military and civilian goals,
But we can calcu ate that 70 per cent of
the worlt’s arms rxpendiures are made by
the U.S. and the T&8R., with the U.S.
leading hoth in tie total real cost in pur-
chasing power eqtivalent and In real cost
per capita.

Excessive defens: spending causes severe
economic distortior.s, most notably a persist-
ent and intractable inflation. This phenome-
nen (1) impairs effciency in the economy by
changing the meastring rod of costs, (2} im-~
pairs work Incentivos and alters the savings/
consumpetion patterns, (3) creates a demand
for harsh counter-1ieasures (c.g., direct con-
trolst, (4] lessens ¢onfidence of the citizenry
in government and the econemic system, and
(5) distorts crucia scetors and creates ime-
balances.

Of major significince too is the fact that
military spending 1s not only the major
cause of inflation bt ig itself u mafor victim
in terms of Increasing the cost of its own
operations. The Indochina war and our con-
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tinued role in it is a major contributor to
the inflationnary problem in particular sec-
tors of our economy.

There has been a good bit written about
how the Federal government might spend
any “peace dividend” resulting from either a
winding down of the Vietnemi War or a
major breakthrough the arms limitation.
Other possibilities for the dividend, of course,
are tax or debt reduction. Some mix of all
of these clements—-federal expenditures, tax
cuts, and debt management—might well be
best as the tools of fiscal policy are brought
to bear in the aftermath of a cutback in
defense spending.

The size of the cutbacks—and of any peace
dividend—is {raught with uncertainities.
The Defense Deapariment categorizes Viet-
nam costs under the breoader budpget item
of “cost of Southeast Asia conflict.” The
Two methods of cost-accounting are; (1)
“incremental cost” method and (2) ‘“‘full”
or “prorated cost” method. Depending en
the method used, costs for Veitnam war
spending in FY 1589 range from $17 billion
to 8§32 billion.

A 23 billlon “peace dividend” is reflected
in the new FY 1871 Defense budget. The
$3 kdillion is what is left from a $5.2 billion
saving in this year’s budget over last year's
after subtracting fcr the Administration's
planned military spending increases.

Congress has a significant role to play in
forging a larger “peace dividend”. But Con-
gress has been hampered in carrying out this
respensibility by deceptive practices in pre-
senting the Defense budpet.

The cost of war speiding in Vietnam has
been underestimated hy successive Admin-
istraticns. This practice has postponed the
existence of a “peace dividend” and ren-
dered virtually impossible attempts by Con-
gress at realistic decision-making for a
heilthy eccnomy. The problem has heen
further complicated by conflicting Congres-
cipnal testimony from varicus withesses
within successive Administrations.

In any case, increases in military spending
have undermined budgetary savings. A look
at the new FY 197! Defense budget shows
a whittling down of the “peace dividend™ to
83 billion and even this sum is threatened
by such trends as:

1. Continued U.S. fighting in Boutheast
Asia;

2. Increases in military ald to Southeast
Asian countries;

3. Delays in troop withdrawals (the Ad-
ministration has already announced that no
withdrawals are planned before July, indi-
cating that the average monthly withdrawal
rate will be disrupted);

4. Cost overruns in on-going and newly
acquired weapons systems.

The conclusion, is clear that increased ax-
penditures on “arms and security” have long
since reached ths point of diminishing re-
turns by even the most conservative measure
of costs incurred against benefits received.

Recommendations

Congress can be better equipped to disci-
pline defense spending when the following
stepes are taken:

1. A Presidential Report on Military Ez-
nenditures and the Eccnomy—-to be delivered
annually on July 1, the heginning of the
new Fiscal Year, to a Joint Session of Con-
gress and the American people. Such a mes-
sage would include past and up-dated war
costs, based on one method of cost-account-
ing. It should provide a uniform basis for
cost citation; clarification of differing war
cost figures over the years; description of the
impact of.military spending on the economy
with relevant indieaters; and prescriptions.

Such a Report would lead to a common
understanding of war costs and eliminate
the confusion that has resulted frem the
past war-cost optlons approach. The latter
has crezted an expectation-achievement gap
regarding the “peace dividend.” For example,
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when Secretary Laird announced that Viet-
nam war spending would be 817 billion by
the end of FY 1870, many expected a “peace
dividend” of %15 billion based on a reduass
tion from the “full cost” figure of 32 bil-
lion (FY 1969). Laird, in effect. was estimat-
ing only a possible 86 billion ‘“peace divi-
dend"” based on a reduction from the “in-
eremental cost” figure of %23 billion (FY
196G} or 811 billion ext, FY 1971

The Report would also help steer a realistic
course hetween the extremes of pessimisn
and of optimism over the “peace dividend ™
Already within the Administration wec have
heard cenflicting outlooks. For Daniel Moyni-
han, "the peace dividend turned out to be
evanescent, llke the meorning clouds around
San Clemente.” (Press Conference, August
25, 1969), For Arthur Burns. formerly the
President's economic advisor, if the war end-
ed immediately, as much as 28 nillion wowuld
be available for “civilian’ progrims, {Speech,
Natienal Governors' Conference, Seprember
1, 1969).

Congress as a whole simply musy be pre-
sented with a uniform basis of war cost and
with basic data on the impact of military
spending on the economy-—if it is to have
8 meaningful decision-making role in eco-
nomie policy, including economic ¢conversion
from a war-time to a peace-time eccnomy;
and if it is to change spending priorities.

2. A "Pentagon Divivend" can be gained by
cutting out wasteful weapons spending. The
Defense Department itself has a responsi-
bility to weed out excess and waste in mili-
tary spending. When the Pentagon fails ta
weed out unnecessary programs, Congress
must take on thls responsibility itsell or
saving from reduced war spending will ke
devoured by wasteful weapons spending.
Preventing the peace dollar-drain-to-defenses
is the best way to relesse funds for new
priorities.

INTELLIGENCE AND POLICY
Summary

The President is fed information by the
Central Intelligence Agency, the National
Security Council, the State Department, and
the Defense Department, as well as Ly his
own personal advisors. This infcrmation
comes from four sources: the first, the mos-
important, is the open press and technical
magazines of the world; second, satelllte
reconnalssance; third, technical sources such
as radic and radar interception; and fourth,
human sources such as defectors. The in-
formation gained from these varicus sources
is filtered by intelligence nfficers and fed into
the network which eventually supplies it to
the President. The President then can release
the information as hie chooses, whether io
Congress, the press, or the general public,
In the case of Congress, it is only a very
select number of Memhers who actually get
the information.

Recommendations

1. There should be a drastic curtailment
of covert action programs and personnel.

2, The intelligence community should end
the use of legitimate U.S. business and BGV-
ernment agencies for cperational cover over-
seas and domestically.

3. Information cbtained by satellites in
earth resources fisherles, forestrv, and crop
management fields should be declassified and
shared witl: competent scientists woridwide,

4. A joint Congressional Committee on Tn-
telligence should be drawn up with repre-
gentation from the Armed Services and For-
elgn Relations Committees of both Houses,

5. There should be an official Congressional
inguiry regarding the use of intelligence data
to justify US weapons development programs

STRATEGIC FORCES' OVERVIEW
Summary

The essential requirement that United
States strategic forces must meet is an as-
sured destruction capability—the capability
of absrobing a Soviet first strike and Inflicting
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a level of assured destruction on the Soviet
Union defined as 20-25 per cent of the popu-
lation and a: east 50 per cent of Soviet in-
dustry. Thiz i; the essence of nuclear de-
terrence.

The Unlted States can now deliver over
4200 strateg.: nuclear warheads against the
Soviet Uniocl Based on extremely conserva-
tive estimate: 400 warheads would destroy
over 30 per ¢71 t of the Soviet population and
70 per cent ol 1ts industrial capacity—thus
more than ach guately meeting the reguire-
ments of asired destruction. The Soviet
Union has a s milar overkill capability with
respect to the United States. In other words,
we have & ¢ iverable force of 10 times as
many warhei:s as we need for sufficient de-
terrence of (o ential attack,

By MIRV 117 both our Minuteman and
Polaris miss l¢ forces, we would more than
double the rumber of nuclear warheads,
from 4,200 t: 9,600, to achieve the same
objective of i ivering 400 warheads.

It is also :1iconceivable that, now or at
any time in th * foreseeable future, any enemy
will be able .0 destroy all our ICBMs, all our
bombers, ard all our Polaris (soon to be
Poseidon) sty narines simultgnecusty. Never-
theless, we ir: continuing to lncrease both
the number :nd accuraey of our strategic
weapons bevoiud any reasonabl response to
the Soviet U on,

ecommendations

1. Initiate 2 sericus Congressional dia-
logue aboutl:

a. The concept of deterrence and what is
suficient deterrence;

b. The rs: onale for maintaining three
separate de Tent forces—land-based mis-
siles, sea-bzsed, and bombers—each capable
by itself of inflicting the requisite level of
assured desw.r ction.

2, We are « urrently spending on the order
of B18 billinn annually on strategic forces.
The adoption of a restrained, yet awesomely
powerful pusiure would produce budgetary
savings of ahcut §4 billion per year, reducing
the annual st of these forces from £18 to
814 billion. 31.ch a posture would accept as-
sured destruclon capability as the essential
requirement «f our forces. But the more re-
strained postt re, unlike current policy, would
not need to [0 begyond assured destruction
capabllity :rd would estimate the forces
needed for su h capahbility in somewhat more
reasonable -e tns. In particular, this alter-
native postur: would:

a. Modify he Safepuard ABM program
with cuts ra: ging from $404 to 81,085 mil-
Hon;

b. Continw but not speed up Poseidon
MIRV progriun;

c. Cancel ceployment of Minuteman IIT
MIRVs, cut-ig $575.7 million;

d. Postpoae indeflnitely the procurement
of the new ranned strategic bomber, B-1,
cutting 8101 riillion;

e, Continwue spending on ULMS (Under-
water Long-r.nge Missile System) research
and develop: ent.

The United States would still be left with
awesome nucl =ar deterrence: More than 7,000
dellverable w.rheads, carried on three dis-
tinct dellvery systems—1,054 possibly vul-
nerable lar.d-based missiles, 656 partially
MIRVed and invulnerable submarine sys-
tems: and 40 B-52 bombers which could
deliver 1,800 warheads on target.

SAFEGUARP ABM
Summary

The Admiristration currently plans for
Safeguard to perform three missions:

1, Protectic1 of the Minuteman ICBM de-
terrent.

2. Proteclic 1 of the entire country against
a Chinese alt:ck,

3. Protecticn of the entire country against
gn accldental or unauthorized launch from
any country.
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Safeguard can only partly perform its
Minuteman and anti-China roles, and its
technical inadequacy would be accentuated
rather than decreased by an offense-defense
arms race. The system might offer some pro-
tection against accidental attack and its ef-
fectiveness in this role might be increased
by expoanding the system at great expense.
But the probability of accidental launch is
not high encugh to justify even the present
projected cost for Safeguard. The danger
of accident, moreover, can beé more effec-
tively addressed than by dependence on on
enormously complex new system, itself acci-
dent-prone, and by expansion of the arms
race that created the danger.

On June 17, the Senate Armed Services
Committee restricted the Soafeguard mission
to Minuteman protection. But Safeguard is
not technicaliy suited to this role and can-
not dependably perform it against any en-
emy with offensive iechnology sufficientty
ndvanced and resourceful to pose a threat to
our deterrent forces. Furthermore, adoption
of Safepuard now would hamper the de-
velopment of an effective defense in the fu-
ture by creating a heavy vested interest in
an inflexible technology incapable of re-
sponding to new offensive developments.

Recommendations

The following range of alternatives regard-
ing Safeguard are offered in lieu of any one
recommendation, All involve modiflcations to
the Adminlstration’s request, as amended by
the Senate Armed Services Commitiee.

1. The Safeguard system should be held at
the R&D level. No funds should be authorized
for Safeguard deployment.

2. Deployment of the Safeguard system
should be limited to the two sltes approved
last vear. Research and development should
continue.

3. Divert R&D funds for Safeguard to R&D
on an advanced ABM.

4. Escrow arrangements conditioned on
the SALT negotiations. Funds held In escrow
could be released at the discreticn of the
Congress if talks fail. Creation of an escrow
artangement, however, sbould not be inter-
preted as indicating a belief that failure of
the negotiations would increase the desira-
bility or utiilty of an ABM system. The weak-
nessas of Safepuard would be accentuated
by & new arms race. New ABM deployments
should not be considered as inevitable if the
SALT negotiations fall. The escrow proposals
follow:

a, Hold in escrow the Safeguard deploy-
ment at the original two sites.

h. Hold the entire Safeguard program (ex-
cluding R&D) ih escTow.

There are a number of permutations to
each of these options. In all ¢ases, R&D could
continue on n non-Safepuard ABM defense,

The potential savings in these options
range from #1,085 million in 1 and 3c to
$404 million in 2.

Cost Reduction

Recommendation (millions) OF ESCrow

I... e 1365 1,085
S . 1, 046 404
3 .. 365 - )
AR L eiiiiaoas 781
4B ... IR 365 1, 08%

1 Range,
MIRV
Summary

The Multipie Independently-targeted Re-
entry Vehicles are a natural outgrowth of
simple multiple warheads, During the early
1960s, it was determined that it would be
more cost effective to deliver several war-
heads per missile than to add ah additlonal
number of misslles to the rocket forces.
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The land-based Minuteman missiles con-
figured with MIRV will carry three warheads,
whereas the old Minuteman carried only one
warhead each. The sea launched ballistic
missile—that is, the Poseidon replacing
Polarls—will carry tcn warheads as opposed
to three, Half the Minuteman force and
three-guarters of the Polarls boats will be
converted. This will increase the number of
dejiverable warheads from 4,200 to 9,600,
not counting the bhomber capability which
would ralse the total by at least 3,000. The
United States began deployment of MIRV
on the Minuteman this June and the first
Poseidon will be operational the first part of
1971, The Soviets are not expected to deploy
any MIRVs for at least two years,

Recommendaiions

1. Every effort should be made during
the current SALT talks to put a freeze on
MIRV deployment,

2. The recommendations for retrenchment
of MIRV wupply only tc the Minuteman ITI
Programn.

The estimated tota! system cost for
MIRVing the Minuteman III is about $5.4 bil-
lion, The request this year is for $686 million,
including %211 million for R & D and $457.9
ml!llion for procurement, We recommend allo-
cating no further funds for MIRVing the
Minuteman hecause of fixed-base wyulner-
ability and the potential destablizing effect
of MIRV.

ABRES (ADVANCED BALLISTIC RE-ENTRY SYSTEMS)
Summary

The Advanced Ballistic Re-Entry Systems
Program has been active since 1963, It has
led from the development of single war-
head delivery systems for missiles, tc multi-
ple warheads, to the multiple independent
delivery system.

Recommendations

1. The cost In research and development
since 1963 has been about $1.3 hillion. About
$600 million has been earmarked for the next
five years,

We recommend that the ABRES research
program continue. However, there should be
a yearly accounting to Congress about which
strategic systems are belng developed and
what improvements are likely in deployed
systems.

2, We recommend that ne funding be ap-
proved for improving the accuracy of the
Minuteman IIT MIRV.

MOBILE MINUTEMAN
Summary

Making the ICBM system mobile is a con-
cept which has been considered as one means
of protecting the retallatory capability of
the Minuteman misslles in case of a flrst
strike. Slightly less than $109 milllon has
been expended sco far on this concept since
1859. Two particular methods which have
been given the most credence are a rail-
mobile system and the basing of missiles on
barges.

There is no doubt that our land-based
ICBM system is vulnerable. In evaluating this
approach to protecting retaliatory capabllity,
comparisons must be made with other ap-
proaches, hamely superhardening and sea-
based mobility. Given improved accuracy
and yvield of Soviet missiles, and given the
fact that we rely on our retaliatory system
to deter a first strike attack, lIand-based mis-
siles are becoming increasingly less cost-ef-
feective when compared to & reialiatory sys-
tem of submarine-based missiles. Also, it
should be noted that the mobile Minuteman
approach was temporarily shelved in 1862
because hardened and dispersed versions of
the system were shown to be more cost-
effective. -

Recommendations

Research and development funds should
continue to be appropriated at a low level.
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Henvever, should be au-

pisonrement

tlzorized
1-1 GOMBER (anisa}
Summary
With alt the iructive deterrent power

represented hy Amerjean ICBMs and SLBRMs,
It is worth coisl lering wherher the manted
bomber sirould bive any roie at all in future
U.8. sirateglc jposttire. This aquestion de-
serves much me g serutiny then it has re-
ceived ilaag far, eup

:_'.' o
o date have genorally asswined the need for
a homb ‘& thus centered arcund the
kind of ¢ he acquired.

r 1he  areiul resclution of that
Ctirere ave sound arguments for not
miore  noney on B-1 enginecring
dgevelopment. First ig the lack of any need
for eperationsl o wpabili zefore the end of
the dec Secoad is e probability that
2 less costly homber cowd be developed
without loss o t7 e mest important capability
contemplated foi Lthe B l-—<ervice as a low-
Oving platform  or the lavach of stand-off
et oo 1the basic B-52 design
ozome modifization would be one option.
Third is the [a t that current hudgetary
pressures deman i that meaior expenditures
be delaved if poss ble.

Rersmomn

2}

dations
The eurrent astimaty for total procurement
abeut 83.4 bil lon, %160 million has been
requesiod By e vdminisira ion for R&D. We
rerommend that he 3100 million request be
denled, lensving  he 280 miillon carry-over
frams fasl vear Lo continue R&D.
C--54
Summary

The C-3A, witl @ bosie noission weight of
712,060 unds, s the world's largest alr-
plane. 1 povload is 75 fuily equipped com-
tro aud ar addition 112.000 pounds
wortih of ~unplies
15 reduced from 3 000 to 3,009 miles, the load
tan beoincreazec By 100,000 pounds, The
piare s designed to cperate from rough aire
fields on X edge of battle areas.
The renitly plans to buy 120

planes
Ome

may roduce this number to 81,

ot thie pr neipal rearons for buving
was 1ts prospecilve cost-effective-
mode 0 Lr hsporsation. However,

ms by Lor heed have raised the
the pane ‘rom 3.4 to $5.3 hil-
it n.ore costly to buy and op-
erae T any cuorent systern used to trans-
por: mil 1anpower.  Moreover, the
plane’s eupibility to land @nd take of in
forward oarile ar o as s open to question. In
short, the C-5A 7.as become an enormously
expensive and problematical system.
Recenmendations

1. Delete the 2:00 million Lockheed con-
tingency lund,

2. Deluy ail fuads for C-
swers to tho spec o questic
body of thie paper

3. Congress shcld fake aotion to ensure
that the aequisit on of milizary egquiptnent
does not become ¢ formn of relief funding for
private enterprise..

4. No G-5As should be aecepted by the Alr
Force until origin ! design specifications are
met and the plane can oarry out its original»
Iy designated misiiems. Under no condition
shcuid the Alr Po.ce accept defective planes.
UNCEESEA LONL A CGE MISSILE SYSTEM (ULMS)

U PATY

The ULMS pregram is planied as a sucees-
zar to ilic Pelaris -Poseidon balliztic missile
flepn. The program envisages the development
of & more efficier &, nighly :urvivable, sea-
paged nliclear det rrent capable of lawnch-
mg m i1 range ecuivalent to an
ICBM from quiet abmarir os of Iniproved
huil design. The program has not reached

-7A pending an-
21s raised in the

It the range of the plane

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

the contract definitivn stage, Recent budget
reguests have been 820 million for FY
1670, with 310 millien approved. and §44 mil-
lion in the budget for FY 197

The incrensed rinee of the rmissile—from
about 2,000 mites 1o 6,000 railes 15 7,000 miles,
plus possibiv deeper diving capabiiities—
rearly the antl-zubmarine warfare
prablem for the Soviet TUnion The ULMS
submaring free 15 cruise the seven seas and
remain within range of its targets, would—
with multipie warheads——preclude a successa-
ful Soviet anti-ballistic missile 2Tort, ULMS
would be more invulnerablz than what the
Secrecary of Defense refers to s the virtu-
My invuinerable Polariz /Poseidon force.

reccmmendations

SIC1 to make a sea-pased nuclear mis-
em the frst lne of deterrence. This
might reguire a redefinition of the concept
of “strategic' mix’, which has produced an
expenszive and excessive redundalicy of strates
gic systems. ULMS iz the epitcme of the
“hlue water” option at a time when the prob-
able chsclescence of fixed-bases has beccme
clear in the ABM debate. When viewed as a
successcer to land-based missiles and their
requisite defense syriems, the ULMS scems
cost-elfective,

2. The current regiet is for 844 million in
R. & D, We recominend a low-profile no cut
position and advocate authorizing the full
544 millton.

ADVANCED ICBM
Summary

The Advanced ICBM program is an Alr
Foree concept for a sile-launched missile
with o greater pavicad capacity and range
than the Minuteman IIL. Approximately $106
million has been spent so far, although
cnly the most preliminary studies have been
done. The program consists of several com-
ponenis: high performance solid rocket mo-
tor.  self  eligning  boost  and  re-entry
(SABRE}, Advanced ICBM and basing, and
hard rock silo develnpment,

This program is a bad investment for a
number of ressons:

1. Further development of & land-based
dererrent system (which is becoming in-
crensingly less cost-ellective) is wastetu] and
UNIBCOSEATY,

The building of new silos will exacerbote
the arms race because the Soviet Union will
have to assume that the old silos are still
ceclipied,

(Ws 120-A, ICBM-X)

Recommendations
No further funds should be appropriated
until it is determined whether ¢r not land-
based missiler will continue to play a role
in our deterrent posture.

SUPERHARDENING
Summary
Like making the ICBM sysiem mobile,
superhardening 15 a concept that is being

ccnsidered as a means of reducing the vule
nerability of our land-Lased deterrent sys-
tein. Tt involves hullding underground missile
silos embedded in bed reck, in order to make
them strong enough to withstand all but
a direct or very close hit without damage
to the missile inside. The silos are viewed
as & back-up defense against missiles which
sucesed In penetrating the ABM shield. It
is felt that while larger numbers of direct
hits by the Soviets are unlikely, there will
be more near miszes, which would destroy
ihe present silos. The cost of one prototype
silo is estimated at 8278.4 million (up from
2 5152 millien estimate in 1960). Currently,
the cast of additional silcs is cstimated at
$6 miliion per silo

This programm tepresents further develap-
ment of cur land-based deterrpnt system,
which 13 being reriously questioned in terms
of 1ts cost-efTectiveness, There is also a
serious question as to whether any silo can
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be hardened sulliczently
tmproved accuracy of &
cially if they deploy MIRV,
Recovimendutions
We recommend thart the 877 million B 4 D
request be cdenied, until the role of fixed
based miesiles 1s clearly definee.
TACTICAL AIR

o witisz
let mudssiles,

Sammary

For a given strategy, the number and miy
of tactical atreraf: depends on, fur pach thea-
ter: {1) the threat, 12) the types of mizzic
we plan to dy, and 13, our estimiates cone
ing U.8. and alited capab cg durng
combat.

For the NATO ancd Asian tileacers, the sir=
to-air combat mission seems 10 domincie
tactical air requirements. The allles scom 1o
have a clear advantage in other mission cara-
gceries,

Ths= major kinds of missions flown by tac-
tical aircraft include close wr support of
ground combat operations, :tterdiction of
cunemy supply and communications lines, wir
superiority, and air base defensoe, including
cerrier defense,

During the past decade. rthe Defense De-
partment proposed that several major new
procurelnents take place. The ¢ I the Navy
F 14 and the Alr Force F-15 iy be several
time=s thav of the aireraft they replace, mak-
ing it guestionable whether present force
levels can be maintained. Designs for ihe new
alreraft appear less than the best poezible to
solve the air-to-air combat probiem which
should be our primary concera Because of
the large anvicipaied role of the F-14 in
cerrier defensc, morsover, final decision on
this alrcraft should awalt determination of
the future roie of carriers,

Recommendations

1. Cut F-15 funds, pending submission of
a design which costs between F-2 and cur-
rent F-15 costs. Request detailed force strun-
ture implications for future years with furce
costs.

The current estimate for the <octal F13 pro-
gram is 37.4 billjon. The House has authorized
the $370 million for R&D that the admin-
istration bas reguested, We recommend alln-
cation of $18% million for R,

2. A decision on a close suppors aireraft
tAX) must carefully consider cost-eHective-
ness. Data oh an alternative cxisting fixed-
wing aireraft should be reguested

The Administration requested O million
for R&D for the AX. The House authorized
the full amount. We recommend authorring
the full $27.9 million,

3. The projected high unit cost of the F-14
and weapons has critical mmplications for the
size of the force. Congress shouid:

Defer all or part of F-14 funds pending
recommendations on the role the carrier
feet and pending receipt of an alternutive
simpler fighter design suitable :cr the Eliro-
pean and Korean theaters, ancd costing be-
tween F-4 and current F-14 costs.

The current estimate for the total F-14
program is $8.3 billion: the Adminisiration
has requested 8274 million for R&D and #6853
million for procurement. The House authaor-
ized $658 milllon for procuremen: aud 5324 2
million for R&D. We recomuieind appreving
$274 million for R&D, but alloca.ing no f1
for procurement.

4. Defer funds for Navy A-Ts in FY 1071
pending NSC review of attack carricr force
levels, but allow Air Force A7 procuremernt
to maintain the FY 1971 produ. tion hage.

The Administration requested $118.3 il
lion for the Harrier; the Howse authorized
this full amount. We reommexnd deleting a'l
Harrier funds pending a OSAMC -(GAO review
of the flight tests,

5. Centinue full R&D on the F 1114, but
delete the procurement requested 3515 mil-
lion.
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ENVIRONMF JTAL WARFARE: ANTIPLANT
CIEMICAL WEAPONS

Summary

The Deparin ent of Defense has recently
restricted the :orest defoliation program in
Vietnam by hnl.ning the use of the primary
defoliant “Oruage” and its potential sub-
stitute “Whit2'

Crop destr » tion, then, appears the re-
maining foeu: of the defoliant program in
Vietnam. Sinc. 1962, crop destruction has
been & smal art of the total defoliation
program in Vi¢nam representing in 1668 and
1980 about 5 1+ T cent of the total antiplant
chemical operna jons.

Our investir: tions of the military applica-
tion of antip.a: t chemicals in Vietnam, sup-
ported hy Periagon studies, led us to con-
clude that tre extreme negative side effects
of these cher:. als exceeds the value of de-
foliation and :rop debtruction as tactics of
war.

B ecommendations
1. The pre: 1t anti-crop and defoliation
prograzn shoulr be terminated and stockplles
gradually elirz.1ated.
2. The tran ;! ¢ of antiplant chemical weap-
ons for use 1 second countries should be

prohlbited.
GENER:™ PURFPOSE NAVAL FORCES
Summary
The U.S. pocures ahd operates general-

purpose naval forces (exeluding attack air-
craft carriers - 1d Polaris submarines} prin-
eipally to p-.ect merchant and military
shipping, to - ipport amphibicus landings.
and to sink = emy merchant shipping and
other surface :ips.

if, as anncu.ced, the U8, is planning for
an overall 1ibility for 115 wars, general
purpose navii. forces are slated t¢ handle
either a conve: tional war against the Soviet
Unien (in t:= Atlantle. with some helding
operations ir he Pacifie) or a Pacific am-
phikious ane ierial war against China, as
well as othe: "ainor contingencies. Short of
general econvi:tional war with a major pows-
er, naval for must plan for war with a
minor air al.: naval powecr, llke Egypt, or
North Korea
for counte;ir surgeney or interventions
against oppoi:. nts with no air or naval capa-
hilitigs.

At the pr:s-nt time, a number of prob-
lems confro.® the U.B. Navy, Force levels
have hecome - istitutionalized, even though
effectiveness :1d costs have risen dramati-
cally, The U = shiphuilding industry has al-
lowed itself 7 fall years behind our allies.
Inherited foro: levels are too large to he
properly man ted given present retenticn
rates.

Compoundil g these problems is the fact
that the U.& 128 no clearly-defined ration-
ale to justi the plans for an extended
non-nuelear = ar at sea.

. ecommendations

1. The Ex:cative Branch should prepare
and release comprehensive White Paper
drawing upt1: the Joint Strategic objfective
plan and th: ive-year defense program dis-
cussing U.S. | stures related to naval forces.
The various :ontingencies requiring naval
forces shouli be detailed to allow Congress
to determine vhat forces should he funded.

2. The “W. at Sea’” contingency outlin-
ing a U.S.-1 35R. non-nuclear naval war
sheuld be p1 lcly reexamined.

3. When ¢::iparing U.S, and Soviet Naval
strengths to Congress, allied naval forces
also snould b- examinecd

4. The U ‘hould enter into Naval Forees
Limitation ks with the Soviet Union. It
may be pos:i-le Lo negotiate agreements on
shiphuilding Or operationai force strength
that weuld :-ovide more security than at
present and -ive billions of dollars oh both
sides.

s well as include provisions:
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AIRCRAFT CARRIERS
Summary

The ratlonale for having 15 aireraft car-
riers in the active fleet dates back at least
to the Washington Naval Conference of 1021
which allowed 15 capital ships 1o each of the
major powers. However, the new carriers do
not do what the old battleships were de-
signed to do, and medern carrlers are im=
mensely more powerful than their predeces-
s0rs. Moreover, modern carriers are extremely
costly—the new nuelear carriers came out of
the shipvards costing about $540 million,
And this figures does not include the aireraft,
the destroyer escorts, or the annual operating
costs. A figure of $1.8 billion was given re-
cently as the cost of building and operating
s carrier task force for cne year. These costs,
of course, come down somewhat as the car-
rier remains in service.

A carrier task force is valuable as a supple-
ment to land-based attack aircraft, buyp it
cannot take their place. A carrier can faunch
only a maximum of 150 scrtles a day, far
fewer than our land bases, dispersed around
the world, can handle. Land bases are vulner-
able to political pressure as well as military
attack: however, the cruise missile baoats and
attack submarines of the Soviet Union pose
a formidahle threat to our carriers. Since the
catriers are much more expensive and less
capacious than land bases, their increasing
vulnerability makes them increasingly diffi-
cult to justify in terms of cost-effectiveness,

Recommendations

1. Singe the cost for constructing new
nuclear carriers is phohibitively high, no new
nuclear carrier should be constructed, More-
over, the number of carriers on active duty
should be reduced to 10 or 12 as soon as prac-
tical. Some of the money saved in operating
costs should he invested in updating our
present carrier fleet.

2. The current estimate for completing the
CVAN-T0 is 3640 milllon. We recommend
halting construction on the carrier and de-
leting the $152 million which has been re-
guested for procurement,

DD—963 DESTROYER
Summary

The primary mission of the DD-963 de-
strover (formerly the DX) is to upgrade our
anti-submarine warfare capahility for both
fleet protection and hunter-killer operations.
The destroyer’s secondary mission 1s to pro-
vide support for amphibious assault forces
against air and surface threats.

The Soviet suhmarine fleet mow numbers
some 380 ships. Both the U.S. and the U35 1.
are carrving cut a niuclearization program to
improve the pegformance of their respective
fieets. The DD-963 i3 in large part a response
to the growing Sovier submarine threat,
though other systems probably would meet
the threst more efficiently.

The new destroyers will carry over 200 tons
of the most modern electronic equipment and
will be able to achieve a speed of 30 knots.
The sub-systems of the DD-963 are extremely
complex and are in varving degrees cf readl-
ness fer service use. For instance the DD-963
relies on the SQS-26 leng-range sonar, a sys-
tem which has suffered from concurrent de-
velopment and produetion, and has not
achieved the high performance expected of it,

The Department of Defense budget request
for FY 197% i5 25068 million for six ships:
the FY 1970 buy will be three ships as a cost
of $308.6 million. Initially, the total program
cost was to De $1.4 billien. GAG has since
that time cstimated that the overrun may
2o as high as $3.35 billion,

Recommendations

The DD-963 should have close Congres-
sional scrutiny and constant review., It is
among the most overryh-prone systems oh
the current Pentagon shopping list and the
likelihood of eost growth mmust be taken into
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apcount in evaluating the priority to be given
to the program.

1. Performance data on the DD-8563, like
most ASW systems, is not readily available.
The Congress must require adeguate justi-
fication for the program in the form of
validated test data bhefore a committmentg
Is made to full-scale production. The sub-
systems of the DD-9G3 are in various stages
of research and development and there will
be considerable pressure to deploy some of
them before they are rendy for service use.
Congress should require assurance that the
subsystems are:

A. Fully tested

B. Intcgrated to operate as a unit

2. Programs such as the DD-963 have had
a history of expensive retrofitting as the state
of the art advances and individual systems
become obsolete, The retrofitting requires
considerable loss of lime on station and much
expense. The Congress should have assurance
that such retrofitting will he kept to an
absolute minimum. In the absence of such
assurance, the usefulness of the DD-D83
becomes increasingly marginal.

3. The Administration has requested 3459.5
million for procurement of the DD-963; the
House has anthorized $406.8 million. We
recomnmend that $100 million of the Housc
authoerization be deleted due to

A. Concern over the extraordinary
ovVerrurl

B. A need to insure that the necessary
R&D is completed before procurement

DLGN-28 (NUCLEAR FRIGATE }
Summary

DLGXN-38 is a special class of destroyer, &
hybrid of the destroyer-leader and of a nu-
clear escort for the Navy's nuclear aircraft
carriers. It will defend surface vessels, naval
and mearitime, against enemy submarines. It
will afferd an air defense capability, and it
will have a limited anti-surface ship cap-
ability.

The first of the class will cost an estimated
$222 million. with additional ships estimated
to cost $208 million each. Four ships are
planned to bhe bhuilt. $221.3 million is re-
quested in FY 1971. This meoney will be used
to complete funding of the second vessel
and for leng-lead procurement for the other
ships.

The requests for money for this class of
vesaels bring a number of Important issues
to the Congress for decision, The first is the
alleged vulnerahility of surface ships to at-
tack by a minor power with patrol craft or
submarines, ond surface-to-surface missiles
such as the Russiann STYX and the American
Harpoon. Recent exercises in the DMMediter-
rancan by the Gth Fleet have indicated that
small, speedy motor torpedo boats are able
to penetrate carrier task force defenses,

A second issue is one conecerning possible
U.S. plans. yet to bhe revealed to reduce the
number of carrier task forces. I the President
plans to do this. escort force will have to be
redesighed.

A third issue is that of costs. Costs for the
DLGN-38 program have been steadily and
rapidly rising. A request for funds for this
program offers the Congress the opportunity
to spend this money contingent on eost
disciplitie by the Navy.

Recommendations

1. Construction of DLGN-38 should he
slowed until the weapons it will use, the
Mark 48 terpedo, the Aegis anti-missile ship
defense system, and the Harpoon antiship
misgile, are tested. DLGN-38 will be only as
good as its weapons. If these programs are
failures, there is little point in o hbillion-
dollar ship procuretnent to buy platiorms
for them.

2. Authorization of DLGN-38 should be
postponcd until & comprehensive naval war
policy Tor the U.8. is published. This niterna-
tive 15 akin to the recommendation of the

cost
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House Armed Services Committee that no
funds be obligated for any shipbuilding
monies in the FY 1971 request until the
National Securicy Council makes its study
of the wisdom >f poing aliead with CVAN-
70, the fourth auclear carrier,

3. The Armed Services Comunittees should
take immediate action to determine wheth-
er the DLGN-3# could be built in govern-
ment shipyards at less cosu to the taxpayer,
Industry proflts ranging bhetween 6 to 10
per cent might he saved by this device.
Alternatively, enhanced cost discipline for
this program could he devised by putting
strict controls on change orders, compli-
ance with cost ¢nd specification items, test-
ing of all subsystems before final design of
the larger systtm, and GAO participation
and review of 2stimates, contracting, and
testing.

4. The current estimate for the total
program js $4.9 billion. This includes a re-
quest by the Acdministraticn for $221.3 mii-
lion for procurcment during FY 1871, We
recommend tha: the entire $221.3 milllon
e deleted from 1he budget.

55N—-688
Summary

The S3SN-688 :lass submurine is currently
being planned a: a group of high-speed, nu-
clear powered at ack submaorines designed to
track and kiil R ssian missile launching subs
and Soviet attack subs. A successor ¢lass to
the present Na-whals and Sturgeons, the
G88’s, are to be very fast and silent. They are
o carry the problematical Mark 48 torpedo
(See section on Mark 48} and the SUBRQC
rocket torpedo combination. The Navy is
seeking eight to ten 688's to be deployed by
the mid 1870's i an estimiated cost of ap-
proximately 3220 million each.

In his posture statement, Secretary Laird
said, “According to our best current esti-
mates. we beliee that our POLARIS and
POSEIDON subriarines et sea can be con-
sidered virtually invulnerable today, With a
highly concentrrted cffort, the Soviet Navy
today might be 1ible to loealize and destroy
at sea one or twn POLARIS submarines. A
faster, more sile;it submarine alone 1s net a
significant contr:hution wi~hout vastly im-
proved detection and weapans systems. The
sonars of the 6/B class are refinements of
existing svstems. The problems of the Mark
48 Torpedo are cuch as to cause doubt that
it can ever be us:d. SUBROC has tested well
to date and is in use in exizting attack sub-
marines, Constri2tion of what is in effect a
water born ABRI for an alrcady invulnerable
submarine miss.le capability would thus
secin a costly anc superfluotus effort,

Rechrmmendations

1. No further .unding for procurement of
the S8N-688 sho :ld be approved until o sig-
nificant threat t« Polaris submarines can be
fully identified and the cost-efectiveness of
the Aark 48 torp :do system is clarified,

2. The current estimate for the total sys-
rem oSt of S3N- 88 is $4.3 billion, This vear.
$475.5 million has been requested for procure-
ment. We recommend that these funds be
deieted. However, 4238 millicn sheould be alloe
cated for continuing R&D. particularly in
sub~detection sy tems and underseas guid-
ance technology.

MAR & 48 TORPREDO
Summary

The Mark 48 i. a new submarine torpeds
designed to protett our uhderseas craft from
the lates!t high-sj eed Joviet submarines. De-

lgin and technte r complications arose from
tiie beginting., 1uae pPrograly wWoas So0n ex-
panded to inciud: two addi-ional versions-—
one, Mod 1. with a larger warhead designed
Lo give greater su face ship testruction capa-
bility and another, Mod 2. to provide the
original version . Mod G} with surface ship
destruciion capal jlity.
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Cost overruns and schedule slippages have
been, phenomenel. By the end of June, 1969,
estimated program costs of the Mod 0 had
increased from $682 million to about $3.9
billion, an approximate 600 per cent increase,
and 1t is already two years behind its devel-
opment schedule. In its Selected Acquisition
Report (SAR) of September 30, 18968, the
Navy indicated that it had reduced the cost
growth of the Mod 0 to $2.6 billlon; however,
the GAO noted a concomitant reduction in
total planned guantity to be procured. Mod
1 cost overruns were by October of 1469 esti-
mated ot $62 million, a $22 million Increase
over a d-month period, occurring in spite of
a decrease in planned quantity of production
prototypes from 85 to 36 torpedoes. The GAQ
itself reported that “the Navy's SAR does
not adeguately disclose reasons for cost in-
creases .. ."

The fact that a considerable portion of the
cost increase can be attributed to increases
in the sophistication of the weapon raises
the question of whether or not en adequate
basis was ever laid for this system. For ex-
ample, in 1564, when the plans were given
to Westinghouse, the Navy was told they
were unworkahle because the torpedo itself
generated so much noise the enemy subina-
rine could not be detected. This necessi-
tated additional contracts to alleviate the
preblem. It is felt hy some, including A. Ern-
est Fitzgerald, that the Navy may have tried
to camouflage its mistakes as “expanded
capability”. A torpedo designed to dive in
excess of 3000 feet with a range of 25 miles
should 'be able to achieve the relatively sim-
ple anti-surface ship capability without
much additional development.

There are twog conceivable uses for the
Mark 48. The first, to destroy Soviet ballis-
tic-missile submarines, is unlikely. A first-
strike move on our part is contrary to the
alleged defensive purpose of the weapon. For
the system to be useful in a nuciear exchange
initiated by the Soviets, but not involving
their entire sea-based missile force, we would
have to shadow every Soviet ballistic-missile
submarine on a 24-hour hasis.

A second wuse would be to defend U.S.
Rallisticemissile submarines against Soviet
attack. A successful simultaneous attack on
all our submarines would be virtuaily im-
possible, to say nothing of the prohibitive
problems of coordinating one agaiust bomb-
ers and land-based ICBMs.

Another condition under which the Mark
48 could be used is a war of attrition con-
ducied at sea. Such a scenario 1z bevond rea-
sonable expectation, since the vietim would
propably  retaliate  with  other weapon
systems.

Recommendations

The defense posture statement indicates
that the Navy plans to complete RDT&E on
all three versions of the AMark 48 and then
choose either Mod 1 or Mod 2 for procure-
ment in quantity {or the operational inven-
tory, procuring in ihe interim a limited
number of Med 0s and Mod 1s is 10 meet ASW
requirelnenis. This raises the question of
why procure any AMod 05 if the final choice
is to be made between Mods 1 and 29 Or
why waste any noney on proclurement and
development of the infericr versions® The
Navy should choose which version to deplay
before any further funds are authorized.

The current estimate for the total 5ystem
cost is #3.57 billion for the Mod 9, and §185.4
million for the Mnd 1. We recorumend a ot
this vear of £40.8 million for the Mod 0, a
delay in the funding of #3551 for the Mod 1
and a delay in the funding of 8.7 millian
Tor converstan.

534 ANTISUDMARINE AIRCRAFT
sSummary

The Navy is requesting $2078 million of
research and development and $101.7 million,
of procurement funds in FY 1971 for the
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5-3A, a carrled-based ASW alrcraft to replace
the aging 5-2 now in the fleet. This regnest
should be challenged, slnce the evidence
available indicates that we have no need ifor
the aircraft,

The case against the S-34A:

1. S-3A and related investruent and oper-
ating costs are so high that it would hbe
30 to 100 per cent more expensive to provide
equal area search capability using the S-3A
than by using additional copies of the P-3C,
our land-based ASW alircraft,

2. Land-based ASW aircraft cun cover 80
per cent of the oceans’ surface, and cargoes
and naval forces In need of protection by
such alreraft can be routed to areas wlere
such coverage is available.

3. The aircraft carriers on which the 5-3A
would be based are highly vulnerable to hos-
tile submarine action which could put them
and their 5-34As serlously out of commission.

4. Our attack submarines (SSNs; provide
greater protection against enemy submarines
than either the P-3C or the S-3A,

5. The Navy's action of recent vears redue-
ing the number of ASW carriers in its inven-
tory from 9 to 4, is a tacit sdmission that
these carriers and their aircraft are not es-
sential to counter the growing Soviet sub-
marine threat,

The development of the S-3A has heen
strongly resisted by forces wiihin the De-
partment of Defense. While the Navy won
out and Secretary McNamara ultimately gave
the program its go ahead, he referred to it
as very "‘marginal”, Now, at o 1une of much
tighter defense budgets, its marginal benefits
are clearly not worth pressing.

Recommendations

The funds requested by the Navy in PY
1871 should be disapproved, the S-3A pro-
gramn cencelled, and our exisring ASW ecar-
riers phased out during the course of the next
fiscal year,

The current estimated total RDT&E and
procurément costs for thie prograln are £2.9
nillion. We recommend that the 33095 r1ail-
len requested for Lhis veat bLe dropped en-
tirely.

MILITARY MANPOWER
Summary

Amerjca now possesses Lhe worid's largest

standihg armed forces, The Constiiution—-in
Artiele 1, Section &—gives Conoress full re-
sponsibility for raising. regu
POrting an army. Bui over
a standing army has been m
our clese Congressional super
the control of the President as
in-Clzief.
In 1948, a ceilireg on the size of the miii-
tary was approved by Congre and then
promptly suspended. Tt has beea ten ves rs
since Congress made a detailed study of 1
power reguirements, ’

Even though the miitary s moved 1o re-
duce its force levels over 1ne
there is no clear inclicution thut saeh re
tlons will bring substantial badgetary
ings. Livtle 1s known also ahou: tle coﬁtpub
ton of the military by rank w.id the eflecis
of this composition apoun tolal ilitary pov.

Changing strategic conditions M i
PAact on Key current manpower |
the draft and draft reform, military pay
equity, ITorce level determinazion, eivilin-
izatlon, and the pace 0f transition Lowarg
a volunteer force,

fecommendations

1. The Administration shoie submit Lo
Congress an annuatl manpower aurhorizgaticon
request. This reques: shonld - cifieally r:
lare DOD requirements to the Siate Dep
meni Foreign Policy posture e:'nent: T
magnitude and deployment of jand fo
should he justified in ferms of U5, f¢
poiley goals ard Treaty obligat.or

2. During termination of the Viernam War,
the armed forces should be realiced by §on -

ned, with-
unier
cmmaiider-

% SUCH a3

St
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400 men—-the :1anpower increase generated
by the conflicr. Additlonal cuts can be grad-
wally made o r the next soveral Years, re-
turning man: wer levels to the currcntly
guspendad stit iwory ceiling of 2.3 million
men crless.

The shift t¢ ¢ “1%" war planning base, and
elimination . Vietnam-mobilized forces
could weil pe - it a 15 ar 20 per cent reduc-
tion in land ;- rces, Potential savings from
such a move ;:. ght range from $4 to $8 bil-
lion.

3. The Gor¢ al Accounting Office shnould
undertake & ¢ - 1prehensive study of military
manpaowet b, -ank, determining total sal-
aries, fringe %-cfits, and support costs ac-
cruing by gr

4. An inte.r ted manpower management
program shol.l he created by DOD. AManage-
ment by the :parate services is inefficient
and redundaz  Many jobs and managerial
techniques =r 1he same throughoul the
military.

5. Congres:.. *al Armed Services commit-
1ees should pr -eed wirh draft reform hear-
ings focusin; n ine recommendations of
the Gates Coir:aissicn, At the same tima, the
committees & uld act to reform the Selec-
tive Service &0 tem as part of a phased pro-
gram leadin: to uitimate adoption of a
volunteer mi'it wy. Initial reforms should in-
clude measw ¢ to apply uniform standards,
plug lottery ‘v pholes, rationalize the draft-
ing of physic.a %, and provide right to coun-
sel.

Requireme1 s for drafted doctors can be
drastically - 1ced by requiring non-com-
batant militar' personnel, and all dependerits
and retirees, ' use some form: of pre-paid
medical care . her than inducted doctors for
non-military v« ork.

6. DOD sh.»i..d present its pay reform rec-
ommendatior.. to Congress. A salary system
with room a1 board should be introduced
and present o irement provisions should be
repiaced. R .-ement incecme available to
military reti g should be reduced during
the years the. could still work if they were
civil servant: . mprovement and rationaliva-
tion of pay u1d retirement scales ars im-
portant interr ediate steps if a transition to
a volunteer v litary is to be efficiently ac-
complished.

7. DOD sl 1d continue its “‘civilization”
progrem wh ¢i. was abandoned during the
Vietnam bui «. 1p, this program would create
new civilian bs, produce some budgetary
savings, ahd ree some military personnel to
return to civ.l. i life.

B. Project P ine, & modernized accounting
system: for t'ue entire defense establishment,
should be in.;: emented, Congress should re-
ceive quarte reports on operating ¢osts
and eflicienc’

. All resw e units should he assigned
mobilizatior -iissions or affillated with ac-
tive units. 7 ining and preparation of re-
serve 1units ¢ uld then he integrated with
active traini . In addition, Congress should
require regvli ¢ reserve forces readiness in-
dicators an¢ 2ports on operating costs.

I\- D FORCES IN KORFA
Summauary

Currently. 11ere are some 55,000 American
troops in So 1t 1 Korea. This deployment boi-
sters Scuth { rean forces, acts as a deterrent
against a Mo th Korean and/or a Chincse
attack, anc orovides a vislble symbol of
American ccii.mitment to South Korea,

The numbhe - currently depleyed, however,
is no: cleariy related to any of these objec-
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tives. South Korean forces outnumber those
of the North 620,000 to 384,000, The two
American Divistons merely add to the im-
balance. Secondly, an invasion of South Ko-
rea must cross the DMZ where it is impos-
sible to conceal troop movements of requisite
size. Consequently, the United States could
introduce forces in the event of a North
Korecan or Chinese buildup. A large-scale
Chinese attack would probaebly invcke a nu-
clear response. A specific level of manpower
i3 not cssential to the demonstration of a
commitment to an ally. There are indlcations
that the Adraintstration is cognizant of this
and preparing to regotiate a substantial re-
duction of American forces in South Korea.

The deployment of the American forces
along the DMZ also creates the danger of a
“trip-wire” involvement of American farces
coniravening the “constitutional processes”
quatifirations of the U.8.-South Korean de-
fense treaty. This problem, along with the
questicn of the stattoning of tactical nuclear

weapons, and resulting requirements for
American forses in sufficient numbers to
adeqguarely guard those weapons are two

other important aspects of South Korean
deployment calling for reexamination.
Recommendations
1. The U.S. can withdraw one division
(20,000 men; rathier quickly. This can result
in savings ¢f some %200 million, Further re-
ductions could also be negotiated in the land
forees deploved there. This should not as yet
include reduc:iion in American tactical air
SUPPOTL.
2. The U.8, shouwld withdraw all nuclear
weapons from South Korea.
LAND FORCES IN
Summary
Growing domestic pressures for a decrease
in American foree levels in Europe necessi-
tale extensive reexanmination of American
interests tn Eurcope atd the means for best
serving them, if options are not to be fore-
closed by a precipitate response to such
pressures.
Current NATO force levels, in spite of mili-
tary assessments Lo the contrary, are now
geen ag in rough parity at least with War-

ETROPE

saw Paet forccs, while ihe roles of both
military atliances are coming mwre into
guestion. The relevant comparison is in

actual numbers of personnel deployed rather
than numbers of divislons and their relative
reliability. Observers point out that Pact
Farces consist ol large contingents of Czech,
East Germah, Rumanian, Hungarian, Poliskh,
and Bulgarian trocps, most of which are
likely "10 be substantially less well-equipped
and trained—and in the Soviet view, less re-
linble—than Soviei troops. It can he argued
also, that German, Dritish and French forces,
would be generally more reliable in defense
of Western Europe than most Pact foreces
witld e in aggression againsg it,

Deterrence oI Soviet adventures in West-
ern Furcpe, moreover, may be only indirectly
related to conventional iforce levels, and may
well not suffer in the face of substantiael re-
duction of American [orces,

In any case, there is great need for stream-
Uulng of forces, and a potential for sub-
stantial savings.

Among the more powerful arguments
mrgainst substantisl American force reduc-
tions in Eurcpe is that such moves would
force the West Kuropeans to capitulate to
soviet pressures on important matters and
would cause substantial political instebilities.
But the Europeans should be guite capable,
with minimal Amierican presence but a firm
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Americen commitment, of deterring Soviet
adventures themselves. It may be the long
and pervasive American dominance in NATO
which is a principal cause of the European
malaise in world pelitics.

There are growing doubts aboutr Soviet in-
tentions in Western Europe, and given in-
ternal ang East Eurcopean problems, ahout
Soviet capability to act aggressively.

Recommendations

1. Limited redustions could be meade in
U.58. forces in Eurcpe perhaps to under
100,000 men over three or four years. Both
the size and timing of the reduction, how-
over, should be determined through a process
of full consultation with Europeans as part
of & program of streamlining and reorganiza-
tion of NATO. Large Manpower reductions
are possible without change in the U.S. com-
bat contribution if the Europeans could as-
sume a greaier role in logistical support. The
withdrawals ideally would be coupled with a
multi-year comimitment of 7.5, forces at the
lower manpower level. A reduction of 100,000
would, at minimum, save approximately 1
billion in budgetary outlays annuvally,
Coupied with substantial streamlining and
consolidation of headquarters, the budgetary
savings could be much larger,

2. Transter of SACEUR o the Europeans
and substantial reorganization of NATO to
coincide with the increased role of Euro-
peans in their own defense.

1LAND FORCES IN SOUTHEAST ASIA
Summary

Even beyond the American forces fighting
in various parts of Indochina, the 7.5, com-
mitment in all of Scuth Asia is substantial
Aside from the over 450,000 troops in Viet-
nam, Laos, Cambodia, and Thailand, the
Pacific fleet carries approximately 390,000
men, and there are support and other forces
in large numbers in Japan, Korea, Okinawa,
Taiwan, and the Philippines.

The key guestion focusing on the factors
responsible Tor this massive presence is, rela-
tively simple: What is the vital interest of
the United States in the Pacific Basin?

Unless vital interest is at stake—the U.S.
should be extremely careful before under-
taking further interventions. That condition
should be maintained even when interven-
tlons involve only military aid, equipment
ang training.

The final clause of the Nixon Doectirine
expounded at Guam deserves close examina-
tion. The President states that “we shall look
1o the nation directly threatened to assume
the primary responsibility of providing the
manpower for its defense.” The catch phrase
is “primary responsibility”. The history of
American involvement with Vietnam began
largely under identical conditions,

Honefully, in Southeast Asia and the Paci-
fic Basin, American defense eommitments
can he safelv reduced by a careful application
of the Nixon Doctrine—mainly by limifing
its utilization strictly to areas where U.8. vital
security interests are immediately and pri-
marily at stake.

There is not room in this overall analysis
for a detailed study of current American
troop allocations—and the potential for
future reductions Iin those levels—in each
of the Southeast Asla countries. Instead, as &
case in point, the following section looks at
just one controversial nation, Korea. It
should be recognized that the analysis of
the Korean situation is done under the uni-
que conditions of that country, but is not un-
characteristic of general manpower prohlems
applicable world-wide.
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Administration request
fiscal year 1871 {millions)

House autharization,
fiscal year 1971 {mitlions)

-—— Current estimate,

Program Description R.&D. Procurement R.&D. Procurement total program Proposed program action
Poseidon .. ....._.. - Submarine conversion and $122.7 39216 si22.7 { ‘%géé }ss, 555,200,000, ____ . Continue but not spect up,
missie. 3
; ategic missile. ......_.______ 211.0 4757 2211.0 4757 %5,375,800000_ __ . - .- Cut $685,000,600,
Winuteman I__..__ .. g:‘fgfgzt bnul;ustl):r' rrrrrrrrrrrr 10000 i 100, 2 D $9,377,006,000. - Cut $107,000,000,
: Submar te and strategic 44.0 i 4.0 0 Notavailgbie._________ Low prefile, no cut,
Ag;:s;;\;:%stem. s 365. 0 £60.4 365.0 861.0 $12,600,000,000__ . _ .. Range from $404 000, n 51.450,000,000.
T Maamsoert. T T 8106 ... 3544.4 Atleast $5,300,900,000. ° Cut $209,000,000 canth zares fund.
T TAGTICAL AR B
izal fgh L TG 558.0 324.2 6580 8,279,100,000. . . . Cut $658,570,000 Lokl D00 GO review of
Pl e Tagtical fghter...... T compiete flight test program, Remis Fall
R. .
F-15 - _ Air syperiority fighter__ . __.____ 370.0 4 3.0 0 $7,355,200,000. ___ .. __. Cuéo%. & D. $370,000,05¢ by halt, $183,000,-
P P i 3] 2.9 In cancept formulation_ . Authorize fsll R, £ U. .=
AX_ . . Counterinsurgency farrcrait..._. 29.7 ] oy A et
F-1U0A. o Long-range fw'gh'thei....,,,,... 487 515.1 48.7 515.1 $6,380,200,000. ... . Cufuﬁllﬂ.pgjcg,remen i 01 caitinue
i A 113.0 $1,397,500,000_ . -- Defer pragurement pending YSC review,
AJE._...._._...... ____ lightbomber___ . .. . ._. a 252.9 1397,500, acur ding NSG -
e Ttich-ms ¢ Ue.3 ... ... na.s3 .o Delete pending USK- G40 review of zam-
Harrier ... British-made fighter_._______._ . o e plg%e?fljjzvmtégsﬂng.
; I} 152.0 0 152.0 $640,000,000_ . . ___ ut $152,092,000.
S i P e 0 4595 a 5062 $2,390,000,000 - Gl 3106606000
BH:;N—ZI_S_ . _ Mucfear missife frigate . - 0 221.3 0 213.8 $4.375.400,80[! _ Cut$?7;‘.339-0090 800800
SSN-688. . ___.__ .7 Allack submarine_ ... 0 475.5 0 498.0 $4,279,700,000.__. . .. Cuk.}ﬂrfﬁbﬂ,ﬂu ; $238,0 .]Lb-i to
: i i 36.3 11106 3.3 ... .- $3,570,000,000 (Med 0. Cut 46,800,548 pro ment, Med 0,
Metk 88, --- Anlisub and ship forpedoes.... ; $185,400,000 (Mot 1) Delay tind of $56.10" 900 far tad 1 and
$8,700,000 fnr o on of Mod D o
Mod 2 pending jusiification of heeping
roduction fines epar
207.8 1017 207.8 500,000,

¢ Conversinn
~Slightty less than $ 11,000,000,

CUGGESTED CUTS

Current esti-
mate of total

Fiscal year 1971 IeHEL
{millions} (bilfiens)
+04-1, 450 2.2

686 5.4

100 9.4

200 5.3

7 6.0
8

Subtotal ... ... . 1,467-2,513

Mil:itary manpower:
General (15-20 per: ent
overall reduction in

tand forcesy, . Lol L. 4.0-8.0
Europe (100.000-m neut

over 3-4 years) ({1 -

billion minimum’ L,
Korea (20,000 men: {3200

millioRY_ . L ... 1,20
MBT-70. . ... ... 77 EE_D_

Subtotal . . e 1_3’_ 2;1];27

Tacucwalr‘?‘_r_: ________________ 658.1 ?3
F-15.. ... . 185.0 .

i 1183 ...

e BH 6.2

Subtatal. 1,476, 4 24, 9"

avy:

AN-FO 152.0 .64
8}:’;—9637_ PO 1000 3,35
Marka8____.__._. 45, 8 3.57
DLGN 33 - 221.3 4.9
SEN-688 2315 4.3
S-3A IR 308. 5 2.9

Subftotal, ... .. . 1,130.9 18,66

Total ... 34,35:95,397 95,96-99.86

Lingoing,

2 Delay 55.1, 87,
*ixeluding manpower

— BExHrerr 2

THE ViETNAM WiR, MILITARY BUDGETS, AND
TroMesTic PRIcRITIES: A TPROJECTION OF
ALTERNATIVE P LICIES

(Testimony of Charles L. Schultze before
tHe Lommlitee on Forelgh Felations. U.S.
Senate, April 20 19701 ..
Mr, Chairman ind members of the Com-

mittee, T should llKe to diseuss with you

101,7  $2,83,700,000.. ... ... $3LJ]79

* tnciuding $200,000,000 contingency fund

nd.
¥ Includes 546,800,000 (Mod 0°%); $55,100,000 (Mod. 1's); 33,700,800 {coversion),

briefly today the budgetzry cutlook for the
federal governmeit over the next five years
as it will be affected by alternative policles
dealing with our overseas commitments and
mititary strategy, including bui not limited
to our involvement in Indo-China.

At first thought, the budget may seem a
relatively prosalc and uninteresting frame-
work within which o cast this discussion of
major national policies. Yet budgetary dol-
lars are bu:z a syinbol of more important
thinzgs. As we have becone aware, even a
wealthy nation such as ours does not ecom-
mand  unlimited resources. Consequently
when we decide to spend, say, $20 billion per
year in pursuing our aims in Vietnam there
remain 320 billion less for assisting educa-
tion, or manpower training, ot pollution
controi or for reducing taxes and thereby
permitting more use of resourcas for private
purposes. In a world of limited resources we
must make clhoices, Every dollar we spend
for one public purposc Tepresents cne dotlar
less for some other purpose, public or pri-
vate. This fact does not of itself either Jus-
tify or deny the wisdom of any particular set
of foreign policy commitments. But it does
call to mind that these policies have eco-
nomic costs not merely in terins of doliars
but in terms of schoolrooms, and hospitals,
and clean water. As a consequence, like any
other set of policy cholces wWe must welgh
their potentiai benefits against the other
things we want which their adoption forces
us to give up.

There are three basle elements involved
in this review of the hudgetary costs of al-
ternative forcign policies and military strat-
egles: First, an estimate of the current costs
of carryiig on the Vietnam wear secord, a
projection over the next several years of [ed-
eral revenues under current tax iaws and
federal expenditures under exlsting and cur-
rently proposed programs, leading to an esti-
mate of the residual sums available to pur-
sue high-priority domestic needs: then third,
an examination of how severai alisrnative
foreign policy and military strategies will af-
fect the budgetary outiook and will expand
Or contract the rescurces at hnand for meet-
ing those domestic needs.

The estimates ang projections I shall pre-
sent summarize the results of o study cars

ried cut by o number of staff members at

The Brookings Institution anc recently piib-
ilshed under the titie of Setving National
Priorities: The 1971 Budget. There are a “ew
excerpts froin that publicatior which wro-
vide some deteil on the military hudget as«
pects of my testimony which with the Com-
mittee's approvel, T should iike to gubmit
for the record. Finally, let me note that <he
underlying data abd estimates dealing with
the costs of the Vietnam war rnd with alter-
native military strategies were developed by
my colleague at Brookings, Dr. William Kaf~
mann, who should not however be saddied
with the blame for the partictlar judgments
I make or bieses T reveal in this testimony,

THE BUDGETARY COSTS OF VIETNAM

Until this year, each budszet document
since fiscal 1867 included an estimate of
budgetary outlays incurred because of Viag~
nam. No such estimate has been officially
Published this year. In any e.enrt the num-
bers made available in prior years were not
2 good measure of the ifcrementul. or added,
costs of our Involvement in Vistnam. "This is
not to say they were deliberately mis-stated,
but simply that they didn't pretend to meas-
ure the extra costs, but rather the rotal costs,
For example, the naval task forces steamling
off the Gulf of Tonkin would have been
steamlng somewhere eise had there not heen
4 war in Vietnam. What is relevant, there-
fore, is not the total cost of those [orces but
the extra costs of the crdnalice expendsad,
the additicnal sorties, the higher attrition
of aireraft and the !ike whick are attribyt-
able to the Vietnam operation.

Table I provides an estimated of the add-d
costs In Vietnam during the neak vear of
fetion. 1088, It 5 built up frone esiimates
of the personnel added to the Armed Forces
sinice 1965, the ordnance expendied, the air-
eraft lost, etc. This estimate of $23 billion
Per_Yyear as & peak cosp corpares wilh a
higher figure of 329 billion used by ‘he Ie-
fense Department in Congressi-nel hearinzs
last year {Testimony of Roher. O, Moot
Defense Comptrolier, in The Alitary Budgat
and Nationgl Priorities, Hearngs before the
Subcemmlttee on Economy in Goverminent
of the Joint Economic Comunittee, 91 Cong.
1 sess8,, 1969, part T, p. 320).
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Table 1—Pea: Incremental Outlay for the
voar in Vietnom
Biltions of
Type of expe). lture: current dollars
800,000 milit. ry personnel at $12,000

per Mmamn pif FeAT— o —cooeoo oo 9.6
250,000 civiii. n personnel at $10,000
per MAan T Year - oo —oo—=-- 2.5
Ground, air, ind naval crdnance...- 5.2
500 aircraft :: $3 million per aircraft
(AVETBEL) - s —mcmmeomme o mmmmme o 1.5
wapticement Of land force equlpment
and supplus (U.S. and ARVN) ... 1.3
Qther proc.r mento oo~ - 1.0

Construchior .-~ [ 1.0

Transporta:i- n and petrol, oil, and
lubricants o e —m . 0
Totdl .. aoooe oo o o230
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Fiscal years—
1966 1967 1968 1969 1970
Available for mainte-
nance. ... ... 46,2 41,4 3.3 316  4L3
Required for mainte-
nance_ .. . .- 387 391 39.4 389 421
Deficit or surpivs. ... +7.5 +2.3 =21 —13 —.8

Source: Adapted from Charles L. Schultze with Edward K.
Mamilton and Allen Schick, “Setting National Priorities: The
1571 Budget’* (Braokings Institution, 1970), table 2-14,p. 50,

PROJECTION OF FUTURE BUDGETARY CONDITIONS

As a prelude to examining the impact of
withdrawal from Vietnom and of alterna-
tive foreign and iilitary policies on budget-

Source: Chi.cs L. Schultze with Edward
K. Hamilton o' d Allen Schick, Setting Na-
tional Prioriii-s; The 1571 Budget (The
Brookings In:io tution, 1970) Table 2-13, p.
49.

It is very irajportant, T believe, got to oyer-
estimate the 2 sts of Vietnam.
By subtractil ¢ the higher cost figures, re-
ferred %o above. from the total defense budg-
et, some Pel.”. gon spokesmen have made
the argumen: hat the remaining sums al-
located to no: Vietnam purposes have been
too small in :h e past five years to keep the
armed forces = the United States in proper
combat readinoss and its equipment fully
modern. As : -onseguence they argue that
Vietnam has “1obbed” the remainder of the
Armed Force:, hat there is a backlog of un-
met needs wh ch remains to he met cnce
Vietnam ope-=:ions are reduced, and that
Defense budies cannot therefore but cut
significantly.

Table 2 pri - des ah estimate of the budg-
ctary costs reqilred to maintain in a mod-
ern and co:r' at-ready state the conven-
tional fotces « the United States at o pre-
Vietnam lev:! This is compared with the
amounts acu lly available for that pur-
pose, an est.:ate arrived at by subtract-
ing the added costs of Vietnam Irom the
total budget !>r conventionnl forces. It is
clear that tic'e has not been a deficit of
funds—Vietriz:a has not in any overall
sense “‘robbei the remainder of the forces.
A backlog of inmet needs does not appear
to have beer. . uilt up justifying a large di-
- yersion of the savings from a cessation of
the war inte . ther military channels.

While the . atof Vietnam during the peak
vear.of 1968 4 s about §23 billign, it appears
that_¢osts W..i.ANount te aboul pi7. hillion
in, the curreé fiscal year 1970. If President
Nixon's sch:c tled troop withdrawals, an-
nounced las. weck, proceed on a grndual
and even pac: throughout the next twelve
months, and e extended at that pace over

the remnind:r of fiseal 1971, the budgetary

cost of Vietnen would drop to perhaps 812

ey costs and on domestic programs it is nec-
essary tc lay out an overall budget frame-
work.

We have made budgetary projections 0
fiscal 1975. Essentially this consists of pro-
jecting (1) federal revenues under current
tax laws and ¢2) the expenditures which
would be forthcoming under current and

dministration-proposed programs, allowing
for increases in prices, wages, workloads, ris-
ing numbers of people statutorily eligible
for benefits under social security and other
programs, and similar relatively “built-in”
elements makihg for changes in expendi-
tures. The differetice between the revenues
and expenditures so projected is the fiscal
dividend, the amount avallable for discre-
tionary use in expanding existing federai pro-
grams, creating new ones, retiring the debt,
or reducing taxes.

In these projections the followlng assump-
tions were made:

1. Economic growth would resume at a 4
to 41, percent annual rate after the present
pause, with the unemployment rate return-
ing to slightly below 47, sometime in 1972.
Inflation would continue but at a moderated
pace, tapering off gradually from the current
5 to 6 percent to 2 to 21, percent in 1972
or 1973.

2. Current tax laws would not be changed.

3. All major Administration-proposed pro-
grams (family assistance, revenue sharing,
urban mass transit, ete.) would be adopted.

4. The Vietham war would be terminated,
so that by fiscal 1975 the only expenditures
would be some $1 billion for eccnomic ald
or a combination of economic and military
assistance.

5. The armed forces would return to their
pasic pre-Vietnam level of 2.7 millien men.

The budgetary consequences of these as-
sumption are shown in Table 3. Revenues un-
der existing tex laws would have risen to
about $284 billion by 1876, However, the tax
reform bill of 1969 provided for a host of

to @13 billion n that year. This estlmate as-
CEiTfies tHAL i1 efe 1§ no sighificant step up
in U.8. coml # operations or mtlitary assist-
pnee in Lao: . r Cambodia. Should the troop
withdrawal '»» bunched up at the end of the
vear, rather ~_.an proceed steadily through-
out the pe:i d, then the budgetary costs
will be higl than the $12 to $13 billion I

have estimatie: |

TABLE 2.—REQI 1+.70 VERSUS ACTUAL SUWS AVAILABLE
TO MAINTAIR 5. CONVENTIONAL FORGES IN MODIRN
COMBAT REA.:« STATUS

|Based on a = 4 Vietnam casts; in billions of dollare]

Fiscal years —
1966 1967 1968 13RS 1376

Budget for conve o p-

altarses. ... 5.2 59.6 €13 538 58.3
Less added costs -
Vietnam. ... _. 8,0 180 230 2210 7.4

tax cuts, scheduled to phase in over the next
several years. By fiscal 1975 the net revenue
loss from that bill will be &3 billion, leaving
2276 hillicn in revenues,

A return to the pre-Vietnam military
structure and pace of modernization would
mean a defense budget of about 362 billion
_in today’s prices and $74 billion in the prices
likely o prevail in 1975, (Rapidly rising
numbers of retited military personnel will
also add suhstantially to the budget over this
period, a fact which has been taken into ac=
count in the estimates.; The projection also
assumes a resigual expenditure of %1 billion
in 8 F. Asia,

On the ¢ivilian side the "huili-in” growth
of current and Administration propoesed fed-
cral programs wottld acd some $50 billlon to
federal outlays in the four vear period be-
tween 1971 and 1973-—a rise of about %12

titlion per year.
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TABLE 3 —THE FISCAL DIVIDEND

[Fiscal year, hillions of doliars]

1971 1975

Revenues:
Before atiowing for 1969 tax reform_ 202 284
Less cost of taxreform_._______ ..., —8

Tolal revenues

il
Yigtnam, .
Wwhian____ ...

Total expenditures.. __.___. ..

Difference between revenues and ex-
penditures_ ___ ... _______....... i 23
Less budget surpius needed to reach
national housing goals___ ... ... ... 10

Fiscal dividend. . __._ 13

Saurce: Adapted from Charles L. Schultze with Edward K,
damilton and Alien Schick, “Setting National Priorities: The
1871 Budget'' (Brookings Institution, 1970), table 6-b, p. 185.

There will be, then, on the basls of these
projections, a residuat of about $23 billion—
the gap between revenues and already com-
mitted expenditures. But not all of this will
be freely avallable to pursue high priorlty
domestic programs of the federal government
or for tax reduction purposes. In 1968 the
Congress, after examining the data on the
rate of new family formation and on the con-
dition of the housing stock, set out as a goal
for the nation the construction of some 26
million housing units in the decades of the
1970's. The Nixon Administration has adopted
that goal, with some meodifications. But it
ts most unlikely that this goal of bullding
2.6 million housing units a year can be met
unless the federal government, under con-
ditions of high employment prosperlty, runs
a substantial budget surplus, which I have
put conservatively at $10 billion per year.
Under eonomic circumstances likely to exlst
during prosperity in the next flve yeats,
fajlute to run a budget surplus would gen-
erate such tight money and high interest
rates that housing construction would not
reach the 2.6 million per year goal. On the
hasis of the projections in its latest Economlic
Report, President Nixon's Council of Eco-
nomic Advisers appears to agree with this
conclusion.

Granted the need for a budgetary surplus
of this rocugh magnitude, then, the fscal
dividend avallable to meet high priority
domestic needs by 1975 will total only 813
billion. This is less than one percent of the
gross national product projected for that
vear, Or to put it anothier way, although the
federai government disposes of 20 percent of
the natlonal income, built-in commitments
and the cost of the defense program—as-
suming a return to the pre-Vietham pat-
tern-—will absorb 19 percent of thet, leaving
only 1 percent freely disposable by the Pres-
ident and the Congress, This is hardly a
large sumn to look forward to, four years from
now, and even after assuming that Vietnam
hostilities are ended.

ALTEKNATIVE FOREIGN AND MILITARY POLICIES!
THEIR EFFECT ON THE FISCAL DIVIDEND

I pointed out earlier that the projections
assumed a continuation of current strategic
nuclear force policies and a return to the
pre-Vietnam force structure for the nation’s
conventional forces, This would imply a
military budget of 362 billionh in fiscal 1971
prices and $74 billion in prices expected to
prevail in fiscal 1975. The £52 billlon (which
ercludes the cost of Vietham} may be con-
veniently split into two parts:

Billion

Strategic nuelear forces . . ____. $18
Conventional forees___ . _______.___ 44
Total e 62

Let us examine each in turn,
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Corventional forces

The pre-Vieinam baseline force which
would be brougt.t by $44 billien would consist
of the following major elements: 2.7 million
nien in the armed forees; 1924 active divisions
aad 7 high priority reserve divisicns: 24
tactical air wirgs; 15 naval attack carrier
tusk forces; s.bstantisl forces for anti-
submarine war:are, airlife and sealift, and
amphibious wa fare; and continued large
oitlays for comriunications, intelligence, and
R&D. Such a buiget would also provide sub-
stantial sums to keep the weapons and equip-
ment of this force modernized.

This force striicture was basically designed
te provide the capability simultaneously to
fight the intial pre-mobilization stages of
tvo large and or.e small war: a Warsow Pact
attack on NATO, a Chinese conventional at-
tack in S.E, Asia or Korea; and a minor con-
fifet in the Westarn Hemisphere.

One alternativs to returning te this type
of foree structure is to adapt the armed
forces and the military budget to a literal
interpretation o’ the “Guam docirine.” If
we truly accep: the fact that the United
States is no longer prepared to intervene on
the ground in 4 large way in Asia. then those
forces in tlie heseline structure earmarked
for that contingency could be sharply re-
duced. Should wz adopt & military posture
consistent with :hls change in our overseas
poicy, some 10 billion per yvear could be
saved in the military budget. We cowid elimi-
naze: six Army d.visions, three wings of tac-
tical aircraft, siyv attack carrier task forces,
and a slgnificant part of our anti-submarine
ani amphibious rorces in the Pacific. Such a
recueticn would -til! leave the U.S. with two
Marine divisions, six fighter bomber air
wings, and three attack carriers earmarked
for service in an Asian emergency. In addi-
tion, a reasonab.e reevaluation of how we
deploy our carrie:s might release ane or two
of the Atlantic based carriers for Pacific
service. In short, a military force structure
corsistent with the apparent foreign policy
thrust of the Giram doctrine could relense
$10 billion a year in higher needed resources
for meeting domestic purposes.

I am fully aware, of course, that many in
the military will argue tha* even if we do
reduce our overseas commitments, we can-
not afford to reduice our armed forces since
ther will he neeced to back up more fully
than they do now the remaining commit-
mernts. The Navy vill argue, for example, that
if we give up bas s in Asia we need carriers
£¥en more than e¢ver before. As a matter of
fact, hawever, the 2xisting number of carriers
has never been Iully justified; the use of
carriers in a “surze” role to provide quick
initial alr cover prior to the establishment of
Alr Force bases rather than in continual sup-
port as 13 now the case, would itself greatly
reduce the need for the current number of
carriers; and ther» is no shortage of poten-
tial airflelds in reievant parts of the world
which can be mare useable quickly for Air
Force fighters by £mploying “bare base kits"
storzd by the Air Force.

More generaily, the mere adoption of a
change in iong rar.ge foreign policy commit-
ments, such as that presumably contalned
in the Guam dortrine, will not be auto-
matically accompailed by a matching change
in the military force structure. But changes
in the two shoulc go together. And if the
Guam doctrine cin be made to lead to a
consistent reassessment of military reqizire-
ments some 310 bi lion in huiigetary savings
might be realized.

Strategic nuclear jorces

Taking into aecco.mt their share of budget-
Bry costs for inte'ligence, ccmmunicetions,
R&D, and the like, the maintenance and im-
provement of the aation’s strateglc nuclear
forces currently tike about 818 billion in
budpetary resources annually. Current sira-
tegle doctrine is apparently in something af
a trensition perlo¢, and future trends will
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obviously be affected by the cutcome of the
SALT talks. Nevertheless, present ctrategic
force objectives may Dbe described as: the
maintenunce ol a generously estimated as-
sured destruction capability, plus.

Assurzd  destruction capakility refers Lo
our ability 1o absorb a Soviet first strike and
retalinte evastatingly. This provides deter-
rence against a possible first st~ike. The term
“generonusly estimated” simpl: means that
Wwe are preparing spgainst a very high estif-
mare of Soviet capabilities, and buying “in-
surance” aguinst all sorts of relatively remate
contingencies. We are, for exariple, building
our ABM to protect our land-based missile
sites agains: the comtingeney that they be-
come  wvulnerabla to Soviet $8-9's. even
theugh our Polaris and Poseidon submarines
are Invuinerable to a Soviet gtrike ang could
do the assured destruction mission alone.
The term “plus” was used in the description
of current policy 1o cover the fact that with
an ABM gres ic defense ngainst a Jrossi-
ble Chinese :issile threat we will he going
heyvond the sured  destrmieticn concept to
LTy to provide some means of limiting dam-
a1ge from an enemy strike. The torm “plus”
also expresses mnv belief that the ful] intro-
duction of AIRV's intn the Torces as cur-
rently plunnded, wiil push their capabilities
beyond what even g most gencrous estimmate
of assured destruction capability would re-

quire.
The 318 Bbiiion cost of sira.egic nuciear
forces, used in thie initial prajections for

1875, wouid provide funds for ihe procure-
ment and deployment of at leas- some of the
following new Weapos sysrems:

The ABAL

MIRV's installed
submarine-hascd mi

A vew advanced mannes strazegic afreraft
(AMSA or the B-1).

A new airborne warning and control sys-
tem, probably with a nicdified F-106 inter-
ceptor (AWA CS-F-106X) .

A new underwater long range missile 5VS-
tem (ULMS) to carry muooh heavier and
Isnger range missiles than todays Polaris
and Poseidon

A alteruative strategic nueiear posture
would accept red destruciion capahbility
43 a necessary and rvital objective. but wonld
not seck to build insurance on Top of insur-
ance and would give up the at-empt tc go
beyond assurael destruction. The alternative
posture would siars from the Droposition
that damags 1in ing caepabilities are not
usetul as dipl V10 Or milllary instruments,
that large soale damage limiting capabili-
ties are impossibie to achieve against the
Soviet Union and too uncertain and not
worth the cost against the Chinese. It would
also reject going Lkeyond the assured de-
slruction concept, as sell-dlefeating in the
scnse of provoking Soviet counter-actions
which nuilify the initial gain.

Under this alternative, deployvimeni of the
ABM would be deferred {while continuing
research}. MIRV deployvinent wonld go aliead
hut on a stretehed-our and reduced hasis,
AMEA and ULMS would pe carried o as
modest R&D programs, and the current air
defense system would gradually be elimi-
hated. The $1B billion annual oSt of the
strategle forces woild be cut o %14 billion
ber year. The U.S. assured destruction caph-
bility would consist of 3000 to 100 delivers
able warheads carried on 1054 perhaps val-
aerable land-based missiles. 638 suhmarine-
based missiles, sonme of which were MIRV'd,
and a force of 300 B-52 hombers, Agaiust this
number, it has heen valcuiated that only
400 warheads would have rg be detonated
over the Soviet Union tg eliminate it as an
industrial socicty.

The force lev

“hlard-hased and

and capability Provided
by this alternative would, of courze, have 1
be eontinually reviewed in the light of
international developments, and particulariy
Soviet strength. While it would reflect the
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bellef that a restrained posture is mosy likely
TO lead (0 progress on arms itations, it
would not precluds later rev: and poliey
changes,

I both of the aliernatico
scriped above were atdopted---
trine-oriented strucouce 1or o
forces aud an assured desirig
force--some $14 Jion could
frem the defense :
measvured In doll
power, By fiseal 1t

pustures de-
Cruam doe-
conventional
ion gtrategic
eliminatedd
SFe savings are
% purchasing

Ll price: projecten -

thet period, the savings wonld b &t

In thai sitnation i 1875 Celenve bldiget
woudd Be not §75 billion it $23 oillion.
The dividerud available or Ling

other needs woul
billlon, an inecrease of 150 ne
In my own view, while 1h

#13 o osan

sums and foree siru e n
the lower cost alternatives ol course
open to question aud debate reiijer repre-
RENES ®11 @XEreme suapgestion it be
characterized, in the invidio e

term, as 3
The lower cost alterna 11 provide
the United Stutes with awes ane strenpth,
both strategic and sonventionu!, u sirencth
not inconsistent with its sta.uz and COn-

mitments,
ALTERNATIVES WIMICH LIIGE " T

MILITARY CO&TS

‘REASE

There arc, of cnurse, potential develop-
ments which could raise Lthe 1qilitary hudget
above the level assiimed in tha rral pro-

jeetions and tierehy reduce . ven elimi-
nate the 313 billion fiscal vigend in 1965,

1. Continued U.S. troop prescngs in Viet-
nane—Should it occur that a presiriyal nurm-
ber of U.5. tronps nre left in Vietnam
definiitely. added hudgetary (os's would e
incurred. If. for exampie. 10000 U.S. Lroops
were o remain in the Indo Chinese pes
ninsula engaged in some form of combat, the
cast might Be on thie crder of 5 bijlion per
rear. This would, of course, -l the 1875
fiscal dividend ‘o a mere 28 b 1.

2. Strategic arms escalation ~Should the
LwD major nuclear powers Tail o agree in the
SALT talks, should each suspect that the
other was beginning to achicve or seeking o
achieve s first strike capahilitv the $18 bil-
lton per year cost of the U.S. sirategic forces
could well rise to somewhere in e neigh-
borheod of $23 24 billion per yeur Additional
offensive forces, Dpurticularly sea-bused mis-
siles, and @ much heavier ABM. homber de-
fense network, and civil defense svsiem might
he fortheoming.

3. Heavier modernization o) the conven-
tional forces.—Should a rapi! inerease in
procurement of modern equiprient be under-
taken, perhaps on tne imistaken) ground
that Vietnam had “‘robbed” Lhe baseiine
force, significant budgetary ¢ would be
incurred. Such 4 “heavy madernization”
hudget might include ree and rapid
acquisition of F-14 and F-15 fignrers, an in-
crease in the attack carrier task force, more
“high speed” attack submarires and anti-
submarine warfare escorts, severa] mare C-54
airlift squadrons, and the inerensed cutlays
fur operations and maintenance which would
g0 with such systems.

SUMMARY

Even a cessation of hostilities in Vietham
and a complete TU.S. troop withdrawal will
nei guarantee that arge sums of money be-
come available for meeting important pub-
lic needs over the next five veari. The grow-
ing expenditures wnder existirie domestic
programs and the cost of mairiaining the
pre-Vietnam military force strie:ure will ab-
s0rb most of the added budgetary resources
arising out of economic Erowth: und with-
drawal from Vietnam.

There is no law of necessity. however,
which dictates that the nation must, return
to the pre-Vietnam military posture. A re-
allgnment of U.& conventional armed forces

M-
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in Keeping wi:h at least one interpretation
of the “Guar; doctrine” would provide sub-
stantial budg ¢ ary savings. This realignment
would reduce -ne armed forces and weapons
bought again:: the contingency of major
U.8. involvern: 1t in a land war in Asia, Ad-
ditionally, tr.2 doption of a more restrained,
but still rea -tie strategic nuclear posture
could produce additional reductions in the
defense budpe . Together these two actions
would proviie some §14 billion in budget
resources, m::isured in today's prices, and
$17 billion 1 prices expected to prevail in
1975. Such b.o getary savings would sharply
expand the sums available to meet urgent
dormestic nee«tis over the next several years.
Yet their reqli ation would not, in my view,
interfere witih he maintenance of the neces-
sary strateg.c and conventional military
power of the U iited States.

STATEMENT O °
THE SUBCCM AITTEE O
ERNMENT O¢ THE JOIN
TEE, JUNE /. (970,

. INTRODUCTION

When we t:lk about defense poliey and
national pricr:sies, we usually mean chang-
ing the allocar.on of our resources AmMONg a
wide range - public and private actlvities
rather than .l olishing some of these activi-
ties. In prizint circumstances, we tend
to mean giviiz greater emphasis to domestic
programs thi: we have done in the past.
That, in turr, .mplies that we must increase
taxes, take re-ources away from other pro-
grams. simpl :ely on increased revenues from
a growing e:caomy for new inltiatives, or
take some c¢.n bination these steps.

Increased t xation does not look like a
plausible op:irn. In fact, we appear tc be
going in the posite direction with the tax
reform hill of 1989. We ore left, therefore,
with the growth of federal revenues (as a
function of ¢xjanding GNP} and a redistrib-
ution of tho-2
means by wh:c 1 we can change our emphases.
The defense badget, always of interest, be-
comes the obj:et of particuler attention in
that contexi. Few people regard it as an
uncontrollable in the same sense as Social
Security or M. dicare, and many regard it as
excessively li.re for the international objec-
tives that we should have in mind,

Whal is mor ¥ it can be demonstrated that
the slze of t-e discretionary resources (or
the fiscal divilend, If you prefer} available
to the Presidint for domestic programs is
highly sensitiv? to the level of ‘defense spend-
ing, During t! e past year, for example, the
Rreokings Irs itution has looked at a num-
ber of differ>: t defense budgets within the
context of ex z: cted Federal revenues and out-
lays, and—&ssaming an end to the war in
Indochina— s found it guite plausible to
conceive of cefense budgets and discretionary
resources in t: e following range by FY 1975:

DEFENS. | UDGETS IN FISCAL YEAR 1875

{In billions of dollars]

- '_' Discretionary

TeS0UICES

fiscal year

1975,

tn 1970 daltars In 1975 doliars In 1975 dollars

¥62 16

75 23

_ 58 40

54 44

It is easy 21 ough, of course, to invent de-
fense budgers vhich differ substantially from
the one we have now, But how do we choose
among then.’ And once having chosen, how
do we make¢ ur prefercnces politically ac-
ceptable?
IT, ¥ :LITICS AND PLANNING

There is :. endency, in trying to provide

answers, to n-ake them extreme and to mix

revenues as the DriNEIPAT Siotegic nuclear forces o
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up the two guestions. Al one extreme, for
example, the defense budget is descrited as
the product of negotintions and bargains
among interest groups whose objectives and
programs are largely determined by their
organizational affiliations. At the other ex-
treme, the budgel is seen as resulting from a
highly orderly proeess in which objective
analysis by disinterested public servants lays
the dominant role. As usual. the truth seems
to lie somewhere between these extremnes.

A careful description of the existing politi-
cal process would probably show that or-
ganizational interests and bargains are very
crivical determninants of the budgevary out-
come. Al Lhe same time, it would be hard to
deny that a rather primitive art called force
planning exists, or to assert that it plays no
part in budgetary choices. What tends to be
at issue, usually, iz not whether objective
analysis exlsts and should play a major role
in determining budgetary outcomes, but
whether it does or can do so.

Here, because of limitations in time and
space, the discussion will focus on how we
can choose from among the many defense
options avatlable to us. How our choices can
be driven through the jungle that is the
political syvstem, or how the system can be
made more receptive to systematic anslysis
and cholce. must await another occasion.

IIi. CURRENT DEFENSE BUDGETS AND
VIETNAM

In order to start the discussion somewhere,
let us consider defense outlays for FY 1970
and FY 1971 as they relate to the war in
Southeast Asia, our strategic nuclear forces,
and our general purpose forces. This break-
down gives us the following figures (in bil-
lions of dollars):

For fiscal year - -
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resources that its termination will yield, and
that the total “dividend” wili be more than
absorbed: by impending tax cuts and the
growth in the costs of the so-called uncon-
troliable domestic programs, It is estimated
that the tax reform bill alone will result in
& loss of federal revenues of §8 billion hy FY
1975. Social security costs, on the other hand,
are likely to increase by $12 billion over the
next five years. Thus, if we want to consider
major new initiatives on the domestlc front,
it appears that we must lock primarily to
economic growth and to the baseline defense
budget.

IV, ANALYSES OF THE BASELINE BUDGET

Efforts to come to grips with the baseline
budget can best be made by means of macro-
strategic and micrcstrategic analysis, al-
though the distinetion between the two types
is somewhat artificial, particularly when it
comes to the strategic nuclear forces. The
macrostrategic approach involves the devel-
opment of objectives, measures of effective-
ness, and gross force levels with existing
capabilities. The microstrategic approach
deals with the fine-tuning of these forces by
means of WeapOn system comparlsons. The
results of these comparisons tend to express
the least-cost method of achleving pre-
scribed levels of effectiveness, In the process,
the enalysis may also consider the effects of
marginal increases and decreases in force
levels. Obviously, one type of analysis can
very quickly lead into the other type.

V. THE STRATEGIC NUCLEAR FORCES

The maecrostrateglc approach provides
many of the eritical assumptions that under-
lie the current baseline force, In the design
of our strategic nuclear capabilities, for ex-
ample, the baseline budget is strongly af-
fected by the followlng assumptions:

1. Qur strategic offensive forees, in a sec-
ond strike, should be capeble of inflicting a
level of assured destruction on the Soviet
Union defined as 20-25 per cent of the popu-
lation and at least 50 per cent of Saviet

1970 1971

S0z S11

17 18

General purpose forces_ ... .. 43 44
7B

This particular distribution of defense ex-
penditures serves several purposes. It defines
three major areas where we can exercise
choice. It tells us what we are spending in
these areas. And it provides a basis against
which to measure and compare various types
of change.

The costs.of the war in South sie are
incremental costs: that is, gutlays over and
above what we_ would be spending for our
peacetime military establishment and its ac-
tivities. They reflect a deciine from the peak
incremental cost of about $23 billion (rather
than 328-3Q Qulm which occurred dur-
ing FY 1988.

The outlays for the strategic nuclear forces
and general purpose forces (or limited war
forces, if you prefer) reflect the costs of our
baseline force: that is, what we have re-
garded in the past as necessary in peacetime
for the maintenance of U.S. interests and
commitments. These baseline expenditures
amount to abhout $60 billion in FY 1970 and
$62 killion in FY 1971. They would transiate
to around $50 hillion in 1965 dollars, or what
we were spending on our defense establish-
ment prior to the major expansion of our in-
volvement in Southeast Asia,

In current prices, the baseline force absorbs
78 per cent of our defense outlays. The cost
of the war, on the other hand, represents
22 per cent of the total, and, at least until
recently, its share has been declining. In
principle, we can alter the rate at which we
withdraw from Southeast Asia. This would
alfect the speed with which we recover the
remaining costs of the war. But despite the
over-arching importance of the conflict to
American society, we have to recognize that
there is a very definite limit to the amount of

TIdustry.

2. We should maintain a modest capahillty
to limit damage to the Unlted States, should
strategic deterrence somehow fail, in the
form of anti-bomber defenses, a thin, area-
wide ABM defense, some offensive forees cap-
able of destroying fixed, hard fargets, and o
cheap civil defense program.

3. We should maintain three separate
forces—land-based missiles, sea-based mis-
siles, and bombers—each capable, by itself,
of inflicting the requisite level of assured
destruction: all of this as insurance against
the possibility that one or even two of these
forces might Ifail to respond after a Boviet
first strike.

The current baseline, strategic nuclear
forces are rather widely considered to be
conservatively designed because of these as-
sumptions. An even more conservative pos-
ture would involve raising the level of assured
destruction and placing a much heavier em-
phasis on damage-limiting capabilities such
as the ABM and large-scale civil defense. A
posture of this character, along with ex-
tensive modernization programs for bombers,
missiles, and anti-bomber defenses, could
ralse the total budget for the strateglc nu-
clear forces from about $18 billion in FY 1871
to something oh the order of £24 billion a
year, It might also induce Soviet reactions
of such magnitude that they would nullify
the additional security that we had expected
to gain.

With or without SALT, another major
variant from the baseline would result in
a less conservative posture. For example,
we might reduce the level of assured de-
struction that we require to 10-15 per cent.
We might give up our modest efforts to
achieve a damage-limiting capability. And
we might reduce the atternpt to maintain all
three of our deterrent forces in & highly
survivable condition. This posture would
permit us to phase out some of our current
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offensive and de ensive forces and cancel or
reduce expenditires on newer systems that
we Are now programming or deploying. The
resulting budge for the strategie nuclear
forces, associated capabilities, R&ED, and sup-
pert might fail ‘rom §18 Billion to %14 bil-
livn o year.
VI. THE GE.JERAL PURFOSE FORCES

The costs of .he genera. purpose forces
ar: comparably s2nsitive to changes in o se-
ries of macrostra egic assumptions, Thus, the
current baseline orces are very much a func-
ticn of the follo ving premises:

I, The Soviet iInton and China are basic-
ally hostile and smbiticus powers who might
ans separately Lt more or less simultane-
ously to sarisfy heir ambitions at the ex-
pensce of our int. rests,

2. We must th refore be able, in conjune-
ticn with our all.es, simultaneously to mceet
coanventional attecks in Eurcpe and Asia, and
deual with a miner contingency elsewhere.

A, We mmust ha e the forces and the stra-
tepic mability neessary to deploy rapidly to
threatened regio::s and to establish forward
delenses sufficiert to meet the eariy phases
of an attack.

<. We must alsc maintain the forces, equlp-
ment, and supp.les necessary to reinforce
depnloved forces and sustain them in combat
for as much as : —§ months.

Bimply to give one example of the impact
of these assumpiions, consider the costs, in
1971 dollars, of p-eparing to deal simultane-
ously with two n ajor contingencies and one
niinor contingency. These costs are approxi-
metely as foliow.:

Annurl cost i billions in 1971 dollars
Contingency:

NATO Burope_ ... ___ $19.1

Asla (Korea or Southeast Asia)..__ 16.3
Western Hemis shere (mlnor) ______ 1.3
Strategic ‘reserve and unallocable
activities - o Lo ____ ... . 7.3
Total e e oo 44,0

To the extent tl.at these fizures have merit,
& tairly literal iiterpretation of the Pregi-
dent's Guam doc:rine should result in de-
creasing the cost- of the Asian contingency
frem 816.3 billioit to about $6.3 hillion. In
other words, a caiange in the assumptions
about the contingencies alone could cut the
costs of the geneal purpose forces from $44
nillion Lo $34 bil ion a yvear

The current ba: eline forces are frequently
characterized as t nderdesigred for the three
standard contingencies. A more conservative
design could restit in the addition of iand
for-es, taetical alr wings, and attack carriers,
aloag with lncreused numbers of the next
generaticn of more expensive weapon sys-
tems. Such changes night raise the budget
for the baseline geaneral purpose forces from
$44 biillon to &3 Dillion a year in 1971
prices.

¥Il. COLT-EFFECTIVENESS

Lefense costs ir the past have varied sim-
flarly, if less drainatically, as a function of
mlcrostrutegic anilysis, Now, however, the
impaet of these thoices ls becoming more
Impressive as weipon systems become in-
creisingly comple: technologleally, and thelr
prourement and »peration and maintenance
costs climhb, The conventional wisdom has it
that weapon sy:tems choices should be
govarned by techr ological advance. Not only
must we buy the newest and most sophisti-
cated systemns: we inust also replace the older
systems on a one -for-one hasls, quite apart
frors such factors as the capabilities of po-
tenial adversarie:, increases in costs, and
supposged increase. in unit effectiveness.

Frequently, however, it turns out that for
a badget of, let us say, a billion dollars, it
makes more sens: from the standpoint of
eflectiveness to by 1,000 unlts of relatively
old-fashioned sysiem A, costing a miillon
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dollars aplece, rather than 500 units of sys-
tem B, costing 82 million apiece, Of course,
there are those who would say, if that is the
cage, spend $2 billion and buy 1,000 units of
sysiem B. Hut for #2 billion, we could buy
2,000 units of system A, which still might
leave us britor off. Indeed, em B-—how-
ever glamorous and sophisiicated—would
have to be ot least twice as effective as
system A before it would be worth buying
as a substitiute, More often thun not, how-
ever, we [oil te achiove such advances in
etfectiveness as we move from one system
Lo the next. As a consequence, we may pre-
fer simple, reliable systems to their techno-
logteally advanced successors which promise
i greal deal bul are unuble to deliver on
the promise becavice they are low in reliabll-
ity, only marginaliv better in other signid~
cant parameters of ciffectiveness, or both.
Many systeins under devclopinent, or actu-
ally in the procurement process, are at issue
on precisely these grounds, The following ta-
ble lists o number of such wecpon systems
for the general purposc forces along with
the obligational authority requested for FY
1971, cwrrently estitnated total procurement
costs, and estimated annual operating costs:

{tn billions of dalfars)

Estimated  Estimated

Fiscal  procure- annual

year 1971 ment  operating

Systen NOA costs costs
SAM-U air defense. _ . ____ . L0009 3.4 0.5
MBYT-T0tank . ... .08 2.0 .3
TOW antitank missile it 1.0 2l
F-1Safigratt. .. . .. _ .. 40 7.7 1.1
F-10 aireiaft . . i N 5 .1
F-14 3ireraft___ . . L8] 8.3 1.2
Phaenix mssilg | .. L1 1.5 .2
S-3aireraft | . . L34 3.7 L4
SSN 688 attack submarines Lol 4.5 .6
DLGN-38 frigate. . _. .23 4,9 g
CVAN-70 attack cartier._.. .. .13 B .1
DD-963 destroyers__. ___ L50 4.2 .6
,,,,,, 3.72 41. 8 5.9

Let us assume rather arbitrarily that the
procurement costs of these sysiems will be
spread evenly over a 10-year period, and that
we will ineur their total nnhnual operating
casfs for only three of the ter years. The
resulting average annual systeris costs will
then comne to around $8 billior: for the 12
system listed. Thus, even if we were to sub-
stitute for them new systems ahout half as
expensive to procure and wvperate, we might
still be able to save, on the average, about
%3 billlon a vear during this ten-year period.
Alternatively, for the currently estimated ‘to-
tals, we could have twice as many of the
cheaper systems as we are planning to buy of
the more exotic new systems.

VIII, SOME DEFENSE OPTIONS

With these kinds of macrostrategic and
microstrategic calculations, it becomes pos-
sible to construct a variety of defense bud-
gets, each with a particular rationale. Thus,
we could continue to maintain the pre-Viet-
nam baseline force as one option. This would
nwean @ falrly conservative posture for the
strategle nuclear and general purpase forces
and a good deal of latitude for their moderni-
zation in the face of cbsolescing systems and
evelving threats, Such o posture would cost
about $62 billion in 1971 prices and 875 bil-
lon in 1875 prices, assuming an end to the
war in Vietnam. Around 223 billion in dis-
cretionary resources would become avanilable
by FY 1975 as a result of defense spending
at a level that was thought necessary he-
tween 1961 and 1965.

Another option would be to strive for a
major damage-limiting capability in our
strateglc nuclear forces {despite ihe strong
probability of Sovlet countermeasures) along
wlth general purpose forces designed to give
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us increased confidenc:s of h

able to cope

simultaneousiy wit! major FRurcpesn and
Asinn confliets. This would combine the
strategic package cof %24 blliun with *he

gereral purpose puckaze of
total budget of #77 billion
and $92 billfon in 1873 prices i
a full TTE. wi al rom 3
Defense ontiag
discrettonary resou
That is, with esiim
not be able to fund fuliv exi
renily proposed domestic i
less embark on maicr 1ew ing

Still a third option we
aduption of u iess Aexible
posture with re:pect
niuclear and the
indicated earlier
be designed ror g
sion only, plann:
servatively than is “he
required levels of damage o
would be lowered, The general
would no longer he progranined for two
major contingencies simulta: usly and o
substantial portion of the capubiiities oriers
ed toward Asla would Le retir The re
ing strategic and peneral puar * packapes
would cost 314 billicn and 233 -

P illton for a
1371 prices

result in
3G hiilion,
we waould
g and cur-
much

o fore

‘rrees wo
wiion m
e less con-
and the
fet Unisn
wrpose forces

tively, for a fotul of £48 ni iwithout
Vietnam) in 1971 prices and Lillion in
19756 prices. This budger, would be
$17 blilion below ihe pre-Viernam haselize
budget (in 1975 prices), wou« einable

President to disposc of disero: Y ores
on the order of $40 biliicn by Fy 1675,
If. in addition, we became inns Mmesmerized
by the latest defense fechnu. and exer-
ciscd greater diseipline at the rostrategic
level than we now Ao, we bring this
siltion or

1o oeifective-

mam budig.
and aho it

low budget down By another
more Without ahy lost of comn.
ness. This would moon s DOSL"
et of 345 billion in 1971 pri
254 billion in 1973 prices. The uliing ficeal
dividend by 1975 would smeav T0 544 buis
lon, a figure which would corse rather close
to satisfving most domestic flemands  for
resources as they are rurrentls Tormulated,
IX. RISK, INSURANCE, AND

Other more or less consery e and flaxi
bie defense postures could obt lcusly be gen
crated. Tt seems reasonable Lo areue, hnwé\'er,
that post-Vietnam budgets in 1he range of
$45-877 hillion (in 1971 pricest wanld he
compatible with a major role Tor thie U5, in
world affairs, Ever at the icw end of the
range. moreover, significart resnureas wouid
he available to counrer qualitative snd gnan-
titative changes in potential ats. What
would determine our choice be 2en the two
poles presumably would ner b whether we
sought to become isolationi: ts or world
policemen, sinee neither Pudges would e
cord with either policy. Rather, we would
probably want to he concerned with the de-
Erce of risk we arc prepared ' 1ake in da-
fending and mainteining our wierests, how
our military posture Mght inter with thag
of allles and potential enemije :
domestic opportunities we fore
toward higher and more colizes
budgets.

The choice of an insurance
fense as in other areas, is al
But reasonably well-tatlored po
designed to suit the Latlonal  customer.
There are, admittedly, a nunier of instr.
ance salésmen on the Premizes whn have
their own specisl views ahbout ¢ompanies ard
premiums. No doubt their pr res strongly
affect the final choice Stil! o w1 all. befere
the decision is reached, it 1 ¥ praves
more desirable to have some ur serstanding
of the product and what we wrnt than it is
simply to enter the market piace as an {t.-
informed purchaser of the  vompetitory
wares. Consumer reports can be as useful In
defense as they are elsewhere,

CHOICE

¥, in de-
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TABLE 1 -:

Type of expendits-

800,460 mili ¢
250,000 eivi. -
Greund, air, =
500 aircraft
Replatemen

Other procu:s
Construction

Transportat

]

1970

APPENDIX
I. INCREMENTAL COSTS OF THE WAR IN VIETNAM
STIMATED PEAK INCREMENTAL COST OF THE WAR IN ViETANM

Eilligns of
current

. dotlars 1|
personnel at $12,000 per man peryear_ ... ... ... 9.6
personnel at $10,000 per man peryear. ... ... ___. . I 2.5
i naval grdnance. 52
3,600,000 per aircraft {average)_ .. _ . 1.5
land farce equf ument and supplles (U.S. and ARV"J) 1.3
ent._ 1.4
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 1.9
|Jetraleum owl ang lybricants____ . 1.0

... 4.tg lotal because of rounding.
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" TABLE 1.
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1. COSTS OF THE STRATEGIC NUCLEAR FORCES

-ESTIMATLD COST OF THE STRATEGIC NUCLEAR FORCES BY FROGRAM, FISCAL
YEAR 1971

[In billiens of dotlars]

Stratepic
forces

Program

Strategic forces R, 7.
Genesal purpose torces... I R - 24,
Intelligence and communications__ .
Airlitt and seabift

TABLE 2—EST:%: TED MANPOWER REQUIREMENTS AND INCREMENTAL COSTS OF THE

item

Military persorm!

in Vietnam. .

In line of cc
training. .

Civilian persorn

Total peren

Cost ef miiitary | 7
In Yietnam

In ine of ¢co

training ¥
Cost of civitian -

Total incr:

1 The manpow:
represedt annya .
* 832600 per 4

alipwances, and
2 812,900 per
+ 310,280 per 1 :

TA3LE 3. -~

ltem

Military personm
Incremental outl 5

TABLE 4. DER/:

Military personm:
Opesation and m:i
Pracurament
RDT. &E

Military construg = 0021

Total..

TABLE 2.—DEP£.A

Army ..
Navy -
Al Forie__....
Defensewide_ .-

Total._..

WAR IN VIETNAM, FISCAL YEARS 1568 72!

[Cost items in millians of current dnllars]

1968 1969 1970 1971 1572
o . 536,100 538,200 380,030 202 000 63,000
unications and

. 263,900 233,447 180.714 123,714 20,000

250, 690 227, 771 167794 111,834 10,000

el N 717 a5 {) UUO 999. 418 728,508 432,608  BQ,0CD
Janel; S

17,477 17,545 12,388 6,52 1,630

,,,,, . 3,167 2,801 2,169 1,448 240

wneld , 500 2,278 1.678 1118 140

ntalcost__ . ... 23,144 22 62‘ 16, 235 9. 0g 1,970

ata in fhls table are end-of-vear figures, and the costs dme‘oped from them
es of outlay at yearend.

per year, based an an ayerage annua! rate of $12,020 per man for pay and

age annual combat costs per man of 320,6
per year.
per year.

ENDITURE LEVELS FOR ILLUSTRATIVE VIETNAM DISENGAGEMENT

PROGRAM, FISCAL YEARS 1969-75
1965 1970 1971 1972 1573 1674 1975
. housands of men}_ .. ___ 538 380 200 50 0 G 0
(hillions af dul\ars) R 23 17 11 3 1.5 1 1

VIENT OF DEFENSE ESTIMATES OF THE INCREMENTAL COSTS CF THE WAR

[bn billions of current dallars]

Fiscal year

Fiscal year
1969 1970

£nance...

WENT OF DEFENSE ESTIMATES OF THE COSTS OF THE WAR BY MILITARY
SERYICE

lin billigns of current dollars|

Percent chiange in
ron-SEA costs over

Fiscal year 1969 Fiscal year 1969 Fiscal year 1970 fiscal year 1965

~-TABLE 2.—ESTIMATED GOST OF THE BASELINE GENMERAL

©Airlift and sealift

Fiscal Fisea)
year year :
SEA  Other  SEA  Other  SEA  Other {369 1985 :
,,,,,,, 1.6 1.5 136 9 148 = e
137 41 i@l 54 lgd 437 43

L 56 203 4z w5 iz 3

AOORT 1 SR S SO
________ T4 57.1 174 59.6 w21 o

7
4
5
National Guard aad Reserve Forces. . ... Lo 2
g
8
2
1
2

Research and development ... ... . 07] .4 2,2
Central supnly and mairtenance. .4 1.9
Training, medical, and other gene versonnel aclivities. . . ... 12.6 30
Administration and assceiated activities. . .. .9 4
Svpport of ether natfons.. ... . ... . A I .
Total obligational authority . _ 72,3 18.0

TABLE 2. ESTIMATED COST OF THE STRATEGIC MUCLEAR FORCES BY MAJOR SYSTEM
FISCAL YEAR 1971
{In billioas of cusrent datlarsj
System Cast !
Minuteman and Titan 3.1
Polaris il il 2.6
Heavy bombers . ... .. _ . - 3.5
Air Force air defense s,stem,,, 3.0
Army air defense 4
Anti-hallistic missile defe 1.8
IMeliigence and commumcations. . . 3.5
Civil defense.____ . B L
Total_... T . FE _{87.-[3

System cosis refiect not only direct program costs, hut aiso indirgct support costs.

It COSTS OF THE BASELINE GEWERAL PURPOSE FORCES

TABLE 1 —-ESTIMATED COST OF THE BASELINE GENERAL PURPOSE FORCES BY PROGRAM
FISCAL YEAR 1971

[In billians of current dollars}

General

purpase

Program Total farces
Strategic forces._ .. e 7.9 . IR
Gereral purpose forges... .. .. ... ... 24.7 70.5
Intelligence and communigations. R 5.2 2.6
Airtiftand sealift. ... .. ... . . - 1.5 1.2
National Guard and Reserve Forces _. ... .. ... ... ..... 2.5 2.0
Research and development.. ... ... 5.4 3.2
Central supply and maintenance. ... 8.4 5.1
Training, medical, and other genmal parsonnel activities. 1.5 1.¢
Suppart of other nations... . A 2.5 0.7
72.3 A4.0

Total ubtlgatlonal autharity____ . .

PURPOSE FORCES BY MAJOR
SYSTEM, FISGAL YEAR 1971

iln billions of current dollars]

System

Army divisions .
Marine division/wings

Guard and Reserve Forces
Mavy air wings_________ _
Aifr Foree air wings _ __

Antisubmatine and antiaircralt wartarc at sea (ASW and AAW)
Amphibious, fire support, and rrmelaymg forces. ..

Military assictance. . ... _._
13 TR 44,

Systzm casts .nclude noinnty direct program cests, but also R. & D. and indirect support costs,



S12572

TABLE 3.—ALLOCATIIN OF BASELINE GENERAL PURPOSE FORCES BY GEOGRAPHIC

CONTINGENCY AS OF 1870
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Type of farce

Western .
Un- : Hemi- Strategic
allocated Europe Asia sphere  reserve Total

Western Strstegi
Hemi- rategic
Natignal Guaid and Reserve forces
Type of force Europe Asia sphere  reserve Total Navy, A1F WINZS, @ e :
T - o ) T | Air force air wings_____
Activa Army divisions.__. ... - 7 ¢ ! a4 1814 ﬁﬁwwha;g‘hjol.?sA‘#ldm;!C;esf forces
Active Marine division,wir 25. . i 2 3 A !pit s e -
Guard and Reserve Forces . R 7 .- 2 9 it and sealift farces
Navy airwings L. .. - . I3 4 ég Research and developmant_____
Air Foree air wings._ .. 15 ..
ASW and AAW forces 2 _ 50 %83 Total ..o ... ...,
Amphibious and other fores {perce ),, i
Airlif: and sealilt forces (parcent}__ . 100 N

Mititary assistance (perce: t)_

= oM gL
ol Ccoomo=n

-
w
a

1 Ail attack carriers an :tation (2 in the Atlantic, 3 in the Pacific) and their

carricrs are allocated to E.rope and Asia.
: Exeluding escorts for t e attack carriers.

TABLE 4.—ALLOCATION OF COSTS OF BASELINE GENERAL PURPOSE FORCES BY GEOGRAPHIC
CONTINGENCY, FISCAL YEAR 19711

|In hiliiens of 1971 doilars]

immediate backup

Western

1 Exclusling the incremental costs of the war in Vietnam.

IH.—DEFENSE BUDGET DPTIONS
TABLE 1,—STRUCTURE OF DEFENSE BUOGET OPTIONS (EXCLUDING YIETNAM COSTS),

FISCAL YEAR 1971
{in billions of 1971 dollars]

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

Mr, HATFIELD. I yield.

Mr, PROXMIRE, I congratulate the
Serator from Cregon on a superlative
speech, I wish tiiat the Senate had been
in full attendance while the speech was
delivered, because I think it is the kind
of speech that all of us in the Senate
should hear anc ponder,

The Senator frem Oregon has done an
extracrdinary leadership jcb in organiz-
ing and providing for the Senate this
remarkable analysis of our defense
budget in his “IMembers of Congress for
Peace Through Law™ organization, and
I woukt hope that as much of that docu-
ment as possible —in fact, all of it if pos-
sible—could be printed in the RECCRD.
I understand th: Senator did summarize
sorie of the pomnts in his speech, and
thet was put into the RECoRD.

Ir. HATFIELD. Yes.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Would it be possible
for the Senator .o put all of that into the
RE:;orp? I think it is very important and
significant that it should be made part
of the permanent Recoro, and it does
pertain to the particuiar measure on
which we are about to vote,

Mr. HATFIELD, Mr. President, I
thank the Senat r for his generous com-
ments. I am prcud to be associated with

the Senator from Wisconsin in his many
attempts to evaluate our military spend-
ing commitments,

In response to the Senator’s specific
question as to whether or not the full
report will be placed in the Recorp, at
our next meeting of the "“Members of
Congress for Peace through Law,” we
will make that determination and act
accordingly.

Mr. PROXMIRE. While I may not be
present at that meeting, I would request
the Senator to vote my proxy in favor.

Mr. HATFIELD. I am sure the mate~
rial from the report itself is ayailable to
Members of Congress, and we will see to
it that each Member is presented with a
copy.

Mr. PROXMIRE, The position taken
by the Senator from Oregon is easily
misrepresented and misunderstood. I
think many people have the general im-
pression that those of us who favor re-
ducing military expenditures this year
are somehow, in some way, expecting to
reduce the real force and effectiveness of
our military forces in fulfilling our obli-
gations in the world and in defending
this country.

The great thing about the Senator’s
speeeh is that he was meticulous; he was
very careful in explaining precisely
where these reductions could zome with-

) Hemi- Strategic Med"r‘;"g‘;

Type of force Europe Asia sphere  reserve Total Cot- Medium- oplion

— : - Baseline servative risk  (stream-

Active Army divisions... ... 5.8 5.1 0.8 L9 1433 optian option aption lined)

Active Marine divislonpwiogs .. 14 26 ek ¥ - - o e

Guard and Reserve forces ... L3 5§ g o 32| Swategic nuclear forces:
-Mavy air wings. ... ... : & ' 54 Minuteman and Titan_ ... __ 3.1 31
Air Force air wings. . 5.8 26 5 Polaris. . .. S 1
ASW and AAW forces. EEREEEEE 1.9 1.9 11 Heavy hombers...... 3.5 4.9
Amp tibious and other fores ... 4 7 X Air Force air defense . 30 a1
Airtilt and sealift forces. . ... L9 Lo i Army air defense.__ . .4 4
Military assistance.._.. - . " Ll iﬂ\nt:ﬁalllshc missile defense__ 1.8 3.8
- ntelligeage and communications. 3.5 3.5
Total. ... .. E— - 20.9 17.3 L3 4.3 44 0 ; Civiidefense____________ .. ........- .1 .6
——— J— _ !
1 Excluding the incremental costs of the war in Yietnam, Subtotal.o_ 18.0 2.0
General purpase forces:

TABLE 5--AN ALTERNATIVE ALLOCATION OF COSTS OF BASELINE GENERAL FURPOSE | Active Army divisions._. . 11.6 17.7 87 8.0

FORCES 1Y GEOGRAPHIC CONTINGENCY, FISCAL YEAR 971! i Marine division/wings. 4.0 5.4 4.0 40

i Gluard ard szsgrve_forces _________ ;% 3% 3% 4,122

i f 1971 dollars Mavy tactical air wings_____ - . 8. 4.2 1

lln batiions o ollars| Air Force tactical air wings. g4 i04 73 56

_ s - i ASWand AAW forces._____ .. .. 3.8 3.8 1.3 2.7

Western : Amphibiaus and otherforces...._____________ 1.1 1.1 .6 .6

- Hemi- Strategic 1 Airlift ard sealift, .. __ B 2.1 z.0 2.1 2.0

Type of force allocatzd Ewrope  Asia sphere  resarve Total Military assistance. ___________....__._.. 7 7 .7 7

— — - : - T — D Subtotal.. ... 44,0 5.0 34 G
Activa Army divisions... ... PO 5.5 4.8 0.3 1.3 12.9 mimme— e e o p——
Active Maring division/wigs_ . ............ 1.0 2,6 ol - 3.6 | Grandtotal . ... 62,0 7.0 43,0

out in any way inhibiting this country
from having, first, a believable, effective
strategic deterrent, and, second, general
purpose forces capable of fighting a
major war and a minor war at the same
time, and in addition continiuing even at
the present level, or at the .evel planned
by the administration, the war in Viet-
nam.

So there is nothing in the Senator's
proposal-—by which, as I understand, he
said we could cut $10 to $15 billion from
the defense budger—that would in any
way cripple or limit, reduce the effec-
tiveness of, or really affect cur military
operations, I think it is very important
to get this idea across.

It is especially useful that the Senator
from Oregon tied this in with the Nixon
doctrine enuneiated at Guam. As he says,
if we pursue that policy and the policy
enunciated alse by the Secretary of De-
fense of being capahle of fighting ore
plus war, instead of having 343 biilion
for a general purpose foree, we could
have $34 billion for a general purpose
force, and ecohomize to the extent of 29
billion right there.

In addition, of course, the very care-
fully documented and develeped analysis
preovided by the “Members of Congress
for Peace Through Law' which the Sen-
ator heads shows how we can reduce cer-
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tain of our ;i -ategic weapons without re-
ducing our e:fective deterrent.

Mr. HATF ELD. Mr. President, I re-
spond to the Senator by stating this one
point. The S2nator has reiterated in a
very accurat: way the simple fact that
these of uw. who have given time and
effort to an . alysis of our deferise spend-
ing prograni iave every degrce of desire
to have adz=uate and appropriate de-
fense for thi:z Nation, such as any other
Senator, ar; other Representative, or
any other ci.i..en wants for his country.

Somehow !here has developed in this
Nation the a.:itude that to questicn the
dollar reques's from the Pentagon is to
undermine :_.> Nation's security. By ac-
ceding to tha! kind of determination, we
are failing .o uphold our constitutional
responsibilitie s as Members of Congress.
because, agai: , as the Senator from Wis-
consin knows. article I, section 8 of the
Constitutior: clearly places upon the
shoulders of ¢longress the responsibility
to raise the :ailitia, determine the size
of the militin. and appropriate money for
the militia, ~“t'e Army, the Navy, and all
the military forees. It is very interesting
to note that ir this Constitution we have
come to rever: and recognize as one of
the greatest ¢ ocuments ever written by
man, Congre.: is specifically prohibited
from makiny :.ppropriations for military
expenditures Iar more than two years.

S0, as Alcxinder Hamilton once obh-
served in one -f his writings, if Congress
is incautious eough to make appropria-
tions and giv: that kind of long-range
commitment 13y the Executive, it showd
be required to at least review those com-
mitments evers 2 years,

So I think w2 must get across the mes-
sage that we have this constitutional
duty to uphe!d the needs of the military;
but, by the s;ame token, we must make
evaluations ndependently of the mili-
tary request: without inhibiting or
threatening o: placing in jeopardy our
national defern se.

Second, I il nk it must be clearly un-
derstood that :1 line with the statements
of the Secreiary of Defense, Mr. Laird,
when he ha. w0 clearly enunciated the
hope, the pla:1. and the program to move
to a reduction from this two-and-one-
half war con:i igency {o a one-and-one-
half and perl ips only a one-war con-
tingeney, we 1:¢, in line with the enunci-
ation of the N xon doetrine, attempting
to advocate ani furnish the military ca-
pacity neces:a 7y to fulfill that kind of
ahnounced pol cy, and the direction that
the Defense 13 partment wants to move,

So often, ag:in, it is implied that if we
questiont the Trefense Department’s re-
quests, we ar: .mmediately putting our-
selves in juxtaposition to the objective
of over-all nalional security; and that
is not necessari'y so. I feel that we are in
concert with ~he Defense Department
and the Presicent’s announced policies
and directions by proposing these cuts.

Lastly, T thirk within the whole mat-
ter of nationa security, we must bear
in mind the ta:t that total national se-
curity is not 1o mnd in our military hard-
ware alone; th.it a nation can have the
most superio: military hardware and,
without the ‘»:1l, without the commit-
ment, without the strength of the people
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wihin that nation’s boundaries, the mil;-
tary hardware can be of little protection
against would-be aggressors, or can
mean very little in the overall effort to
carry on certain international polieies.

I need not recite history, but I can
recall, as can the Senator from Wiscon-
sin, I am sure, the simple facts leading
up to World War TI, where France had
the finest equipped army on the Conti-
nent of Europe, the maginot line was
considered to be an impregnable defense,
and that somehow, when Paris fell,
everyone was standing around wonder-
ing how it happened with all this mili-
tary supremacy and supesiority,

Now the French histortans—not Amer-
jean nor Gernaan historians, but French
historians—are beginning to tell us, from
their analysis of the decuments and the
relevant data, that the one most im-
bortant single element missing in that
period of France's history was the in-
ternal will and the strength of her peo-
ple.

That is what I fear in this country to-
day, that we have reached a point where
our people, because of lack of adequate
education, health services, housing, and
envirenmental protection, all of these
factors have led to disenchantment, to
alienation, to poiarization, and that this
is a greater threat to gur national secur-
ity than anything we face outside our
own borders,

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr, President, I am
glad the Senator from Oregon  has
stressed this once again, because I think
this factor has becn too frequently over-
looked. There is a feeling even on the
part of somte Members of Congress, ap-
parently, that the details involved in
national defense expenditures are none
of Congress’ business, that we do not
know enough, we are not scientists or
military men, so it is reaily not our busi-
ness to be concerned with them. I am glad
the Senator referred to the wisdom of
our Founding Fathers in saying that
Congress cannot appropriate for mili-
tary spending for more than 2 years

This is our business and our duty. We
cannot escape from it. The executive de-
partment has no right to spend money
without Congress determining how much
money. The Constitution is explieit and
clear that this is our responsibifity and
our duty, and we eannot escape from
it.

Bo important is the last point raised
by the Senator from Oregon that T be-
lieve it cannot be overemphasized that
the real! strength of our country is not
our military strensth-—though that is
important, and we have to have it—but
the real strength of this country is in
the unity of our people, the attitude of
our people, the ability of our people,
There is no question that if we expend
$72 billion in the military and starve our
education, starve our attempts to rebuild
our cities, our housing, and do not give
miilions of Americans hope and a feeling
that they have a future—this weakens,
enfeebles our country in many ways.

I alse think the Senator’s speech was
helpful in pointing out how to get an all-
volunteer Army. The Nixon administra-
tion has very wisely and very construc-
tively said that it favors an all-volun-
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teer Army. They deserve a Iot of credit
for that, because many have oppoesed it,
The administration is moving in that di-
rection, and the Senator from Oregon
has pointed out how they can move more
efficiently and quickly in that direction.
The way, really, is to end the Vietnam
war. But, short of that, to the extent
that they feel they cannot end the war
quiekly, they can also approach a volun-
teer Ariy by reducing our unnecessary
Asiatic area and living up to the notion
of a one-plus war. If they do that, they
reduce the manpower commitments.

The Senator’s proposals wouwld also
provide the savings which will make jt
possible for higher bay, greater inecen-
tive, for people to volunteer and to en-
courage them to stay in the Army, to
make it a career and to make it prac-
tical; because it iz true that it probably
would require the higher pay to make
this feasible, and the Senator's amend-
ment, which he is going to press later
in this debate, acknowledges that.

One or two other points: I was glad
the Senator pointed out something I have
overlooked and which I think many
Members of Congress have overlooked.
We continue to maintain the ability to
fight against Russia in a convential war
at sea, and this is immensely expensive.
The likelihood that we are going t¢ have
a conventional war with Russia at sea
is not just remote—it is virtually im-
passible. Such a war would quickly de-
velop into a nuclear war. So far as a war
with any other power is concerned, our
Navy is so overwhelmingly powerful that
it is greater in virtually every respect
than all the other navies in the world
combined.

China does not have a navy to speak
of. Their navy is a tiny fraction of what
our Navy is. They do have some sub-
marines. I do not mean to overlook the
fact that it is a hig country, but they
do not have the capability to fight a sea
war. We can also save in this way.

I also congratulate the Senator from
Oregon in not only stressing the im-
portance of a balanced defense effort,
recognizing our domestic responsibilities,
but also that the military expenditures
are principally responsible for our infla-
tion, This was a finding, one that I sup-
port, on the basis of extensive hearings
by our Joint Economic Committee, The
cut so far in our military spending—
and it is a cut—is entirely accountable
by the reduction in Vietnam. The notion
that many people have that we have
cut back on the Military Establishment
elsewhere in the world is Wrong. As a
matier of fact, we have reduced our ac-
tual spending in 1970 over 1969 by only
approximately 1 percent, on the basis
of figures that have been out a day or
two. The cutback in Vietnarm is account-
able for a great dea! more than that.
Even if we allow for the inflation, the
additional cost because of inflation in
physical terms to the Military Establish-
ment outside of Vietnam is bigger now
and will be bigger on the basis of the
budeet before us than it was in 1969 or
in 1970, given the fact that Vietnam is,
we hope and pray and expect, being
phased out.
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Mr. HATFIELD. 1 am grateful for the
Senator's remarks.

would the Srnator not also agree that,
although the ¢lailm is made frequently
today that this budget is Now the first
budget in mary years in which we are
spending more on the domestic leve! than
for defense ond military purposes—
if that figure can be proved with
numbers—it is not to be implied that
it is becausc o a reduction in the mili-
tery spending as much as it has been a
greater growtl within some of our do-
mestic prograris that ave long overdue
and were pust ed threugh with a great
deal of difficul:y even through Congress,
in. order to achieve scme of the objec-
tives of meetir = pecple’'s needs. and that
it is not by deliberateness or by design
that a cut has been made in military
ehmmitments or spending, except for
withdrawal from Vietnam?

Mr. PROXNMIRE. Yes. Also, it is on the
basis of very a bitrary definition and de-
termination o what military expendi-
tares really aie. For example, it leaves
out of account the entire interest on the
national debt.

Mr, HATFIFLD. Eleven percent of the
budget.

Mr. PROXLIIRE., Some people argue
that 80 perceat of the interest on the
r ationat debt--Arthur Burns, the Chair-
ran of the Federal Reserve Board—is
tecause of wer, and that interest con-
stituted 2 terr flc increase this past year.
It was an incr-ase from $16 or $17 billion
to approximataly $20 billion.

Mr. HATFILD. Eleven percent of the
budeget.

Mr. PROXIIRE. Alzo, the fact that
rmany of these programs have increased—
social security for example, and others-—
pecause of in‘lation, which in turn has
Lipen caused oy our excessive military
spending. '

Mr. HATFIZLD. I do not believe the
cost for runn ng the Selective Service is
part of the military expenditures,

Mr. PROX:JIRE. Even veterans' ex-
penditures arc excluded from that figure.

I apologize for taking so long. I should
like to make ne more point, I do think
that what the Senator nas said today is
voing o be snormously helpful to us
when an ameéndment comes up later to
reduce and liiait overall spending by the
PDefense Department. We expect to offer
that amendmint. I think the Senator has
made the most effective speech in sup-
port of that k:nd of effort.

Mr. HATF:ELD. I am proud o asso-
ciate myself v-ith the Senator's long and
affective effor-s in the whole field of mili-
-ary budzet zaalysis. I want to take this
seeasicn to espress my appreciation for
ais work,

Mr. MATITIAS. Mr President
Toox ), will the Senator yvield?

Mr. HATF] ELD. I vield.

3r. MATEIAS. M. President, I re-
{rain from «ongratulaiing the Senator
from Oregon on the statement he has
iust made. I :lo not think he wants con-
zratulations, © do hot think that my con-
gratulations « an add anything to the im-
portance of he statement. But, as one
Amertcanr, I can thank him for his
stafement.

{Mr.
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I thank him for his statenient on sev-
aral grounds. One is that somebody has
to look at defense expenditures. As the
Senator from Oregon has pointed out,
there has been a feeling for too long that
to guestion the cost was to question
patriotism. _

I am reminded of the injunction 0
the Senate by a very greal American, a
former majority leader of the Senate,

‘Robert A. Taft of Ohio, shortly before

his death, at a time when he was serving
as maijority leader, the leader of the Re-
publican Party, at & time whezn there was
2, Republican President, enjoined upon
the Senate the duty, in tus words, of
severe scrutiny of defense budgets. That
Republican President, Pres:dent Eisen-
nower, during whose administration
Senator Taft was majority leader, has
left to the entire Americai people the
duty of accomplishing Senatcr Taft's se-
vere scrutiny of military expenditures.

So I think that the Senator from Ore-
gon has been, as I have suggested, ful-
filling that duty, which is important for
all Americans and which, far from he-
ing in any way unpatriotic, is in fact a
very neccssary duty of every patriot.

The second point the Senator made
whiech I think is also extremely im-
portant is that there has to be a balance.

At a later stage in debate, I am go-
ing to speak more about this subject.
However, I am so glad the Senator has
1aid the proundwork for it, hecause there
does nave to be a balance. We have zot to
get away from this business of jageged
charts where, in moments cf excitement
and emotion, we spend billicns of dollars,
and then in other moments we chop off
expenditures, disrupt the defense estab-
lishment, and disassemblc defense indus-
tries. That is not real economy. That is
where the art of management is impor-
tant.

The Senator from Oregon has been so
right to emphasize the need for balance.

Again, 1 add my thanks for what I con-
sider to be a patriotic duty.

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I am
grateful to the Senator from Maryland,
my friend, Mr. MaTHIAS. I am also grate-
ful for his contribution and especially for
his focusing upon the words of Senator
Taft during the time of a Republican
administration when one of the great
Americans of all time, Dwight D. Eisen-
hower, was in the White House.

Talking about the balance in our na-
tional expenditure programs, I am re-
minded by his reference tc Senator Taft
and President Eisenhower of some vital
words presented to the American people
for their thinking by President Eisen-
hower in his farewell address, when he
said that the time can be reached in
military spending when additions to the
military budget, far from strengthening
the national security, rmay actually
weaken it.

President Eisenhower continued to ex-
press his thoughts by saying that the
true national security of a nation is
founded upon the moral and economie
structure of a people and not on military
hardware alone.

Thus, I think this is a {ime in Ameri-
can history when we have reached the

July 21, 1970

point where additions to the military
budget, far from sirengthening the na-
tional security, may actually be weaken-
ing it, to quote not only a distinguished
general but a distinguished President of
the United States and a very distin-
guished patriot. Dwight D Eisenhower.
I am very pgrateful agait to the Sen-
ator from Maryviand for his comments,
and will look forward to his further dis-
cussion of a subject in which we both
share concern. as well as great concern
for the national defense of this country.

RECESS

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia, Mr, Pres-
ident, I move that the Senaie stand in
recess, subject to the call of the Chair,
with the understanding that the recess
not extend beyend 3:15 ».m. today.

The PRESIDING OFFICER 1Mr.
Coox). Without objection. it is so
crdered.

Thereupon. at 3:01 p.an., the Senate
took a recess. subject to the call of the
Chair.

The Senate reassembled at 3:08 pm,,
when called to order by the Presiding
Officer {Mr. Coox).

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA-
TIONS FOR MILITARY PROCURE-~
MENT AND OTHER PURPOSES

The Senate continued with the eon-
sideration of the bhill tHR. 17123V to
authorize appropriations during the fis-
cal year 1971 for procurcment of aireraft,
missiles, naval vessels, anid tracked com-
bat vehicles, and other weapons, and re-
search, development, test. and evalua-
tion for the Arined Forces, and to pre-
seribe the authorized personnel strength
of the Selected Reserve cf each Reserve
component of the Armed Forces, and for
other purposes.

AMENDMENT

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Prosident, I ask
unanimous consent that an amendiment
to H.R. 17123, which wiil be submitted
by the senior Senator Irom Michigan
(Mr. HarT! and myself on Monday next,
be printed in the ReEcorp at this point.

There being no obiection, the amend-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

On page 7, line I, strike nut “81,031.600.-
000" and insert in lieu therecf '“33838,600 200,

On page 16, line B, strike ¢ut “®322,000.000"
and insert in lieu thereof *3152,800,000.

On page 17, beginning with line 15, strike
out all down through line & ¢n page 18 and
insert in liew thereof the following:

“SEeC. 402. (a) No funds appropriated pur-
suant to this or any other Act may be obli-
gated or expended in connection with de-
ployment of the Safeguard Antui-Ballistic
Misslle System. or any parsc or component
thereof, at any site other tihzn the twoe sites
et which depleyment was heretofcre au-
thorized by law (Malmstronm: Air Force Base,
Great Falls. Montana, and Grand Forks Alr
Force Base, Grand Forks, North Dakotal.

“{b) The provisions of subsection (a) shall
net apply to the obligation or expenditure
of funds for research, devzlopment, testing
and evaluation activities cerried out in sup‘-
port of any advanced anti-balllstic mlssile
program at sites heretofore established for
stuch purposes,”
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