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§ MIDDLE EAST

pers : The tense situation in-the Middle East 1s

e —————— . =—#48,130,000 of grave concern to the committee. The

deepening Invoivement of the Soviet Union
—43, 800, 000 and the danger to worid peace resultng

ase for | Vietnamize from such Involvement cannot be ignored by
mocmeegeo <L 58 500, 000 Jthe United States.
Reduction i1 permanen In recognition of this situation, the Con-

tion trave] for

Qivillan
* tlons

the defense authorizatlon bill,

more 1ty in military Funds for thls purpose are handled
SESIGNMENnts | ——mammem —g5,200, 000 through the milltary assistance program,
: BTHATEGIC PORCES
detalls of these and other reductions
argl:‘ll:cnbed ereafter in this report.] Unless there 1s substantial progress in the

OF CONSIDERATION some other arms limitation agreement, we
The Committee on Appropriations 18 dedl- pay e required to begin ancther large step
cated to maintaining the military superlority  forward to buttress our strategic military
of the Untted States. Over the yeaIs the CoR-  gpength More Polaris type submarines and
gress hes provided the money to acoomplish o Mipyteman misslles on leuchers may
this, and the funds recommended in the ac- required.
oompanyinlgwlllﬂl are deemed sufficlent for — gmye statements presented to the Comamit-
fiscal year ressed wing So-
But the competition with the Soviet Union ﬁ:mz’tzm bower Sver the growing Se-
18 becoming keener everyday and there I8 D0  pogag interoontinental missiles on launchers,
room for American bungling in the field Of  po4p0r the budget nor the authorization bill
defense. In ‘order to malntaiti our c&p&~ ronoeeq any funds for additional strategle
biltty over ihe long-pull, a better fob of ‘pyuopes on launchers at this time. Our
managing defense dollars must be done. This  o,yniry has not yet crossed this bridge, but
fect has been & dominant conslderation In ¢ there 15 no arms limitation agreement
the drafting: of the bill which sccompables .4 the Soviet buildup continues, wo must

this report. . increase our strategic forces or be strategi-
The American pecple know that the gen- cally outgunned. egie X i
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gress approved sectlon 501 of H.R. 17123,

ourrent Birategic Arms Limitation Talks or-

erous oW of defense dollars will not

in iteelf get the job done. It does take money DEFENSE DEPAETMENT MANAGEMENT

to do the job, but it takes money wisely spent Onga of the major objectives of many of

and based u down to earth planning, the reductions which have been recom-
‘The Sovis nion continues to Increase its mended by the Committee In the accom-

inventory land-based Intercontinental panying bill is to tighten up tbe operations

balllstic misiles and soa-based submarine of the Department of Defens? and make the’

lsunched baflistic missiles. SBoviet naval forces Department more efficient for the eritical

ars being au nted ateadily and moderniged times ahead.

Yoth in surf: shipe and In submarines, ‘What 18 sald In the report by way of crit-
Although | direct Involvement of the iclam of the Defense Department should not

United Btates n the war in Vietnam 13 de-
. creaging from peak when 543,000 Ameri-
ean military: personnel were in the area, we

still will have according to the latest esti-
mates, hot 28200 Dareeangl 1n
Vietnam spring of 1971, a reductidm

@"0r more, about one-half, Spending
Southe; to

utheast Asia 1 expegted
A h of almost $30 billion

ig Limitations Talks havg
hoome a BIgNToaH . in
major reduction In defense

ru

spending.

time in which we can afford a
“Business as usual” relaxed approach to the
menagement defense . The best

_performanceiof our best clvilian and military

personnel ia uired for our long range
gecurity. P

‘The coun: has every right to expect that
the appropriation of more than $686,000,000,-

000 wili provide formidable military forces

" throughout 1 year 1071. Military person-
nel stre; the end of the fiscal year 18
estimated 2.9 million, The Navy will

be construed aa special criticism of the pres-
ent holders of defense positions. Our con-
corn relates to problems and procedures of
long standing which have been recognized
by high Defense offiiciale, -

Too often in the pest, funds have been
appropriated for weapons and other objec-
hves when Defense officials sald they needed
Ae money, only to find during the hearings
d the following years, that they dld not use
ho money for the purposes for which it had
been appropriated. This practice has tended
to downgrade the. appropriation process, For
example, over the last nine years, Congress
has appropriated over #1,600,000,000 for 71
new ships and ship conversions which have
been canceled by the Navy and most of the
funds have been diverted to other shipbuild-
Ing programs.

Too often, budget estlmates have been
msade without firm foundations.

‘This 18 evidenced by the high level of re~
programming of defense funds which has
taken place, For the past fiscal year, 1970,
individual reprogrammling actions for all pur-
poses received by the Committee involved
280 Increases totaling $2,431,763,000 and 422

have 757 commissioned ships in the active reductions totaling $2,313,427,000, for a total
fleet includihg 41 Polarls and Poseidon suh- dollar change of mote than $4.7 billion.

marines carrying 658 ballistic misslles and Some of these changes were minor, Some
the Afir Forcée will have 1,054 ICBMs on mmerely involved technical budgetary adjust-
lsunchers and| an active Inventory of 13,352 ments, But some lnvolved major programs
‘alreraft, These forces, which are described and major national defense declsions. Ald
in more defail under “Major Military Pro- represent changes to Defense Budget pro-
grams” later {n the report ghould be ade- grams presented to Congress and enacted by
guate to meet the contingencies which may the Congress. Malor programs changed in-

arise, ; clude the Safeguard ABM, the F-14 snd
+nr.ss of the Department of De-
be

The effect]: " F-111 alreraft, the DD 963 destroyer pro-
fense cannot measured solely iIn terms pgram and other ships and clalme for cost
of the dollar lével of expenditures. Unlimited - overruns in prior year shiphuilding programs,
resources dg not overcome imefiiclency and restoration of the U8S Gultarro (SSN-665),
mismanagement. Instead, excessive funding and Minuteman missiles. In addition, 8 num-
produces more ineficlency and mismanage~ ber of ““below the threshold” reprogramming
ment, What| this eountry needs s more de- which, under present procedures, do not come
fense for e| dollar, not hecessarlly more before the Cominittes, have beenh accom-
doliars for defgnae. plished.

“y

innte

gree of flexibility s nec-
mmitiee does belleve that
il be done jp defggge plan-~
at better planning would be re~
n fewer reprogrammings. The volume

g ings is a strong indication
nuch defense planning is superficlal
and without firm foundation,

DFLAY TN REFORTING BILL

The Committee regrets that the Defense
Appropriation Bill is being presented at a
late date again this year. -

The Defense bill waas scheduled to be re-
ported from the Commiittes on Appropria-
tions on June 3, 1970, The Commltiee com-
pieted the hearings on May 13th, exactly on
the schedule laid down early Ln the year, and
would have been able to meet the reporting
schedule. However, most procurement ahd
all research, development, test, and evalua-
tion appropriations have, In recent years, re-
quired annual authorimation. The annual
authorieation legislation conference report
did not clear Congreas untll October 1. The
House passed the authorizing legislation on
May 6, the Senate on September 1. The conh-
ferees met first on September 23,

After nuthorization levels are established
on a bill of the magunitude, importance, and
complexity of the Defense Appropriation bill,
it is desirable that the Appropriations Com-
mittes have a reasonable time In which to
review the hearings, reach declsions on the
many items involved in the blll, write an
adequate report, and present the bill to the
House of Representatives,

‘The lateness of the passage of the bill
complicates efforts to effectively manage the

_ programs of the Department of Defense. Pro-

gram managers cannot firmly plan their
efforts, Congress is to some extent frustrated
in efforts to acceleraie or reduce programs
slnce spending for much of the fiseal yoar 18
accomplished under continuing resolutions
and substantial spending takes place prior to
final Congressional action. Programs which
Congress wishes to delete or modify continue
under the Contlnuing Resolution and pav-
ings which should result from Congressional
reductions are diminished. Reductions made
late In the flacal year give Departmental
managers 8 very short time to react to and
implement Congressional decisions, Congress
must make thorough rteviews of Defense
budgets, but Congress mlsc needs to lmprove
the timeliness of tts actions,
CLOSER CONTROL OF CARRYOVER BALANCES

In its action on the Defense Appropria-
tion Bill for Fiscal Year 1970, the Committee
recommended the enactment of limitations
which would have made approprintions for
Procurement and Research, Development,
Test, and Evaluation avallable for obligation
for epecific perlods of time rather than avall-
pble until expended. This actlon wes recom-
mended a8 a means of tightening Congres-
slcnal control of Defense Depariment ap-
propriatione, The actlon recommended would
have reduced the unobligated and unex-
pended balances In Defense Appropriations.

When funds remainr available until ex-
penditure, finghclal managers ¢an recoup
sums when contracts are cancelled, contin-
gency funds are not utillzed, programs slip
or are chanped in scope, or In other ways.
Buch funds are held and are applied to other
programs as required In subsequent years. A
recent example 15 In a reprogramming re-
quest submitted to the Committee on Bep-
tember 24th which *“found” un lod
funda from fiscal years 1901, 1062, 1063, 1964,
1885, and 1966, primarily from the construc-
tion of POLARIS submarines, as & pource of

,funding. The avallability of these funds
makes defense plannets, to a limited extent,
immune from tight Congressional fiscal eom-
trol.



P

-ty

‘
H 9826 '

‘Fh.a Committees “Tlavol¥ st~ WiTh *Hefense
funding apply-e-dégree of comipol through

the repfogramming pr Chang the
present “no-yéar” appros'riatlons to nulti-
yedr appropriations woul vide * addl-

tlonal measure of control to the whole Con-
Bress.

The House concutred in the Committee's
recommendation last year and the provisions
referred to were included in the bill passed
by the House.

The Benate Committee concurred in the
objectives of the House bui, after appeals
made by the Defense Department, substituted
an alternative proposition which continued
‘no-year' appropristions but reguired that
future hudget submissions identify all old
balances and recommend them for reacisasion,
The House agreod to the Senate proposition
in conference.

The alternate procedure has proven to he
difficult and confusing in operation. The
fiscal year 1871 hudget reported certaln
amounts for rescission, but contrary to the
understanding given the House conferees, in-
ctuded like and offsetting amounts In the
hudget over and above the program amounts
required. This made the proposed rescission
nctioii ineffective in reducing balances in that
B resclasion or reduction in new obiligational
authority 18 requlred in order to reach the
budget authority or “President’s Budget”
amount.

Thus, as presented in the 1971 Budget, the
rescissions recomumended did not reduce hal-
ances since they were offset by approprja-
tion requests in exceas of program requlre-
ments. The sums approptriated abrove program
requirements then become part of the un-
obligated balance, This s a fiscal game in
which the Committee will not participate.

Further, the amounts estimated for rescis-
slon appear to be bafed on very optimlstic
obligation rates. Probably, considerably
larger amounts should have been reported for
resclssion,

In order to reduce balances as was antic-

ipated in the enactment of the alternate
leglslation last year, in the accompanying bill
the commitiee has in each instance made an
additional reduction in the same amount as
the sum reported for rescission. This second
reduction 18 a valid reductlon in the new
budget authority requested. The authorizing
legislation included similar action.

Additional confusion was credted by the
way 1n which the estimates were presented to
the authorizing committees, The submlission
of the Defense Department made 1t appear
that a elngle reductlon from the appropria~
tion estimates would be a reduction In the
budget request and erroneously ignored the
resciasion requirement entirely,

‘The Committee feels that the language pro-
posed in ‘the accompanying bill is more
stralghtforward and clear and wiil effectively
reduce unobligated balances. The language
s the same, cEcept that the dates are
changed o reflect the passage of a year, as
the language adopted by the House lagt year.

Appropriations for most major procure-
ments will be avallable for only three fiscal
years, shipbullding dappropriations will be
avallable for only five fiscal years, and re-
search, development, test, and evaluation ap-
propriations will be available for only two fis-

cal years. The Defense Departinent recognizes -

these terms a8 approxirnate average spend-
out periods and in its internal operations re-
quires that the military departments obtain
the approval of the Secretary of Defense for
the reutilization of any balance avallable be-
yond these time periods.

[Further portions of this report will
appear In a subsequent issue of the
REecord.]

I have been complaining to the De-
_fense Department, as others have for
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years, "“"Why don’t you put a man on the
job and elve him time to do 1t?” Often
about the time the project begins to
ﬂlgunder, he 1s trensferred somewhere
else.

If you were to run an American busi-
ness and had a man on the job for a few
weeks, a few months, or mayhe a couple
of years or a bit more, and then trans-

ferred him to some other job, you would '

often have nothing but chaos. That is one
of the reasons we have had so much in-
efficiency in the Department of Defense.
Officials often do not let people stay in
Jobs long enough to know what it is all
about. If there is anyone who has hit
that point hard, it is that great and ad-
mirable military statesman, Admiral

Rickover, I am told by officials in the

Pentagon that something is going to be
done about this. I believe a policy change
is in the offing and that js very encour-
aging. We can get a lot more for our
money, and have less likellhood of tax
inereases, and perhaps additional funds
for other programs of a high-priority
nature if this can be achieved,

I could go on at great length, Mr.
Chairman, but let me quote further from
our report:

FERMANENT CHANGE OF BTATION TRAVEL

The Committee has long been critlcal of
the frequency with which the services move
their people from assignment to assignment,
It has heen a cominon practice of the Gom-
mittee for many years to apply reductions to
this area. However, even though the reduc-
tlons have been made, the services have
shown only modest improvement Iln this
area,

During this year's hearings many pages of
testimony were devoted to the very serfous
retention problems now belng experienced
by the services, One of the major factors
leading young officers and enlisted personnel
to resign from the service 15 the frequency
with which they are shuffled from assign-
ment to assighment. Yet the rotation policies
of the military departments continue un-
abated,

The Blue Rlhhon Defense Panel in thelr
Report to the President and to the Secre-
tary of Defense was highly critical of current
rotetion policiea, The Panel in their report
stated:

Officers and enlisted men are rotated
among assignments at much too frequent
intervals.

It i clear from the evidence that the rota-
tion practices which have been followed re-
sult in (a) excesslvé and wasteful cost, (b)
lneficlencies 10 management, and {c) dif-
fleulty in Axing responsibitity.

A staff study of Army, Navy and Air Force
promotions to General Officer and Flag rahk
in 1588 revenled this situation: there were
174 officers in the group and thelr average
service was 24 years; ‘these officers had been
given 3,605 asslgnments, or an average of 21
per man; the average duration per asslgn-
ment was 14 months,

Looked at another way, the average of-
ficers had spent: B years in Operational as-
signments, 5 years in Service Schools and
other educational assignments, and 11 years
In Staff Assignments, -

For fiscal year 1971 the budgets of ail
branches of the service reflect a reduction
in Permanent Change of Station Travel be-
low their 1970 budgeted level. However, this
reduction results from decreases In iroop
gtrengih and not from any improvements in
rotation polcy. These reductlons are re-
flected In the following table,

-
L
-
oL

a

-J-
October ‘5’, 1970

PERMANENT CHANGE OF STATION TRAVEL

Flmalrear Hsealiyear

970 971 Reduction
Army.__.._ . $613, 481 000 $524, 691,000  —%38, 750, 000
Na avy.__ ... 264,808, 000 2 55 000 —34,913, 000
Maiine Carps- 106 860 000 105 125 0G0 «=1,735, 000
Air Force_.. 418 150,000 414,760, 000 —3, 390, 000

‘While the Committee applauds the above
reductions it must be reemphasized that
these reductions do not reflect improvements
in rotation policy. Therefore, the Committee
has applled an addltional reduction of 10
percent to each service. However, because of
the fact that the fiscal year 18 now one-fourth
over, a 10 percent reduction applied to three-
fourths of the year will result in a dollar
savings of 7.6 percent. This additional reduc-
tion totals $85,175,000.

The Committee appreciates the problems
faced by the Military Departments in con-
hectlon with the high volume of personnel
movement necessitated by our commitments
in Southeast Asia. This has been taken into
account in determining the appropriate re-
duction and the Committee’s action in no
way interferes with the funds regquired to
support our withdrawal plans Or any per-
manent change of station moves that will re-
sult from such plans.

‘The current rotation policies of the Mili-
tary Departments are unrealistic and must be
revised. The Committee expects the Depart-
menté of Defense to thoroughly review exist-
ing policy and procedures and to Initiate the
necessary changes. The Department of De-
fense is dlrected to report to the Committee
the changes in the permanent change of sta-
tion assignment regulations as developed.
‘The Commlittee likewise intends to closely
scrutinize the hudget request for fiscal year
1872 for Pertnanent Change of Statlon Travet
and will expect to see a budget request that
reflects meaningful change in existing rota-
tion policy,

I might mention one other thing. I
have here a newspaper article of Au-
gust 3 which tells about our firing of a

‘Poseidon missile, the follow-on to the

Polarls missgile, 20 miles off the coast of
Florida. A Russian ship was a short dis-
tance from the firing polnt. We were
being rushed more or less by the Soviet
ship. Then, after the successful firing,
when we attempted to pick up the debris,
the Russian ship ran across the bow of
our Navy ship, and our ship had to re-
verse at full speed in order to prevent a
colliston. .

Do Indignities like that grow out of

- the fact that America is weak? Is it evi-

dence that we are weak that these kinds
of things happen? Is it because the de-
fense budget 1s too small? Of course not.
That is ridiculous, There was the hijack-
ing on the high seas of the T.S.8. Pueblo.
Did that lttle Asian country, which we
could liquidate in a few hours, do that
because of the military weakness of our
country? Was it because of the weakness
of our Army or Navy or Air Force? Of
course not. We had the power to react,
but we chose another course, and I am
not passing judement on the c¢ourse we
chose.

Qur lack of military might was not a
factor in this Incident. Some pecple do
not seem to understand that.

Do Members think the trouble in the
Mediterranean is because of the military
weakness of the country or the lack of
the expenditure of defense dollars by the
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American people? Do Members think
that? Of course not. We know of the
troubles which have arisen in the Medi-
terranean arep of the inroads which
have been made by the Soviet Union.
Military might has not been the control-
ling factor. -
What I am tnying to say is that money
will not buy everything. It is not the
only factor in the equation. Money can-
not give will and stability to people. We
do have to spend a great deal of money,
and I think the defense budget may be
higher next y
Soviet Union, which is almost as strong
as this country now—although the Pres-
-ident spoke last night and referred to us
as the most powerful Nation In the

world, and, ]ﬁ . he 1s right-—con-
tinues to b its intercontinental
ballistic missiles or the equivalent there-

of in submarines, and if the arms limita-
tion talks do npt work out successlully,
and the arms race continues. If this
happens we are going to be outgunned

strategically ess we increase our stra-
tegic power: d that would mean more
intercontinental ballistic misslles. I hope

the limitation talks will prove success-
ful. If not, and [the arms race coatinues;
more Polaris gubmarines will be required,
n my opinion, I strongly support the
ubmarine launched missile as & deter-
ent to war. . | .
am |trying to say is if the
‘regident In his peace efforts—and he Is
{evoting his best energy to peace—falls,
ve, in order to preveni our becoming a
i -class nation, are going
to have to spend more in certain areas of
defense. I just want to say that bluntly
at this time, because in the interests of
defense, the Committee on Appropria-
tions believes we must do what is nec-
essary to be ptrong, Regardless of cost,
we must do that which is necessary to
preserve the dignity and strength of the
United States, .
Mr, BYRNES of Wisconsin, Mr, Chalr-
man, will the gentleman yield?
Mr, MAHON; I yield to the gentleman
from Wisconsin. o
Mr. EYRNES of Wisconsin, Mr, Chair-
man, I appreciate the gentleman’s re-
marks with respect to the defense bill,
which is currently before us, but I would
like to inqm.r? to whether the gentle-
man intends in some way to advise the
House, before we recess next week, as to
where we stand in the area of appropria-
Hons vis-a-vis the budget, and with re-
spect to items that will still be held over,
and where they are, and what will be
before us ‘when we reconvene in
November. .
I believe m

Members would ap-
preciate having a compilation or a
tabulation they go home with re-
spect to where we stand as of the recess

next week, what remains before us.

Mr. MAHON, The gentleman has asked
a very pertinent question.

Mr. Chairman, it now appears that in
the 14 re nnual appropriation bills
dealing with current fiscal year 1871,
the Congress , In the aggregatle, hold
the a.ppmveiﬂ tal somewhat below the
total requested by the President. It 15 too
early to be t00 precise about the amount,

but it ear that Congress wil

in some respects If the -
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probably be below the President’s re-
quests in the appropriation bills—per-
haps in the range of $1 billion, give or
take a few hundred million.

In other words, the Membhers can say
there is every indication thai when this
Congress adjourns, whenever it is after
the election, we will be below the Presi-
dent’s budget in the appropriation bills.
Just exactly what the Aigure will be I do
not, of course, know at this time, but
perhaps it will be in the area of $1 billion,
glve or take,

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin., I am ask-
ing the gentleman whether he wilt have
a compilation as to where we stand that

he will be-able to put in the RECORD Or .

in some way make available to the mem-
bership as to each of the appropriation
bills on which we have acted, and what
is the status of bills that have not gone
to the White House as of the time we

recess next week. I wonder if the gentle- -

man could do that, either through his
gtaff on the Appropriations Commitiee
of the Joint Commitiee on Reduction of
Federal Expenditures.

I would say to the gentleman, I have
difficulty reconciling his last statement

- with the last report issued by the Com-

mittee on Reduction of Federal Expendi-
tures. It seems ot me—and perhaps the
gentleman's recollection is better than
mine—that the last report of that com~
mittee showed we were exceeding the
budget in any number of areas, either in
the House or in the Senate or in both.

Mr. MAHON. The gentleman is re-
ferring to a different aspect of the mat-
ter. I thought we were referring only to
the appropriation bills.

On the nonappropriation bills, in man-
datory Treasury spending through beck-
door devices or otherwise, the latest
budget scorekeping report showed we
were over $2° billion above the budget,
mainly by reason of bills from the legis-
lative comimittees. But, of course, many
of the bills—hoth appropriation and non-
appropriation—have not been finalized.

I do not know what the final outcome
will be. ) )

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. The gen-
tleman’s figure of a billion dollars under
the budget, I assume, dees not take into
consideration the excess over the budget
contained in the Independent Offices ap-
propriation bill which was vetoed?

Mr. MAHON. Yes, I was hazarding a
guess as to the probable final outcome
for all of the 14 regular annual appro-
priation bills, including a new hill to

replace the vetoed bill. Of course that -

bill, when it passes, will, I assume, be be-
low the total of the one the President
vetoed. But even taking that into consid-
eration we are still below the budget, or
will be, on the appropriation bills. In the

other bills, of. course, it looks like a dif-

ferent story.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Would the
gentleman advise me—he has not advised
me yet—whether it will be poseible for
him to have a compilation as to where
we stand which will be avallahle 0 us
when we recess next week? .

Mr. MAHON, We certainly will do so.
We had planned to do so, just as we have
been doing periodically.
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. Mr, BYRNES of Wisconsin. Then, you
will have a current one for us up to date
in the early part of next week?

Mr. MAHON. That i§ correct.

- Mr, BYRNES of Wisconsin, I thank
the gentleman,

Mr. ADDABBO. Will the gentleman
yield? ’

Mr. MAHON., I yield to the gentleman,

Mr. ADDABBO. On page 5 of the re-
port we discuss the serious guestion of
the Middle East. In the defense author-
ization bill we have a section 501 relative
to aid in that area. Are there any funds
or is there any provision in the appro-
priation bill that would cover any aid
for that area? - .

Mr. MAHON. Yes, There are funds in
this bill which would be available for
increasing American strength in the
Middle East area. Of course, we are
aware of elements of the T.8. fleet which
we have recently sent there at a cost of
$50 million, thai Is when we compute
related costs. So these funds are in some
respect available for increasing our
strength in that part of the world,

Mr. ADDABBO. Relative to the au-
thorization in the defense authorization
under sectlon 501, are those funds stated
under the foreign assistance military
assistance program?

Mr. MAHON. These have noi peen
provided, but no doubt there will be an
increased amount proposed to be made
available for American participation. in
the way of aid, and that will be in &
budget estimate that will- come later in
this session, )

Mr. ADDABBO. I thank the chairman,

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield? -

Mr. MAHON. I yield to the gentleman
from Washington. -

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, the coin- -
mittee report refers In its remarks on
page 5 to funding the provisions for mili--
tary sales credits for Israel under the
“Military Assistance Program,” Am I
correct in assuming that this is really a
descriptive term and that the funds will
eventually be appropriated pursuant to
the Military Procurement Act? )

Mr. MAHON. I do not know at this
time just how the funding request will
be forwarded to Congress. I kihow and I
have on very high authority ' that a
budget estimate will be submitted at a
later date. How it will be handled by
Congress will be determined at that time.
I cannot tell how the request will be
transmitted to Congress.

I yield to the gentleman from Louisi-
ana (Mr. PassMaN) for an answer on
that. ’ ’ o

Mr, PASSMAN, Thank you, Mr. Chair-
man, .

I assume the gentleman’s question had
to do with the military assistance for
Israel. . =

Mr. FOLEY, Yes, Indeed.

Mr. PASSMAN. I spoke with General
‘Warren this morning, and in all probabil-
ity, at a very early date, there will be &
budget request for a supplemental and as
quickly -as the supplemental request
reaches the House I am sure it will be
immediately start hearings in order to
bring 1 out &s expeditiously as we can.
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Does that answer your question?

Mr. POLEY. My question, Mr. Chalr-
men, was for the purpose of correcting
what I believe s a possible misunder-
standing which could arise from the
committee report. I assume that the ref-
erence in the committee report to mili-
tary sales c¢redits for Israel under the
military assistance program is merely
descriptive and that actually such funds
will be appropriated pursuant to section
“501 of the Military Act.

Mr. MAHON, The President can re-
quest funds under section 501 of the au-
thorlzation act as he sees appropriate.
The fact that section 501 is carried In
one bill does not~ mean that this would
necessarily control. the appropriation, 1
think I have taken so much time, Mr,
Chairman, and I know Members would
like to get on with the bill, that I think
I must not take further time.

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

Mr. MAHON. I yleld to the gentleman
from Missouri.

Mr. HALL. Mr, Chairman, members of
this committece are certainly familiar
with the distingulshed chairman of the
committee, the gentleman from Texas,
and his farflung subcommittees and
thelr propensity for delving into the very
detalls to which he has addressed him-
self this morning.

But somewhere in bestween broncos
and mustangs and quoting from the
Under Becretary's letter, with the gen-
tleman’s “Lircolnese” oratory and his
prropensity for Shakespearean histrionics,
I failed to get whether he is for this bill
that his committee brings onto the floor
of the House, or not.

Would the gentleman state in the
affirmative or In the negative?

Mr. MAHON. I am overwhelmed by
the gentleman from Missouri and I am
glad to have the opportunity to say that
I wholeheartedly support thls measure
and I hope it w111 be enacted. It 1s essen-
tial to our security as a nation.

As I said earlier, there are about $70
billion in this bill and others that will be
required for defense and then the sup-
plemental which will run tnto hundreds
of millions of dollars involving the Mid-
dle East which will be added to that.
Then, added to that will be funds for
increased pay. So this is not by any
means the totality of the cost Involved.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, If the gen-
tleman will yield further, was the gen-
tleman quoting from a letter from
someone else or is it his own concluded
opinion when, if T may paraphrase him,
he said that the Department. of Defense
was overfunded, overstafied, and under~
accomplished?

Mr, MAHON. I was quoting from the
Deputy Secretary of Defense.

Mr. HALL. This is not the distinguished
chairman’s conclusion, and he thinks
we should continue as I heard another
pert of the gentleman's speech to pro-
vide adequate (unds——

Mr, MAHON. Yes. Yes. We must bro-
vide necessary funds.

Mr, HALL. 30 that we do not become
a8 second-rate defensive-power nation?

Mr, MAHON, That 1s right.
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Mr. HALL., Becoming a second-rate
defensive natlon in the world of nations
without letting the people of the United
States know it, before the fact; is that
the gentleman’s position? Does he favor
this bill with or without amendment?

Mr. MAHON. I favor this bill. However,
there are some problems in O. and M.
which we will discuss later. Otherwise, I
think it is the best we can do under the
cirecumstances and at this time, Addi-
tional funds can always be provided if
required.

I must say that Mr. Packard is devoted
to defense and is devoted to the security
of the Unlted States. He is an able man.
He is so concerned and anxious to get
the house in order so that the credibility
of defense will be so great that he can
get the money that he needs In future
years,

Mr, HALL. Is the gentleman referring
to the Fitzhugh panel?

Mr, MAHON. Yes, I am. It endorses
everything in the panel——

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, the gen-
{leman’s current calmness and equanim-~
ity is reasurring me and is very worth-
while,

Mr. MAHON. I thank my friend,

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

Mr, MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
to- the distingulshed chairman of the
Committee on Armed Services, a great
patriot, a ereat leader, We have all
worked together, as friends for the se-
curity of the United States and we have
helped keep it the strongest power In
the world.

Mr. RIVERS, 1 just want to say to the
distinguished chairmen that I have
listened to his statement. I think, how-
ever, that In his zeal to try to save
money—and I commend him for his ef-
fort to save money—he did say some
things which, perhaps, he will want to
look over again, We try to save monhey
in our committee all the time. I am sure
the gentleman can document the state-
ment he has made that waste exists in
the Department of Defense. Everyone
else talks about waste In the Department
of Defense and the chairman of the
Committee on Appropriations, of course,
can talk about waste in the Department
of Defense.

But, Mr. Chairman, I hope the gentle-
man will read his speech carefully be-
fore he leaves it in the REcorp, because
I think when he reads it he will want
to modify some of his remarks In order
that his real meaning may be perfectly
clear to everyone who reads them.

Therefore, I urge the great chalrman
of the Committee on Appropristions to
reread his remarks very carefully lest
they be taken out of context, and could
be hurtful to Defense officials.

And I am not here trying to glve you
8 lesson In logie, but I have made some
remarks myself that I would like to have
changed. But as a friend I hope that
you will review your remarks carefully.

Mr. MAHON. Well, for example?

Mr. RIVERS. I have finished. But I do

‘want to thank the distingulshed gentle-

man for the nice things he said about me

- before he finished his statement.

@
” .
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Mr, MAHON. I do not recall any re-
marks which are out of character; but I
would say to my good friend that I am
a man of caution and I will carefully re-
view my remarks. I am very pro defense
and my only interest is to be helpful. I
do believe we must face up to our short- |
comings if we are to adequately cope
with waste and management.

‘We cannot sweep the shortcomines of
the military or of Congress under the
rug. But we must recognize perfection
is unattalnable. We stand together for
strong defense. If we are to err 1t is
better to err on the strong side. I thank
my good friend.

Mr. MINSHALL, Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 15 minutes.

Mr. Chalrman, at the very outset I
think I would be remiss if I did not at
least briefly comment on the President’s
peace proposal that he made to the Na-
tion and to the world last night. I hope
and trust thet it is a step toward peace
that we all earnestly desire, It was met
with acclalm In all of the capitols of
the world with the exception of one, and
that was Hanoi, and of course silence
from Peking and Moscow. I should like
also to recall to the House that on Sep-
tember 1 of this year I telegraphed the
President recommending that he make
such a cease-fire proposal.

Mr, Chairman, as always, my good
frlend and colleague, the gentlemar
from Texas (Mr. MaroN), and the dis.
tinguished -chairman of our Defense
Bubcommittee, has presented the defense
appropriation bill to the House In what
I belleve to be a very succinet and under-
standable form.

Last December we who serve on the
subcommiitee took justifiable pride in
presenting to the House after many,
many months of work, a military bud-
get showing the ereatest dollar reduc-
tion since fiscal year 1954, at the end of
the Korean war. So it Is even with more
pride that we bring to you today the
1971 appropriation which is more than
$6 billion less than the fiscal 1970 figure
reported by our subcommittee last year.

Further, the $66 billion plus is almost
$2.1 billion below the amount requested
for fiscal 1971,

I should also like to point out to the
committee that the defense appropria-
tion subcommittee has decreased the-
budget, the military budget, in the past
4 years alone by $14.5 billion, which is
a credible figure and a record that th1s
subcommitiee is also very proud,

Now these reductions have real mean-
ing for the taxpayers and added signi-
ficance in that they indicate a scaled-
dowem level of spending on the Viet-
namese conflict. In that respect, I think
all falr-mindéed Members on both sides
of the alsle will agree that the Presl-
dent is doing an admirable job of resolv-
ing this tragic and over-prolonged war.

This administration has fulfilled and
is fulfillng every promise and pledge
that the President has made regarding
the war, including the withdrawal of our
troops from Cambodla by last June 30.
After the years of frustration and disfl-
lusionment created by the overly optimis-
to promises and broken pledges of the
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previous linistration, the American
public 15 inhing ‘to realize that the
new administration keeps its promises—
that its word is its bond.

President Nixon sald he would Viet-
namize the war and this he is dolng—
the Vietnamization program is working
and working ‘well. When he took -office
21 months pgo, there were 540,000
American e in Vietnam. That graph
has gone d¢wn to 375,000 American
troops today--that 1s 165,000 less—with
every assurance that at least—and I em-
phasize that—at least 260,000 will be
out by next spring.

President Nixon promised to use every
honorable meahs to bring about peace
through negotigtions, and I think we are
all heartened by the fact that again last
night he called for a cease-fire In the
hope of encouraging meaningful talks
ai the peace table in Paris, ]

President Nixon made that pledge—
“to reduce American involvement and
noi to Increase|it, to bring peace in ac-
cordance with the 1962 Accords and not
to prolong the war’—and he is keeping
that pledge. . |

I think tribute is due in great measure,
too, to our friend and former colleague,
3ecretary of Défense Melvin Laird, who
4t with us in subcommitice and we
ought side by side against the policies

{f Presldent Johnson and Secretary
{cNamars. !

Mel Laird is & greal Secretary of De-
ense, totally dedicated to the objectives
1 peace, a man of the highest prineiples

and integrity who 1s a strong right hand
of President Nixon in restoring cred-
ibllity to our iNational Government. He
stands in sharp 'cont.'ra.st to his predeces-
sor,

Though there is still a rosd for us to
travel, I since:
of this iragic episode in our history is
in slght. We can see, at long last, light
at the end of Lt.he tunnel.

The President’s message last night as-
is ynceasing efforts to bring

sures us of

about peace gh negotiations. The.
fact that he has kept every pledge and
promise made ut the war in the past

augurs well for the fact that the pledge
he made to end the war, and the bill
before us today, with its great reduc-
tions, is evidence that the war is indeed
seing phased out.

It is with great distress that I call to
he sttention of the House that we had
wnother unfortunate tragie crash of an
#-111 aireraft last night in Texas, This
5 the 16th such crash that the F-111's
aave had. I want to advise this Com-
nittee of the Whole that at the appro-
riate time, when the bill is heing read
for amendment, I am going to offer an
amendment to take out the funds for the
#-111 program which total $548 million

in this bill. I hope that the House will
agree with me and strike out those funds,
Mr. WRIGH

I'. Mr. Chalrman, will the
rentleman yield? _ - :

Mr. MINSHALL. I am glad to yield to
the gentleman from Texas,

Mr. WRIGHT. I thank the gentleman
lor yielding, I |also want to thank the
rentleman for having been considerate
anpugh to have advised me in advance

y believe that the end-
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that he plans to offer such an a’.mend-
ment at the appropriate time.

The gentleman is correct in some of
what he says. There have been 16 ac~
cidents in F-111's, This is the sixth one
that has produced a fasality, and it pro-
duced two fatalities, That much is true,

I wonder if the gentleman has com-
pared, however, the fact that consider-
ing all other planes that have been built
since the early 1850’s, for the number of
hours flown, there have heen more ac-
cidents and more crashes in each of
those others than in the F-111’s, For ex-
ample, there have been 285 F-111's flown,

and six of them have had fatalities, All .

of us feel deeply regretful of any fatality.
In the past year there have been several
hundred combat planes that have
crashed. I wonder if the gentleman
knows that in 1967 there were 67 major

.accidents in F—4’s; there were 62 in 1968;

there were 27 F-105s that crashed in
1847 and there were only two F-111's?

Each of these others has had more accl- -

dents in -the past 2 years than the
PF-111's. Does the gentleman feel that all
these other military planes should be cut
out of the budget?
Mr. MINSHALL. I understand the con-
cern of the gentleman from Texas over
this particular aircraft. I would be glad
to discuss the subject at the time I offer

my amendment. I have the highest re-

gard and, of course, understanding of
why you have such a tremendous interest
in this program.

In closing my only additional comment
would be I hope that next year, when we

bring hefore you a defense budget again, .

we can make even greater reductions
than we have in fiscal 1971.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas, Mr, Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr, MINSHALL, I vield to the gentle-
man from Texas.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. I just returned
from a trip to the Strategic Air Com-
mand in Omaha, Nebr. Would the gentle-
man also, when he offers his amendment,
tell us the attitude of the Air Force or
the Department of Defense toward this
airplane? I heard nothing but praise
about the airplane from the people who
are flying it and the people who are man-
aging it.

Mr. MINSHALL. I should be glad to

answer the gentleman from ‘Texas'
comment at the appropriate time. I un-
derstand your lnterest in this program.
I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr, MAHON. Mr, Chairman, I yield
10 minutes to the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr, Smes), the ranking majority
member of the subcommittee.

(Mr. SIKES asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) ;

Mr. BTKES. Mr. Chalrman, a great deal
of work has gone into the preparation of
this bill, I believe that more effort has
been made, under the leadership of a
great chairman by a committee which is
genuinely concerned about Ameriea’s de-
fense, and by a very dedicated staff, than
in any other bill that has come before us.

The committee has tried, and tried
very hard, to plopoint areas where it was
felt that cuts could be made. It has
tried very hard to eliminate nonessential
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items and to withhold funds from those
items whieh are not ready for develop-
meént or production. We feel we can say
at long last we are going to prevent cosi
overruns. We are trying harder to stop
waste In defense. We have tried, and tried
very hard, to do these important things.

That does not change the fact that, in
my opinion, we have cut too deeply in
some sensitive and Important areas. I
think some cuts are more serious than
oan be justified, and I think they will do
harm to our defense posture in the years
immediately ahead. We have become ac-
customed to saying that, militarily, we
are the strongest power in the world.
There is some gquestion about that now.
There is serlous question about it now.
Those who are really familiar with Com-
munist power know they are making very -
slgnificant progress milttarily. Mr. Chair-
man, this blll does not contribute to
maintalning our status as the strongest
military power in the world. This bill,
and two or three more like it, will assure
that we become & second-rate power.
While we are cutting back, the Russians
are forging ahead, and they are forging
ahead in very important areas.

‘We shall have to forge ahead also, We
are lagging in modernization and in new
weapons and equipment, and iIn new
techniques. We are in that_eritical pos-
ture where we may soon start dropping
appreclably behind the Soviets in mili-
tary strength, and the world will be quick
to get the signal. The Soviet Union knows
how to flex its muscles, and the world is
not fooled when we substitute words for
weapons.

The report, which is a very useful one
and a very thorough piece of work, does
not fully spell out the Soviet threat. It
does not fully spell out the strength of
the Communist forces. I am afraid; Mr,
Chalrman, it makes our own forees look
more imperssive than they are. We are
strong and I do not downgrade our
strength, but strength is relative. I am
convinced that, unless we step up our

defense expenditures in important areas,

we will be bypassed by 1975 and become a
second-rate military power.

Mr. Chairman, I would hope that the
Members here today will look carefully
at the flgures that are before us, The re-
port indicates the committee has taken
$2.1 billion out of this bill, but the cut
does not include a $400 million add-on
for naval ships. That means we have
actually cut $2.5 billion out of this bill.
That is 3.5 percent below the budget
recommendation. But more significantly,
the 1871 budeet estimate proposes a $4
billion cut below the 1970 defense:

«program. So-we are $6.5 billion below the

1970 level of spending, and that is about
a 10-percent reduction in funds for our
defenge forces and our equipment, and
modernization for the United States.

This is more significant if we take into
consideration the fact that the cut is be-
ing made despite much higher cosis of
defense. This is the smallest fund bill
percentagewise for defense expenditures
that has been presented to the Congress
in years, and, unless I am mistaken, the
lowest since before the Korean war. :

Now et me add also the fact that the
Department of Defense is one of the very
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few agencies of Government, and I think
the only agency, where budget recom-
mendations” are lower than they were
last year. This is one of the few bills that
has been brought to the fioor by the Com-
mittee on Appropriations this year
where there Lave been significant cuts.
In quite a few bills there were, add-ons
ahove the budget, This despite the fact
that we are short in many areas in de-
fense needs. We are short in equipment
for ourselves and our allies. We are shor{
in modernization. We are headed for
trouble if this continues. Low budgets are
not the fault cf the committee, but over-
cutting adds to the gravity of the prob-
lem. Here we Liave both, )

I want the Members to think on the
boldness with which the Russians are
moving ocut—diplomatically and militar-
ily, They can read the temper of the
American people and of the Cohgress.
They see the demands for less defense
and more domestic spending. They see a
gradual scaledown in our defense pos-
ture, They are encouraged and em-
boldened. Their progress in the Middle
East 15 too well known to regquire com-
ment here, Now, for the first time in his-
tory, Russian naval units have held ma-
neuvers in the Caribbean. They dared fo,
hamper U.S. testing of its Poseldon mis-
sile. They have had the colossal nerve to
begin building a submarine base tn Cuba,

Mr. Chairman, that submarine base in
Cuba is mére dangerous than the misslle
sites which President Kennedy forced
the Russians to withdraw some years
ago. But the Russians are building it and
thus far they have met with nothing
more serious than a single protest.

Mr. Chairman, this blll takes into
account many different programs and
activities. It takes Into consideration re-
ductions In personn:l which are pro-
posed by the administration for the
Armed Forces. I am glad to state this
committee does not require any redune-
tion in military personnel. It forces no
one out of uniform. It makes euts be-
cause the administration has proposed
reductions in uniformesd personnel and
all of the budgeted figures will not be
needed. I am concerned that those cats
in uniformec personnel may be greater
than they should be, but I realize that
reductions in personnel can be remedied
reasonably quickly, although to remedy
reductions is costly. It is the slowdown
in modernization and the lack of equip-
ment that is most dangerous. Moderni-
zation depends upon the development of
new weapons and weapons systems, and
this takes time. It takes a great deal of
time to develop a weapon and to put 1t in
production.

We know ours is an aging Navy with
great need for modern ships,

Look at Navy ships. We have money
in the bill fcr a few additional Navy
ships. Yet the number is small and it
will be years hefore those modern ships
are ready to join the fleet, We need many
more ahd we need them much earlier
than they can possibly be made availahle,

The snail’s pace of some of our pro-.
grams should be shocking to us, but I
am afraid the American people have been
made to feel we are making tremendous
progress,
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Look at Safeguard. We are arguing
about whether to build one or three or
12 Safeguard sites. We are embarked
now on three Safeguard sites, at a very
slow pace. Despite all -the publicity, a
program of this magnitude will not give
the American people or ewr missile sites
any significant protection. At this level
it 1s a prototype program only. It should
be expanded, for at the present rate
it is going to be years anhd years before
the system is a brake on aggression from
any source. :

These things do not focl the Russians,
but I am afraid they may be fooling the
American people. .

The CHATRMAN, The time of the gen-
tleman from Florida has expired,

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chalrman, I yleid
the gentleman from Florida 5 additional
minutes.

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chalrman, I am not
going to spell out the procurement cuts
and operation and maintenance cuts, and
reseerch and development cuts. They
will be discussed later in sufficient detafl,
But let me say again, I fear the pro-
curement cuts, the operatlon and main-
tenance cuts, and the research and de-
velopment cuts, In some Instances, may
be entirely too deep.

Operation and maintenance is cut 12
percent below ithe flgure of a year ago,
yet it is in operation and mainteriance
of forces that we find the heart and the
guts of a military organization. If the
military organizations cannot maintain
their equinment and keep it operational,
if they cannot have adeguate training
and operational funding for personnel,
they cannot have effective fghting
forces.

If we have cut too deeply in procure-
ment, it means there will not be follow=
on of the weapons which will be needed
s0 very badly in the years ahead.

If we have cut too deeply in research
and development, it means that the de-
velopment of new weapons for the nexk
generation is going to be stunted, and we
will drop even further behind in this all-
important area called modernization.

Yes, Mr, Chalrman, I support the ef-
forts for cuts in defense costs where
they can be justified. But, in all sincerlty,
I am afraid we have gone too far in some
of the reductions that are made in this
bill.

I say that not to be critical of the com-
mittee, for its work was done In good
faith, but in genuine apprehension for
what may happen to our defense on to-
MOrToOw. :

I know that the taxpayer wants reduc-
tions in costs everywhere, but I know
also, If I know anything about the Amer-
ican people, that the taxpayer realizes a
gecond-best defense is the most costly
luxury we can have. There is no such
thing as a second-hest poker hand, and
we cannot afford the second-best defense
in the dangerous world in which we live.

, Mr. BRAY, Will the gentleman yield?-

Mr. SIXES. I yleld to the gentleman.

Mr. BRAY. Referring to title IV, deal-
Ing with procurement, on page 15 of the
bil, line 3, it says:

Provided, That none of the funds provided
in this Act shall be available for the main-
ténance of more than two ective production

-
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amurces for the supplylng of M-18 rifles or
for the payment of any price diferential for
M-16 rifles resulting from the msalntenance
cf more than two active production sources.

Y discussed this matter with the gen-
tleman, My interest is that I was the
ranking minority member of the commit-
tee that went into the Investigation of
the M-16 rifle. There were serlous prob-
lems as to both procurement and mal-

. functioning of the rifle. Congress finally,
after 3 or 4 years of effort, did get the
Army to secure additional sources of
supply. This provision in this legislation
s cutting out at least one of those three
sources of supply at a time when the M-
14 rifie has gone completely off the pro-
duction Hne and we are totally depend-
ent on the M-16. I do have Information
that the plan is to move production of
this line, or at least one of those lines, to
a forelgn country where it will take away
husiness from Amerlean iabor, and from
our experience it costs a good deal more
to build these rifles abroad.

I have discussed the matter with the
gentleman, and I would like to have it
a3 a matier of record that the gentle-
man siated he would oppose with all of
his ability any plan to move the produc-
tion line that is being cut down and
moved to & forelen country or to stop any
production line of this rifle being moved
to a forelgn country.

Is that correct?

Mr. BTKES, The gentleman’'s commit-
tee should have credit for the effort that
it made to increase production of the
M-16 rifle at a time when we needed it .
badly, This was done through their ef-
forts. There are now three production
lines for the production of this rifie.

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman has again expired,

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the gentleman 2 additional minutes,

Mr. SIKES. The Depariment of the
Army testified before our committee that
we now actually need, beeause we have
much more capacity than the foreseeable
requirements for the M-16, only one
source of procurcment. It also was stated,
to maintaln three production sources
woukd cost an additional $14 million a
year. Therefore, the committee, not -
wanting to deny competition but not
feeling that we should inslst on three
sources of supply, wrote language into
the bill which was intended to provide
that there could be competition and to
insure that there would be at least two
sources of supply. .

I know of no plan to move the third
source of supply to another country and
produce rifles there for our own forces.
I certalnly think it would be a mistake
to do that, and I would oppose any such
effort. ‘

Mr. BRAY. Then, the gentleman would -
oppose any plan, to the best of his ability,
to move production lines for the produc-
tion of these rifles into a foreign country?

Mr. SIKES. I do not want to state that
I would attempt to interfere with the
construction of plants in other countries
whose governments feel that they need
those plants for their own requirements.
However, I have said, and I repeat, that
I have heard of no efforts to move one
of the present production lines in the
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United Staﬁes;‘ to another country to pro-

duce weapons for our own forces. I cer-
tainly would op; that.
Mr, BRAY, en, you would oppose

any appropriation of American money
from any source to accomplish that?

Mr. 8. . To accomplish the pur-
pose that Is lled out.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, 1 yleld
such time ss he may require to the gen-
tleman froim New York (Mr. Appaseo).

Mr. ADDABBO, Mr, Chalrman, I rise
in support, 6f [ R. 19590, the Department
af Defense appropriation billi for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1971. As a
member of the House Appropriations
Committee and its Defense Appropria-
tion Subcommititee, I am pleased with the
general approach taken by the commit-
tee in redueing nonessential spending. 1
commend the staff for its outstanding
help and work on this bill,

This megsure provides a tot'.al appro-
priation of $66,656,561,000, a reduction
of more than $2 billion below the ap-
propriations enacted for fiscal year 1970.
This rather tic shift in emphasis
away from $creasing defense expendi-

tures I believe meets in part the grow-

ing demané pnd need that tighter con-
trois be placed on Defense Department
budget requests and greater emphasis be
placed on domestic programs.

This reduction in defense spending to-
gether with the $5.2 billion reduction in
the 1970 appropriation reflect the
greatest cuthack in "defense spending
since the conclusion of the Korean war.
I am concerned that this administra-
tion has not seen fit to shift priorities
with the Cpngress and assign the neces-
sary priorities to domestic programs in
housing, lth and education, Unfor-
tunately legisiation designed to provide
greater assistance to programs in these
three areas were all vetoed. I ean only
hope that by passing this bill before the
House toddy| and by overriding vetoes we

can convince this administration
Congress in to establish prioriti
through the| appropriation process.

On balan¢e I am confident that
measure will provide adequate flexibili
and fundihg to assure a strong def
posture for the United States during
next fiscal year as well as in subseguel
years. Some| of the major areas cove
by the bill gre:

SAFEGUARD APM SYSBTEM

This bill provides funds for the con-
tinuation 'of phase I sites and deploy-
ment at Whiteman Air Force Base in
Missouri as! well as advanced prepara-
tion at Warren Air Force Base in Wyo-
ming. 5! bill, however, does not in-
clude any’ funds for the four Safeguard
sites recommended by the administra-
tion for deployment of an area defense
against a Chinese Communist ICBEM at-
tack. This request was struck from the
authorization bill and I supported the

deletion of funds for that purpose. This
reduction/in the scope of the Bafegunard
ABM program represents a major vie-

tory for % of us who have urged a
slowdown in our AEM deployment pend-
ing the ts of the SALT talks and

of the entire ABM pro-
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PREOCUREMENT

The largest reduction in the 1871 De-
fense appropriation bill is under the
broad category of procurement. Here the
committee has obtained the agreement
of the Department to follow the recom-
mendation of a biue ribbon defense panel
whose report of July 1, 1970, states that
production efforts should be postponed
untll development programs are com-
pleted, thereby avoiding simultaneous de-
velopment and production and the errors
which ean result from sueh mmultaneous
programs.

One of the items deleted Irom the au-
thorization bill was the proposed fund-
ing for advanced procurement of nuclear
propulsion plant components for a third
new naval aircraft carrier—the CVAN-
70. I have opposed funding for this ear-
rier after testimony before our subcom-
mittee that its development would not
increase our protection at home but
would merely increase our ability to land
more troops abroad, This program,-in
my opinion, does not involve the threat
of Soviet Union naval buildup.

BOUTHEAST ASIA .
“Mr. Chairman, while I support H.R.
18580 and belleve this is on balance a
good bill, there are several sectlons which

‘I oppose and wish to point out to my

collengues. These sectlons relate to our,
involvement in Asia and the limitatlons’
on the use of these appropriated funds

for future involvements.

Section 843 of H.R. 19580 provides that
no funds shall be used “to finance the
introduction of American ground combat
troops into Laos or Thalland.” The sec-
tion does not mention elther North Viet-
nam or Cambodia and I am concerned
that the absence of reference to these
countries may cause scme administration
officials to believe they may use funds
for future invasions of these natlons
without the consent of Congress. The .
intent of Congress should be clear—that
we oppose the Introduction of U.S. com-
bat troops in eny part of Asla without
prior authorization by the Congress.
Naturally, unless of by reason of national
emergency.

Another section which concerns me is
section 838(a) (1) which provides that
funds appropriated under this Bill may
be used “to support: First, Vietnamese
and other free world forces in support
of Vietnamese forces.” This provision
does mot requlre that the forces need
be fighting in South Vietnam and I am
coneerned that this section may be con-
strued by some to mean that funds can
be used to ald South Vietnamese forces
fighting in Cambodia or other forces
fighting in countries bordering Vietnam.
Again, I believe we should clarify the
congressional intent that our role in Viet-
nam be limited and decreased as rapidly
as possible with no repetition of inva-
sions such as the Cambodia invasion of
earlier this year, without congressional
resolution.,
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to provide military assistance to Israel in
order to restore the balance of military

- power In the Middle East and lessen the
danger to world peace from the crisis in
that area. I have been disturbed by the
fallure of this adminisiration to respond
in a more timely manner to the requests
by_ Israel for Phantom jets and other
military equipment. Because of this fail-
ure our relations with Israel have de-
terlorated and there is confusion con-
cerning our policy in the Middle East..
The statement In the committee report

~shoutd make clear the position of Con-
gress and glve the President the support
for appropriate steps to bolster our rela-
tions with Israel and we ask that the re-
quest for supplemental funds for these
needs be immediately forthcoming and
acted upon.

Mr. MINSHALL, Mr, Chalrman, I yield
156 minutes to the gentleman from Ari-
zona (Mr. RHODES).

{Mr. RHODES asked and was given
permmontoreviseandextendhiare—
marks.)

Mr. RHODES. Mr, Chairman, I wish
at the outset to commend the members
of the subcommittee and particularly the .
distinguished chalrman of the subcom-
mitiee for a very hard-working effort
which culminated in the bill which we
have before us today.

The hearings were long, the hearings
were arduous, they were sometimes in-
teresting and sometimes deadly dull.
FBut they were certainly thorough. I can
say to the members of the Committee
that Insofar as I know there were
figuratively speaking, very few stones in
the Pentagon bullding which were not
taken out, scraped off and replaced, and
we hope that the defense of the country
Is stronger because of the hill we have
before us than it was previously.

I particularly want to thank the Chair-
man for all .of the courtesies which he
has extended to the members of the sub-
committee, as he always does. He is a very
thoughtiul, a very thorough man, 8 very
valuable Member of the House of Rep-
resentatives, It has always been a real -
pleasure to have the privilege of serving
with him and under him,

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chalrman, will the
gentleman yleld?

Mr. RHCODES. I am glad to yleld to
E;‘j?; tg.lestmg'uished chairman of the com-~

Mr. MAHON, I want to thank my

. Mr, Chairman, the gentleman from
na is &4 man of stature, of ability
d strength. The genileman is weil In-
ormed and has performmed & good job,
ong with the other members of the
ubcommitiee.

I do appreciate those generous re-

In the markup of the bill, as the gen-
eman knows, we tried to listen to the

MIDDLE EAST

I strongly support the language in the
committee report—page 5—which ex-
presses the sense of the committee that
the President should have the authority

ws of everyone and, generally, from
views we accepted them or com-
sed them and came {0 & com-

i agreement on the entire bill
which is before the House today; is that
correct?

+
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Mr, RHODES. The Chairman is abso-
lutely correct. The markup I think was
particularly well handled. The staff was
exceedingly well prepared with some very
good rifle-shot cuts which I think should
and will be sustained.

I would like to say, however, that I
have a wide area of agreement with the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. SIxEs)
who preceded me in the well because I
think in certain instances we probably
cut deeper than we should have,

I am informed that the Chairman at
the proper time will offer an amendment
to restore certain funds, and I certaintly
intend to support that amendment and I
think most of the members of the sub-
committee will.

Mr. Chairman, I think it is fair to go
into the recent fiscal background of the
Department of Defense, In the Years,
since the fiscal year 1969 to the present
fiscal year, the budget request of the
administration is some $5.5 billion- lower.
In other words, the amount of money
appropriated for 1969 was some $5.5 bil-
lion higher than the amount of money
requested by the administration in fis~
cal year 1971. During this time the un-
oblizated balances available to the De-
partment of Defense have gone down
from a figure of $11,688 billion to $6.233
billion. So, the pipeline has been ecut
down in those years and in effect the De-
partment of Defense has been living on
its fat.

Mr. MAHON, Mr. Chairman, will the
gentlemagn yield?

Mr. RHODES. I yield to the gentleman
from Texas. '

Mr. MAHON. The gentleman is mak-
ing a very interesting talk. I think it
would be goed to exchange a few ideag
here. As the gentleman knows, with the
funds provided in this bill and CAITY -~
overs from previous years, the Depart-
ment of Defense will have avallable to
it during the current fiscal year $105
billion. But, of course, the gentleman
knows that most of these funds, but not
all, have been committed. Some of the
funds will not be spent this year,

Mr. RHODES. The Chairman is cor-
rect.

Mr. MAHON. I think it ought to be
said that as the President is winding
down the war in Vietham, there have
been many hundreds of milllons of dol-
lars that have not been spent that would
have been spent had the war continued
at the same tempo.

So that is one of the reasons why the
reductions have been made possible,

Mr, RHODES, The total figure of unex-
pended balances at the end of fiscal 1971
will be $35,383,000,000. All but $6,233 bll-
lion are unobligated, so that in my way
of figuring, whether it is right or wWIong,
if a dollar is obligated it Is the same as
spent. There is of course a eertain leeway
to deobllgate, and reobligate funds, but
I do not think we can assume that this
will be done.

So the figure we use for the funds
available for the next fiscal year is $8.233
billion, which is unobligated in the next
fiscal year, plus the amount which will
be appropriated which is something like
$66.5 billion, which makes a total of $72
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billion which will be available in the com-
ing fiscal year, .

So the pipeline has been reduced.

And I think it would not be fatr to say
that the Department of Defense is now
overly endowed with avoirdupols. It has
been cut very considerably, perhaps to
the bone, perhaps in some cases into the
MmAarrow,

On top of that, we all know that in the
past years there has been an ercsion In
the purchasing price of the dollar, so that
perhaps 10 percent of the dollars which
we now have available must be taken off
if we are to compare the total with the
dollars which were available in the year
1389. So we se¢ not only a reduction in
dollar balances, but an even greater
reduction in the purchasing value of the
dollar available which s even more sfg-
nificant. . :

Now, as a Member of the Congress and
as a member of this committee, I would
like to beat my chest a bit about these
cuts. I think in many ways we ¢an thank
the hearings we have held for some of
the cuts which we have made, but I think
in all fairness that we have to agree that
the lion’s share of credit for the making
of these cuts goes to the Secretary of De-
fense, the Deputy Secretary of Defense,
and the people with whom they work.,

In the first fiscal year in which Secre-
tary of Defense Laird was in office, the
expenditure level of the Department of
Defense was cut by over $3 billion. And
as I have stated, the total ecut sinee the
Nixon administration took office is some-
thing like $5.5 billion, comparing what
was appropriated in 1969 as against the
request for 1971, and if the cut or cuts
stand up, that flgure will be $7.5 billion,
which shows a very marked decrease.

Maost of this has been possible because
of the winding down of the war ih Viet-
nam. However, I believe it also is due to
the fact that a management team hag
come - to the Department of Defense
which knows how to manage o business
which is &s large as this one is, and it
is the largest business in the world. There
are still inefficiencies, and there will
probably always be inefficiencies. There
are still practices which make very little
sense, and this will probably always be
the case, but by and large the blue-rdb-
bon panel, the Secretary of Defense, and
the Deputy Secretary of Defense, and the
peopie under them, has resulted in what
I consider to be an outstanding fiscal
performance by the Department of De-

- fense,

As I mentioned before, this is & time
when we are fighting a war in Vietnam,
and also at a time when we are faced
throughout the world with a potential
enemy which is predatory, which pushes
at every chance it gets, and which will
probably continue for the foreseeable fu-
ture to continue {o probe throughout the
world to try to find a weak spot. I think
it is obvious from the actions of the
Communist world that it has not given
up the dream of world conquest. I cannot
help but believe it has less hope that
conquest is possible, but still they probe
in the hope that weak gpots will be
Tound. Consequenily it is necessary for
us to maintain a defense as storng as
a defense can possibly be.

-
-
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In the past several months we have
in the United States found it necessary
to revise certain priorities.

We are spending more money now
on nondefense items than we spent 2
years ago. We are spending much more
than we spent 5, 6, and 7 years &20 on
nondefense items. This has been a revi-
sion of priorities that the American peo-
ple obviously wanted,

I assume that this revision will con-
tinue and the cuts that have been made
in this bill will help the Federal Gov-
ernment to finance some of the non-
defense activities upon which it had en- .
tered and which it will enter, without
risking the economic ruin which might
ensue if we were not able to come very
close to a balanced budget. We will have
even worse fiscal problems in the fiseal
year 1972 and it will be necessary for
the Department of Defense and for all
other departments to practice the utmost
economy in order to do the jobs that are
necessary, and still to maintain a strong
economy in the United States, bolstered
by a budget that is balanced or very near
to being balanced.

Lest we go 100 far in shifting priorities,
let me warn that if the Communist prob-
ing finds a fatal weak spot, the good life
we seek for all Americans would be a lost
dream. Buch a life does not exist in a
Communist society.

*I think it is necessary to take stock of
what has happened in the Department
of Defense in the last 10 years. We have
not had one single new weapon system
developed from 1981 to 1969 except the
F.--111, I intend to support the appropria- .
tion for the F-111. It is an airplane
which I hope will do the job for which
it was intended. It is in difficulty. Even
s0, its'safety record, I am told, is as good
as the safety records of other mirplanes
that have been built from seratch with
brand new concepts—advances In the
state of the art, if you will, at this time
in the development of the system,

More than that, we need this plane,
We have to have it. It 1s the only air-
plane that I know of that can have the
requisite penetration capabilities to be
effective today.

If the Department of Defense in the
19680's had been more alert to the prob-
lem and the requirements of the 19707,

"it might not be necessary for us to con-

tinue to try to perfect an alrplane which
has certainly been ridden with problems
from the very beginning. But it Is neces-
sary to have the plane, and I think we
will have to go ahead with it.

However, in the last 2 years we have
started two airplanes, the F-~14 and the
F-15, which promise to be very fine
weapons gystems, one an aerial superior-
ity plane for the Navy and the other for
the Air Force,

I am glad to say that all of the funds
which are asked for research and de-
velopment for these aircraft are in this
bill. We have supported this effort by the
Department of Defense 100 percent.

I am also pleased to note that ships
requested by the budget for the Navy
not only are funded, but there are ships
funded which are over and above the
budget.
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The Commitiee on Armed Services felt
that it was necessary to authorize more
ships than were requested in the budget,
and the Committee on Appropriations
has gone along with the Committee on
Armed Services.

I certainly feel that the events of the
1ast few weeks in Jordan and In the Mid-
dle East point jout the absolute necessity
for this counttry to maintain a strong
Navy. I think there is very little doubt
that without ‘the presence of the 6th
Fleet In the diterranean, and without

the resolutemess with which the Presi- |

dent and the Becretary of Defense used
that 6th Fleet that there might have been
gerious trouble develop In Jordan which
might have r¢sulted in a conflagration
throughout the Middle East. There cer-
tainly is no: intent on the part of any
member of this subcommittee to do any-
thing other than to make sure that the
U.S. Navy, Air Force, and Army are able
to take care pf the obligations of this
country throughout the world.

Again though, may I say, there are
those of us who feel that we are very
badly extended throughout the world and
we hope in the years to come that it will
be possible for us to reallocate our global

priorities and perhaps restudy some of .

our commitments. The time is long past
when the Uni States of America can
afford to police the whole world.

‘We have pur vital interests and those
vital interests must be and will be pro-
tected. -

But the Nixon doctrine which says and
articulates this principle, puts the bur-
dent on ea¢h nation to be foremost in
the effort to defend itself. This is a doc-
trine which makes sense. It must be re-
articulated 'often, so that the world will
know that is exactly what the
United States means when it talks about
tts relationship with other countrles.

Mr, Chairman, before I sit down I
want to thank also my good friend from
Ohio (Mr, MiNsHALL}, distingulshed and
able ranking minority member of the
subecommité
consin (Mf. Davis), and the gentleman
from New Hampshire (Mr, Wysan) for
the fine work they have done and thelr
cooperation, which all of us have appre-
ciated throughout these very arduous
months when this bill was belng pre-
pared. I have particularly appreciated
the outstanding leadership, industry,
and perspieacity exhibited by BrLr MiN-
suALL. He has been most considerate to
all membeys, and it has been a pleasure
and an honor to serve with him.

Mr. STEIGER of Arizona, Mr. Chair-
man, I make the point of order that a
quorum is not present.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chalr wil
count, ‘

Pifty- i Members are present, not a
quorum. The Clerk will call the roll.

The Clerk called the roll, and the
following Members falled to answer to
thelr names:

. [Roll No. 834].

Ahhitt I Belcher
Adair - Berry Button
Addabbo | | Betts Cabeil
Alexander Blanion Clark
Ashbrook Brock Clausen,
Ashley ! Brooks Don H,
Burlison, Mo. Clawson, Dal
Beall, Md. Burton, Jiah Clay

, the gentleman from Wis-
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Collier Horton Ottinger
Oorbeté Hogmer Patman
Cowger Howard Pirnie
Cramer Hungats Pollock
Crane Janas Powell
Dadisrio Jones, K.0, . Pryor, Atk
Deawaon, Enrth Purcell
Dérwinskd Eing ulllen
Digegs Kleppe Reld, N.X.
Donohue Landrum Relfel
Dowdy Lowenstein Roudebush

el Lujan Rousselot
Edwards, La Lukens Ruth
Fallon MceCarthy Sandman-
Felghan - McClory Batterdeld
Fisher McMillan Scheusr
Flynt Macdonald, Bhipley
Foreman Mass. Emith, Calif.
Callagher MacGregol Snyder
Garmatz Mailliard Stephens
Gilbert Maynhe Stration
Gray Meakill Talcott
Grifitha Montgomery Tlernan
‘Hagan Morse. Tunney
Haley Morton Welcker
Halpetn. Nedzl Wiggins :
Hansen; Wash. O'Eongkl Wilson, Bob
Harvey Olsen Wold
Hébert O'Neal, Ga.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chalr,
Mr. ROSTENKOWSKY, Chalrman of- the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union, reported that that
Comittee, having had under consider-
ation the bill H.R. 19580, and finding it~
self without & quorum, he had directed
the Toll to be called, when 321 Members
responded to their names, & quorum, and
he submitted herewith the names of the
ahsentees to be spread upon the Journal.

The Committee resumed its sitting.

Mr. MINSHATLL. Mr. Chalrman, I yield
10 minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. Davis).

(Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.) *

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Chalr-
man, I take this allotted time to express

& strong personal vote of confidence. in
- this bill which is now belng consldered

by the House. Although I just returned
to this subcommitiee at the beginning of
1969, my expression of support is not
that of & neophyte. In other years past
I have had sufficient experience on this
subcommittee to be able to compare this
bil—including the staff work on it, and
the detalled knowledee, cooperation, and
candor of representatives of the Depart-
ment of Defense—with the situation that
existed 20 years ago. I am more satisfled
with the action of our committee on this
Defense apbropriation bill than any De-

‘partment of Defense appropriation bill

in my experience.

Two years ago we had before us an $31-
billioh recommendation for appropria-
tions in defense. Today we are talking
ebout a $66-billion bill. This reduction is
all the more impressive' when we take
into consideration the reduced purchas-
ing power of the defense dollar. I be-
lieve I can assure you that, In spite of this
reduction in funds, we are receiving more
defense per dollar than at any previous
time in my experience. Our commikiee
can take only a portion of the credit for
the reductions that have been made. But
we can certainly take pride in the ¢om-
mittee report which we have submitted
to youw This reporti reflects an admirable
effort on the part of the staff, compli-
mented by the inquiring and dedicated
concern of our committee members. I am
also certain that every member of the
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subcommittee would want to glve due
credit to the accomplishments of the
Secretary of Defense, his deputy, Mr.
Packard, and the man whose job it is to
oversee the expenditure of Defense De-
partment funds, Bob Moot. We should
give credit to them for many of the im-
provements that have been made. These
include improvements in procurement
procedures, and especially the abandon-
ment of total package procurement
which has proven so costly, and have
accompanied the overruns that scandal-
1zed the minds of so many Americans, °
and the review of personnel], both mil-
tary and civilian,

A large percentage of the reductions
that have been made in this bill reflect
the work of Secretary Laird and his staff.

Last year we did not officially receive a
revised budget after the new adminis-
tration had completed. its review, based
upon the downward reductions which
that review rccomplished. However, we
did receive those suggested revislons in
our subcommittee, before final action was
taken, and there was a sort of tacit un-
derstanding that the committee and the
Congress would be permitted to take
credit for the reductions that were made.

- This year this bill also reflects numerous

savings which came f{o light within the
Defense Department between the time
that the budget was prepared and sub-
mitted to us some 10 months ago and -
the time of our markup. . )
The report has some harsh words, but
I urge you to read the criticism in the

light of some of the real aceompllsh-
‘ments within the Department, and to

interpret the comments In the overall
context of the report.

I think in the report the Members will
be able to read between the lines and
will want to give credlt.to the efforts of
the Department. At the same time Mem- -
bers will want to recoghize the need for

- our committee to keep the Department’s

feet to the fAire in pursuing the imprave-
ments that have been s¢ commendably
instituted, and in accelerating reforms
that have not yet been sufficiently ad-
vanced.

In cour hearings—and as my colleague,
the gentleman from Arizons pointed out,
they were both lengthy and detalled—
we did uncover a number of situations
requlring the direct efforts of our com-
mittee, and Members will note on specific
pages of the committee report the actions
of the committee in relation to those
situations.

For instance, on page 24 of the report,
there is a discussion of the Public Affuirs
program. I think it i1s fair to state that
what many people include under the
term “‘public affairs” is not just prope-
ganda by the Defense Department. Ib
certainly Includes the Information that
is provided to the public so it can gain
an understanding of our defense effort.
It includes the lialson offices of which
we make s0 much use In serving our con-
stitnents. And it includes the recognition
of the eliizen soldiers, sallors, airmen
and marines of this country for their
part-in defending our entire Nation and
its people. All of these are part of the
public affalrs program.

On pege 26 there is committes com-
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ment relating to the temporary promo-
tion of higher ranking officers and heli-
copter training for some of the senior
officers in the Army,

On page 46 there is language that will
be of interest to many Members relating
to Air Force Reserve units, and the fol-
low-up by our committee of the action
taken first by the Price Subcommittes
and then by the full Armed Services
Committee in connection with the reten-
tion of those units,

On page 54 there are comments re-
lating to procurement practices, and be-~
ginning on page 72 there is an explansa-
tion of the add-ons to enforce our recog-
nition of the outdating of our Navy and
its need for modernization. ’

In the report, at the end, there are
three separately expressed views. One of
these comes from a member of our sub-
commitiee, the pgentleman from New
Hampshire (Mr. WymMan). I think he
rajses a point that all of us ought to be
greatly concerned with, but it is some-
thing which unfortunately we could do
nething about in the light of language
that was included in the Defense Pro-
curement bill. Then, two of those sep-
arate views are expressed by Members of
the House who are members of the full
Appropriations Committee, but not the
Subcommittee that held hearings on the
bill. I believe they relate to matters this
House has carefully considered before,
and made its decision on. I hope we will
not take up too much time rehashing
things upon which the House has al.
ready forcibly expressed itself.

Like my colleague, the gentieman from
Arizona, with whom I have the pleasure
of serving on two subcommittees of this
Appropriations Committee, I intend to
support the adjustment in operation and
maintenance funds. This, I believe, will
come before us by means of an amend-
ment to he offered by the chairman of
our full committee. Other than that, and
with that single exception, I intend to
stand firm with respect to this bill as it
has been reported. I believe it has been
carefully considered, and I believe it de-
serves the support of the Members of
this Committee of the Whole.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 20
minutes to the pentleman from South
Carolina, the distinguished chairman of
the Committee on Armed Services (Mr,
RIVERS).

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, I went to
thank the distingnished chairman of the
Appropriations Committee for glving me
this opportunity to further expand on
something which I said on this Acor on
the 28th of September,

I also want to thank the distingulshed
gentleman for the response he gave to
the request I made before his commitiee,
when I asked him to add additional
money for one submarine, long leadtime
items for another, plus two tenders and
other craft at that time. He gave me al-
most everything I asked for.

On the 28th of September, I spoke at
considerable length on the fioor of the
House on the Soviet threat, especially the
naval threat.

Today, I shall be very brief. And I shall
speak about one thing: submarines,

Soviet submarines,
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One newspaper said of my speech on
the 28th that my rhetoric was rather
appalling but the facts were hard to
challenge.

Today, there will be no rhetoric, only
facts. But the facts will be as appalling
as any you could hear,

I-want to show the House today as
quickly, as simply, and as plainly as 1 can
the true facts of the Soviet submparine
challenge,

I used a lot of statistics on the 28th.
I could throw a lot of numbers at you
now. But only a few shouid get the mes-
sage across t0 & thinking citizen, -

I talked desperately in the House-
Benate conference on the authorization
bill, as I am talking desperately now—
and for what? To get your support to
add two additional submarines to our
shipbuilding program. Just two. That
will mean four new nuclear subs in this
bill and advanced procurement for three
more.

I I had the rhetoric of Edmund Burke,
the passionate voice of Daniel Webster,
the ringing logic and orderly thought
brocess of John C. Calhoun, perhaps I
could talk you into supporting as many
submarines as all of the shipyards in all
of the United States could build. And if
I did, how many would that be?

Ten to twelve.

Twelve submarines in 1 year is the
most that we could realistically build
under present conditions.

The Soviets have one yard that can
produce more than that in a year.

‘The Soviets can build 20 a year on the
day shift. Working several shifts, they
could probably produce 35,

What does that mean?

It means that the present Soviet drive
to overtake us in all categories of suh-
marines is irreversible—irreversible,

The Soviets are ahead of us in total
submarines—they have about 360 to our
147. They are ahead of us in most
categories of submarines, and they are
moving to be ahead in all categories by
1975—and there is nothing, nothing,
nothing we can do about it,

Let me tick off the numbers for you:

The Boviets have 220 nonnuclear at-
tack submarines to 59 for the United
States.

They have 50 or slightly more ballistic-
missile submarines to 41 for the United
States. But all 41 of the United States
submarines are nuclear, and about 20 to
23 of the Soviet submarines are nuclear.

They have about 65 submarines that
fire the cruise missile, about 35 of which
are nuclear powered. The United States
has no submarines that fire cruise mis-
slles. The cruise missile will go 400 miiles,
‘We have nothing Iike it,

Supposedly, the Russian numerical su-
periority is offset by our lead ih nuclear
submarines. But the Russian buildup in
nuclear submarine construction capabil-
ity means that our iead is rapidly dis-
appearing, At present, in total nuclear
submarines we have 88 and the Soviets
about 80. In all probability, they will be
ahead of us by the end of the year. What
the relative building capability means
is this: Even if we decided now—not to-
morrow but now, today, in this House—
to try to reverse the trend, it would be

-
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at least 5 years before we could begin
to do so. And hefore we could stard
catching up, the Soviet lead would grow
substantially,

The submarine is the best strategle
weapon in the world.

That statement should not surprise
anybody. We have long referred to the
Polaris as our most invulnerable de-
terrent.

For the Soviets, their attack subma-
rines provide a capability in nonnuclear
warfare which promises the best possi-
bility of strategically. outflanking us and
cutting us off from our sllies, By simple
numbers alone their submarine force
Eives them the threat to interdiet our
sealanes and deny us free use of the BEAS,

It i5s impossible for the United States
to exercise influence on any continent in
the world except the North American
Continent without free use of the seas.

But the Soviet ballistic-missile and
_Cruise-missile submarines provide the
capability of bringing nuclear warfare to
our shores. :

The latest Russign Polaris-type sub-
marine, the Yankee class, has the ability
to fire from a submerged position a bal-
listic missile with a range of 1,300 miles,

I would like to illustrate to the House
the threat that a Soviet submarine with
& 1,300-mile-range missile poses to the
United States,

I such a submarine is in the Guif of
Mezxico, this is the range its missiles
would have, - :

(Mr. RIVERS referred to map in the
well of the Houise.)

Mr. RIVERS. It could Iay a missile on
Chicago, Detroit, New York, St. Louis,
and any city within this range.

But the Boviets are testing a new sub-
marine ballistic missile with estimated
range of 3,000 miles, This missile may be
back-fitted tnto the Yankee class or put
into a new class of submarines being spe-
cifically designed for the missile,

The Soviets in the last 2 years have
Introduced more new submarine designs
than have ever been put to sea in all of
naval history during a comparable pe-
riod. They contihue to strive for im-
provement in sub design. The United
Btates in the last 10 years has introduced
only one new design submarine,

My authority for those two statements,
In case you question them, is Hyman
Rickover. .

I those Russian submarine missiles
have a range of 3,000 miles, you can see
on the map here what it means in terms
of the threat to the United States,

But a new and dangerous development
has come ypon the scene to double—yes,
I said double-—the threat,

Today the Russian Yankee class bal-
listic-missile-firing submarines operate
from bases in the Soviet Union. They
travel through the Norwegian Sea and
across the Atlantic Ocean—a distance
of over 4,000 miles—until they get in a
position to where they can fire their mis-
siles on our east coast cities. To return
home for repairs and crew rest they must
again travel over 4,000 miles, It is esti~
mated that half of a 60-day patrol will
be spent by a Yankee submarine going
to and from its patrol stdtion, and during
its transit time it will not be within
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striking range of our citles, But now the
Soviets are building & nuclear submarine
base in Cubsa—-at Cienfuegos.

Let us not beat around the bush with
conjectures. I tell you the Russians are
bullding & sub base in Cuba.

And I challenege any official of the
executive branch to issue an outright
denial of that statement.

No one will do so.

Now let me show you where this base
is. Here is a map of the Caribbean. They
sail submarinés into this place here. It
.becomes their: lake.

Now, let me show you photographs of
Russian ships that have gone into this

harbor—including a submarine tender -
which is there right now. They have this

tender right here, richt now, not yester-
day.

That submarine tender is not down
there on vacaktion. You can look at this
and the other photographs.

Imagine that you had an automobile
in Washington that you operated almost
continuously, like a day and night taxi-
cab, but that the nearest garage was in
Boston. So that every time you needed
repairs or an oil change or a little rest
away from the automobile for the driver,
you had to go to Boston. You would
spend half your time going and coming
to Boston. But if somebody built a new
garage for you in Washington, you could
double the time of your taxicab on the
streets of Washington. =

It would mean the same sort of thi
for the Russians to have a submarine
base in Cuba.

The submarines could operate within
the range of more than half of the

United States during their entire patrol -

period, including the time they are going
to and from. their base in Cienfuegos.
Even when in that port for upkeep, they
could maintain their missiles in a state
of readiness aasily within range of many
major U.8. targets.

And they can also blackmail all of
South America. They are sure we will
back down p= the gentleman from Texas
{Mr. ManoN) :sald a while ago.

Cuba as a Yankee class submarine base
would enabie the Russians to about dou-
ble the time “on target” for their under-
water-launched ballistic missiles,

To put it another way, by using Cuba,

the Soviets reduce by approximately one-
half the number of missile-firing sub-
marines they need to maintain the same
coverage. )

I am including as a part of my remarks
a chart whidh illustrates the great ad-
vantage of & base in Cuba by showing the
comparative . transit time and days on
station for submarines operating out of
the Sovlet North Fleet area and operat-
ing out of Cuba. It will be seen that in &
2_month patrol the on-station time for
& ballistic missile submarine in the mid~
dle Atlantic is 32 days when operating
from the Norih Fleet and 50 days when
operating from Cubs. For a Gulf of
Mexico station, it is 20 days on station
when operatiEpg from the North Fleet and
56 days when operating from Cuba. In
addition, as I mentioned, durlng transit
time the subs based in Cuba are within
range .of targets in the United States.
The chart also shows that for attack sub-
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marines the days on station are at least
doubled if the subs can operate out of
Cuba,

The chart follows:

DEPLOYMENT COMPARISON: NORTH FLEET VERSUS CuBA

Transit Time 1

Bays on
(days) m‘t‘ion
) Notth North
Station Fieet " Cuba  FAeet Cuba
Widdle Alantie._.___. 14 5 2 50
Vicinity Bermuda____. 15 4 30 52
NGulf of Mexico_____..- 20 2 20 56
Panama Canal_._._.. 1% 2 22 56
Florida Str____ - 18 2 i) 56
Windward Pass - 16 2 28 56
. Mona Pass_......_... 16 3 ] 56
t Assumes 12 kbt

This great increase in the military ef-
fectiveness of this strategic forée must
certainly be appealing to Soviet leaders.

In closing, I want to read you a para-
graph:

The peace of the world and the security
of the United States and of all American
States are endangered by reason of the estab-
lishment by the Stno-Soviet powers of an
offensive ilitary capability in Cuba, in-
cluding bases for ballistic missiies with a
potentlal range covering most of North and
South Amerlch.,

This is the first paragraph of the .

prociamation issued by President John F.
Kennedy in 1862 ordering the inferdic-
tion of ships carrying offensive weapons
to Cuba. That sentence describes the de-
velopment that was the basis for Presi-
dent Kennedy taking the action that he
did in the Cuban missile crisis of 1962,

I ask you to reflect on what the dif-
ference is between that development and
the development taking place in Cuba {o-
day.

Regardless of what is done on this bill

today, the Congress has got to be ready
to support the buildup of our submarine
force.

In the next Congress I intend to in-

" troduce legislation calling for a pro-

gram—maybe a crash program—at least
to start us on our way. .

1 intend to introduce legislation to
force whatever reorganization 13 neces-
sary in the command structure of the
Navy to assure the success of a revital-
ized submarine program, which the dis-
tinguished chairman so eloguently re-
ferred to. .

But the country must be ready now

to face the threat posed by the Soviets, .

No one has more sympathy than I
have—and you will not see me getting
up and criticising Richard Nixon—for
the President of the United Btates. He
has a terrible job, and awesome job. The

Constitution puts the responsibllity for

the conduct of foreign affairs on the
shoulders of the President whoever he
may be. He has to make the decision, As
Truman said:

The buck stops at . 1600 Pennsgylvania
Avenue.

Whatever decislon he makes, I know
you, like I, will back him up because he
has to make a decision—and it is a8
simple as that.
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Mr. Chairman I include the following
madterial at this point in the Recorn:
Vice Adm, Hrman G. RICKOVER,

USN, Director, Niuclear Power Directorate,
Naval Ships System Command, Depart-
ment of the Navy, Washington, D.C,

Dear ApMIRAL RICEOVER: I am deeply
concerned that the members of Congress and
the people of the United Stales have not
been sufficlently informed on the prowlng
threat posed by the Soviet nuclear subma-
rine force. I know that you have repeatedly
warned the Congress of the substantial bufld-
up In this area and the emerging facts are
bearing out your statements,

In June 1968 you testified before this Oom-

" mittee and gave valuable information on

this growlng menace and what needed to be
done, Your testlmony reinforced our sup-
port for the continuation of the new design,
Turbine Electric submarine and the develop-
ment of & new High Speed submarine.

In spite of these actions it appears to me
that cur position relative to that of the
Soviet Union in submarine warfare continues
to deteriorate, I agree with your recent as-
sessment that our defense posture is danger-
ously growing worse, The more I see of what
the Soviets are dolng in comparison to our
efforts the more I am concerned. .

With this 1nh mind I would appreciate your
views and oplnions on a number of questions
relating to the submarine aspects of our de-
fense, I know that the members of the House
Armed Services Committee value your com-
ments, If appropriate, I will call & special
hearing to focus Congressional attention on
this matter,

My questions are:

1. What i3 the latest assessment of the
present and future Soviet submarine pro-
gram?

2. How does this compare with the Unlted
Btates submarine program a3 of today?

3. Based on our presently planned sub-
marine program over the next 5 to 10 years,
how will the United States submarine force
compare with that of the Boviets?

4 In your opinion, what should the
United States program be over the next ten
years? -

5. Do you feel that the methods presently
employed by the Department of Defense to
produce major weapon systems are capable -
of handling a mather as urgent as this?

4. What actions must be taken by Con-
gress to strengthen our nuclear submarine
program and reestablish our supremacy?

I would appreclate your responses to these
questions in an unclassified form. If, for se-
curlty reasons, you are unable to do this,
please supply a suppiemental report contain-
ing the classified information. However, I
would hope that to the maximum éxtent pos-
slble you will provide answers on, an uncias-
sified basls, This subject 18 too Important to
keep it from the American people

Sincerely, ' £
L. MENDEL RIVERS,
Chairmar.,

U.B. AToMIc ENERGY COMMIGSION,
Washingion, D.C., August 4, 1970,
Hon. L. MENDEL RIVERS, ’
U.5. House of Representatives. -
Dear Mr. RIvEns: This 13 in response to
your letter of July 24, 1870, in which you
expressed concern over the growing Boviet
nueclear submarine threat and asked for my .
views and opinlons on a number of questions
related to that subject. !
Before answerlng your specific questions I
would like to say & few words on Where we
stand relative to the Soviets and on the
changing role of the pubmarine in fhodern
naval warfare—its part not only in today's
defense hut also in the future. - B
These remarks are not—nor do I intend -
them to be—a report representing exhaustive
empirical research into every aspect of our
naval strength. They should rather be re-
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garded as comments representing my per-
sonal convictions—convictions based om
rauch thought, & not inconsiderable. knowl-
edge of our present-day naval sltuation, and
a searching examination of some of the Issues
that face us today. -

There are those in this country who with
majestic neutrality deprecate the need to
maintain military parity with the Boviets,
arguing that peaceful coexistence can be
maintained without it It 18 an appealing
argument to meny but expresses, in fagt,
merely & hope. But we must face Iacts ns
they are. In milltary matters as in politics,
ore should not base jJudgments on emotion
but on fact. A reluctahce to face facts Is a
sort of involuntary moral blindness. We can-
not rely on hope or on what seems to us rea-
sonable in choosing the positlon from which
to deal with the Russians.

Hlstory shows that calamitles can be
brought about Ly persons of great good will,
especially If they are given to abstraction
and are themseives not directly involved in
declslon making. Any abstract theory tends
1o be neater than life—thet is why it appeals
to certain people, Then too, remoteness from
the consequences of one's actions mists over
one’s perceptions. Responsible decislons are
not likely to be made unless those who make
them have 10 ehswer personally to all who
Wil be directly or indirectly affected by these
decisions,

Reason, too, is an uncertain guide when
those we deal with think differently from
ourselves. It 1s hlghly probable that even
the most brilliant applicatlon of reason to
the conduct of dally diplomacy would have
failed to prevent World War II. Hitler's goals,
as well a8 his rhetorie, put him beyond ra-
tional communlcation. The Soviels have made
it clear by words as well as by dailly actions
that they intend thelr aystem of government
to prevall throughout the world, and thet
to this end our system of government must
be destroyed by whatever means available.
Reason cannot prevall esgainst such an
avowed polley. Why do we not believe that
this 1a what they intend to do? Hitler, too,
in “Mein Eampi” plainly anhounced his in-
tent to dominate the world. We did not be-
lieve him either—until it was nearly too
late.

If we cherish our freedom and our form
of government, though we may not have
achieved perfection in either, we must pre-
serve our military strength, We shall lose
both if we take the position that if one coun-
iry Is peaceful ard the other is not, the peace-
ful nation need not maintaln its military
strength. If history teaches anything 1§ is
surely that weakness invites attack; that it
takes but one sggressor to plunge the world
into war against the wishes of dozens of
peace loving natlons—if the former is mili-
tarily strong and the latter are not.

As long 85 we have power which matches
tbelrs and the will to use i, they wlll be
dangerous only if we should fal to recognize
the significance of thelr actions. It is worth
recalling that - of the numerous treatles
elgned by the Soviet Government during the
Stalin perlod, the Nazil-Soviet pact wns the
only one they did not break—because Hitler
wes too Etrong, We have reason to assume
that the present Soviet leaders also wlll seek
to avold serious irouble with a United States
that remains strong. But history also tells
us that whenever the United Stetes weak-
ened 1t3 defense structure or ignored its
world responsibllities or when its leaders hesi-
tated or vaciliated, we rarely escaped trouble,
Moreover, when the trouble came, 1t -was
worae And cost s more dearly 1n lives and
money than had we malntained our strength,

There can surely be no doubt that the
overwhelming msfority of the American peo-
ple are opposed to relinguishment of our de-
fense capabllity, recognizing full well that
there will then be no one left to prevent the
takeover by Com:nunist power, Whether one
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takes the optimistic view that a permanent
East-West detente can be negotisted, or the
pessimistic view that ultimately we shall have
to fight for our liberties, this Nation has no
future If it allows itself to be cutmatched
militarily, . '

We canhbot accurately aseess our current
defense situation vis-a-via the Boviets, un-
less we wunderstand the difference between
thelr requirements for naval power {n war
and ours. : -

They do not have to transport large quan-
tities of supplies over the seas; they can do
it over land. They have under their control
a large contiguous.land mass which con-
tains the raw materials they need. The
United States is an island 1ying between the
Atlantic and Paclfic Oceans. We do not have
contiguous land masses whence we ¢an con-
duct military operations {0 protect our na-
tional interests or from which we can ob-
tain the fuel and materials necessary to 8us-
taln our war effort. For these reasons, haval
power is not nearly as vital to the security
of Russla as 1t 18 t0 that of the United
States.

Russta's predominant land position has re-
quired mutual defense treaties with but two
natlons with which she does not share a
land border. Our 1sland position, on the con-
trary, has led us to negotiate treatles with
43 overseas natlons. Given our geographic
position, the only way by which we can pro-
Ject our national power beyond the range of
our and bhases Is through the Navy.

Despite the tremendous technological
progress made in transportation and weap-
ons systems in this century, free use of the
seag—which Cover three fourths of the earth’s
surface—eontinues to be essential to the se-
curlty of the United 8States, whether to de-
fend ourselves or to help defend our allies,
Flease remember that ninety-seven percent
of all the material sent to Vietnam has gone
by sea. The United States—a maritime na-
tion—cannot maintain its position as a first-
rank world power if it does not have free
use of the seas.

Because they understand how vitai It 1s
for the Unlted States to maintain free use
of the seas, the Soviets have structured their
navel general purpose forces with the objee~
tive of interdicting our sea lanes. Since
World War II they have placed inereasing
priority on submarines as an instrument for
denylng us Ifree use of the sess. They are
Iully aware—even if some of us arg not—
that World Wars I and IT were almost lost
because of our difficulty and that of our al-
lies in keeping the sea lanes open,

‘I am sure you remember the large numbers
of tankers sunk in World War II by German
U-boats—submarines that were much slower
and far less capable than those the Soviets
have today. Moreover, Germany started the
war with only 57 submarines. The Unilted
States lost over 130 tankers in the Atlantic
Campalgn, mostly t0¢ German submarines.
By mid-1942 the situation was desperate. So
many tankers were belng sunk that the sup-

Ply of military fuel to Eutope and the Pa- -
cifc wns threatened, Then, too, the deciding .
factor In our defeat of Japan—also an 18-

land empire—was the ability of United States
submarine and atr forces to interdict the
How of oil from overseas to the home js-
lands; this strangled Japan’'s industrial and
military effort and hrought about her col-
lapse, |

With the rapid advancement of technology
since the end of World War II, the role of
submarine in naval warfare has expanded.
Nuclear power, long-range-missiles, sophiati-
cated electronics, computers—all combine to
meke the submarine many times more po=

 tent and versatile.

Developed within the past fifteen years the

- nuclear-powered ballistic missile submarine

has become our most viable deterrent stra-
tegic weapon, The SBoviets are now enpgaged in
8 massive construction program tc build a

b
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fleet of similar, though faster, misgile sub-
marines—some of which are now on station
off our coasts. It 13 expected that by 1973 or
1874 the slze of their ballistic missile sub-

marine fleet will equal or exceed ours. '

The Boviels are also building large nume-
bers of high-gpeed, torpedo-firing nuclear-
powered attack submarines, as well as large
numbers of modern surface ships and nu-
clear-powered submarines which can fire
long-range crulse missiles, These missiles can,
probably be armed with nuclear or con-
ventional warheads.

In 1969 the tempo of world-wide Sovtet
Bubmarine operations reached an all time
high. During recent large-scale naval maneu-
vers which included over 200 ships in both
the Atlantic and Pacific Oceans and in nlne
edjoining seas, the Soviets deployed a large
number of nuclear submarines away from -
thelr home bases. Admiral Gorshkov, Com-
mander-in-Chief of the Soviet Navy said:

“The pride of our navy is atomic sub-
marines, which are fitted out with misailes
Oof vBrious purposes which can be launched
from under water, The submarines, together
with navael missile-carrying and anti-sub-
marine aviation having high-speed, long-
range alrplahes, are the basls of the striking
might of the Navy. Up to date surface ships
with perfect weapons on board are assigned
& major role In solving tasks of the Navy.
Bhips of the Soviet navy are systematically
present In all-oceans, including the areas of
the presence of the navles of NATQ.”

In Hght of these facts it Is clear that if
our Navy 1s to carry out its mission of tnsur-
Ing free use of the seas—a mission essentin
te our natiomal survival in war—we mus
expand the High-Speed nuclear attack sub-
marine development and building prograr
and also develop a long-range crulse missil.
fring nuclear submarine capability,

Today it i1s fashionable to advocate a re-
duction in defense spending and to urge use
of the money saved for domestie purposes; to
speak of a4 “reordering of priorities,” ag if
constantly repeated rhetoric could change
fact, Those who 5o advocate do not test thetr
theories or thelr deductions against human
experience. Soviet Russia 1s bullding & mili-
tary establishment which is already ahead
of ours in some respects and by 1975 will be
ahenad of ours in virtually all respécts. These
Tacts should be weighed when assessing the
judgment of those who argue for a reduction
of American military power while Soviet mill-
tary power is rapidly expanding.

“Peace for our time!” declared Neville
Chamberlatin. And what was to foliow was
six yeargs of ome of the bloodiest conflicts
éver cxperienced by mankind—a conflict that
nearly wrecked Western Clvilization Let us
hope the lessons of appessement and {npre-
paredness have not receded into the dim
shadows of past victory,

I now turn to your specific questions,

Questions 1 end 2: What is the latest as-
sessment of the present and future Soviet
submarine program?

How does this compare with the United
States submarine program as of today?

Answer: PFirst, a brief review of the his-
torical background.

Entering World War II with 280 subma-
rines, the Soviets then had the largest sub-
marine force in the world—over four times
the gize of Hitler's U-boat fleet. However,
most of the Soviet gubmarines were short
range and designed primarlly for coastal
defense, During the war they lost numerical
leadership in submarines to Germany. That
position, however, was regained shortly after
the war and has not been challenged since.

Starting with 200 diesel-powered subma-
rines at the end of World War IT, most of
which were obsblete, they embarked on the
largest peacetime submarine construction
program in history, producing over 570
modern submarines In 25 years—most de-
signed for long-range operations. During the
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|
same period the United Btates bullt 105 sub-
marines. In twe years alone, 1955 and 105686,
the Soviets oompleted 150 submarines, one
and one half times the total number of sub-
marines this country has produced in the
past 25 years.

The Soviets have applied tremendoua re-
sourees to the eéxpansion and modernization
of their submarine construction yarda. They
now have the largest and most modern sub-
marine bullding yards in the world, giving
them several times the nuclear submarine

' construction capacity possessed by the U.B.

They are crejlibed with a nuclear subma~
rihe productipn capability of 20 shipa & year
on a slngle shift basls, They have the facili~
ths to increase this rate of production con-
siderably. At present, while owr Poseldon
conversions are golng on, vhe maximum .8,
capacity to bulld nuclear submarines 18 Jess
than half that of the Sovists. Upon com-

pletion of these conversions—about 1877T— .

the best we could do would still be well be-
low thelr capadity.

One of the most important steps they have
taken has been the development of a large
reservoir of trathed engineers to support
thelr submarine design and bullding pro-
gram, They. graduste ten times as many
naval architecis and marine engineers per
year as we. With such an imbalance it 1s no
wonder we are falling behind in submarine
technical aread.

According to the latest unclassified data
the Soviets now have a total of 358 to 363
submarines, all built since World War II.
More than T5 pf these are nuclear-powered.
The total U.S. force 1s 147 submarines, B8
nuclear-powered, the remalinder dlesel-
powered. Mpst of our diesel units are of
World War 1I vintage. A comparison accord-
ing to types of submarines, nuclear and non-
nuclear, 18 shown below:

COMPARISON OF UNITED STATES AND SOVIET SUBMARINES
L JuLy 1970

" Soviets United States

Submarine type
ttack:
NUCEBAT oo pemmmmememmmee 20-1 47
m;itgnnu_d%ar .................. 20-. £
m H
Bl Nll::dea‘sl's. _s____.-______--._--- 2623 11
N lear... 30-_.
Cruise misslle: :
Nuctear..
Nonnuciear._
Tolat:
Nucledl o cmcmammm e T5-83 a8
Nonnuelear, ... -ccoomnnm 20— _
[Hr L7 R ) R — 355-363 147

One of the arguments put forth to justify
our having & substantielly gmaller submarine
force than the Soviets bas been our numeti-
cal lead in nuclear submarines. But today,
as 8 result: of the Soviets' large-scale con-
gtruction program, that lead is rapidiy dia~
appearing. Based on current force levels and
estimated Soviet nuclear submarine bullding
rates, they will be ahead of us numerically
befare the end of this year. Even if we should
declde at onece to reverse this trend, our
efforta could not begin to bear fruit for half
a decade 8t lgast; in the Interim the Russian
lead will grow substantially. .

Of even greater concern than total num-
bers 15 the fact tbat since 1088 the Soviets
have introduced several new designs besides
converting older designs to improve thelr
capabilities. They have introduced signifi-
cantly improved second-generation versions
of their fimst-generation attack, crulse-mis-
gile and ballistic-missile nuclear submarine
deslgns. In the last two years they have in-
troduced more new submarine designs than
have ever Been put to sea in ail of naval hla-
tory during 8 comparable period. The U.S.
on the other hand, has introduced only one
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new deslgn submarine in the last 10 years.

Tt should be reslized that the Soviet de-
slgns we Are now seeing were started several
years ago. Having completed these, 1t Is only
logical to assume that their design talent
15 now being used to refine design techniques
and to work on the next generation of sub-~
marine designs, Within a few years we shall
probably see & whole new serles of sub-
marine designs.

One 'of their current new designs Is the
YANEEE class nuclear-powered balllstic-
missile submarine introduced in 1968. These
submarines look very much lke our ETHAN
ALLEN class—our latest Polarls typé—and
are capable of submerged launching of 18
ballistic missiles with a range of over 1000
miles. Their earlier class of nuclear-powered
balllstic-missile submarines can fire only
three missiles with & range of 600 miles.

They now have 13 of the YANKEF clasa
operational; additional units are under coni-
struction at a rate of about 12 a year. It
1s estimated that they will surpass our Polaris
fleet of 41 by 1973 or 1874, peseibly. sooner.
Plrther, it must not be forgotten that the
Soviets also have over 30 conventfonal and
nuclear-powered ballistic-misslle submarines
of the earller design. Thus, we are faoed

with imminent loss of our lead in numbers -

of sea-based strategic misstles—no matter
what ectlon we take today.

While the extent of their submarine de-
slgn and construction effort 13 alarming,
this is not the only area of concern. We
have long relied on superior quallty in our
submarines to compensate for fack in num-

_pers. This quality-quantity comparison of

effectiveness 1s valld only when the quan-
titdative advantage of the opposing force re-
mains within ressonable bounds, There ia
obvlously a point at which a large numeri-
cal mdvantage will overcome a qualltative
disadvantagqge. But recent evidence Indlcatea
that the Soviets are making considerable
progress in all aspects of their submarine
capability, thus markedly reducing whatever
qualitative advantage we may have had.

One of the most Important aspects of sub~
marine quality is speed. For years our plan-
ners were confldent that U.S. submarines
hed o speed advantage over the Soviets. We
now know that thelr submarines are much
taster than our planners belleved. Their en-
tire nuclear-powered submarine force 18 now
credited with a high speed capability. As you
know, this one aspect of submarine per-
formance was & Key factor in determining
the speed of our newest class of attack sub=
marlnes, the SSN 688 Class, which we aré
now starting to bulld. But the first ship of
this class will not be completed before 197¢.

In varying degrees, they have also made
slgnificant improvements in other important
submarine areas, such as detection devices,
quletness of operation, reliabllity, crew per-
formsnee, and operating efficlency. In all
these areas our qualitative advantage has de-
creased, and the designa they are now de-
veloping may well be superior to ours.

Take operating efMelency for example. S0-
viet submarines continue to. operate out-of-
area for longer periode and at greater dis-
tances than ever before. They have estab-
lished mobile task forces providing for repair
of thelr submarines by large tenders—sea-
going bases—thus -greatly extending thelr
operating capabliity. These sea-going tenders
can remain at sea for 6 months, servicing
and repalring submarines while underway.
In addition, the Russians have smal tenders
which service the large tenders. This 15 &
new and unique contribution to the art of
submarine warfare.

The Soviet submarine force, like the entire
8oviet Navy, has become capable of sui-
tained open-ocean operations and is belng
used to support forelgn policy In various
areas of the world. In 1080 the tempo of
worldwide Soviet submerine operationa was

at an all time high, This tempo has coniin~-
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ued to increase in 1970, During the recent
large-scale naval maneuvers that included
over 200 ships in both the Atlantic and Pa-
cific Oceans and nine adjoining seas, they
deployed & large number of nuclear sub-~ -
marines away from their home bases, Ad-
miral Qorshkoy commented on ‘these
mANeuvers:

“Whereas until qulte recently some areas
of the world’s oceans were considered re-
stricted areas in which the navies of im-
perialist powers ruled supreme and where
our ships seldom ventured, now there are no
such greas. :

“The success of such blg ocean navel ex-
erclses shows & high levet of prepardness of
forces of our navy, its tactical maturity, the
ahility of commanders and headquariers to
organize and carry out complicated multi-
stage and many-sided combat actions.”

Today the Sovlet submarine fleet has com~
petent leadership; the scope of thelr op-

erations reflects the tralning and abllity of

their personnel; they have larger numbers
of trained personnel than we. ’
They are also pulling ahead In submarine
weaponry, We rely almost exclusively on the
torpedo as our principal tactical gubmarine
weapon, Even here we do not have & modern
weapoh, due to the continuing delay in the
Mark 48 torpedo program, While the Soviets
possess & torpedo capabllity comparable to
ours, they have also successfully developed

and put to sea some 66 submarines capablie

of firing long-range antl-ship cruise missiles.
These submarine crulse misslles represent a
threat to our worldwide surface shipping, our
naval surface forces, and our free use of the
seas, A comparable weapohs capabllity does
not exist in the United Statea Navy.

The Soviets 1ssued the followlng prea# re-
lense, deactibing an encountsr during their
recent rpaval exerclse: .

“gomewhere beyond the horizon a large
force of ships was moving. A strike against
this force was td™be launched by various
forces of the fleet. First to go into action
was 3 missile«carrying submarine. Its sonar-
man detected the hostile force. Officer Bled-
nyy, & Division Commander, carried out the
calculation, and then up from under water,
one after another, flew misslles that are able
to carry a nuclear warhead. Buch a salvo can
destroy an entire task force of gurface ships.”

In the area of sea-going balllstic misslles
the Eltuation appears more favorable to us at
present. As I pointed out earller, the latest
Russian Polaris-type submarines, the YAN-
EEE Clasa, carty & submerged-launched hal-
listic missile with a range of over 1000 miles.
The belllstic missiles carried in 10 of our
Polaris eubmarines have & range of about
1700 miles while the remaining 31 Polarls
submarines carry missiles having & range of
about 2500 miles. Work 1s underway to con-
vert these 31 submarines to carry the POSEI-
DON missile with its larger and more sophis-
ticated payload. :

However, the Russlans are testing a new
submarine ballistic missile estimated to have
a range of 3000 miles. This missile may be
backfitted into their YANKEE (lass or, more
likely, into a new class of gubmarines specifi-
cally designed for it

In summary, the Soviets have established
an Impressive technieal and industrial base -
devoted sotely to reallzation of their alm of
a submarine force without peer. This hoa en-
abled them to pull ehead of the TUnlted
States In almost every aspect of submarine
design, development and construction, We
have no comperable resoruces, nor are we
taking the necessary stepe to acquire them.
Our loss of numerial leadership 1n nuclear
submarines 18 close at hand; our olalm to
superlor quality is questionable. We must
face the bitter truth thet we no longer lead
in submarine warfare capability, To rest on
one's laurels invites disaster,

Question 3' Based on our presently
planned eubmarine program over the nexi



H 9838

5 10 10 years, how will the United States
submarine force compare with that of the
Soviets?

Answer: Projections of this kind are diffi-
cult: because of the Imprecise nature of our
knowledge of Soviet plans. We know pretty
well what they have today; hased on current
irends, we can try to project what they are
likely to have in the future, As I have men-
tloned, by the end of this year the Soviets
will probably assume numerical leadership
in nuclear-powered submarines. By the end
of 1975, when we put intoc operation the
last submarine currently suthorized, the
United States will have a total of 109 nuclear
submarines, During the same period the
Saviets will probably add at least 70 nuclear
submarines for a total of 145 to 153—giving
them a numerizal superlority of Afty percent
in nuclear submarines. It ghould be Tecog-
nlged that the actual SBoviet submarine foree
level In 19756 nmiay well be even higher than

this estimate. On the other hand, the T.S.

program through 1975 1s essentially fixed by
budget and procurement decisions already
made, :

Ten years from now the gituation could be
even worse if action is not taken #fow to

- increase beyond three the mumber of U.S.
submarines authorized to be built each year.
If ihls 1s not done, the Soviets can be ex-
pected to keep on outproducing us in nu-
clear submarines by at least 3 or 4 to 1.
Assumling that the U.8. continues to produce
submarines at a rate of three a year, our
total nuclear gsubmarine force in 1080 would
be 124; assuming the Soviets contlnue to
product at the present rate, their total nu-
clear submarine forcé will be 220. Thus, by
1980 they may have almost twice as many
nuclear submarines as we, Further, thelr
higher output means that the greater part
af thelr nuclear submarine force would be
Ifar more modern than ours: about 65 per-
cont of the Soviet nuclear submarine force
would be less than 10 years old compared to
30 percent of ours. We muyst also assume
that they will contlnue to Improve their
deslgns and will turn out several new clasges
during the next ten years. '

Question 4! In your opinlon, what should
the United Staies program be over the next
ten years?

Answer: Overall, I belleve we must under-
take a submarine program that win ensyre
our ability to meet our worldwide commit-
ments in the event of war, In view of the
increasing capability of the Boviet subma-
rine force and what we can expect them to
accomplish over the next ten years, this will
require us to undertake a far-reaching pro-
gram on dn urgent basis; it will require
redirectlon of many outworn policles and
practices of our preseni submarine effort.
The advances made in some areas of our
submarine program, impressive as they may
se¢em, have not kept pace with the dramatic
changes in technology. If we are to have any
hope of holding our own In underses war-
fare within the next ten years, we must start
now to overhaul our submarine effort.

First, the current high-speed attack sub-
marine (38N 688 Class) bullding program
.thould be Increased from the present level
of three to at least five per year, just to
maintain the presently approved force level
of attack submarines, taking into acecount the
probable retirement of obsolete submarines,
I am not in a position t0 comment on what
the SSN force level should be, This depends
on many factors and is the responsibility of
the Chief of Navel Operations and the Joint
Chiefs of Staff,

At the present time the most advanced
design available for construction 1s the SSN
688 Class, We should continue bullding these
at the rate of five a year until new, more
sophisticated designs become avallable some-
time in 197475,

Second, we must be willing to try out sev-
eral new design submarines on a pingle ship
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hasls, The years of wrangling end fighting 1t
took to get approval to bulld the Turbine-
Electric submarine, and the years it took to
get approval to start the first High-Speed
submarine, and the years it took to get ap-
proval to start the frst _High-Speed
submarine attest to the unwilliigness of the
Navy and the Defense Department to prove
out new coneepts, Under the present gystemn,
it takes longer to obtaln authority to proceed
than it takes to develop the hardware. We
cannot hope to make progress, unless a New
&ystem iz set up that will assure guick ap-
proval for trying cut new concepts, as they
are identified,

Third, development should be started im-
mediately on a new deslgn high-speed sub-
marine capable of firing long-range sub-
marine-to-surface cruise missiles. A Pparallel
effort should be started on an urgent basls
to develop for this submarine a relinble mis-
slle capable of various modes of guldance,
It is patently clear to me that within the
next ten to twenty years our Navy will be
forced to go more and more underwater, The
key to this type of warfare 1s a submarine
that cen fire a conventional or nuclear war-
head several hundred miles with extrems ac-
curacy from a submerged position. Our at-
tack submarines cannot contlnue to rely
primarily on torpedoes with thelr Hinited
range and speed, I consider this to be the
single most {mportant tactical development
effort the Navy must underteke, :

Fourth, from the strategle point of view,
& replacement for the present Polaris aystem
needs to be started. The advantages of the
Polaris system are well-know and will hecome
even more Important with time, Yst, Polarls
continued invulnerability, secure as It 15
today, cannot be depended on to last. The
obvious solution to insure continued invul-
nerabillty is to increase the range of the mig-
sile——thus providing greater ocean areas io
hide in. Early stages of development of such
8 system, the Underseas Long Range Misslle
Bystem (ULMS), are presently underway
within the Navy and funds have been pro-
vided by Congress. This program should he
continued.

Question 5. Do you feel that the methods
presently employed by the Department of
Defense to procure major Weapon Systems
are capable of handling 8 matter as urgent
ai this?

Answer: No. The record documented over
the past six years by official Navy and De-
partment of Defense correspondence, by volu-
minous testimony before Senate and House
Armed Services and Appropriations Com-
mittees and the Joint Committee on Atomic

Energy, end by reports of these committecs.

constitutes prima facie evidence that the ca-
pability 18 not there. The record shows that
under present methods and procedures the
Department of Defense and the Navy are in-
capable of recognizing the magnitude of the
rapldly expanding Soviet submarine threat,
or of formulating an adequate submarine de-
velopment and bullding program, or of mar-
shaling the necessary resources to prosecute
the program with vigor.

As you are well aware, we would not be
developing and bullding any submarines at
all had it not been for the powerful and
sustained opposition of the Congress to the
determined efforts of the Department of
Defense In recent years to terminate the
nuclear submarine building Program entirely,

A factor which greatly contributes to the
altuation we presently find ourselves in ts
the lack of submarine design capabllity in
the Navy. The Navy has so fragmented its
submarine design process, and it has so dis-
persed its submarine deslgn talent that it
13 questionable whether it can develop a new
submarine deslgn with significant improve-
ments in any area other than the propulsion
plant,

To design a submarine today, many ppecial
interest groups In the Navy have to be coordi-

-
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nated: the Naval Bhip Systems Command,
the Naval 8hip Engineering Center, the Naval
Ordnance Systems Command, the Naval
Electronios Systems Command, the Naval
Material Command and the 88N Program
Coordinator In the Office of the Chief of
Naval Operations. For ballistle missile sub-
marines, the Strategle Systems Prolect Office
1s also involved, It is almost impossible to
develop & new submarine weapons system
under these conditions. No one has the ay-
thority to do it.

To further complicate matters, the Noavy
has been told by the Department of Defense
that ships must be designed by 8 process
called “Concept Formulation-Contract Defl-
nition.” Basically, this involves having in-
dustry do the design and construction, con-
strainedt only by rudimentary government
performance specifications, The idea is that
the technical resources of industry will be .
applied for the beneflt of the government.
The basic flaw in this concept is that in-
dustry works tc make a profit, not to turn
out the best product for the government, I
have learned that to deliver a viable product,
glven the complexity of today’s nuclear com-
batant ship, it 15 essential for the govern-
ment to have men with detalled technical
knowledge who control the entire process
from conceptual and detailed deslgn fahbri-
cation and testing. A contractor can never
be in a position to control and coordinate,
financlally or technically, the myriad de~
velopments required for an advanced nucles:
submarine design. It is aimply not feasibl
to expect 6 contractor to meld the constantl
varying eutput of large developmental pro
grams into the most modern combatant sut

. marine. To date, no naval combatant shi

has progressed past the deslgn stage usin
the “Cancept Formulation-Contract Defn*
tion” process. To proceed down such & pat
for a nuclear submarine would be disastrous.

When the former Bureau of Bhips was
reorganlzed In 1866, it was restructured
around the “Concept Formulation-Contract
Deflnition” proceas, thereby greatly reducing
its in-house technical capabilities. To the
Naval Ship Systems Command were relegated
only managerial functions. Technical support
was to be supplied on request, from the Naval
Ship Engineering Center,

Most of the technlcal personnel previoualy
involved in submarine work are now widely
dispersed In project managers’ offices, or at
the Naval Ship Engineering Center where
they act as advisers with no real responsibil«
ity or authority, or they have transferred to
other work. The once capable Bureau of
Ships has become a center for “managers™
who rely on organization charts, Progrets re-
ports, management studies, cost-effectivenesrs
comparlsons, improvement programs and
brochures, while neglectlng the technical de-
‘talls, In this they are aping the systems set
up several years ago within the Departmens
of Defense, It 1s well to remember that nc
Bumber of gardening books will make plante
Erow in a drought. :

The Soviets have overtaken us in gub-
marines, while we have let our submarine de-
slgn capability wither away. The seeds were
SOWD mANny years ago; to eatch up will he
an Immense task requiring resolute and
drastic action,

We must find a way to formulate and gain
approval of an adequate submarine devel-
opment and building program and then
marshal the regources to carry it out. The
present organization and methods prevent
this. Most officials In the Navy and DOD
bureaucracies actually perform only one ma-
jor function In the procurement of weapons
systems, end that is to give their consent
to requests for funds. Until all these of-
ficials agree t0 release funds nothing can
or does get done, Because of the decreasing
avaliabllity of funds, people at all levels of
the bureaucracy demand that an ever in-
creasing volume of Information be forwarded
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through the long chain of cormmand, for
thelr review prior to consenting o releasd of
funda. By the time the man in charge of &
program transiaies the actual sltuatlons fao-
ing him Into the forms prescribed by his
superiors end. in terminology they can. un-
derstand; by the time he answers all the
guestions raised by the many principals and
stafl personnel in the bureaucracy, lttle time
i 1eft over for him to actually manage his
job, A working level maneger finds countlesd
people In stafl positions in organizations

_supertor to his own, each of whom can make

demands on hls tlme and requir2 him to
his actions. He has to funnel the ool
lective technical intelligence through the
relatively untrained and undisciplined minds
of many of these administrative officials.
However, he findsa hardly any one among
them who apptars to realize that he also
has a responsibility—other than that of be-
nevolent neutrality--to help get the job
done, The failure to understand the distine—
tlon between abstract prinelples and specifio
problems tends to mute action; those re-
sponsible hide thelr indecislon and Isck of
aotion behind e screen of rhetoric and moun<
talns of paper. When help is glven 1t 1s often
in the manner of a lord granting & favor to
his vassal

fo long a8 the bureaucracy consista of
large numbers of people at many levels who
believe they perform their function of evalu-
ation and approval properly.
vast and detatled information to be sub-
mitted through the many levels of the bu-
reaucracy, program IANAZers will never be
found who cén effectively manage thelr joba.
A program manager todasy would require at
least 48 hours & day of his own time just
to satisfy the requesis for detalled informa~
tion from the Navy end DOD bureautracies,
the Congresd, the Qeneral Accounting Offics,
and various other parties who have the legal
right—and use it—to place demands on his
time, As long ks We operate a system where
the checkers (those charged with the re=
sponalbility of evaluating and approving)
outnumber the doers (those responsible for
carrylng out the work). the doers are con~
demned to spend their time dolng paper work
for the checkers. Meanwhile the Boviets move
forward unhampered by theoretical manage-
ment doctrines,

Tha situation compounds itsell because

the numhber of people in this world who

are truly capable of getting design and tech-
nical work done 13 small, and most of these
will not knowingly seek employment under
such conditions. Therefore, the system itaell
inhibits preducing capable program man-
agers.

Also, few people are capable and gualified
Intellectually to evaluate and approve actual
performancs of complex technical work.
Since a revigwer or evaluator who is 1n-
capable of perfortning his job intelligently
does more harm than good, 1t would he far

better to abolish these joba and rely on the

prograin INALNAZErs, inefective though some
of them muay be. That way, 6t least, the pro-
gram managers would be spending their time
actually gefting the techmical job done.

You may think I have orerstated the case.
1 assure you 1 have not. At the working level
there is disenchantment with the present
system and. a deep-seated frustration and re-
gentment at the hordes of reviewers and
evaluators let loose on them—let iooss to
consume sa much of their time that they arée
unable to pay attentlon to tbeir own respon-
gibilitles—even though In many cases these
responsibilities may stretch their capablilities
to the utmns;s and call for thelr fullest atten-
tion and energy.

We must: establish an adequate submarine
program and|then we must establish groups
of technicilly competent people with clear
authority and responalbllity for executlng
the program, similar to the gtrong technical
mansgement approach that prevailed in the

by requiring’
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ruolear propulsion pPrograin and later in the

There i3 also a need for
shipyards sandl

Polaris program.
strong technical groups in the

‘industrial oontractor organizations to carry

cut the technical development work under
closs technical directlon from the governs-
ment headquarters organization. These needs
are not heing met and will not be met until
the present methods are changed.

Another question which must be answerdd

‘yg: are we capable of manning and operating
‘s fleet of highly complex submarines, par-

ticularly with the changing mood of young
Americans? Under existing policies, the an~
swer 13 no.-Today we find 1t dificult to opex-
ate and malntain our submerine fiest with
& 50 percent twrnover in Crews every Yoar.
It takes s long perlod of traiping before &
young man can be relied upon to operats and
meintain the sophisticated equipment 1n
theae ships, Means must be tounad to keepn
these men in the Navy long enough to pro=-
vide the neceasary stabllity. If this means
more pay, then we must provide it, although
pay 15 not the sole 1saue.

All of the sbove point to the need to n-
ecrenss awareness of the importance, and ac-
ceptance, of the priority -of the submerine
roie within the Nevy and the Defense De-
partment. Without recegnition of and em-=-
phasis on this priority, the- program I have
cutlined will not suoceed. To this end I
recommend as & start:

{a) establishing & Deputy to the Cbief of
Naval Operations for Submarines with the
rank of vice admiral .

(b} establishing within the Naval Ship
Bystems Command a Deputy Commander for
Bubmarines of fiag rank, and having overall
responstbility for submarine deslgn and cofi-
gtruction, and with an in-house submarins
design organlzation under his commend,

(c) establishing wilthin the Naval Ord-
nance Command a technical organization tor
developing s long-range, submerged launched
gubmarine cruise missile; and .

(d) establishing within the Burean of
Naval Personmel an office of sufficient au-
thority to be responstble for all submarine
perscnnel metters.

1 tully recognize that even 1f these steps
were taken there is llttle hope for Improve-
ment unless present policies anda practices
witbin the Navy and Defense Departmenta
are changed.

Question §: What actlons must be taken
by Congress to strengthen our nuclear sub-~
marine program and reestablish our su-
premacy? -

Answer; Thia is the most difficult of the
guestions you have put to me, for it has no
simple, factual answer, but I shall try.

- Taking into account the magnitude of the

. Bovlet submarine program and current budg-

etary pressures, I do not think 1t is possible to
reestablish our submarine supremsacy In the
near future. It wlil requlre heroic measures
fust to establish a submarine programn that
‘will halt further ercsion of our position and
enable us to hold our own in undersea war-
fare, :

We must recognize at the outset that the
root of the problem lies not with the Con-
gress but with the lsbyrinthine and elug-
gish organization of our defense establish-
ment, the all-pervasiveneass of paper men
in the bureasucracy. It is most diffieull for
the Congress to correct this alnce the Con-
gresa cannot assume the burdens and Te-
sponstbilities of the Defense Department.

I belleve the most valuable role Congress
ecan play in the present situation s to goad
the defense planners into doing thelr jobe by
requiring them to explain to your satisfac-
tion the ateps they will take to establlzh an
adequate submarine program. If we are not
to repeat past mistakes 1t will probably be
necessary for Congress to suthorize and ap-
propriate funds before agreement is resched
with the Defense Department. It was pre-
cisely this type of tmpetus from the Con-

_enemy attack.
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greas thai enabled the United BStates to
achlave it8 original ce In nuclear
submparine capability and to enjoy our Po-
larls flest—now so vital to our defense. As
you well know, It was the Congress, not the
Exocutive Branch, that suppiled the Initla-
$ive, wisdom, foresight, determination and
oourage that gave this country our nuclear
Nary.

1 think your suggestion to “call & gpecial
hearing to focus Congressional attention on
this matter” would help to force correction
of the bureaucratic inertia and inefliclency
which have resulted in disslpation of our
1ead in this field, and which stand in the way
of establishing an adequate submarine pro-

gram,

Purther, such & hearing would help to in-
gure thag the Congress and the public thor-
oughly understand the serious Implication
for our long-range national interest it we
aliow Russin—the dominant land power—to
become the worid's dominant naval power as
‘well. ’

it i in my oplnion that with respect to
our subimarine program the Congress cannot
properly fulflll 1ta canstitutional responsi-
bilities “$o provide and malntain & Navy”
unless 1t insures that the Defonse Depart-
ment and the Navy are, In fact, responding
to this problem as rapidly and effectlvely as
1s esgential to our national security. This will
require constant and thorcugh familiarity
with the Soviet naval threat, the needs of
the Navy, and the progress being made to
meot those Desds. I recognize this will not
be easy to do, but I am convinced that
without constant, egpert oversight from the
Congress our pondercus defense bureau-
oracy, with its glaclal slowness, will not take
the neoessary actions.

CLOSING REMAREKS

. T would lke to end this letter with some
observations you may find useful. No ons
believes more firmly than I that 1n & froa
socloty the military must be under clvilimn -
‘control.. But the principle as such doés not
guerantee that the Interests of the peopls &s
a whole will bs competently executed 1D
military matters. This depends on the gual~
ity of the civillan direction; on the
and experience of the men in the clvilian high.
commsand on general stafl, as well as on its
organization and procediures,

Por at least s decade, the civillan high
command of our military establishment has
made decisions comperning deslgn and pro-
curement of military hardware, largely on
thoe basls of the principles of so-called “secl-
,* and specifically of sys-
temg anslysls snd cogt-effectivencss. ‘Thia

continues. It is inapprop’
panagement of our military establishment
which has a8 its primary and overriding pur-
pose the protection of this country against
Numbers lke facts are good
servants, but bad masters.

At today’s level of military technalogy, the

.best protection—the only {ruly effective pro-

tection—of this countiry is an efectlve deter-
rent to forelgn aggression. Bystems analysls
and cost-effectivencss as they have been
practiced In the Departiment of Defense are
{rrelevant when it comes to evaluating how
much of & deterrent we need and what will’
provide the most effective deterrent at the
jeast expenditure of funds. Even the money
angle alone is beyond the capacity of those
in nothing but systems analysis and
cost-effectiveness; technical military compe-
tence is the Indigpensable sine gua non. :
The proof of the pudding is In the eating.

ing the substantial lead we otce had In our
nuelear submaring Navy. This eroslon, more-.
over, has not been accompanied by mote affl-
clent exponditure of taxpayers’ Money; qulte
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have made it more dificult to keep coets
within reasonable limlits, even as they have
held up the vitally necessary techrteal work
of design and of bullding nuclear ehips to
keep abreast of the Russlans, besides wasting
the time of our few cmpable technical peo-
ple by ordering them to do useless paper
work for their “studles.” We must glve up
computer thinking on a subject that can-
not be computerized, a subject which means
your future and mine, the future of the whole
Ametrican people.

Wherever the soclal sciences have per-
meated American life, they have down-graded
competence within a specific fleld and glorl-
fied vague generalities supposedly applica-
ble to all situations, This springs from their
determination to appear “sclentific” In the
sense that the natural sclences are so termed.
That ie, they iy for “general laws’'—com-
parable to the law of gravity, for example, No
such thing can ever be found in areas con-
cerned with the behavior and interactions of
bumsan beings, for people are bhoth free and
diverse—they cannot he made into “atoms”
or other inert units. In education, pseudo-
soclological notions account for the emphesis
on competence in teaching methods and the
neglect of competence in subject knowledge;
in matters of military procurement, they ac-
count for emphasis on management “sci-
ence”’—pseudo-science at best—and neglect
of competence In the sclence and technology
of military equipment and operation. Unless
the incubus of the soclal s¢lences can be
removed from our civillan high commandg, I
fear we can count on being made and kept
inferfor to the Russians. This 18 an exorbi-
tant price to pay for a dootrine that, how-
ever much it is valued by its practitioners,

. has nowhere proved iteelf.

We used to be an immensely practical peo-
ple. Perhaps we admired concrebe technieal
achievement a little too much and thearles
and research not emough. But under the
dominance of the social sclences, so-called—
Which Include the whole “scientific manage-
ment” concept—we have gone too far the
other way, We allow the theoretical research
expert to control the technical expert who
knows how to get the practical Job done.
Theory and research are important-but where
practical work has to be done, they can never
be a substitute for technleal expertise.

It Is the fashion In our business schocls
to claim that managing is an art or a profes-
sion that can be learned in the abetract and
applied to any kind of aciivity—kings used
to claim that they had inherited or learned
the art of governing and nobody else could
do it as well as they. Conhglomerates today
operate on the nofton that an organization
that does well manufacturing shoes ecan
equally well—with the same management or
its equivalent—manufacture ships, toesters
and what have you, even nuclear submarines.
But it hst isn’t so,

You remember that Mirabeau sald, “to
adininister is to rule.”” The “scientific man-
agement” people clalm to have learned the
art of administering anything. It s paradox-
Ical that we who began our life as & nation
by depreciating the notion that to be raised
& king made one fit to rule a country—that
we now bow down to those new rulers of ours,
the professional administrators, setting them
above those who have technical knowledge,
skill, and experience and giving them final
declsion in evaluating their technical work.
You can be sure that the Russians would
never have made such spectacular advances
in the science, technology, and operation of
nuclear submarines, had they allowed them-
selves 0 be consiralned by systeme ahalysis
and cost-effectiveness rules, And this, too, is
paradoxical, For the Soviet Union is the first
nation to have been built entirely on social
sclence doctrines.

One could msake & good case, I think, show-
Ing that they have been highly successful
where they abandoned these doctrines—as
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in education, sclence, military technology—
and equally unsuccessful where they held on
10 them ageinst all common sense—as In
agriculture and consumer production.

Ta recapitulate: My eriticism of the capa-
bility of the Defense Department is based
on personal experience extending over s pe-
riod of & half century of Naval service and
nhearly & quarter century In the design, de-
velopment, construction and operation of our
nuclear Navy.

Not one technical idea having merit for the
naval nuclear propulslon program has ema-
nated from Department of Defense Headl-
quarters although numerous worthless ideas
have been urged on us—ideas which have re-
quired us to devote much tme to refuting
them. Conversely, the technical ideas I have
recommended have -ultimately been ac-
cepted—but only after constant opposltion
and detalled justiflcations endlessaly repeated
at every level of the chain of comumnand, In
many cases, starting with a NAUTILUOS, it
was only after Congress intervened that ap-
proval was granted. It is my considered opin-
ion that if today we stood ai the threshold
of miclear propulsion as we did in 1947, it
would be impossible to obtain Defense De-
partment approval to build a nuclear sub-
marine, . E -

1 know that with growing uneasiness Con-
gress and our people ask themselves whether
the Department of Defense is capable of re-
generating itself or, for that matter, whether
1t reaiizes that such regeneration is essentinl
if the nation is to survive. I am aware that
on July 1 the Blue Ribbon Defense Panel
submitted a report to the President on the
Department of Defense, and I know that the
members of that Panel are an intelligent
and patriotic group. But I also know that no
outside group, no group that has not been
subjected to the “management’ practices of
the Defense Department can “feel” what is
wrong, can recognige the impoessibility under
bresent rules and procedures of getting any-
thing accomplished within a reasonable time,
Some of the most important information in
the world, information on how we feel and
react, about our fearg and bassions is not
transferable information. It is information
that has to be experienced rather than simply
Hstened to or read.

The Blue Ribbon Defense Panel has recom-
mended major changes in the structure of
the Defense Department. Things in this world
are accomplished by people, not by systemas.
Therefore, these organizational changes,
While they may provide an improved frame-
work, will not by themselves carrect the
malalse. Such a correcton can only comse
from a change of attitude,

This letter ia long. I have been unable to
glve meaningful answers to the complex g
8ues you ralse in any other manner. If I ap-
Dbear too bold in my comments it is hecause T
have taken it for granted all my Ife that it
was my duty to bear g part of the respon-
sibjlity for the future of our country, and I
have never doubted that in a small manner
it did lie within my power to affect the
future,

I thank you for giving me the opportunity
10 express my views, .

With my warm regards,

Respectfully,
H, G. RICEOVER.

Mr. MINSHALL. Mr. Chairman, I vield
15 minutes to the gentleman from New
Hampshire (Mr. WyMaN) .

Mr. WYMAN. Mr, Chalrman, as the
newest member of the subcommittee on
the Department of Defense, 1t was g real
privilege to succeed the late, distin-
guished, dependable workhorse on that
subcommittee, the late Honorable Glen-
ard P. Lipscomb, of California,

Everybody misses Glen. But I would
like to observe also that his place as rank-
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ing minority member on this subcom-
mitiee hag been filled by one of the hard-
est working men, one of the most sincere
and most effective cross-examiners and
conscientious Congressman that it has
been my privilege to be associated with,
the genileman from Ohio (Mr. MiN-
SHALL), )

I hope people realize his dedication and
the extent of his work for America and
his efforts to save money while making
sure that our country stays strong.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield? )

Mr. WYMAN. I yield to my distin-
guished chairman, ’

Mr. MAHON. M Chairman, I want to
Join in the words of commendation with
reference to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. MinsHALL), He has worked closely
with all of the members of the commit-
tee In a spirit of cooperation so that
economies might be achieved and waste
reduced In the Defense Department. It
would hdve been difficult if not impaos-
sible to have achieved the $2.1 billion
reduction recommended by the com-
mittee without the efforts and the co-
operation of the genileman from Ohjo.
I commend my friend for his ouistand-
ing eontribution to the bill.

We lost our beloved friend, Glenard
Lipscomb, and BILL MINSHALL has
stepped into the breach and has done &
good job.

Mr. WYMAN. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the distinguished and congenial gentle-
man from Texas whom I am honored to
be associated with.

I would like to observe, as I have
worked within this subcommittee, that
the same high standard applies for all of
the members of the Subcommittee on De-
fense on both sides of the aisle. The gen-
tleman from Arizona, is, es the chairman
has described him, as solid and depend-
able as the Rock of Gibraltar. The gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. Davis) is
similarly indefatigable in his work as
are the very senior members on the Dem-
ocratic side who have lived and worked
with the problems of defense since the
days of World War IT, They deserve the
respect, gratitude, and appreciation of
every American citizen.

I am constantly impressed by the
awesome responsibilities of the members
of the Defenge Subcommittee. The job
that faces them 1s s0 enormous that it
15 almost beyond the ability of the indi-
vidual to grasp. More than half of the
controllable spending of the United
States budget is in this single subcom-
mittee. The future of the United States,
in terms of weapons systems to be
planned for, lies with them, and as the
gentleman from Arizona has said, there
has not been a new one from 1960 to 1969,
The abllity of a Member of this House ta
take on a member of the subcommittee
in debate on the floor of this House is
severely limited because, after all, the re-
sponsibilities of the subcommittee in-
volve a great deal of classified informa-
tion—more than half of the work of the
subcommittee and the knowledge of the
subcommittee cannot be printed in any
report—we are not at liberty to discuss
it on this floor. So when a person under-
takes to challenge something that the
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Subeommittee on Defense has done, he
can. essily be met with the rejoinder,
which in many instances 1s so, that “The

gentleman cannot be aware of ali the de~

tails and all the responsibilities and 2} of
the facts.” This is difficult to rejoin,

- Weapons systems take years from the
time they are first authorized to the time
they are off the drawing boards and in
the field. Subcommittee members muat
evaluate the testimony of countless “ex-
perts” and then pray they have chosen
the right weapons systems to fund.

I would like at this time to make some
basic observations in simmple language
about the defense of the United States
of America. I know that later, as this bill
ts read for amendment, there will be
Members In this body who will seek to
amend it and to cut it even further.
There will be arguments made about
ABM and arguments about various tech-
pleal aspects of the various segments of
the report that are funded in the bill. But
this country must stay strong, and if
there is any system of priorities that is to
have trie meaningfulness in the United
States of America, the defense of this
country must remain the first priority of
this Nation. .

1 do not want anyone to suggest that

any member of this subcommittee or ANy '

Member of this House would imply that
s Member who has sought to reduce &
particular funding within the Defense
Establishment was by that action un-
patriotic, or turning the other cheek to
what the gentleman from South Carolina
has 5o graphically described as the So-
viet threat in the Caribbean at this hour.
The truth of the matter 15 that this
budget 15 cut down below what really
ought to be In consequence of tremend-
ous pressures for increased spending for
domeskic concerns,

The B-1, to follow the B-52, &5 &
manned bomber, is underfunded. Its
progress has been to0o slow. The Poseidon
conversions—the gentleman from South
Carolina argued for two or-more. There
ought to be dlx or-eight, if we had the
facilitles to handle them, but apparently
we do not.

ABM, as has been said, is only In-
creased to & third site and even as to
this it is not fuily funded. The truth of
the matter is, that in the jong run this
country’s main defense must look to the
TLMS program—for deep sea, subma-
rine weaponry of long range, capable of
prolonged comcealment under the water,
and able to reach any part of hostile
areas with its missiles. That is where we
must g0 with defense money in future
years becausa ABM has to depend oh eyes
in radar on the surface of the earth, and
its eyes can too easily be knocked out.
If you knock out the eyes, you do not
have this defense. -

But in the meantime the Soviet all
over the wm?d is growing in its missile
capability, It has its ABM. It has its new
Yankee clmsn{
trolled by any such deliberative processes
.ag apply to this great body here or to the

_other body. It has installed cruise mis-
siles without domestic discord. It must be
recognized that we do not have the kind
of -opponent that we can engage in gen-
eral discussion with. That is why SALT

submarine, It is not con-,
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does not work, and never will work until
we are so darned strong that we have
something they want to trade out in
order to protect themselves. The Soviet's
naval strength today is such that the 6th
Fleet exists in the Mediterranean today
at the will of the Soviet Union. We do not
have many really new ships. We voted
$427 million In this bl for additional
ships at the request of the chalrman of
the Armed Services Committee, but it 13
not enough. I would vote for $1 billien
more if that is what is necessary tb keep
America strong.

Yesterday on this floor I urged that
our great President use the “hot line” to
call the Kremiin and tell them to knock
off what they are dolng in Cuba, because
a Communist nuclear submarine base in
Cuba s as much a confrontation at thia
time as it was for the late President John
Fitzgerald Kennedy. .

No one can remain indifferent to the
fact that it is little short of nonsense to
be fighting a war and be spending billions
of dollars in a confrontation with com-
munism in Southeast Asia and Indoching
and still let the Soviets bulld a submarine
base 80 miles from our shore that is golng
to lead to control of the waters of per-
haps the whole Western Hemisphere.

Mr. Chairman, we are hated by the
Communist nations. We are desplsed by
Red China and the Soviet Union, We are
recognized by the Communist bloc as
the only real obstacle to world domina-

tlon that remains betweenh them and’

their declared goal of world domination.
It is our obligation to our people to con-
tinue to remain strong. It is the primary
obligation of the Defense Appropriations
Subcommittee to make sure that this Is
the case. .

1 think we ought to recognize too what
has been frequently pointed out in the

debate today, that the dollars that are.

appropristed in this package do not bu¥

what dollars used to buy. We are not.

going to have for the $68 billion-odd that
gre involved here the buy that we had
just a year ago. As the gentleman from
‘Arizonsa observed, there 1s a 10-percent
difference, a 10-percent loss, Actually the
cut in defense, instead of being on the
order of $2.5 billion, is on the order of
about $9 billion, and the deeper cut 1s
of very, very serious concern, because the
question is whether or not we are going
to have what we need to protect this
Natlon. o

The F-111 had another crash yester-
day in Saginaw, Tex., but as the gentle-
man from Texas (Mr, WricHT) has
pointed out, it still has a pretty good
safety record. I intend to vote to keep the
money. for the F-111 in this bill, I think
we have to do it, and I am going to vote,
as I have in committee, for the money for
the C—5A. The cost overruns are deplor-
able but we must have the planes.

We have got to have more in-house
capability, however, within the Defenze
Appropriations Subcommittee and the
full comm!ttee to enable.the Congress to
go out with a staff and keep an eye on
these procurements. The staff of the
Appropriations Committee is terribly
limited for an agency that iz given the
entire responsibility In the legislative
branch to determine how many billlons
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of dollars or tens of billlons of dollars or
fifties of blillohs of dollars of the tax-
payers’ money is to be spent on national .
defense. Every year there are cost In-
eficiencies that might have been avolded,
that have run into billions of dollars, if
we had the staffmen out in the fleld to
observe In the first instance and to re-
port early enough. I belleve we should
also have a contract review function as 8
matter of continuing legislatlve over-
sight.

The trouble 1s best illustrated by the
problem coneerning which I have written
separate views in the repor{, and to
which the gentleman from Wisconsin
made a brief reference a moment &go.
In this bill there is & second incremental
funding for the DD-963 class destroyer
which 15 the lead destroyer for the Navy
for the next 10 to 20 years, on the order
of $500 million. Although this House had
passed an amendment requiring that the
procurement of this item sheuld be at
least from two shipbullders, this contract
was let out and committed by the Navy
under the pun and despite the House
amendment, and it was glven io one
single source. I will not mention on this
ficor at this time who the single source
is, and 1t makes no difference to me a3
to who & second source might be, but it
does, seem to me that a great deal of the
problem In procurement that defense
faoes every year 1s due to the fact that
businesses get too big, and too much
money is given to & single source.

In this-instance, the package on the .
DD-963 1s $2.1 billion. That 1s $2,100 mil-
Hon. That is a great deal of money to put
in one place. Too much. Despite this fact,
they put this package into a facility that
already had several billion dollars In on-
going defense procurement contracts.

This is not only wasteful, and leadsto
a prospect of cost overruns or underbid-
ding or concealments of one sort or
another, or administrative inefficiencies,
but more importantly, what it also doea
15 put all the eggs of the United States
in terms of its new destroyer into one
basket. I do not think this makes sense
nor reflects adeguate response to secu-
rity interests of the Natlon.

‘What we should do, and what I hope
this Congress at the next session will do,
{5 to require that procurement of ships
of this class or any procurements of this
magnitude be from & common specifica-
tion. But manufactured and assembied
and put together in diverse locatlons by
at least two separate shipbuilders. There
should be at least two outfits bullding the
DD--963.

The proapect of subcontracts does not
answer the problem. Nor s it a valid
objection that separate builders would
have varinble components, And I will
wager we will find that the variable piteh
propellers and the powertrain and some

‘other elements are going to be subcon-

sracted outside the United States of
America.

This does not help American jobs or
American industry or the American
working man. It is a matter of mnjor

concern.

1 should like to sece the Congress take
another hard lock at this in. the next
year, and perhaps come up with a re-
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quirement of dual source procurement.
I am informed it is likely to be some

time before this ship is actuslly in pro- -

duction. I feel that we will be able to
come up with a diversity, with a separa-
tion of facilities and production that
will do a lot to contribute to the secu-
rity of the United Stdtes, even though
in so doing it may be necessary to un-
feather some nests.

Mr. Chairman, there 15 no greater
cause than the defense of our Nation. If
we do not stav sufficiently strong in the
United States of America to deter at-
tack upon us, whether it be from Cuba
or from any other souree, then all the
social welfare programs In the world
are to no avail. Those who are so “gung
ho” these days for new priorities in this
country would do well to reflect on this
fact. :

I hope that there will not be a major
effort made on this floor to reduce the
defense appropriations called for in this
bill any lower than they have been re-
duced in the bill. I feel it is essential for
the United Srates to stay strong, and
particularly essential at this time for us
not only to have something to bargain
with at the SALT talks but also to be
eble to give the impression to the world
that we are going to protect our friends
and that we have enough reserve to,stay
with them.

As Members know, we have had Soviet
vessels pop up in the midst of our train-
ing exercises, and we have had them
affront us ané affront other nations of
the world on the high seas all over the
world.

It is a matter of very distressing con-
cern, for our respect of intermational
law on the high seas is well known to
the Soviet Union. They take advantage
of this to stage confrontation after con-
frontation that the world takes as evi-
dence of weakness on our part when we
fail to respond. Reecently, they have in-
truded upon our naval operations,
cruised in the midst of our task forces,
and even Interfered with underwater
missile test launches within sight of U.S.
shores.

Mr. Chairman, with the reservation
stated relating to the DD-983 procure-
ment, I support the bill and urge its
passage,

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from New Hampshire has ex-
pired.

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the gentleman 2 additional minutes.

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WYMAN. I yield to the gentleman
from Alabama. .

Mr, ANDREWS of Alabama,. I want to
say that the gentieman has made an ex-
cellent speech. I have served on this
subcommittee a long time, and I can
truthfully say that the gentleman in the
well now has served as ably as any mem-
ber with whom I have ever served. He
has grasped the problem quickly. He has
been regular in his attendance at com-
mitiee meetings. He is able, He 1s a great
and loyal American, I want to commend
him for the excellent speech he has Just
delivered,

Mr, WYMAN. I thank the gentleman.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

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

Mr. WYMAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from South Carolina.

Mr. RIVERS, I have been around this
place for a long time, Mr. Chairman. I
have seen no one who has assimilated
the technical terms and the technical
know-how of this complicated Military
Establishment with all its sophisticated
systems more quickly than the gentle-
man who has just addressed the Com-
mittee, He is a scholar. He assigns him-
self to his task. He has done a splendid
jOb;

The gentleman talks like a veteran on
this Committee, and he has done a lot
of good. I am happy to associate myself
with what the gentleman has said. He
is rendering great service to this Com-
mittee, to this Congress, and to the Na-
tion. He is a great patriot,

Mr. WYMAN, I thank the gentleman
very much for his kind remarks.

I should like to respond by saying that
when I was fortunate enough to be ag-
signed to join my brethren the gentle-
man from Ohio (Mr, MiNsHALL), the
gentleman from Arizona (Mr, RHODES),
the gehtleman from Wisconsin (My.
Davis), and the other fine gentlemen on
the subcommitiee I told Mr. Bow, our
good friend the ranking minority mem-
ber, “Put me on only the Defense Sub-
committee because it is a full-time
job for the country. :

I am just beginning to try to met
enough learning to-be able to compre-
hend the terms and the techology in the
thousands and thousands of pages of
hearings. As for assimilation of that to
which the gentleman made reference, I
doubt it I could adequately do that in
5 years, but I am profoundly grateful
to the gentleman for his genercus re-
marks.

Tlie CHATRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from New Hampshire has again
expired,

Mr. MINSHALL., Mr. Chairman, I

vield the gentleman 2 additional min--

utes, and ask the gentleman to yield.

Mr. WYMAN. I yield to the mentle-
man from Ohio.

Mr. MINSHALL. Mr. Chairman, I, too,
would like to commend the gentleman
from New Harhpshire for the outstanding
work he has done on this subcommittee,
When he was chosen for this new ag-
signment we looked over his record
in the House and we found it was an
excellent one. He has certainly proved it
in the short time he has taken over hig
duties.

Mr. WYMAN. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield? -

Mr. WYMAN. I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. YATES. I want to join in com-
mendation of the gentleman’s speech.
He made an excellent speech,

I should like to ask the gentleman
about the C-5A and the Lockheed pro-
Posal. As I understand it, from reading
the report and the proposal in the bill,
Lockheed is to receive an extra $200
million this year and an extra $200

mijlion next year in order that 81 C—5A’s
‘may be completed, This $400 million, as

-
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I understand it, is above the contract, s
gratuity, )

How much do we have o pay for weap-
ons system of this kind? Suppose $200
million or $400 million had been re-
quested, would the committee have ap-
proved it? '

From what I can get out of the hear-
Ings and from speaking to members of
the staff, Lockheed has had poor man-
agement. As one of the great weapons-
broducing corporations of the country,
if it is gullty——

_ Mr, WYMAN., May I respond to the
gentleman?

Mr. YATES. Let me finish my ques-
tion first and then you can respond. i

If Lockheed is guilty of bad manage-
ment, even if there is a need to foster
our national security, 15 there not some
other way of doing it than by pouring
endless money toward . building this
aircraft?

The CHATRRMAN, The time of the gen-
tleman has again expired.

Mr, MINSHALIL, Mr. Chairman, I yield
the gentleman 1 additional minute.

Mr., WYMAN. Before I vield to the
gentleman from South Carolina who
seeks 1o respond, I would like to make
this observation. It is cheaper in the long
run to put this money in this bill for this
brocurement than to wash them out. Ii
we wash them out the billions alreads
spent are lost. We have to have thes:
C-5A’s. There have been inefficiencie:
and problems, but sooner or later I am
hopeful under the direction of the ablc
gentleman from Texas and the staff,
which is extraordinarily competent, we
may be sufficiently implemented by ad-
ditional staff in the fleld so we can keep
en eye on these things and prevent these
overruns.

Mr. RIVERS. Will the gentleman
yvield?

Mr. WYMAN. I am glad to yield to the
distinguished chairman.

Mr, RIVERS, We are giving Lockheed
$200 million, and we believe that is jus-
tified. We will keep separate accounting
on Lockheed to make sure that the ex-
renditure is justified. We in the Gov-
ernment owe them $700 million that we
have not paid them. Lockheed is produc-
ing this aircraft. It is out of the woods
now. Does the gentleman think the 747
is not having trouble? They are. And
do you think we ought to knock that
down because they are? If we stop pro-
duction, we will be in trouble, because
we need these aircraft, ’

Mr, MAHON, Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the distinguished gentleman
from Mississippi (Mr. WHITTEN) .

Mr, WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I doubt
that any of us who will speak today can
qualify as experts in thiz area. We are
all dependent upon what we believe af-
ter listening to the intellicence commu-
nity.

The President, the Bureau of the
Budget, and the committee have all
studied all the facts avallable to us—and
the bill bhefore you is our recommended
actions based upon a composite of such
study. v

Except for a few years, I have served
since 1843. With that background I want
to teke this time to say that I can find
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much to agree with, in everything that
has been said here.

However, all viewpoints can be met if
the President and the Congreas agree—
within the funds recommended here.

The need for additional nuclear sub-
marines has been mentioned. We pro-
vided for more than was requested and
because the executive department did not

agres, you will sce that from 1861, 1862,

1983, 1964, 1965, and 1966 a large parh
of funds the Cangress appropriated for
the Polarls submarines were not spent
for that purpose but for others. The com-
‘mittee approved other uses when not
spent for submarines.

My point In taking the floor at this
time is to say we have before us a bill
that will provide more than $66 billlon
for Defense for the next fiscal year.
But, Mr. Chalrman, what has not been
stressed 1s that the Department will have
$9 billion that is not committed for ex-
penditure which is available to meet any
smergency that might arise. Actually the
total available for the year exceeds $105
billion. )

I grant you that we would have to
straighten it out—and frequently do—
after the fact but the fact is we repro-
rramed more than $4.7 million this year.
They tell the Congress about the changed

:eed and the Congress agrees. We 5ay:

OK, go ahead,” which Is as it should

L.
Mr. Chairman, in the past the Depart-
ient hed so much money in so many
ockets that it did not know what it had.
Jperation “Smoke Out” followed and the
Alr Force mlon¢ found more than $4 in
formant aceaunts.

I am glad here we are limited—the
time for which:appropriations are made
are limited: 3 years for major pro-
curement, 5 years for shipbuilding, and

research and development only 2 years.

This 15 a great forward step to regain
control. This action should save billions.
Under the old system funds secured for
a high-priority use frequently ended up
being spent for a ifth-rate use.

I repeat, if you get amendments add-
ing funds for additional items, you will
be dependent upon the Department of
Defense as to whether they use the funds.
But if the Department of Defense feels
that such items are necessary there are

funds—more than $9 billion—that could’

)esoused.

I urge you to support the commitiee
11, because above all we must retain
an economy that can support a war. And
may I say if we have one I hope and
trust we will have a plan to win—some-
thing we have not had in Vietnam where
we have usetl more bombs than World
War IT and Korea both, mostly dropped
n the sea qr unoccupied forest—while
prime targets have been ruled “off lim-
its.” It is a shame.

The MAN. The time of the
gentleman from Mississippi has expired.

‘Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chalrman, I yield 3
minutes to the distinguished gentlemean
from New York (Mr, PIKE),

(Mr. PIKE asked and was glven
permission to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr, PIKE. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate
the chairman of the commitiee yielding
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to me and I have asked for this time
in order to commend him and the
committee as a whole for doing what I
believe to be a reasonable job in cut-
ting this appropriation down to the
polnt where it is. I am going to support
it wholeheartedly.

We were told initially that this was
& rockbottom budget. Well, it was not a
rockhottom budget. I am glad that the
Appropriations Committee has taken
some of the rocks out of it. There are
some ‘more items I would have liked to
see removed, a few I would rather have
seen left in, but the committee has been
responsible.

I would like to suggest to you that
we all too often erroneously justify the
tremendous waste which exists in these
programs by saying that these are so-
phisticated programs and that they are
breakthroughs. We have new technology
and new things we have got to do, and
it is this which causes waste.

Well, Mr. Chairman, I want to show
you an unsophisticated program which is
under procurement right now. This is the
total drawing of the program. It consti-
tutes a felt washer, a simple felt washer,
134 inches in diameter and Y%-inch thick.
The person to whom the program was
submitted told me they could produce it
probably for about one-tenth of a cent
apiece.

Now, this is not a technological break-
through, but in order to bid on it the
Pentagon first requires a bidder to look
through 61 computer ¢ards, each with a
microfilm insert, and the first one blows
up into this, and that is the only draw-
ing in the bunch, but there are 61 com-
puter cards each with a microfilm in-
sert, and after that there are 3 pounds
and 6 ounces worth of plans and specifi-
cations and regulations and instruc-
tions to build a felt washer.

If we are truly in danger of becoming
a second-rate power, a8 some people
have suggested, it 1s not because Mel
Laird has cut the Defense budget, it is
not because the Committee on Appro-
priations has cut the Defense budget, it
is because the Pentagon is peopled with
paperpushers, and the defense ifidustry
in the United States of America is abso-
lutely drowning in a sea of paper.

The company that sent me this has
said they would not bid on this. If they
bid $2,000 for the whole procurement,
they would probably make $1,000 on it,
but the paperwork that they would have
to go through to do this simply was not
justifled.

The CHATRMAN, The time of the gen-
tleman has-expired. :

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I yleld 1
additional minute to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. PIKE. Mr. Chairman, I thank the
gentleman for the additional time.

Mr, Chairman, I commend the com-
mittee for doing what they have done,
but anybody who thinks that this is a
rockbottom budget now is really a per-
son who acts on faith and love, and not
intellect. Anyorie who says that it is nec-
essary to have 61 computer cards with
microfilmed instructions, 3 pounds and 6
ounces worth of plans and speciflcations
and regulations and instructions in order
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to bid on a felt washer which 1s worth,
maybe, one-tenth of a cent, and this is a
rockbottom budget, has rocks in his
head. - .

Mr. MINSHALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from In-
diana (Mr, BRAY), :

Mr. BRAY. Mr. Chairmen, I am not
on the Committee on Appropriations,
but there is a matter which I would like
to bring to your attention, and I will be
brlef.

There is a provision iln this Defense
appropriation bill on page 15 that would
cause the Army to cut out a source of
supply for the M-16 rifle. I understand
an amendment will be offered to ellmi-
nate this clause, and I will certainly sup-
port that amendment.

The hill as reported origlnally by the
House Armed Services Committee, the
guthorization bill, and overwhelmingly
approved by the House, contained a pro-
vision requiring three active production
sources for the M-16 rifle during fiscal
year 1971.

That provision which passed the House
was objected to by the Department of
the Army to the Senate Armed Services
Committee. The information supplied

.by the Department of the Army in at-

tempting to justify thelr objection has
proved to be not only misleading, but
factually incorrect.” In the conference
committee on the authorizing legislation
the House position prevailed, and the

proviso' for three active production

sources for supplying this vital infantry
weapon remained intact, when the facts
were brought to the attention of the
Senate conferees they readily agreed
with the House conferees.

The conference report was approved
by the House by & vote of 341 to 11, and
approved by the Senate with only one
dissenting vote.

The proviso in the authorization bill
was not challenged during general debate
by any Memher of the House, and no
amendment was offered by any member
from the Committee on Appropriations
or any other committee to strike that
proviso or to amend it in any way.

After the Congress had exercised its
will on. this matter the Committee on
Appropriations brings before us a bill
under a rule waiving points of order and
in effect is leglslating in an.appropria-
tion bill.

If the House goes alohg with this type
of legislating you might as well ellminate
ail requirements for legislation author-
izing appropriations, turn everything
over to the Commitiee on Appropria-
tions, and abolish the legislative com-
mittees. -x

Now, in all fairness, I am sure that the
members of the Commiti¢ce on Appro-
priations who sponsored this provision
of the bill will tell you that it was done
50 at the request of someone in the De-
partment of the Army on the basis that
it would save money, possibly as much
as $14.3 million. Of course, that alleged
saving vanishes when one-examines the
facts. The facts presented by the Army
are clearly lnaccurate, and they were
studied very carefully by the members of
the committee. i

The alleged saving 1s based on the
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Army’s ¢lalm that the available unit cost
of rifles procured in the manner recom-
mended in the authorization bill would
be $163.50, .

This 1s pure speculation because the
Army has never reqguested bid prices
from the three producers to continue
production at & minimum sustaining
rate in order to maintain three hot pro-
duction lines.

I want to say further that certain offi-
cials of the Army came to members of
the eommittee, that is the suthorization
committee, and asked to ellminate both
additional sources of supply and resort
to only one.

However, the chairman of the House
Armed Bervices Commlittee did request
prices from the two secondary producers
of the M-16 rifle, in an attempt to eval-
uate the cost data submitted by the
Army in their objectlons,

They wanted to know whether or not
the Army daia was true or not:

I can report to the Members of the
House that the prices received by the
Armed Services Committee at the re-
quest of the chairman of the full com-
mitteée were approximately one-third
less than those projected by the Army
and would, in effect, eliminate any al-
leged increased costs for malntaining the
two additional sources to produce a erit-
ical weapon system.

I want you to keep In mind that the
same officials in the Army asked us on
the Committee on Armed Services, or
came to several of us, to eliminate both
additional scurces and go back to one
Source, and please remember that it
took Congress over 3 years to get the
Army to approve of an additional source
for the M-186 rifle.

Many of you will recall the efforts
made by a number of the Members of
the Congress to force the Army to estab-
lish the additional production sources for
the M-16 rifle. This effort was strongiy
opposed by certain offictals in the Army.

Finally, after 3 or 4 years of effort on
the part of the Congress, both the House
and Senate authorization committees
and also the Committee on Appropria-
tions, the Army negotiated with Colt
Industries to¢ acquire the production
rights and the technical data packsge
for this weapon system. Finally, addi-
tional sources of supply of the M—16 were
obtained, brirgjpally because of eongres-
sional efforts and over the opposition of
the Army that are difficult to ascertain.

Just to refresh your memory, the
Army paid Colt’s $4.5 million for that
rights and data package, plus agreeing
to pay Colt’s a 5%-percent royalty for
all rifles procured by the Department of
Defense from any source other than
Colt’s. It has been estimated that this
cost to establish two additional produc-
tion sources of the M-18 rifle totaled
more than $30 miilion. Since the estah-
lishment of these additional production
sources, most of the problems previously
experienced by our soldiers with the
M-16 in Vietnain have been eliminated
with the deficiencies corrected,

(Mr. BRAY asked and was given per-
mission t0 revise and extend his re-
raarks.)

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas, My, Chairman,
over the past several years I have been a
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witness—I regret to say a relatively silent
witness—ot the controversy that has
raged around the F-111 fighter-bomber,
The principal reason for my silence to
date has been my belief that the discus-
ston and appraisal of this aireraft would
best be left to those who are truly expert
on the subject. But I now feel I must
abandon that attitude, and I feel this
way for three reasons:

First, the heated discussion in the Con-
Eress over the ABM system caused me to
start thinking about the alternatives, or
I should say the supplements, to our
Intercontinental missile strength: and
entering into these thoughts was the
obvious age of even our newest B-52
bombers and the discussions that have
centered around the advanced manned
strategic aircratt, now called the B-1;

Second, information had come to me
concerning the F-111—both the tactical
and strategle versions—from a number
of sources: congressional, military, and
some from interested experts with no
particular ax to grind.

In looking into it I came to the eonclu-
slon that, regardiess of the very bad im-
bression that has been created in the
nonexpert public mind about the P-111,
there was no plot against the plane, but
there certainly was an almost suspi-
ciously large amount of misinformation
about it. It seemed to me that for some
reason that was not at all clear the F-111
had become a kind of football to be
kicked about by some newspaper writers
who were short on other material to write
about,

My third, and last reason was that
the F-111 i{s made in Texas. Made in
Fort Worth, represented by my friend
and colieague, Jmd WRrIGHT, the most
articulate defender of the ¥-111 that
can be imagined.

All of these things then, the proper
defense of the country, tire seemingly
Irresponsible and often misleading atti-
tude that I had seen In the press, and
the parochial interest of my own Btate
pointed up that I had a responsibility to
find out the true story on the F-111.

There was only one way to do this and
that was to examine into the facts my-
self. I have done this and these remarks
are designed to set forth what I learned.,

I will go into some details later on but
I would first like to convey the overall
impression that I gained from my study.

My reference here might appear to
some to be frivolous but I can assure you
that I have no such intent, I merely
want to convey as a first thing the kind of
immediate impression that arose from
my study of the facts. All of here hayve
at some time or other, probably when we
WEre very young, read “Aesop’s Fables.”
Aesop was a fabulist. He did not tell
lies, he told fables, and fables are good
fun, especially when they point up a
meoral precept or tell a story in a fashion
that makes some fundamental aspect of
human life live in a more vivid fashion.
That is what fables are for. But when
fables are directed at specific people or
specific things they lose their innocence
and they lose their true function. My
¢lear Impression, Mr. Chairman,-1s that
what we have been hearing and reading
about.over the years about the F-111 are
fables, and little else, But they have been

-
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dangerous fables, unfalr and wuynjust
fables. If these storles—and I am stil]
referring to the fables—had been di-
rected at alr power genersally, directed
at all aircraft, they would have been
recognized for what they are. But having
been directed as they have been at an
Individual kind of aircraft they have
taken on the appearahce of truth. The
events preceding World War I taughi,
us that the constant repetition, for what-
ever motive, of a particular statement
Eives that statement the appearance of
truth after a certain period of time,

I am certain that there never has beer
an instance in our history where an air-
eraft, or any other weapons system for
that matter, has been so incorrectly anc;
so unjustly treated by the press of thi:
country. I will not even begin to attemp?
to explain why this has been 50, I wit
leave that up to someone working on .
Ph. D. thesis. Maybe it all goes back t.
Secretary McNamara and the stron
feelings that he generated, maybe it is tk
drama—and, therefore, the newsworthi
ness—of the airplane itself with its swin
wings and its almost unbelievable abilit
to fiy faster than the speed of sound {
only 200 feet above the ground while at
tomatically " avoiding everything th:
might iie in front of it. I do not knc
what the reason is but one thing I ¢
sure of is that one of the supre:
achievements of combat technology h

. suffered deeply because of this unj:

treatment, and the loser, if it continy
will be the defense of this country. I s
this with deep conviction. No, I eann
explain why all this has happened, T jus
know it has happened.

Of course, the true story 1s told once 1
& while, usually in a trade or technics
Journal that is never seen by the publi
and only seen by Members of Congrer
who have g special interest or respons;
bility with respect to the defense of th
country. An example of this was a stor
that appeared in Executive Aviation Re
bort, dated July 31, 1970. I will expres
the belief that it will be a rare member ¢
this body who had his attention drawn
this article or would ever have heard ¢
it except for the fact that I am going t-
insert the whole of it—it is brief—at th.
point in my remarks, I recommend -
very highly to not only those who are in
terested in the F-111 as an aireraft b
to every Member of the House becaw
every Member is interested, and respo
sible for, the defense of this countr
Here are just a few of the highlights «
the article from this whole responsih’
and objective journal. It points out, fc
example, that—

The F-111 offers twice the range, 3 tim:
the bomb load and several magnitude
smaller CEP: its adverse weather CEP i bes
ter than current alrcraft clear day CEP,

The article also points out that fou
F-111's ean deliver 62 bombs on s targe
& 1,000 nautical miles combat radius. 7
makes a comparison with an F—4 in thi
respect and says that at this radius th
F—4 can carry two bombs. It says:

80 to put €3 hombs down would requir

31 P—4 with a routine of tankers, electronic
scramblers and fighter escort.

It goes on to say that to maintain thes
31 F—4’s would cost $37.8 million s yea:
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-compared wiith cost of maintenance of
four F-111's $8.3 million—one-seventh as
much. .

These are just & few of the highlights
of the brief article, but the whole thing
should be read as it appears in these
remarks. :

This is what it says:

P-111

The 34th aircralt was inspected yesterday.
The 35th will be completod the end of this
month, 18 In Aygust and theh 33 per month
inti]l all are iospected by early next year.
All will be In service by May. They are cold
soaked for 8 hours tn 8 —40 deg C environ~
ment and 7.33 g proof-loaded. .

Declision on tha 40 for FY71 will be takel
in about b weeks. Cogt of the wing fix, eati-
mated at about 331 million would be reduced
from the buy. Presumably this would be 2-or
% aircraft less.

- P-111 will take 24 M117 bombe a distanhce .

of 750 NM combat radius ecompared with 6
porabs 420 NM on the F-4. If the F-111 is also
sestricted te 8 hombs it will take them 1,260
YM. Thus it offers twice the range, 3 tlmes
;he bombload and several magnliudes
gnaller CEP: ita adverse weather CEP is
etber than current aircraft clear day CEP.

4 P-111p can deliver 62 M117 bombe on &

arget 1,000 NM combat radius, An P-4 at
Sis radius can carry 2, so to put 62 bombs
owh would refuire 31 P—4a with a retinue
4 tankers, electronic scrambilers and fighter
wgort. To maintain these 31 would cost $37.8
f1ion a year, compared with cost of main-
nance of 4 ¥-111s #6.3 million—one-~
wenth as much, If target demolishment in-
aad of bomb release were the test, 1t would
obably require: about 100 F-4s, but the
mparison becomes alnost meaningless.

In Vietnam 80% of F-111 missions were
town in bad weather, and no aircralt ware
it. On 44 of the 50 misisong North Viet-
amese tried t¢ hit the F-111s bui were too
ate. The record compares with B-20s sent
Jut at & comparable stage In their career and
sver half were shot down.

GD did not build that plece of steel in the
¥ing pivot. The perpendicular crack that
wcaped magnafiux and ultrasonic scanning
levices was 8 defect mot in the F-111 hut in
weronautical quality control as a whole.

“We in the Systems Command are AcCUS-
«omed to problems in the development of
6w weapons systems. The F-111 has en-
sountered problems no more numenous and
an more severe than have other weapans sys-
wms, Perhaps it has had even fewer diffi-
mlties then ite predecessors wheh oneé con-
‘iderw 1ts advanced capabilities and ite com-
dexity”. Chief, Systems Command (Gen.
ferguson).

It 18 a great statement, It gives the
acts, facts that are not In any way dis-
uted by the Department of the Ailr
force but, as I say, 1t appeared in a jour-
1l that has relatlvely limited and spe-
jalized circulation, one that is read al-
nost entirely by people in the business of
-erospace. This kind of coverage, accu-
ate as it 18 and important as it 1s and
sbviously well Intentioned as it 18, stmply
joes not get to the general public. And
rery much more importantly it does not
ret to the vast majority of us here In the
Jongress who are called upon to vote on
:he authorizations and appropriations
‘hat support £nd confinue the P-111 pro-
;sram. I do not want to belabor the poor—
t should say destructive—coverage of the
7-111 in the large circulation press but
recently, and while I was making my owil
study of the F-111, one of these distorted
srticles appeared in & Washington news-
raper. Fortuhately, 1t was read and ob-
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jected to by my colleague Bos Price who
took the article item by item and lterally
demolished it. This superb job of setting
the records strailght appears in the Au-
gust 14, 1970, CONGRESEIONAL RECOBD at
page E7721 and I commend it to all Mem-
bers of the House as a great example of
fact answering allegation.

While free and open discussion of miat-
ters of national interest—and certainly
the future of the F-111 program is just
that—is something to be welcomed and
encouraged it 18 my own view that the
press has a great responsibility to illu-
minate the issues, to inform the public,
not confuse them., :

As a matter of fact any one of us here
in the House has readily available to him
all of the information--truly factual in-
formation—that he needs to make his
own decision with respect to the F-111. X
am referring of course to the hearings
and reports of the committees that have
the responsibility for recommending the
course of action that the House and the
Senate should follow in legislating on
our defense, . -

What do the experts say? Well, one of
them, Gen. Otto J. Glasser, Alr Force
Deputy Chief of Stafl, Research and De-
velopment, testified this year to the Con-
BTess;

Operationally the Air Force is completely

- satisfled with the Atrcraft (F-111) with re-

spect to its ability to perform the mission for
which it was dgslgned.

General Ryan, Chief of Staff of the Alr
Force, has testified: :

The F-111 18 now coming into its own as
the best fighter attack aircraft in the world
for the task of all-weather deep- interdiction.

With respect to the questions as to
whether the present plans of the Depart-
ment of Defense contemplate a suficlent
number of F-111’s, General Glasser testi-
fled:

Given our wishes, we would naturally want
to have more of the aireraft,

General Glasser goes on to polnt out
that it Is budgetary restrictions that are
preventing the acquisition of more of
these “best fighter attack aircraft in the
world”. :

- This year’s House Armed Services
Committee report says: _

The F-111 is a unique alrcraft. The alrcraft
inventories of this country and possibly
other countries, will someday contaln fighter-
bomber sireraft superior to the F-111, SB8uch
is clearly not the case today and will not be
the case for some years to coms.”

The committee report goes on to refer
to the “superb safety record” of the
F-111 and to “unquestionable need” and
“the unmatched capabilities” of the
F-111.

The Senate Armed Services Commit-

" tee report for this year, aithough taking

& view with which I do not agree with
respect to the future of the program,
states In unequivocal fashion: :

Mo other alrcraft in the atr Force inven-
tory can compete with the F-111.

And goes on to describe the unigque-
ness of the F-111 in considerable detall.
The safety record of the plane which
15 the subject of the grossest misrepre-
sentation of all has been the subject of
a number of statemenis made here on
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the floor of the House. It is {0 be hoped
that-by now this matter has been finally
set stralght. Suffice it to say that no
matter how you figure it, the F-111 has
the best, and by far the best, safety
record of any of our combat aircraft, a
remarkable achievement in view of the
very advanced design of the alreraft.

A few minutes ago when I was refer-
ring to the overall first impression I got
when making my study of the F-111 I
said that I would go Into some detall
later on in my remarks. There are sev-
eral ways that I could do this but I think
the best way of all is to insert at this
point in my remarks some direct testi-
‘mony by the Department of the Afr
Force itself during lts appearance before
the House Armed Services Committee.
The colloquy that I am going to Insert
1s one between Congressman O. C, FIsHER
and General Esposito who was repre-
senting the Air Force. T will not read
this colloguy—it iz quite detalled—but I
do want it to be printed as part of my
remarks as an example of an expert
speaking on a subject for which he has
personal responsibility. The colloquy is
a8 follows:

The CHamManN. I am going around the
board, now. Are there any guestions?

Mr. FisuEr. I share the concern of many
during the past few years sbout the F-111,
its performance, its capabiiity, and the mis-
takes that have been fed into 1t and fed out,
and so forth, But as & part of the permanent
record here that we are today, I .
thought it appropriate to ask a few ques-
tlons based upon a letter written by Con-
gressman Wright of Texas earlier this year,
in which he made certaln statemenis about
the F-111. _ ,

I will repeat them and ask for your com-
ments on each of them. It will just taks &
raoment. ¥ think that would help to firm
up the record and make it more complete,
as long as we have gone into various aspects
of the F-111,

He made this statement:

“In view of the sensational news treatment
which has accompanied every single accldent
suffered by an F-11l-—fireatment{ mever ac-
corded to any other alreralt—it no doubt
will coms a8 & very pleasant surprise to
many that the F-111 actually has the very
best flight safety record of any military alr-
craft of the Century series.”

Do you agree with that statement?

General Esposrro. 1do,Blr.

Mr. Price, I wonder if you eould elaborate
a little bit on that, Give a comparison of the
safety record with other alrcraft, in the same
state of developmendt. .

Mr. FisHER. Incidentally, I have in front of
me & chart showing the complete record of
all the Century series, the F-100 down to and
including the F-111, of the 5,000, 10,000, end
20,000 hours, and I would be pleased to put
that in the record at this point to make it
more complete. It shows the accident record
of each of thode; and the F-111 {s conalder-
ably lower than any of them.

{The information referred to is as follows:)

CONGRESS OF THE UNTITED STATES,
HoUSE 0F REPRESENTATIVES,
Washngton, D.C.

DEeag Tou will be enormously
pleased, I know, with the truly magnificent
record which the F-111 nircraft has achleved
in two years of actual iying. This record Is &
thorough vindication of the confidence and
judgment of the Congress Lo authorizing this
program and subsequently appropriating
maonies for ita development and production,

Even previously eritical news medis-—as ev-
idence the enclosures—inally are recoghnizing
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that Congress was eminently right in author-
ixing the plane!

In view of the sensational news treatment
which has accompanled every single accldent
suffered by an F-1lil—treatment never ac-
corded to any other sircraft—it no deubt will
€ome as & very pleasant surprise to many that
the F-111 actually has the very best fight
safety record of any military eircraft of the
Century Series.

Here 1s the comparative record, in number
of accldents, based In each case upon 5,000
hours, 10,000 hours, and 20,000 hours of ac-
tual fiying,

NUMBER OF ACCIDENTS—ALL CENTURY SERIES AIRCRAFT

Aircraft 5,000 hours 10,000 hours 20,000 hours
7 14 29

9 18 18

9 12 22

14 17 28

8 12 14

7 B 11

13 16 110

[ B 11

1 F-111 in each cose has produced fewer accidenls per hours
own.

Mr. Prsaer. Now this additional statement:

“The escape module in the F-111, desighed
to throw the pilots free in event of a ecrash,
Is probably the best and most effective yet
built. In most of the highly celebrated F-111
accldents, the pilots actuaily escaped injury.
Unlike many escape systems, the F-111's is
effective at the lowest attitude—and even
over water." ’ .

Do you agree with that statement?

General Esrosrro. Yes, sir. In fact, the
module 18 efective from sitting still on the
Tunway, throughout the full [deleted] mach
envelope of the airplane,

Mr, FisHeR. Very well.

Another quotation from the letter:

“The short takeolf and landing charscter-
istic of the F-111 s in one sense a safety
factor for emergency operations of various
sorts. This aircraft will take off and land on
shorter alrstrips than any other Alr Force
model capable of such advanced speeds.”

Do you agre2 with that statement?

General Esposrro. Correct, str; for alrplanes
in the similar category as the F-111, I do,
sir.

Mr. FisuEr, “No other alreraft has such a
complete redundancy of systems—In gther
Wwords, a serfes of spare electric and mechani-
cal systems designed to actuate and take
over automatically if the primary systems
should fall, So far as possible, theee have
been designed to protect even against pilot
errors.”

Do you agree with that statement?

Genera]l Esrostro. Yes, slr; in general I
agree with 1t, The reliability of the system
under operational conditions, this s oné of
the factors that satisfies -the contract Te-
guirements.

Mr. FisuER. Very well, One other, Yuoting
agaln: ’

“Undoubted!y the most significant—and
most revolutionary—safety development of
the F-111 is its terrain avoidance system
which operates by radar. I've tested this sys-
temn personally at very, very low levels over
extremely mountalnous country. It works
With thls system actuated, it is Just almost
impossible for a pilot to fiy the plane into
a4 mountain or building even on the dark-
est night and in the worst of weather.”

Would you comment on that etatemént?

General Esposrro. That is what the auto-
matic terrain-following radar is designed to
do. It allows the pilot to fiy at 250 feet or
above, under all weather conditions, and it
iiself clears any terrain that may be ahead
of it,

Mr, FrsHer. Very well. One other now.

“Combat tests In Vietnam.” We have read
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quite a bit about those. I have collected a
Uttle bit of a flle on it, becauss of under-
standable intereat in this whole subject, and
I have noticed a number of pilots have heen
highly complimentary of the performance of
the F-111 in Vietnam, in the limited opera-
tions that they had there.

Here 18 this statement:

“These particular innovations were given
an extremely thorough testing in most ad-
verss conditions in Southeast Asia, where the
Alr Force flew 854 missions including train-
ing missions. Fifty-five of them were sctual
combat strike missions. The planes fiew In
at such low altitudes that the enemy radar
could not pick them up and enemy antiair-
craft weapons could not focus on them. They
came hack without a single hole, apd Lt.
Colonel Dean Salmeler, who Aew some of
these missions, has sald: “There is no ques-
tlon in my mind that on most misslons the
enemy did not even know we were there un-
t11 we were gone. . . . The aireraft 1s def-
initely capable of making strikes at night,
in all weather, and with extreme agcuracy.'”

Now, does that seem to be a falr state-
ment?

General EsPostro. Yes, sir; that is a factual
statement, . .

"Mr. Frsuer. Is that in accord with other re-
Ports you receiveq from these test Aights of
those actually in comibat In Southeast Asin?

General Esposrro. Yes, sir.

Mr. FisHre. One other quote:

“The F-111, in spite of its relatively amell
slze, will carry a bigger bomb joad over a
longer distance than any interdiction aircraft
in our arsenal. The next best 1s the A-7 and
the third best is the F—4.”

Do you agree with that statement?

General Fsposrro. I agree with the Fu111
and the A-7, and I don’t know whether the
F-4 has a better range than the P-105 or not.

Mr. Fiszer. Very well. One other:

“Compared with the A-7, the F-111 will
earTy 50 percent more 3,000 pound -bombs for

. more than twice the distance. Or, it will CaIrTy

30 percent more homhb load for almost three
times the distance.”

Do you agree with that?

General EsrosrTo. I don’t khow what the

.A-T can carry in terms of 2,000-pound

bombs, so I can't really make a comparison.

Mr. FisuEeR. Is there anyone here who can
answer?

Mr, Branprorp. I have it right here.

Mr, FISHER. QK.

Mr. BLANDFORD. A-7 will carry [deleted]
bombs for a radius of [deleted] miles, with
[deleted] minutes time on station.

General Esposrtro. The F-111 can CAITY
from, let’s say [deleted] bombs, for & Httle
over |deleted] nautical miles, of which [de~
leted] is at sen level,

Mr. Branpromn, How much time on sta-
tion?

General Esposrro. Well, it drops and re-
turns, .

Mr. BLanDroBDp. I think this is the point,
It l& an exceedingly outstanding interdic-
tlon aircraft. I tried to make that earller
this morning, I think personally it 1s a mis-
take to criticize the F-111, I think the only
thing we are trying to do here is to try to
esteblish for our own guidance how we can
do better on the P-15 contract as a result of
the errors  made in the F-111, The F-111 is
en outstanding airplane.

Mr. PisHer. A lot of this 18 more less
water over the dam. I did recognize that. But
I felt it appropriate to make the record com-
plete,

There are two other quotations.

Incidentally, General, If you can add any-
thing, you may, in response to the Iaat ques-
tion, and put it in the record, I would he
Ppleased,

(The following information was received
for the record:)

“A typical weapons load for the FP-I111A
alrcraft on a Hi-Lo-Lo-Hi mission, {Hot day
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conditions) 18 [deleted.] and the maximu:
mission radids 18 [deleted] nautical miler
(NM). Later aircraft equipped with the TF-
30-P-100 engines will carry the same Weapons
load for a radius of [deleted.]

In terms of tbe A-~7 type mission witb ar
on station loiter, the F-111A can Carry [de.
leted] bombs out [deleted] nautical miles
spend [deleted] on station—making weapo:
deliveries on targets of opportunity, and re
turn to base.”

The CHAmRMAN. The committee is responst-
ble t0o. The committee gave McNamar
every dime he wanted. 30 we can't beat thé
111 to death. What we want to know is t.,
good things about 1t now,

Mr, FisaeR. Here are two other quotation
and I will be through in just a minute:

“The F-111 has the most accurate navigs.
tion system of any alrcraft ever bulilt. Tt
figure below represent the error in nautics
mtles for each hour of filght when the Nw.
system is not updated to a correct positic
en route.” '

And then he lists the F--105, error per hot
in miles, [deleted.] The F—4, [deleted.] TT
F-111A [deleted]. The F-111D [deleted].

I don't know how significant that 1s.

General Esrosrro, The numbets for the 1
111 are correct. Here is one Pplacg where
think I can add a lttle more. The SOR ¢
the F-111 had originally established sorm
thing around [deleted] nautical miles 3
hour. We are achleving [deleted]. The cc
tract asked for [deleted] nautical milea L
hour. S0 in this one parameter we are do’
considerahly better than the contract.

The F-111D, guaranteed [deleted] per h
error, All of our tests to date show it lc
like around [deleted.] We are doing very w
This is one parameter that is very Iimgp
tant to accuracy in bombing,

The CHAmMAN. So the mistakes you m
in this fying Iaboratory—that is what 1t is
it 1s really not operational now:; it jt?

General EsrosIro. Yes, sir. Well, we ha
&ome 70 alrplanes at Nellls that are assign
to—

The CramMmaN. You don't have &Ny oper.
tional units now. You moved them out
Vietnam.

General Esrostro. That is correct, sir.

In the.colloquy that appears at tb
boint in my remarks is a chart compa
ing the safety record of the F-111 with
number of other of our combat aircra:
Since this eolloquy took place last ye:
the F-111 has of course flown a gOC
meny more hours, As a matter of fa-
more than twice as many hours as it he
at that time. I have, therefore, broug’
that chart up to date and I am Inserti;
this up-to-date information at this poix
The safety record of each of the sev.
other atreraft that are being compar
with the safety record of the F_111 &
at the 60,000-hour peint and the F-1
figures at the 55,000-hour point. The re:
son being, of course, that the F-111 h
flown only about 55,000 hours up to tr
time. Here are the figures,

Accidents

And how does the F-111 safety reco
compare with these other combat ai:
craft? The F-111 has had 18 aceidents
which should be added the three airera
lost In combat In Vietnam. Actually t1
figure 18 is the falrer and more tellir

‘figure to use because none of the oth

alreraft in ahy way Involve combat, £
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in one more attempt to put the subject
of the safety of the F-111 to rest, the F-
111 has lost 18 mircraft as a.galnst those
other aircraft that I have mentioned. The
safety record of the F-111 13, in & word
superb,

It is interesting to note that the next
best safety record, that of the F-106, was
made by an airplane built by the same
manufacturer, General Dynamics,

Again testifying this year, before the
Congress on the F-111, General Esposito,
in referring to the F-111 crash of last
December pointed up a very slgnificant
thing—and ofie to which I have referred
previcusly; that.ls, what I will call the
nonaeronautical difficulties that the F-
111 program has been subject to. General

 Espostto sald:

Primarily the problem has been the tre-
mendous amount of attention that we get
on every technical fallure . .. if it had not
been the F-111 Program . . . I would have
recommended to the Washington Stafl that
we unground the airplanes in January be-
cause we were quite confident thet this was
a material flaw of a very rare occurrence.

The key words here of course are “if
- 1t had not Been the F-111 program,”

I am hot gomg to speak further about
this, although there is a great deal more
that could be said. I will only say that
I hope I have made my points which are,
simply, that all those who are hearing
these remarks or who will read them
should forget just about everything that
has been sald against the F-111, and that
.we in the Congress should give the deep-
est and most serious consideration to
what the F-1]11 in its strategic and tac-
tical versions means to the future of the
defense of this country. The F-111 pro-
gram is very much alive although there
are those who, with what I must call un-
thinking shortsightedness, would call for
the end of the F-111. I can think of
nothing that would be more expensive—
In both sensés of the word—in dollars
and in national security—than the pur-
suit of a policy based on a shortsighted-
ness that would dictate the end of the
F-111 program.

Let us face it, the B-52’s are getting
old; There 15 p coniroversy raging about
our intercontinental ballistlc missile
force and about an anti-ballistic-mlssile
system. The B-1, which I strongly sup-~
port, canriot be in our inventory for an-
other 10 years. Just exactly what are
we going to do? Are we golng to take
the chance of the peace talks providing
the answers to all-out nuclear-missile
war? The alternative 18 & few aging
B-52's and a few strategic FB-111's, 76
of them to be exact. Are we going to tie
our whole future security to ICBM's and
ABM's? The B-1 may ultimately provide
the answer to this question, but the B-1
as an answer is a long way into the fu-
ture. Qur answer for today and the next
several years Is the F-111,

Mr. Chajrman, my study of the F-111,
in both its versions, strategic and tac-
tical, have made me & believer. I am per-
suaded that it is the greatest, most
capable aircreft in the world today. Let
us not permit inattention to cause this
program to end. When it comes time to
regret 1t, it may be too late,

Mr, FOUNTAIN, Mr. Chalrman, I rise

in support of H.R. 19590, the Department
of Defense appropriation bill, 1971,
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The vast sums of money involved in
this bill, though nio surprise after 25 years
of not-so-cold war, are certainly enough
to call for close serutiny. .

In connection, while I applaud the
comrittee’s action in carefully eliminat-
ing $2.08% billion from the 1971 Defense
budget, leaving it at the level of approx-

imately $66 billion, I have mixed emo-

tions about it. I hope the cuts were not too
deep. Of course, $66 billion is an awful
lot of money and certainly we should
save wherever we can responsibly do so.
These are most assuredly times which
demand a sense of fiscal responsibility
in allocation and expenditure of the tax-
payers’ money. Neither the Congress nor
the Defense Department 1s exempted
from this requirement.

However, we should never lose sight
of the extremely serlous dangers facing
this Nation and the pressing need to
maintain a strong natlonal defense force
at all times.

‘We must never let our guard down.
The nature of the Communist menace
has not changed. It faces us now not only
in the land mass of Europe and Asla;-
but also in the Middle East and on the
high seas at every point on the compass.-

Defense of liherty has never been cheap
or easy. This is as true today as it was
in 17768 or 1812, Of course, weapons for
defense are vastly more complex today
than they were when long rifles and
knives were used to defeat the foe at
Kings Mountain in the Revolutionary
‘War.

But, thankfully, American know-how.
and ingenuity, as well as vastly expanded
national resources, provide us today with
the means to protect ourselves against
all comers, no matter who. In addition,
the whole free world depends on us for
protection against aggression, protection °
while they themselves aré too weak to
provide alone.

The actions of the committee In at-
tempting to secure more defense for the
dollar is commendable, Wastefulness in
military expenditures cannot be toler-
ated. Our taxpayers do not want and
should not have to pay for unhecessary
military spending. They are I am con-
vinced, qulte willing to supperi an ade-
quate level of defense preparedness, re-
membering that, if we keep militarily
strong, it is far less likely that we will
ever have to engage in open battle with
our major opponent, Communist Russia.
And make no mistake about it, Russia 1s
our major foe a.nd our strongest in many
WaYS.

Qur Army, Navy, and Air Forece—as
well our Reserve arms and the National
Guard—must have adeguate funds to
support needed troop sirengths and to
buy needed weapons. They also ought to
be able to conduct necessary
and development. And regrettably, all
these things will have a higher cost so
long as the unfortunate war in Vietnam
continues. )

Never should we become so engrossed
in other concerns—whether domestic or
international—that we overlook the neec-
essity for strong defense forces. Russia
is an implacable foe and understands
nothing but power and our abllity and
willingness to use it, if necessary.

As we consider the expmditu.res pro-
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posed In this bill let us also be aware
that we have a lot of catching up to do
in the years directly ahead, especially
militarily speaking. We should not forget
that Russian naval strength has grown
tremendously to confront an aging
American fleet in the Mediterranean, as
‘well as the Atlantic angd elsewhere; and
that Russian missiles and fichters and
bombers now may have almost caught
up with ours in numbers as well as
design.

How well we know—we certalnly ought
to—that weakness on our part Is stmply
an invitation for trouble with the mas-
ters of the Kremlin, We just cannot al-
low ourselves to become militarily weak.

And so, Mr, Chairman, in passing this
bill todey, In adding $66 billion more to
the defense of this Natlon, I sincerely
hope we are again serving notice to the
world, friend and foe alike, that America
intends to remain strong and free,

Mr. SLACK. Mr, Chairmah, the De-
fense Department appropriations- bill for
fiscal year 1971 represents the sum total
‘of the committee’s judgment after exten-~
glve and concentrated hearings dating
baek to January. It recommends a total
of $66.6 billion, which 15 $2 billion below
the budget request and $8 blllion below
the appropriation for fiscal year 1970,

This reduction and the total recom-
mended comes from a determination to
tightenten up the use of defense funds,
and from very thorough investigation
of the justifications offered to support
Tequests for individual items.

The totel amount requested—$66.6
billion—should be considered against the
background of recent trends. The fact
Is, we have -already been readjusting
national priorities for several years in
the appropriations field.

Nondefense spending has grown by
$65 blllion since 1964, and now almost
equals the defense budget of today.

The defense appropriation recommend-
ed will constltute the lowest percentage
of the total Federal budget, or of the
gross national product, in the last 20
years.

Our domestic programs must be maln-
tained and encouraged, but the shield
behind which they find freedom to
serve our domestic goals is a strong na-
tional defense. We must have n strong
national defense as a war deterrent, and
a8 recoghized power which will permit
our representatives to negotiate for peace
and disarmament from a pogition of
strength rather than weakness either
real or implied,

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, I would like
t0 address myself at this time to a specific
seetion of this bill which provides relief
to a relatively unknown but essential
element of our Armed Forces. I am

~ speaking ahout section 807 of the bill and

the revision which will result in the-pro-
vision of schooling in schools operated
by -the Department of Defense for the
minor dependents of DOD personnel who
died while entitled to compensation or
active duty pay. This provision will allow
widows who are foreign natlonals to edu-
cate their children in Ameriean schools
if they return to their country of origin.

Mr. Chairman, this provision is sub~

" stantially like H.R. 16725, which waa in-

troduced by my good friend and col-
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league, the Honorable Wirtiam D. Forbp,
and cosponsored by myself and other
members of the Committee on Educa-
tion and Labor. .

Back in 1955, I had the honor of
leading a subcommittee of the Committee
on Education and Labor into the field to
visit many overseas schools operated by
the Department of Defense. That trip
represented the first comprehensive in-
vestigation of the school system by a con-
gressional committee. We made subse-
guent trips—the last of which took place
in January of this year—and published
reports and recommendations which we
feel have resulted in tremendous im-
provements in the school system. Our
most recent report—published this
June—listed as a recommendation the
precise matter that section B07 of this bill
denls with. This problem first came to
our attention in Germany and, more re-
cently, in Japan.

So, Mr. Chairman, I salute the dis-
tinguished chairman of our Committee
on Appropriations, and our other able
colleagues on the committee for provid-
ing assistance to a group of people whose
voice is very soft, but whose need is very.
great. And I also commend Congressman
BiLL Forp, and the other members of the
Committee on Education and Labor, who
have all demonstrated a deep and abiding
concern for the education afforded our
dependent children overseas.,

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Chairman, I rise In
support of the Moorhead-Whalen
amendment to reduce defense appropria-
tions by $1.8 billion and to bring de-
fense spending more into line with our
real needs and available resources.

The President says we cannot afford
to spend what this Congress has au-
thorized and appropriated for schools,
housing, water pollution control, hospi-
tal construction, education and health
care, I say we can afford these congres-
sionally approved programs if we fol-
low the wise injunction set out In the
Appropriations Committee’s report on
this year's defense budget:

What this country needs ls more defense
for the dollar, not necessarily more dollars
for defense,

The Approprlations Commlittee has
made a good start by cutting some $2
billion from the bill before us, I applaud
this action. I particularly applaud their
record which raninces no words in critl-
cizing swollen headquarters staffs, the
fallure of the three services to get to-

gether on joint weapons development -

programs, seemingly uncontrollable
spending on public affairs, premature
leaps into production before weapons are
adequately tested, and congressional
add-ons unrequested by the administra-
tion.

I support & strong and modernized
Navy. 1 particularly support the bill’s
funding of the most effective strategic
deterrent we have—our Polaris subma-
rine force: I vizorously oppose spending
$417 million for ships not requested by
the administration—spending opposed by
the other body, and opposed by the Ap-
propriations Committee, which said:

The Committes 18 firmly convinced that
what 1e needed, therefore, 1s an immediate,
energetic, and concentrated effort to improve
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the planning and managpement of the ship
bullding shd conversion program of the Navy,
rather than continuing to add funds ahove
the President’s budget.

The logte of thelr adding $417 mililon
above the President’s budget for the Navy
somehow escapes me.

I oppose rushing into production of a
costly new Navy tactical fighter—the FP—
14—to the tune this year of $658 million,
This program Is a patent violation of
the Secretary of Defense’s announced
policy of fly before we buy. Cost over-
runs are already predicted for the en-
gine. $274 million is provided in research
and development funds. The $658 mil-
Hon for procurement should be cut by
at least $200 million.

I support a low-level research and de-
velopment effort on a new manned
bomber for the Air Force, in the ex-
tremely unlikely event that we may need
this $30 million bomber in the future. At
least $65 millipn left over from last year’s
appropriation is available for this year. I
oppose appropriating an additional $75
million for this year.

I applaud the committee’s telllng the
Department of Defense that we simply
cannot afford to develop and procure
three different close-support aircraft for
the only marginally different needs of
three services. I oppose proceeding to
fund continued work on all three. I ap-
prove the other body’s suggestion that we
take out $17 milllon for the trouble-
ridden Cheyenne helicopter.

I oppose rewarding defense contractors
for gross mismanagement of weapons
programs and intolerable waste and cost
overruns. I particularly oppose allotting
$200 million to bail out Lockheed Air-
craft for bad performance on the C-5A
and other programs.

I recognize that the Department of
Defense, like other agencies, has to
spend a modest amount to keep the pub-
lic informed about what it is doing, T
do not support funding this effort at any-
where near the level of $28 million a year
when that money ls going for such
shenanigans as cross-country junkets
and sea cruises for civilian dignitaries.
I amply documented this waste in a
statement on July 6 this year. Let us cut
this spending by the $11 million spent on
these activities last year over and above
the ceiling the Appropriations Commit-
tee thought it had set,

I support a strong and continuing re-
search and development effort on anti-
bellistic-missile defense, so that if need
be, we may obtain the best possible pro-
tection for our land-based strategic de-
terrent. I oppose deployment st this time
of an ABM system that according to a
preponderance of expert testimony will
not work, will cost twice as much as the
$12 billion now predicted, and will
jeopardize the success of the arms talks
underway. If we doubled the $365 million
research and development effort for this
year by adding the funds allotted to the
ABM in the separate military construc-
tion bill, we could save $700 million in
procurement and meaintenance money in
this bill. I believe we should take that
step. !

I have reached a savings figure of $1.6
billion without even. mentioning sums

»
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such as $22 million for tinkering with a
tank which committees in both bodies
have shown to be undeserving of such
salvage efforts, or $80 million for a
torpedo that has experienced enormous
cost overruns without anyone being sure
yet that is can be made to work.

I urge adoption of the amendment
proposing a $1.6 billion cut in this de-
fense bill,

Mr. DORN. Mr, Chairman, I will to-
night fulfill a longstanding engagement
to speak to the Boy Scout Court of Honor .
in North Augusta, 8.C. During the cere-
mondies, I will present the highly coveted
Eagle Scout Award to seven outstanding
young men, I do not recall attending an
occesion when so many Esgle Scout
Awards were presented. Mr. Chairman, I
feel that communicating with our Na-

tion’s youth, particularly those dedi-

cated to Scouting and to God and coun-
iry, is an important part of our respon-
sibility. The dedication and perseverance
of these young men in their pursuit of.
this high award is truly an inspiration.

Were I present, Mr, Chairman, I would
vote in fayor of the cruclal appropria-
tions bill now before the House. This is a
measure for peace. The passage of this
bill will guarantee our strong military
posture. By sustaining our present mili-
tary strength the United States will re-
main a deterrent force against the evils
and agressions of communism and those
who would seek to destroy freedom
throughout the world.

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of this measure and in so doing,
commend the Commitiee for the very ex-
cellent job which it has done.

In my opinion, this is a sound budget
which provides adequately for the de-
fense of this Nation while making certain
that every possible nonessential expend-
iture has been pared.

Providing for the security of this Na-
tion Is the most important of the tasks
which the Congress must provide and I
feel very strengly that this particular
measure has accomplished exactly that.
I join in urging its passage.

Mr. RYAN, Mr. Chairman, the mili-
tary appropriations bill, which provides
$66.8 billion overall, underwrites the war
in Vietnam. For the first time the ad-
ministration’s budget estimate did not
include the estimated cost of the war for
the forthcoming fiscal year. When the
Becretary of Defense testified before the
Committee on Appropriations on Feb-
ruary 27, 1970, he said that the costs of
the war in fiscal year 1969 were $28.8
billion, and that they were estimated to
be $23.2 billion for fiscal year 1970, How-
ever, he asked that the estimate for fiscal
year 1971 be classified, and whatever
figure he did give the committee was de-
leted in the printed record of the hear-
ings—hearing, page 411. Although in
past years Members of Congress have
been told the cost of the war, that in-
formation is now being withheld. The
administration’s concealment is not com-
pensated for by the committee report
which states that the rate of spending
for the war is “expected to decline from
& high of almost $30 billion to a rate of
$14.5 billion by the end of fiscal year
1971.” (Rept. No. 91-15%0, p. 5.) Mem-
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bers are still denied the estimate of the
actusl cots of the war for fiscal year
1971, Whatever the cost may be—and I
suppose $20 hillion is a fair guess—an-
other penny is to much. ,

For the sixth consecutive year since
Congress was asked to approprate
money for the war in Vietham, I point
out that, by exercising its power of the
purse, Congress c¢an bring about a
change in the Vietnam war policy by re-
fusing to finance that tregic war.

Bince the first supplemental appropri-
ations bill for the war in Vietnam was
before the House on May 5, 1965, I have
voted against funding it. It is no more
supportable today.Apct.ober 8, 1970, than
it has been In the past, :

Frequent commentary by the political
pundist in the Jast few months has ecen-

tered on the point that the President has -

“de-fused” the war as a political lssue.
Perhaps some may confirm this observa<
tion In light of last night’s address by
the President, in which he supbosedly
made new overtures for peace in Indo-
china. However, I do not think that the
war should be treated as a political is-
sue—acute at some times, quiescent at
others. Men are dying. In August there
were 310 combat deaths. Innocent civil-
lans are dying. Children- are being
naimed. -

Even the manner in which men are
elected to die is unfair- assuming there
'ould be any fair way of making such an
awesome decislon. Draftees—unwilling
2awns in this conflict—shoulder much of
the burden. While draftees comprised
only 9 percent of the 1.4 mtllion men now
serving in the U.B. Army, on July 1
slightly more than 30 percent of the
Army's draftees were serving in Vietnam.
Of the apprdximately 43,775 American
servicemen who have been killed in com-
bat in Vietnam since the beginning of
our Involvement, about 32 percent have
been draftees, And looking at only the
Army personnel, draftees accounted for
55 percent of the battle deaths smong
Army enlisted men as of August 1070.

I have sought legislative correction of
this situation. My bill, HR.
amends the Selective Service Act of 1967

{0 prohibit the assignment of any persorn-

inducted under that act from serving on
active duty in Vietnam unless he con-
semts to stich service, By opposing HR.
18590, which provides funds for sending
and maintalning draftees In Vietnam, I
am expressing my opposition to the use
of unwilling conscripts as the fodder for
an undeclared war which serves to prop
up a dictatorship engaged in what s es-
sentially a civil war,

To make clear the tregic Inequity in-
flicted upon draftees by this war, I will
include at the close of my remarks an
article by Andrew J. Glass, published in
the August 15, 1870, 1ssue of the National
Journal at page 1747 et seq., and entitled
“Defense Repdrt/Draftees Shoulder Bur-
den of Fighting and Dying in Vietnam.”

The war must end now, regardless of
the political repercusslons for this, or any

other administretion or political party.

Thus, as I have done since the begin-
ning of the war, I intend to vote against
the bill which provides the money to con-
tinue this war, We, the Congress, possess
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the power of the purse. Exercise that,
and we end this nightmare of death and
destruction,

For these reasons, I also support the
amendment which I have cosponsored,
and which will be offered on the floor by
our distinguished colleague from Min-
nesota (Mr." Fraser)—the MeGovern-
Hatfleld amendment to end the war.
And for these reasons, also, I am sup-
porting the other amendments to speed
withdrawal from Indochina.

I also shall vote egainst the Depart-
ment of Defense Appropriations bill for
fiscal year 1971 because, in appropriat-
ing $66.6 billion for the military, it robs
our country of desperately needed funds
for dire domestic needs.

I do not wish to appear to dismiss out
of hand the efforts of the Appropria-
tlons Committee, which under the lead-
ership of the distinguished chairman
(Mr. Manon) did result in cutting the
bloated budget request of $68,745,666,000
made by the administration. The $2 bil-
lion reduction Is to he commended.

However, $66.6 billlon is still too mueh.
It is too much when our air is becoming
unbreathable and-our water undrink-
able, It is too much when our cities are
festering with inadequate housing, in-
adequate transportation facilities, and
insdequate sanitation systems. It-is too
much when our educational system des-
perately needs help, and when health
serviees are far too little and too ex-
pensive, For these reasons, I support the
amendment to be offered by our col-
leagues from Pennsylvania (Mr. Moor-
HEAD) and Ohio (Mr., WHALEN) setting

.6 $85 billion ceiling on defense expendi-

tures. :

In brief, our national priorities are
awry; and this bill 15 the main culprit
in sustaining a budget which in terms of
meeting the needs of the people, 15 very
far out of balance, Because our national
priorities must be reordered, and because
this bill perpetuates the imbalance, it
should be rejected.

Finally, this bill provides moneys for
weapons systems which are of dublous
wisdom. For example, H.R. 19590 appro-
briates $1.07 billion for the ABM, and
$47¢ million for land-based -MIRV's.
There is, in fact, considerable guestion
as to whether the ABM missile system is
even workable. But that consideration
aside, and more importantly, these sys-
tems encourage the devastating arms

race which at the least will suck more-

billions down into the armaments bar-
rel, and at worst, may spur the dreaded
day of nuclear holocaust. :

I think oné point must be made very
clear: Our defense apparatus must be
sustained in its fullest necessary strength
and capability, so that the security of
the United States will not be imperiled.
But, pouring billions upon unneeded bil-
llions of dollars into the military budget
is not the answer. As the committee it-
self says in its report (H. Rept. 91-1570)
on the bill before us at page 5:

The effectiveness of the Department of De-
fense cannot be measured solely tn terms of
tbe dollar level of expenditures. Unlimited
resources do not overcome inefliciency and
mismanagement. Instead, excesslve funding
produces more inefficiency and mismanage-
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ment. What thls eountry needs ig defense
for the dollar, not necessarily more dollars
for defense,

- 'The article follows:
DEFENGE REPORT/DRAFTEES SHOULDER BURDEN
" oOF FIGHTING AND DYING IN VIETNAM

(By Andrew J. Glass)

Army draftees were killed in Vietnam last
year at nearly double the rate of non-draftee
enllsted men,

During 1968, Army draftees were being

killed in action or wounded at the rate of
234 per 1,000. Draftee deaths were 81 per
1,000,
By contrast, Army enlisted volunteers were
killed or wounded at a rate of 137 per 1,000,
and 17 per 1,000 died. Both draftees and
volunteers serve 12-month tours of duty in
Vietnam, -

Draftees comprised B8 per cent of infantry
riflemen in Vietnam last year while firat-
term Regular Army men comprised 10 per
cent of the riflemen. The remalning 2 per
cent were career Army men,

In the past two or three vears, draftees
have suffered comparatively higher death
rates a8 their proportion of the Army’s com-
bat forces has risen from earlier phases of
the Vietnam war,

Battle deaths among Army enlisted men
have totaled 23,890 men through March 81,
1970, of 'whom 13,083, or 548 per cent, were
drafices. '

Previously unavailable draftes casualty
statisties reveal that over the five years in
which Americans have been engaged In, com-
bat in Vietnam, draftee casualties (kiiled
and wounded) have run 180 per 1,000 per
year and non-draftee casualties have run
84 per 1,000 per year, The Army General Staff
prepared the study at the request of Na-
tional Journal.

HOW POLICY IS EET

Under broad guldelines established by the
Defense Department, draftes utilzstion pol-
ictes reflect the manpower needs of the serv-
ice that consoripts the draftee.

Jonas M. Platt, the Defense Department’s
newly named director of manpower utillza-
tion, under the assistant secretary of de-
fense for manpower ahd reserve affairs, Roger
T, Kelley, reported that draftee policy for
the Army is formulated within the Army.
(The Army has inducted 97.2 per cent of all
draftees called to duty during the Vietnam
war period.) In an exception to that rule,
Plait, a retired Marine Corps major general,
noted that since 1887 the Office of the Secre-

. tary of Defense has sought to Impose a uni-

form policy of using the skillg of college grad-
uates who enter the armed services to the
best ‘advantage of the military. Three of five
college graduatee who enter the ATimy are
draftees.

DRAFTEES IN COMBAT

In discussing with Netional Journal the
reasons for the disparity between draftee and
mon-draftee battle deaths, Willlam K.
Brehm, assistant secretary of the Army for
manpower and reserve affalrs, sald: :

“The popular jobs are the ones for which
people eniist. They don’t enlist for the hard-
core combat skills. That is why draftees tend
to populate the hard-core combat skills: 70
per cent of the infantry, armor and artillery
are draftees.”

Brehm said that President Nizon’s Viet-
namization policy will have the effect of
bringing Army troop replacementis below
20,600 & month by May I971. But he esti-
mated that ome-third to one-fourth of the
replacements will still have to be combat
soldiers, ’

“That means we'll have to supply Bome-
where between 5,000 and 6,000 hard-core
combat skills & month. My estimate 1s that
we couldn't come shywhere near the 5,000~
man level without the draft,” Brehm added.



H 9850

{For background on Brehm, see biographi-
cal bYox).
ENLIETMENTS ¥5. INDUCTIONS

The disparity between draftee and volun-
teer casualty rates directly reflects the tesks
that the Army os8signs each group of sol-
diers,

Regular Army volunteers may enlist for
two or three years, In the first six months of
1070, 16,243 men snlisted for two years, They
were placed in the same manpower pool with
the 52,750 draftees called to duty for two
years by the Army during the same period,

Thres-year volunteers, however, have the
optlon of selecting their Army jobs and four
ou: of five make their own choice. In 1870,
less than 3 per cent have asked to serve in
the infantry.

“As strange a3 it sounds,” Brehm sald,
“only 800 young men a month out of 200
million Americans are enlisting for combadt.
If we went to an all-volunteer force in Viet-
nam, it's quite conceivable that that’s all
we might get.”

PROCEDTRES BEING REVIEWED

The Army Audit Agency, a gemi-gutono-
mous watchdog unit, is currently studying
the full range of job classification and as-
signment procedures within the Army.

However, there are no present plans to
withdraw or alter the option to serve in non-
combat roles being offered three-y=ar volun-
teers, Brehim said. .

4T think, given the circumstances, the
draftee is getting a pretty fair shake from
the Army,” he added. :

Several high-level officers and Pentagon
civilians interviewed by National Journal
agreed with Brehm's analysis of the draftee-
combat problem—but not with his Judgment
of the equities involved.

A Defense Department manpower expert,
who asked not to be identified by name, sald:

«we've studled this problem very carefully.
People don’'t seem to enlist in the Army to
fight. We recognize the inequity this causes
in & shooting war but we don’t know what to
do about it.”

An Army general who has served more
than two years In Vietmam and who asked
anonymity said: “Given the way draftees are
used by the Army, it's quite obvious that
tehy'll take the brunt of the casualties,

“It's very sad, really. But the whole god-
damn war is very sad.” ’
VIETHAM

In Southeast Asim, “grunt” is GI slang
for a frontline sollder. (The term comes
from the grunting sound foot soldiers make
while carrying heavy fleld packs.) The vast
majority of grunts in Vietnam ate draftees.

FIGHTING FORCE

On July 1, slightly more than 30 per cent
of the Army's draftees were serving in Viet-
nam while 25 per cent of Army volunteers
were statiohed there.

In Vietnam itgelf, the ranks of the Army's
enlisted and officer force {293,200-men) now
include 115,100 draftees, or 39 per cent of
the total, (This total is scheduled to drop to
about 225,000 Army personnel by May 1871,
with & proportional—or better than propor-
iional—drop in grunt-draftees as more and
more combat units are deactivated.)

While the Pentagon keepsa no statistics on
the chances of a draftee serving in Vietnam
during his two years in the Army, a com-
parisonn agalnst draft calls reveals that a
draftee‘'s chances of going to Vietnam have
Auctuated between 50 and 80 per cent. {Cur-
rently, draft calls are running at a rate of
10.000 men a month, and draftee replace-
ments are being flown to Vietnam at a rate of
8,000 men a month.)

KILLED AND WOUNDED

Draftee casualties in'Vietnam are a sensl-
tive matter to the Pentagon. While the De-
fense Department lssues weekly summaries
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of casualties In Southeast Asia, detailed sta~
tisties for draftees are dificult to obtain.

Through March 1970, 13,097 draftees (in-
cluding four who had become officers) had
been killed in Vietnam as a result of enemy
action. Another 1,545 had died from other
ecauges, such as air crashes or diseases. Sep-
arate records are not kept on the number of
draftees who are wounded, hospitalized, migs-
ing or captured.

Percentage of drafiee deaths—Over the
course of the Vietnam war—in which some
43,500 American flghting men have died
through mid-August—draftees account for
about 32 percent of the total killed in action,
49 percent of the Army dead and 55 percent
of the dead among Artny enlisted men,

Casualties among draftees, and the implica-
tlone they raise, have been analyzed by the
Army General Staff, The studies have been
conducted within a unit known as the Equal
Rights-Personnel Affairs Army Command
Bervice Branch, Special Affalrs and Review
Division, Directorate for Military Personnel
Policies, under the deputy chilef of staff for
personnel.

Chances of surviving—By comparing aver=-
age monthly force levels in Vietnam agalnst
actual deaths, and exirapolating the numhber
of draftee-wounded, the Army has been able
to compute the statistically valid chance that
a draftee or a Regular Army volunteer has
of being killed or wounded during his 12-

. month tour of duty there.

The Army study shows that, for the couime
of the war, an average enlisted man or Army
officer bad a 196 percent chance of being
killed and an 8.47 percent chance of being
wounded seriously enough to require treat-
ment at & medical facility.

Draftee vs. volunteer—However, for an
Army draftee, the chance of belng Ekilled was
2.44 percent and the chance of being wounded
was 10.54 percent—ot a total of 12.98 percent.

For a non-draftee enllsted man, the chance
of being kilted was 1.58 percent and of being
wounded 6.84 percent, or a total of B.42 per-
cent. Thus, a draftee had about a 54 percent
greater chance of being killed or wounded
than did his Regular Army counterpeart.

Early airborne influz—These results are
infiluenced, however, by the fact that the
initial surge of Americans in Vietnam
brought elite (and largely Regular Army)
air cavalry and airborhe divisions. (While
draftees serve in airborne divisions, they do
so0 voluntarlily.)

By contrast, in the later phases of the war,
when Americans suffered thelr heaviest 1oss
of life in Vietnam, the fighting was largely
in the hands of infantry, armor, and artillery
units with higher proportions of draftees.

Employing the aame statistical procedures
as in the Army study, the relatlve chance
of a drafies or a volunteer being killed or
wounded in 1968 were calculated by National
Journal as followa:

Draftee—killed, 3.89; wounded, 11.7%; to-
tal, 15.68,

Volunteer—killed, 2.3; wounded, 8.63; to-
tal, B.96.

Rating previous wars—In revealing these
statistics, the Army notes thet draftee death
rates in Vietnam—even though higher than
total Army enlisted losses—are still slgnifi-
cantly lower than death rates sustalned by
the U.8. Army during both the Korean war
and World War II.

(In both those wars, the present ehlist-
ment system—under which a prospective sol-
dier is guaranteed & non-combat Army as-
signment if he agrees to serve for three
yat—did not exist.)

In Korea, Army killed g5 a percentage of
its forces in the war zone came to 4.32—
more than double the 1.88 percent over-all
rate in Vietham. During World War II, the
figure was B.19 per cent for the European
theater in 194446, .

Vietnam wounds higher—However, wound-
ed rates for draftees in Vietnam in 1868-
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89 Tan &t levels comparable to or higher
than Korea or World War IL (For Korea,
the figure was 12.11 per cent; for World War
II, 15.20 per cent.)

The Army study further shows that 72 per
cent of enlisted casualties were sustained
by personnel tn grades Eb (sergeant) or he-
low. Most of these men do not plan on Army
careers and serve either two or three years.

REASONS BEHIND STATISTICE .

Disparities between draftee and non- .
draftee casualties In Vietnam stem from two
main factors:

Career Regular Army soldiers, counted as
enlisted men in the study, tend to serve in
rear-echelon units and in non-combat roles.

Enlisted men who arrive in Vietnam in
non-combat jobs (selected by themselves be-
fore they enlisted) are subject to less hostile
fire than draftees, who have no choice in
their Army tasks and who consequently fill
about 70 per cent of the combat jobs in
the Army:

In private conversation, some high-rank-
ing Army officers express surprise that
draftee casualties, glven the present system
of enlistmenis, are not actually higher than
they have been.

In the course of the war (fiscal 1965-70),
about 58 per cent of new enlisted personnel
entering the Army have been draftees; this
is close (o the percentage of draftees who
have died in Vietnam among tota] Army en-
listed deaths.

The Army tends to assign its draltees to
more hazardows combat roles—a fact which
should and does yield higher casualty rates.
However,  career Army man sometimes must
serve several bours in Vietnam, thus expos-
inpg himself to a higer over-all risk of being
killed or wounded than a single-tour draftee.

Re-enlistment practices: Untll very recent-
1y, the Army offered a draftee who was serv-
ing in Vietnam a chance to terminate his
draftee status and re-enlist for three years
from the date of his change of status.

Draftees are eligible for this “re-up” provi-
sion after serving eight months in the Army.
Most draftees arrive in Vietnam after five
months of traning and leave time in the
Undted States.

Usually, if a draftee in Vietnam elected to
“re-up,” he was shipped back to the United
States for training in a new MOS, In all
likelihood, he would return to Vietnam as a
Regular Army enlistee, but to serve in a rear T
area in a combat-support MOS, :

Baitlefield recruiting—In an article pub- :
lished last Feb. 8 by The New York Times
Magazine, entitled “Close-up of a Grunt,”
James P. Sterba, a Times correspondent in
Vietnam, reported that Army re-enlistment
sergeants regularly approach draftees in in- '
fantry rifle companies just after they have .
been through combat, seeking to induce them
to “re~up” in exchanpe for not having to
serve “out there’” any longer. ,

An Army spokesman said that the Sterba ;
report led to an Investigation, but he did not -
disclose 1its results. William Brehm, the
Army’s manpower chief, sald, however, that
re-enlistment rates for draftees, which had '
been running at about 5 per cent, have more
recently fallen off to close to zero. )

Infantry MOS frozen—On Aug. 11 the
Times reported in a dispateh from Vietnam
that new orders were distributed several
weeks ago which, in eflect, bar draftees with
combat MOS's from re-enlisting in exchange
for immediate transfer from the batilefield,

The Times cited a confidential Army direc-
tive, issued by Lt. Gen. Frank T, Mildren,
deputy Army commander in Bouth Vietnam.
The directive sald 1,208 combat soldiers in
the command had changed their MOSS be-
tween March 1 and May 1, 1870,

ASBIGN MENTHS

Before he receives hls firat duty assigh-
ment, the Army draftee spends, on average,
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«bout 19 weeks in what the Pentagon ealls
the “pipeline.”

Draftee pattern: Typlcally, a draftee’s
Army career would begin with a day of
Jrocessing at one of 74 Armed Forces Exami-
natlon and Enirance Stations throughout
the country.

A draftee next spends three or four days
at one of 11 Army Reception Btations. From
there, he enters a mandatory eight weeks of
basic combat tmining et one of nine Army
Training Center,

On completing basio -training, which em-
phasizes infantry skills, & draftee receives
advanced individual training (AIT) in a
military occupational skill {MOS). This oc-
curs in one of three ways:

Eight weeks of AIT in such combat MOS's
as infantry, armor or artillery at an Army
Tralning Center. (Before they are shipped to
Vielnam, infantrymen receive an extra week
of tralning in the combat conditions they
may expect to find there.)

Four to 10 weeks of MOS training at ona
of 71 Army schools. The average school cycle
is elght weeks,

On-the-job training or an immediate duty
#slgnment in  a civillan-acquired skil]
i{CAB) at an Army inatallation within the
swontinental United States. Most CAS per-
‘'onnel enter the Army with skills that the
\rmy values highly; ecientists, engineers,
arpenters, electricans and architects are
ypical of this group. A draftee outside the

‘A program may be given an MOS called
Juty acldier”” and receive on-the-job train-

g in, say, cutting grass, )

After AIT, a typical draftee Is granfed two

eeks leave, plus the time he needs to travel

his first assignment. K He sirives there

iving received sbout four months of Army
aining,

YOLUNTEER, PATTERN :

A typlcal Regular Army volunteer begins
s Army career in the game fashioh as a
raftee, But, after baslc training, he may
<pend the rest of his tlme in the Army in
"n occupation hé hes chosen for himself,

In each eass, a volunteer makes this cholee
efore he enters the Army. His recrulting
w®rgeant notes his choice and a place Is re«
erved for him at a school for the time that
a8 would be ready to begln ATT,

In the first six months of 1070, 43,708
three-year volunteers exercised thelr option
0 receive specialized training of their cholece,
This group represented 79.3 per cent of the
ihree-year enlistments (56,000 men) in that
nerlod,

COMFPUTERIZED SELECTIONS

8iuce 1066, the Army has assigned virtually
Ml of 1ts MOS's for combat and for speclal~
e thrvugh a computer progrem.

(One exception (o the rule Is the MOS
‘or operating the MOB-gelection computsr
wogram. These soldlers, who work in the
‘entagon and who include draftess, are
wand-picked. }

Two-tler process—In essence, the Army
smploya a two-stage formuls to assign MOS's
o its soldlers. The first stage Is relatively
dmple; the second, highly complex,

In the first stage, the computer matches
hree-year enlistees with the specialized
aaining berths they have selected, Bome
soveted MOS's—such as the MO8 for optical
"aboratory specialists—are fuily subscribed
o thls way.

However, less than 5 per cent of the volun-
teers ask to be tralhed in a combat-arms
speclalty, These combat essignments are vir-
tually left open once the “firat cut” is com-
pleted and must be filted during the second
and final “cut.”

When the “deck” (a6 in a deck of cards,
e Army’s term for prospective MOS hoid-
ers) I8 run again, draftees, two-year Regular
Army volunteers and three-year volunteers
who have not exerclsed their option are
vlaced 1n & commion manpower pool. (Scme
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volunteers are found to be unqualified for
the option they want but enliat anyway and
find themselves in the pbol.)

Acecessions breahkdown—In the fArst aix
months of 1970, of the 164,002 men who en-
tered the Army, 66 per cent were drafted, 10
per cent enlisted in the Regular Army for
two years, 7 per cent enlisted in the Regular
Army for three years but failed to exercise
their job option and the remaining 27 per
cent enlisted for three years with a guar-
antee from the Army that they would be
glven the MOS of their chotce.

The “second cut” by the computer, there-

- fore, includes the 73 per cent of all new

accessions into the Army who are given no
choice in picking s military job by the Army
or who fail to make & choice.

Shuffiing the deck—The computer pro-
gram attempts to flll each MOS8, insofar as
-vacancies still exist, at what the Army re-
gards as a satlsfactory level, -

This level is known as “desire” in the
computer program, Criteria for what is “de-
sirable” include euch factors as the man-
power needs of the Army at the time, the
qualifications set for & particular MOS, the
distance of & soldier from e prospective
training site (calculated to minlmize trans-
portation costs), the soldier's civiiian back-
ground, his own preferences as determined
during a post-induction interview, and,
finaily, & detalled proflle of the soldier's
physical and mental background,

Among the 468 individual bits of informa-
tion scanned by the computer before it
matches a new soldier with an MOS require-
ment are such factors as his aptitude and
intelligence test scores, phyeical profile, pre-
vious education and I proficiency,

“Relaz” program—If the computer i3 un-
able to fill the quota set for a pariicular
MOS at tbe '‘desire” level, it Is programmed
o “relax” its standards in several successive
stages until all the vacancies are fAlled.

If, after reaching the lowest rung of the
“relax’’ program, the computer hes still been
unable to fill the quota—known as “the
white book requirement”—the machine goes
through a final searching sequence.

Down in {he pit—This time, the computer
is programmed to operate at a “meandatory™
level, below which the Army refuses to lower
standards for a particular MOS. (For ex-
ample, the commputer is told that it 1s “man-
datory” that no one with a crlminal record
in civilian life be made a military police-
man.)

Bometimes, the program 15 written in
such & way that a set and limited percentage
of substandard soldiers ig permitted to take
& particular MOS. Informally, this is known
a8 & “goofball ceiling.” .

All combat MOS’s now carry a high pri-
ority, some of them 100 per cent, Buch
troops requirements musat be flled even 1f
the computer has already scraped the bot=
tom of the barrel and has ceased assigning
men, In that event, the quota ls filled by
hand; Pentagon staff officers use their judg-
ment in further dropping the standards,

These *“standards” do not necessarily re-
fieet on the quality of the soldier. For ex-
ample, the standards the computer follows
may prohihit using a college graduate In
& menial job or fiying & man for tralning
from the East Coast to California.

Operational center—These policles are car-
ried out by the Tralnee Assigning Bection,
Tralning Input PBranch, Requirements Di-
vision, Enlisted Personnel Directorate, Office
of Personnel Operations of the Army.

Computer vs. drafiee~—In theory, there is
no MOS for which a draftee Is ineligihle. In
practice, however, the computer is pro-
grammed, often down t¢ the “mandatory”
level, to accept only three-year volunteers—
for MOB’s that involve long training periods,

Buch MOS's a8 medical lab. processor,
which requires a total of 84: weeks’ school~
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ing, are virtually free of draftees. Other
MOS's for which the Army prefers (because
of the tralning time involved) to shun
draftees inciude the mechanics who service
the Army’s varlous tactical missiles as well
&8s the soldiers who repair such devices as
radars, television and microwave systems,
teletypewriters and code machines.

Special considerations—Apart from receiv-
ing a general set of instructions, the com-
puter is also glven certaln special orders:

No soldier under the age of 17 years, eight
months can be assigned to a eombat-arms
MOS. (Draftees are usually inducted at
age 19.)

College graduates cahnot be assigned to
such jJobhs a5 cook, smmunition handler and
tent repalrman,

But college graduates can be——and often

- are—selected as infantry rifiemen on the

Army theory that they would have a full op-
portunity to exerclse what the Army terms
thelr “leaderahip potential” in guch an MOS.

Analyzing the results: In fscal 1070, 16,362
{0 per cent of the draftees inducted during
the perlod) were handpicked for the civilian-
skills (CAS) program of the “deck."” 'This
group wag certain to serve its entire two-year
tour within the continental United States,

About 80 percent of the draftees who re-
malned in the pool were put into a group
of MOS’s in which draftees have comprised
50 percent or more of the manpower over the
course of the Vietnam war. "

‘This group, heavily iaden with draftees, in-
cludes the basic infantry, armor and artillery
MOS's, varlous radic and telephone com-
munications jobs, light vehicle drivers, cooks,
clerks, military policemen and medical
corpsmen. (For number and percenlage of
draftees and enlistees- troined in selected
combat-arms MOS’s, see table.)

About 63 per cent of all draftees entering
training were glven jobs within this cluster
durisag fiscal 1970—with 20 per cent alone be-
ing trained as Infantry rifemen.

In the Army ag a whole, 11.4 percent of all
personnei are assigned to the infantry rifie-
man MOS—which Pentagon generala call “11
bravo” buf which grunts in Vietnam call
“11 bush,” Two-thirds of the infantry rifie-
men trained in fiscal 1870 were.draftees.

Combat Duty: Only 11 percent of Regular
Army volunteers voluntarily serve in an MOS
that is heavily laden (60 per, cent or more)
with draftees, And even among that 11 per
cent, there 1s a strong statistical tendency
to become e clerk, s covk or a telephone op-
erator rather than an infantry rifleman, an
Armor crewman or an artillery spotter.

Only those Repgular Army wolunteers who
select an option under the guarantee pro-
gram may escape the possibility of combat-
arms duty; remaining volunteers, including
two-year Regular Army men, are assigned
to combat MOS’s in about the same propor-
tion to thelr over-all numbers as draftees.

College men—A college degree also offers
no guarantee of belng asstgned 0 non-com-
bat duty In the Army. (About 15 per cent
of the men entering the Army graduated
from college.)

A study of college graduates who entered
the Army during fiscal 1860 shows that 61
per cent of them (23,111 men) were draltees.
(No statistics are avatlable, however, on the
number or percentage of draftees who are
college praduates.)

Of the college graduates who enterec the
Army in figcal 1069, 50.5 per cent were as-
stgned to combat-support units and 24 per
cent were gssigned t0 combat-arms units,
with some 18 per cent entering the infantry.

" A separate study released June 18 by Eenne
Petergon, & civiian manpower expert at-
tached to the Office of the Secretary of De.
fense, revealed that 36.3 per cent of the col-
lege graduates who entered the Army in
calendar 1960 were given combat MOB's,
compared with 49.3 per cent of all enlisted
men, iaclukling draftees, :
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Duty stations: Once & goldler 1s assigned
4o and trained in an MCS, no distinction is
made between draftees and volunieers in
the selection of their duty stations,

These declsiong are made by Policy Branch,
Distribution and Readiness Division, Pro-
curement and Dstribution Directorate, un-
der the deputy chief of stafl for army per-
sonnel, Lt, Ger. W. T. Kerwin Jr.

The Pentagor. staff oficer under Gen. Eer-
vin who actually mekes the theater aassign-
ments shufies o stack of cards (to break up
the computerized alphabetical sequence in
which he receives them) without knowing
vwhich eard represents a draftee and which
a Regular Atmy enlistee.

Personnel just completing thelr advanced
training (AIT) are taken first, a3 & matter
of policy, in meeting the levles of Overseas
commands. About 60 per cent of AIT grad-
uates are assigned directly to a one-year tour
of duty in either Vietnam, Thalland or EKorea.

Since 70 per cent of the combat-arma
MOS’s in the Army are filled with draftees,
# higher proportion of draftees serve in Viet-
nam than elsewhere because combat MOS's
are in more urgent demand in Vietnam
than elsewhere.

At any given time, 54 per cent of all
draftees are serving within the continental
Unlted Btates, 30 per cent are in Vietnam.
and the remainlng 18 per cent are in other
over-seas assignments.

PREBSURES

The draft utilization issue comes before
the Army at a time when it is reacting with
extraordinary sensitlvity to public eriticiem.

Westmoreland view: -In & speech before
the National Exchange Club, delvered July
27 in Atlanta, Gen. Willilam C. Westmore-
land, the Armny’s chief of stafl and former
over-all commander 1n Vietnam, sald:

“Some of the criticism leveled at us 1s
indeed justificd, Some of it is misdirected,
emotional tirade. . . . Some who undoubt-
edly are well intentioned are doing the coun-
try a disserviee by unknowingly underminlng
the confldence of the public in the Army.
Others, I belleve, have motives less
innocent.”

In this climate, the Pentagon 1s.encoun-
tering political pressure to stop sending
draftees agalnst their will to Southeast Asis.

Congressional initiatives: On both sldes of
Capitol Hill, there s talk over instituting an
all-volunteer policy in Vietnam as an In-
terlm step before undertaking a complete
American mil;tary withdrawal.

House—Rep. Garry Brown, R-Mich,, intro-
duced a bill (H.R, 18719} on July 30 under
which draftees who are inducted after Jan. 1,
1971, could not be assigned without their
consent to Vietnam or any other area where
the United States is engaged in an armed
conflict,

“Philosophically, my proposal i3 right;
pragmatically, it can be implemented,”
Brown said. "Especlally in view of the re-
duction in personnel in Vietnam, I am con-
fident the Pe¢ntagon can work within this
limitatlon on combat service,” he added.

Senate—While the Brown bill is likely to
be buried in vhe House Armed Services Com-
mitlee, the Scnate 1s virfually certain to hold
a test vote on this issue in late August.

The initiative 1s being pressed jointly by
three Democrats—Sens, Willlam Proxmire,
Wls., Gavlord Nelson, Wis, and Harold E,
Hughes, Iowi—in the form of an amend-
ment to the military procurement bill (H.R.
17123), which is the pending business on
the Senate Acor.

Tf adopted, the¢ amendment would Dpro-
hibit the Defense Department from sending
draftees to the war zone after President Nizon
signs the precurement measure into law,

In presenting the amendment on Juhe 30,
Proxmire sail on the Senate floor:
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“The connectlon between campus unrest,
the war and the inequities in the present
Selective Service system lend an urgency to
this proposal.

“To stop sending draftees to Southeast
Asia,” Proxmire sald, “Is not only feasible
and urgent—I also believe 1t 1s right, Not
only i1s this an undeclared war, but the
draftee has borne an unfalr proportion of
the fighting burden.” ' .

PENTAGON RESPONSE

Defense Secretary Melvin R, Laird has
responded to such pressure by publicly hold-
ing out the hope that an all-volunteer policy
in Vietnam might begin next year. :

Thus, In mid-May, Jerty W. Friedheim,
deputy assistant secretary of defense for pub-
lic affairs, told a Pentagon news briefing:
"The Secretary (Lalrd) has sald he feels that
when we get down to 200,000-240,000 men,
that’s the time we can begin - serlously to
think about that possibility.”

Troop withdrawals—Latrd’s overall time-
table calls for turning over the ground ¢om-
bat mission o the South Vietnamese Army
by May 1971,

By that time, according to the timetable
announced by the Presldent, U.S, troop
strength in Vietnam will total 284,000 men—
a reduction of 265,500 men since Mr. Nixon
took office in January 1968. .

Pessimistic estimates—In sharp contrast
to the hopeful tone being struck by Secretary
Laird and his chlef spokesman, Army man-
power planners see & continuing need to as-
sign draftees to combat roles—a need that
stems directly from the policy of granting
three-year volunteers & cholce of avallable
support assignments.

‘In the calculstions of the Army manpower
pianners, the fact that draftees comprise
only a quarter of the men who entered the
U.S. armed forces durlng the course of the
Vietnam war, and only 13 per cent of the
combined services’ present total strength
has little bearing on the problem. -

“Even if we hold to the most optimistic
schedule of Vietmamization,” Brehm told
National Journel, “we would still need two

or three times whet we could supply next -

year without the dreft.”

Brehm, however, sees no conflict between
the Army's continuing need to draft soldlers
tor combat duty and Lairds’ all-volunteer
planning.

“The Secretary understands the problem,”
he said. “He is committed to making the
Vietnamization pollcy work. But he also
knows that it would not be possihle for us
to continue with our present plan if we had
ta go to an all-volunteer group in Vietnam,"

Counterthrust in Senclie—In the meaD-
time, the Pentagon ls quietly seeking io
undermine support in the Senate for the
Proxmitre-Nelson-Hughes amendment,

On July 9, Leonard ‘Niederlehner, who was
gerving at the time as acting general counsel
of the Defense Department, wrote to Sen.
John . Stennis, D-Miss,, chalrman of the
Senate Armed Services Commlittee, to express
the department’s official disapproval of the
proposal.

“p great part of the problem,” Niederlehner
wrote Stennis, “is providing in required
numbers personnel who possess the required
skllls without incurring shortages ol these
skills in Army units elsewhere.

“Until it 18 reasonably sure that this prob-
lermn can be mastered, it would be unwise to
restrict the pool of military personnel eligible
for service in Vietnam to those who would
enter the armed forces voluntarily.”

While Niederlehner did not say so, Army
manpower experts who echoed hls views
made it clear that the “skills’ to which he
referred were infantry, armor and artillery—
the hard-core combat group. Niederlehner's
letter has not been officlally released.

Non-governmental pressures: Feace groups

opposed to the American military involve-
ment in Southeast Asla have focused thelr
political efforts on seeking a speedy with~
drawal of troops, end have not widely raised
the draftee issue.
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Draft resistance, however, 1s tied closely f:

to the Vietnam war.

Clourt cases—the courts have been reluc-
tant to deal with the issue of whether it is
constttutional to send servicemen to fight 1n
Vietnam without a congressional declaration
of war. They have ducked the 1ssue by ruling
that the question 1s not justifiable—that i%
is too broad in scope to be decided In the
context of a lawsult, or that it 1s a political
question.

However, In two recent cases, the courts
have addressed the issue, Both cases were
brought up by volunteers, but the decislons
would apply to draftees as well,

Berk v. Laird—Berk contested the Army’s
right to send him to Vietnam to fight an
undeclared war, On June 19, the 2nd Circuit
court of Appeals ruled that the lasue was
narrow encugh to decide, but that it was a
political matter. The appeals court remanded
the case to the U.8, district court for the
Eastern District of New York. The Justice :
Department hag flled a petition there to
dismiss the case, which 1s being argued by .
Theodore C. Sorensen for the New York office
of the American Civll Liberties Undon.

Orlando ». Laird—The U.S, district court
tor the Eastern District of New York decided
the cage on the merits; it ruled July 1 that
the Army could send Orlando to Vietnam,
because Congress, In authorizing and appro-
priating funds for Vietnam, had acquiesce
as if it had actually declared war. o

Massachusetts law—The Supreme Court
will have an opportunlty when it reconvene-.
in October to conslder the legality of senhd-
ing draftees to flght in Vietnam, On July 22
the state of Massachusetis flled sult in the:
U.S. Supreme Court contesting the Defense,
Department’s right to draft Massachusetts
citizens to fight an undeclared war in Viet-
nam. The sult was brought under a etate
law enacted April 3, challenging the legality
of the Vietnam war. The Defense Department
has until Sept, 22 to flle a response to the
state’s petdtion,

All-volunteer Army: The problem faclng
the Pentagon 13 further compounded by the
President’s commitment to a polley of re-
ducing draft calls to zero and instituting an
all-volunteer Army.

Gates study—In March 1968, Mr, Nixon,
Tulfilling & campalgn pledge, created a 15-
member commission headed by Thomas S.
Gates Jr., chalrman of the executive com-
mittee of Morgah Guaranty Trust Co, and &
former Becretary of Defense (19569-61), to
study the feasibility of an all-volunteer
armed force for the United Btates, ’

The Commisslon reported to the President
Feb. 21, 1970, unanimously recommending
the creation of an all-volunteer force by July
1, 1871, concurrently with the expiration of
the present Selective Service Act (81 stat.
100).

An April 23, in a specinl message to the
Congress, Mr. Nixon sald: “After careful con-
sideration of the factors involved, I support
the basic concluslon of the comrmission. I
agree that we should move now toward end-
ing the draft.”

Hatfield overfure—The Inltiative for an all-
volunteer Army has been takenh up in the
Senate by Sen. Mark Q. Hatfield, R-Ore., who
13 pianning to offer an amendment to the mil-
itary procurement bill that would implement
the Gates Commission’s Andings. He has at-
tracted 14 cosponsors for his proposal, rang-
ing across the political spectrum from Sen.
George McGovern, D-38. Dak., to Sen. Barry
Goldwater, R-Arlz, (The White House has ex-
pressed oppodition to the Hatfleld bill on the
grounds that is it premature.)
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.One festure of the Hatfleld bill would com-
' pensate servicemen who face ehemy fire an
extra $200 a month. The measure would also
raise the base pay of a firet-year enlisted man
by 81,700 a year. (Currently, all enlisted men
serving in Vietnam, whether or not they nre
actually in combat asslgnments, draw an ex-
tra #65 a month in *“hostile fire pay” and are
exempt from federal taxes.)

Insufficient incentives—Army mANpowWer
experts doubt that pay incentives alone, no
matter how generous, would bridge the gap
between the number of combat soldlers now
‘needed in Vietnam and the number whao vol-
unteer for combat duty,

“If I put inyself in the position of these
young men, money alone wouldn't convince
me,” Brehm sald. “Moreover, 1t would be &
mercenary force. I don't think I like that.”

Alternative policy: As a means of giving its
draftees and non-draftees a relatively équal
chance of syrviving in Vietnam, the Army
could susperd] its enlistment-option system
for the duration of the war.

This appronch has been followed by the
Marine Corps, an elite group whose over-all
manpower needs are far smsaller than  the

- Army’s.
. Army mangower experts predict that such
& step would increase draft calls sharply as
enllstments fell off.

“"We've brainstormed this,” Brehm sald,
“and we've discarded this approach because
‘the policy is to keep the number of dmftees
in the Army as 10w as possible.” (The Army
took about 200,000 inductees in fiscal
1870, the lowest number since the 102,555 in-
ductees the Army took it fiscal 1965: and the
Pentagon has announced a lower rate of draft
calls in the firsé half of fiscal 1971.)

“It's too bad that the draftees bave to do
most of the fighting,” Brehm added. “Believe
me, I don't enjoy slgning those draft calls,
But, afier all, one of the thingsa the Army 1s
all gbout 1s combat,™

Mr. HANLEY. My, Chairmen, the cur-
rent congressional debate over the extent
of the U.8. commitment to ' NATO and
the defense of Europe involves. one of
the more important foreign policy issues
of the decada. ‘

Few of us would deny that the security
of Western Europe is of utmost impor-
~ tance to the defense posture of the
United States. A weak Europe, subjeét to
strong pressare from the Soviet Union,
would critically endanger our external
security. : ’

Nevertheless, the time has come for us
", In the Congress to state emphatically and
firmly that we cannot—and will not—

continue to bear such a disproportionate

share of the defense of our European
neighbors. -

I, thereford, support the amendment to
reduce U.S. forces in Europe by 50,000
troops by June 30, 1971.

NATO wag created in the wake of
World War II to provide a protective
shield for a weak Western Europe: At
that time.it was logical and necessary
that the United Slates assume the great
majority of the defense burden for these
countries. Qur gwn Interests decreed that
Europe remain free, our altruism decreed
that a stronger neighbor help those rav-
aged by war get back oh their feet.

The economies of France, Germany,
Belgium, and our gther European allies
are humming along beautifully. There 1s
no reason why they cannot come up with
their falr share of the cost of defense
programs, If they were poor, it would be
one thing—but they are not. We have an
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they.

Yet the United States continues to
bear the brunt of NATO costs and man-
power. The total cost to the United States
as & result of our NATO commitment is

obligation to the free world, but so do

-estimated at $14 billion. Approximately

$7 billion is used for the maintenance of
troops on the Continent, and $3.1 billion
s spent annually for the actual operat-
ing costs of U.8. forces in Europe. Our
NATO-connected expenditures create an
estimated annual balance of payments
deficit of more than $1.5 billion.

None of the European countries has
lived up to ite NATO commitments in
terms of money or manpower. In recent
years, in fact, Great Britain has elim.
inated the dreft and other European
countries have reduced the conscription
period. However, we il the United States
have kept our 2-year draft—in par} so
we can maintain a large force in Europe.

For several years now, we have been
pressing our allies to assume a falrer
share of NATO costs. While these coun-
tries agree in principle, they -have not
yet come up with an acceptable proposal.
There have been recent indications that
the European countries may be willing
to raise as much as $300,000,000 per yenr.

year 'Tn the face of our own staggering costs

and tremendous burdens at home, this
figure is unacceptable. - -

If we cannot be assured of at least
enough money to cover our balance of
payments deficit, the United States
should make immediate plans for with-
drawal of a significant segment of our

. Buropean contingent,. -

And, in the long run, we should seri-
ously consider a permanent withdrawal
of a large number of our troops for budg-
etary purposes, We could bring many

" troops home without reducing our ulti-

mate responsibility to our European al-
lies. If our troops are kept prepared on
bases throughout this country, they could
be airlifted to Europe in a matter of
hours if an emergehcy occurs,

Mr. Chairman, all of us are aware of
the many needs which we have here at’
home. Of course, we must maintain a
strong defense and we must help protect
our friends, :

But the time has come when we must
cease to overextend ourselves beyond our
means. We have long carried the free
world on .our shoulders, It is -time that
some of this burden is shifted and that
other nations assume a fair share of
their own defense. o :

The amendment to cut our troop force
by 50,000 is worthy of our support for it
will. put the Europeans on notice that
the U.B. Congress is emphatic in its re-
solve that our allies pay their fair share,

Mr, SCHMITZ. Mr. Chairman, as an
American concerned with the safety of
the Nation, I vote for the cwrrent mili-
tary appropriations bill with misgivings.
In my estimation we are not allocating
a large enough portion of our resources
for defense purposes. Providing for the
common defense of the Nation and pro-
moting the general welfare are not an-
tagonistlc concepts. Rightly understood
they are complementary functions. When
we sacrifice the common defense for
nebulous notions of what promotes the
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common welfare we are embarking on a
course which will neither protect nor for
long provide,

Neither should we allow the prospect
of a possible agreement with the Soviet
Union at the strategic arms limitation
talks to incline us in the direction of de-

.fense cuts. Recent examples of Sovlet

perfidy are numerous, The latest Soviet
test of their fractional orbital bombard-
ment system took place just 2 weeks
ago.-Many people are of the opinion that
the testing of these nuclear attack weap-
ons is a clear violation of the 19647 Bpace
Treaty which the Soviets slgned. It Is &
little difficult to see any sense in holding
up deployment of the ABM system, par-
tially on the hope that the Soviets will
abide by a new agreement yet to be
made, the Soviets are testing a wenpons
system which glves us only 3 minutes
warning time and whose testing is fn vig-
lation of an agreement they have already
signed. o
Conservatives such as I, heartily en-

‘dorse and press for fiseal responsibility,

Most conservatives do ngt, however, en-
dorse insufficient funding for national
defense purposes. I would suggest that
lowering our defenses to the point of
Sovlet victory is unwise. There is one
thing worse than a nuclear war—Jlasing
8 nuclear war. -

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Chairman, I am
Dleased to note that the Appropriations

Committee has finally given' overdue

recognition to the obvious truth that we
can and must get more defense for the
dollars we are spending, not more dollars
for the low callber of performance we
have been getting over the past years, -
There will be some who will cry that

-the $2 billion lopped off the budget re-

quest will harm our national security,
but we can dismiss this for the nonsense
it is now widely recognized to be. The
public has been too well informed of the

irresponsibility of both the Penitagon
-and defense contractors In cases such as
. the C-5A to be willing

to put up with
the Inviolability of the military budeet
any longer.

Mr. Chalrman, we do indeed have an
obligation to provide security for the
people of this country. But we have the
corollary obligation to see that the serv-
ices and equipment involved are obtained
with efficiency and at equitable cost to
the taxpayer. It 5 only in the last few
years that Conhgress haz begun to exer-
cise its responsibility for military spend-

-Ing oversight, and. until that time we
- faced mutely an annual appropriation

that. grew year by year to totally um-
necesary and unwise proportions. The
action we will take today is but a further
step in the direction of introducing
sanity Into previding of funds for the
military establishment. There wilf be
attempts to cut the expenditure level
back even further, perhaps to a $65 bil-

Hon maximum, and I am fuily in sup-

port of these efforts, . .
Most importantly, we have once again
an opportunity to express the sense of
Congress in regard to the funding of the
war in Southeast Agia, and I hope that
the bipartisan move to %rite the pro--
visions of House Resolution 1000 into
this bill will be successful, By spproving
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the amendment to limit fiscal 1971 funds
for Vietnam to $15 billion we will give
clear expression o the necessity for wind-
ing down the war, and then by voting
to terminate funds for ground combat
operations after June 20, 1971, we will
give the American people a clear signal
that we are fully ready to exercise our
responsibility to extricate ourselves from
our disastrous involvement in Indochina,
The people of this country clearly want
us out of the war, and today we have the
opportunity to set the limits for our
enzagement in Vietnam. I hope we take

it.

Mr. VANIK. IMr. Chairman, upon leav-
ing office, President Eisenhower, a gen-
‘aral of the Army, warned the Nation
against the dangers of the growing “miti-
tary industrial complex,” In his farewell

address to the Nation on television and '

radio on January 17, 1961, the former
Supreme Commander of the Allied Ex-
peditionary Forces said;

In the counsels of government, we must
guard against the acgquisition of unwara-
ranted infuence, whether sought or un-
sought, by the military-industrial complex.
The potential for the disasterous rise of mls-
placed power exists end will pereist. We must
never let the we.ght of this combination en-
danger cur libertles or democratic processes.
We chould take nothing for granted. Only an
alert and knowledgeable citizenry can compel
the proper meshing of the huge industrial
and military mechinery of defense with our
peaceful methods and goals, so that securlty
and lberty may prosper together.

For B years we have ignored the Gen-
eral’s warning, despite the fact that the
Department of Defense’s budget In-
creased from $+1.3 in fiscal 1961 to & fiscal
1971 request of $66.6 billion.

However, I am pleased to say, Mr.
Chairman, that at last in this year—and
to some extent last year—the Congress
has lived up to its responsbility of exam-
ining and questioning thé military budg-
et. We have bigun to return to our con-
stitutional obligation “to raise and sup-
port Armies,” “to provide and main-
tain & Navy,” and “to make rules for the
Crovernment znd regulation of the land
and naval forces.” C

This is the Arst Congress of the eight
Congresses in which I have served, which
has seriously questioned and cross-ex-
amined military money requests, the ad~
visabllity of certain weapons systems,
and the validity of certain strateglc con-
cepts—such as maintaining 535,000
American military personnel and de-
pendents in Europe at & cost of around
$2.9 billion,

This examination is a most encourag-
ing development. Congressional ex-
amination ard review im this area—an
area where the generals and admirals
were formerly given carte blanche—is
saving the taxpayer literally billions of
dollars.

For example, this year’s hill before the
House today. makes-cuts in a number
of new programs which are untested or
which have run into technleal difficul-
ties. It makes no sense to push forward
into production of weapons systems in
the hope that future research will solve
the problem: which have already de-
veloped. For example, production went
ahead on hundreds of Sheridan tanks
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which had a turret designed to fire a mis-
sile shell. Production went ahead on the
promise that this new type of shell could
be and would be developed. Technical
difficulties arose, and hundreds of tanks
have had to be stored away since they
have no firepower to deliver, This situa-
{ion may be cleared up, but the interim
waste has been fantastic. We must move,
as Secretary Laird says, to a “fly before
you buy” policy.

Unwanted new weapons systems, such
as & new nuclear aireraft carrier and
its escorts, have been cut from the
budget. It would have been untconscion-
able for Congress to have provided funds
for this project which the administra-
tion was uncertain it wanted. The Con-
gress has also raised questions in debate
about the strategic soundness behind
the idea of a carrier-otiented Navy. The
remarkable success of the Soviet built
ship-to-ship missile Styx ralses real
questions about the safety of relying on
large surface warships.

The Appropriations Committee is to
be commended for expressing concern
about the redtape and bureaucracy
which has turned our Defense Establish-
ment into an unresponsive and lethargic
monster. In cutting the administration’s
budget request by nearly $2.1 billion, the
distinguished chairman of the Appropri-
ations Committee has sald that this can
be done “without denying programs es-
sential to the baslc military strength of
the country.” He noted that:

The “effectiveness of the Defense Depart-
ment cannot be measured solely in terms of
dollars. Unlimited resources do not over-
come inefiiciency and mismanagement., In-
stead, ezcessive Tunding produces mote in-
eficlency end misinenagemet.

A similar view of bureaucractic ineffl-
ciency has been expressed by Hyman
Rickover, one of Amerlea’s most brilllant
admirals.

In addition, to making cuts in the

budget request, the committee has put
time lmits on which appropriated
moneys can be spent. Previous defense
appropriations bills had made money
available until expended—a practice in
direct violation of the Constitution which
provides that the Congress in raising and
supporting armies, shall not make ap-

propriations to that use—for a longer -

term than 2 years. In their wisdom, our
Founding Fathers saw the dangers of
unlimited and uncontrolled appropria-
tions aceruing to the military. It is time
that we returned to that wisdom.

Despiter the committee’s Improve-
ments, Mr. Chairman, I feel that fur-
ther improvements can be made.

Total NATQ related costs are $14 bll-
lion per year, a significant part of which
is due to 330,000 servicemen and 205,000
support personnel and dependents sta-
tioned in Europe. This force level—and
especially the dependent level—should
be cut. This commitment of manpower
is a terrible drain on our resources. I
lightens the defense burden for Euro-
pean nations which have used the re-
sultant saving to improve their produc-
tivity and produce consumer goods that
have undermined our markets abroad
and flooded our markets at home. In ad-
dition, from a strategic point of view, we
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do not have enough—we could not main-
tain enough men in Europe to stop a
massive Soviet attack on Western Eu-
rope. And if such an attack occurred,
the possibility of it remaining a minor
war limited to Europe is extremely re-
mote. Our presence and commitment of
defense to the people and democracies
of Europe could be demonstrated by a
few gir units, the 6th Fleet, and a few
Army units. But half a million Ameri-
cans in Europe makes no sense at all.

For these reasons, I supported the
amendment to cut the size of our man-
power commitment in Europe.

AS the Member who offered an amend-
ment in the public debt bill to limit the
Department of Defense budget, I will
support the amendment being offered to-
day to put a celling of $65 billion on the
Department’s budget. This amendment
will not cut any specific program—it
leaves the determination on cuts of $1.6
billion to the President and the Defense
Department. .

This amendment is entirely feasible
glnee there are numerous Areas where
cuts can be made, For example, we now
have 428 major and nearly 3,000 minor
bases scattered in 30 nations around the
world. Many of these are obsolete and
no longer necessary. Admiral Rickover
has pointed out that the Uniform Ac-
counting Procedures Act, just signed intc
law, should save up to $2 billion an-
nually. In line with the President’s peace
jnitiatives of last night, troop with-
drawals from Vietnam should continus
with further reductions in expenditures.

In light of these possibilities, in light
of pressing domestic needs and probable .
budget deficits due to recession-caused
reductions in Federal revenues, I believe
that the $65 billion celling is vital.

Finally, the President’s speech of last
night offered hope for a cease-fire but
was vague on the question of the timing
and amount of further withdrawals. As
an indication of my support for a defi-
nite, continued process of withdrawal, I .
will support an additional amendment to
today’s bill which will require that funds
appropriated by this act be used only for
those operations which are necessary to
carry out the safe and orderly with-
drawal of United States forces and
prisoners of war from Vietnam while
working toward a goal of ending US.:
military commitment. « '

These. amendments are important;
these amendments are sound. )
. Our defense spending must be more
efficient and more responsive.

I cannot support this huge, con-
glomerate of expenditure, In its present
form it constitutes an invitation to waste.

Mrs. MINK. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to commend the chairman of our
House Committee on Appropriations for
his invaluable assistance in obtaining a
singularly important addition to the De-
partment of Defense appropriation bill,
H.R. 19590.

1 refer to the committee’s wise and
praiseworthy decision to provide funds in
the bill for the schooling of minor de-
pendents of Department of Defense per-
sonnel who died while entitled to com-~
pensation or active duty pay. This pro-
vision will allow such minor dependents
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to attend school In schools operated
overseas by the Department, Widows who
are foreign nationals will be able to edu-
cate their children in these American
schools if they return to their country of
ortgin.

To accommodate this new provision,
the limitationh on obligations for depend-
ents’ education is increased in the bill to
$134,400,000 from $129,000,000. ,

This program 15 In accordance with
legislation, H.R. 16725, which I cospon-
sored with my colleague, the Honorable
WirLiam D, Forp of Michlgan, o accom-
plish this commendable purpose,

Mr. Chairman, this Is & very modest
amount for such a worthy objective, One
of the most tragle results of our Nation's
current military operations is the arbi-
trary cutoff pf funds for educating the
children of our milltary -service person-
nel if the father 15 killed in the service of
his country. )

I believe the least our Natlon ¢an do
for the sacrifice of these personnel is to
proceed with the education of their chil-
dren while they are located overseas.
This is a most ftting addition to the bill,
and I thank the chairman and eother
members of the committee for including
it in this modt important legislation.

I also commend Congressman Fomp
for his diligence in seeking so success-
fully this benefit for our defensé per-
sonnel. '

Mr. MINSHALL, Mr. Chairman, I have
no further requests for time.

Mr. MAHQON. Mr. Chairman, I have no
further requests for time.

The CHATRMAN., The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

TITLE IIT—OFERATION AND MAINTENANCE——
OFERATION: AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
necessary for the operation and maintenance
of the Army, including administration; med-
ical and dental care of personmel entitled
thereto by law or regulation (including
charges of private facilities for care of mili-
tary personnel on duty or leave, except -elec-
tive private treatment), and cther measures
Decessary o protect the health of the Army;
care of the dead; chaplaing’ activitles; awards
and medals; welfare and recreation; recruiit-
Ing expenses; transportation services; com-
municationy sarvices; maps and similar data
for military purposes; rmilitary surveys and
engineering planning; repalr of facillties;
hire of passenger motor vehicles; tultion and
fees incident to training of military person-
nel at civillan institutions; feld ezercises
and maneuvers; expenses for the Reserve
Officers’ Tralnlng Corps and other units at
educational institutions, as aunthoriged by
law; and not %o exceed 84,000,000 for emer-
gencles and extrao expenses, to be
€xpended on the approval or authority of the
Becretary of the Army, and payments may
be made on his certificate of necesslty for
confidential military purposes, and his de-
termination shall be final and conclusive

‘upon the accounting officers of the Govern-
ment; $6,210,011,000, of which not less than
$#220,000,000 shpll be available only for the
malntenance aof real property Iacilities.
AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MR, MAHON

" Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I have
amendments which I have discussed with
many members of the Committee on Ap-
propriations and the subcommittee which
would increase the funds for operation
and maintenand¢e in three separate items,
One of the ltems appears on page 6,
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another on page 8, and stll another on
page 10. The purpose of this actlon is to
Increase funds by $150 million for oper-
ation and malntenance of the Armed
Forces. I ask unanimous consent to have

the amendments read and considered -

en bloc.

The CHATRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Texas? S

There was no objection,

Mr. MAHON, Mr. Chairman, I offer
amendments.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendments offered by Mr, Magon: On
pege 6, in line 25, strike out “'$68,319,011,000"

and insert in leu thereof "N.ZBQ,OII,OOO";
and

On page 8, in lne 7, strike out “$4,681,910,-
000 end insert in leu thereof *$4,781,810,-
000”; and

On page 10, in line 5 strike out “86,117,136,-
ggg',', and Insert in lieu thereof “$6,167,138,-

Mr., MAHON. Mr. Chairman, the
amount in the bill for operation and
maintenance s $19,213,630,000. The
amendments I have offered would add
$150 million, $50 million each to the
Army, Navy, and the Air Force.

Mr. Chairman, the commitiee made
careful reductions in the operation and
malhtenance appropriation. We insist
that these reductions are right . and
Proper ag specified.

The Becretary of Defense, upon re-
turning from his trip to the Mediier-
ranean, discussed with me and some of
the other Members the fact that he
had some concern about operation and
maintenance funds. He pointed out that
the movement of an alrcraft carrier and

& brigade of Marines to the Mediter-'

ranean had cost some $50 million. He
pointed out the expenses that have been
incurred In providing hospital facilities
In Jordan. He pointed out some of the
other unforeseen operation and main-
tenance costs,

It will be recalled that at the time of
the great tragedy in Peru, the AlF Force
flew large quantities of supplies to that
country at considerable cost.

For this reason, I believe it would be
wise to increase the operation and main-
tenance budget by $150,000,000 so that
funds would be available for these un-
budgeted and unforeseen plrposes.

As I stated, the reductions specified
are valid and should be carried out as
specified in the committee report.

The Congress should be advised In a
timely manner of the wse of the addi-
tlonal $150,000,000.

As I peointed out earlier, the Secre-
tary has broad transfer authorities which
he can utilize in the distribution of the
funds according to the requirements as
they arise, I believe that this will pro-
vide the flexibility requested by the See-
retary and still provide the reductions
In unneecessarily spending which the com-
mittee has tried to achleve. )

These amendments are being offered
as supcommitiee amendments.

Mr. YATES, Mr. Chalrman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MAHON. I yleld to the gentleman
from Hlinois. )

Mr. YATES. Do I correctly understand
the gentleman to say that 1t cost $50
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million to move a earrler into the Medi-
terranean? -

Mr. MAHON. No, I said that and other
purpoeses incident to the Middle Eastern
gituation,

Mr. YATES. Does the gentleman mean
that the posture struck by the United
Bates in the Middle East recently cost
$50 million?

Mr. MAHON. The Secretary of Defense
stated that the movenrent of a portion
of the fleet, the supplying of additional
equipment, end other costs incldent to
the whole Middle Eastern affair, brought
about an additional cost of $50 million,
which I am not able to document in de-
tail at this time.

Mr. YATES. I must say that that is an
extreme amount-of money, .

Mr, MAHON. This is a8 large amount
of money, but 1t covers many other pur-
poses than the purpose to which refer-
ence has been made,

Mr. YATES, As one member of the
committee, may I say that I was not con-
sulted on this. Most of the committee, T
think, probably has not been consulted
on this, I certainly believe that metnbers
of the committee should be consulted
with respect to matters like this before
amendments are brought, to the floor and
represented that they do have the ap-
proval of the committee. $50 million is a

_substantial .sum. Tt ought not be ap-
-proved by conferring with the Secretary
and a few members of the commitiee,

Mr, MAHON. I am not offering this as
an approved committee amendment. I
belleve I said it had been approved by
the members of the subcommittee. It
was discussed at the White House last
night with some of the Members of the
House and with the Secretary of Defense,

Mr. BIEES, Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

. Mr, Chairman, I strongly support the
action that has been proposed. The bill
as presented to the House 1s $2,321,000,-
000 below the flscal year 1870 bill in op-
eration and maintenance funds. This ac-
count covers support directly related to
the maintenance of combat readiness of
Army divisions, air wings, and U.S. fleet
units. A further reduction to this degree
on top of the very austere administration

- program will result in a degradation of
military readiness. It means equipment
and weapons will fail, It means the ablil~
ity of the Armed Forces to respond to
emergency situations will be sharply re-
stricted.

The imposition of reductions of this
magnitude will require further reduc-
tlons in eivilian personnel strengths be-
low the 130,000 already programed from
June 30, 1969, to June 30, 1971, forcing
& curtailment in vital material! mainte-
nance and supply support brograms for
operational units. Under an annial ac-
count of this nature, a reduction of this
magnitude after the end of the first quar-
ter of the fiscal year magnifies the im-
pact of the cut, since effective reductions
In persohnel and levels of activities can-
not be made prior to January 1, 1971,
This has the effect of doubling the im-
pact of the reduction on an annualized
basis. It would severely disrupt planned
programs for support of military forees.
The Department of Defense has stated
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that a minimun of $250 millon should
be restored to this account.

Mr. Chairman, I support the amend-
ments.

({Mr, STKES asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks,)

Mr. MINSHALL, Mr, Chairman, I rise
in support of the committee amend-
ments.

I sincerely hope the committee will
adopt them,

The CHATRMAN. The question is on’
the amendments offered by the gentle-
men from Texas (Mr, MAHON) ,

The amendments were agreed to.

Mr. FLOOD. Mr, Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I rise for the purpose
of asking the chairman of the full com-
mittee, the great gentleman from Texas,
do I understand that the overall increase
under the amendments will be for gen-
eral operational expenses and mainte-
nance only?

Mr. MAHON. The gentleman is cor-
rect, The answer Is “Yes.”

The CHATRMAN. The Clerk will read.

'The Clerk read as follows:

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, DEFENSGE

AGENCIES

For expenses, not otherwlse provided for,
necessary for the operation and maintenance
of activities and agencles of the Department
of Defense (other than the military depart-
ments and the Office of Clvil Defense), in-
cduding sadministratlen; hire of passenger
motor vehicled; welfare and recreation;
awards and decoratlons; travel expenses, in-
cluding expenses of temporary duty travel of
military personnel; transportation of things
(including transportation of household ef-
fects of clvillan employees); industrial
maobilization; care of the dead; tultlon and
fees incident to the training of military per=
sonmel at civilian insttutions; repair of fa-
allities; departmental salaries; procurement
of services, special clothing, supplies, and
equipment; fleld printing plants; informa-
#ion and educational services for the Armed
Forees; communisations services; and not to
exseed 34,280,000 for emergency and extraor-
dilary expenses, to be expended on the ap-
proval or authority of the Secretary of De-
fense for such purposfes as he deems appro-
priate, and his determination thereon ghall
be final and conclusive upon the accounkt-
Ing officers of the Government; #1,125,760,000,
of which not less than $14,000,000 shall be
available only for the mlntemnce of real
property facilities,

Mr, CUNNINGHAM, Mr. Chairman. I
make the point of order that a quorum
is not present.

'The CHATRMAN. The Chair will count,

Fifty-slx Members are present, not a
quorum. The Clerk will call the roll,

The Clerk called the “roll, and the
following Members failed to answer to
their names;

[Roll No. 335]
Abbith Cnbell Dwyer
Adair Celler Edwards, La.
Ashley Clancy Bvins, Tenn.
Aspinall Clark Fallon
Baring Ciausen, Farbateln
Beall, Md Don H. Felghan
Belcher Clawson, Del  Fish
Berry Clay Flsher
Betts Clorbett Flynt
Blackburn Cowger Foreman
Brock Cramer Frelinghuysen
Brooks Daddario Fulton, Tenn,
Burlison, Mo, Dawson Fugqua
Burton, Utah  Derwinski Gllbert
Bush Diggs Gray
Button Dowdy arifichs
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Hegen McMillan Retfel
Haley MpcGregor Roudebush
Hammer« Mnailliard Rousselot
schmidt May Ruth
Harvey Meskill Satterfleld
Hays Montgomery Bcheuner
Hébert Morse - Bhipley
Hunpgate Nedzl Snyder
Ichord, Nix Btephens
JOnas O'Eonskl Btmtton
Jones, N.C Olsen Talcott
Kipg O'Neal, Ga, Thompson, N.J,
Eleppe Ottinger Tunney
EKuykendall Patman Wampler
Landrum Pirnie ‘Weicker
« Leggett Podell Wilson, Bob
Lowenstein Pollock Wilson,
Lujan Powell Charles H,
McCarthy Prica, Tex. Wold
McClory Purceil Young
McCulloch Qulllen

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. ALBERT}
having assumed the chair, Mr. ROSTEN-
KowskKl, Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the bill
H.R. 19590, and finding itself without a
quorum, he had directed the roll to be
called, when 322 Members responded to
their names, a quorum, and he submitted
herewith the names of the absentees to
be spread upon the Journal.

The Committee resumed its sltting.

The CHATRMAN, When the Commit-
tee rose, the Clerk had read through line
5 on page 11. There being no amend-
ments pending, the Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

TITLE IV—PROCUREMENT
IO—OPERATION AND MAIN-
TENANCE—ARMY

For expenses necessary for the procure-
ment, manufacture, and modification of
missiles, armament, ammunition, eguip-
ment, vehicles, vessels, and alrcraft for the
Army and the Reserve Officers’ Tralning
Corps; purchase of not to exceed five thou-
sand two hundred and fifty-four passenger
motor vehicles for replacement only; ex-
penses which {n the discretion of the Secre-
tary of the Army are mecessary I providing
facilities for production of equipment and
supplies for national defense purposes, in-
cluding construction, and the furnishing of
Government-owned facilities and equipment
ab privately owned plants; and ammunition
for military salutes at institutions to which
issue of weapons for salutes is authorized;
$2,033,100,000, to remain avallable for obli-
gation until June 30, 1973: Provided, That
none of the funds provided in this Act shall
be available for the maintenance of more
than two active production sources for the
supplyilng of M-16 rifles or for the payment
of any price differential for M-16 rifles re-
sulting from the maintenance of more than
two active production sources.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I have no amendment
to offer. I merely wish to call the atten-
tion of the House to one of the items
under title IV which should recelve, I
think, further consideration, I know the
committee gave very close consideration
to this item, the Britlsh-developed Har-
rier aircraft, an a number of other close-
support aircraft. The reason why I take
the time of the House at this moment to
metition this aireraft is that it is truly a
plane of the future, and it is definitely a
plane of the present, The Marine Corps s
very anxious to have it, and I am confi-
dent the other services would eventually
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like to have an adaptation of it. The
United States has trled without success

. and at a cost of hundreds of millions, to

develop such an sireraft,

AB matters stand, because of the fact
the plane is built in Britain and costs, of
course, less at the moment to buy there,
the committee has suggested we proceed
in that fashion at least for the first 114
planes on order. I{ is my sincere hobpe
that the paper which I am submitting
herewith to the House and for the Rec-
orp with information concerning tax re-
coupment and overhead costs shared
with other defense production, will be
carefully considered.

Mr, MINSHALL. Mr. Chairman, w.lll
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BYMINGTON. I yield to the gen-

tleman from QOhio.
- Mr, MINSHAIJ, Mr, Chairman, I
think, as the gentleman pointed out in
the committee, 'we have ben advised that
to manufecture this alrcraft, the Har-
rier, in the gentleman’s home State of
Missouri, in 8t. Louis, would ¢ost nearly
twice as much as to manufacture it in
England, and this particular item would
cost the taxpayers $238 million more,

Mr., SYMINGTON. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Ohio. 'That
is the figure contained in the report.

Mr. Chairman, I am submitting a
statement to show that over the 5-year
period of time of U8, manufacture,
through the recoupment of taxes, the
generation of domestic employment, and
shared .overhead costs, there would be
very small difference economically be-
tween the purchase of the Harrier air-
craft from U.S. sources and from sources
abroad, and that the premium for US.
ménufacture could be as low as $36
million.

What I helieve even more important is
that once we have this technology here
in the United States we can build on it
ourselves and adopt it to our particular
requirements with minimum difficulty.
I do sugeest this is the very kind of plane
this eountry would wish to have, in con-
siderable numbers and sooli perhaps for
all the services, It can take off from a
small flattop. It needs no runway. It
travels 700 miles an hour and can land
and take off vertically. With minimum
vulnerability on the ground, it greatly
outperforms its competitors in the air.

Certainly in the interests of national
gecurity we would not wish to rely on a
foreign source for a weapons system of
this magnitude and this importance.

The gentleman is correct that there is
a contract -extant hetween McDonald
Douglas Aircraft Co. and a firm in Great
Britain, Hawker-Siddely for the produc-
tion of this plane.

It is my hope that the House will study
carefully all the arguments that can be
adduced on both sides of the question of
where to get this plane at this time be-
fore making a final decision later in
conference.

Mr. Chairman, a strong case can be
made, I believe, for purchasing the Har-
rier aircraft from a U.S. supplier. The
declsion, as reflected in the fiscal year
1971 Defense appropriations bill now be-
fore us, to withhold funds for the estab-
lishment of & Harrier production line in
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the United Btates, merlts the attention
and careful. congideration of this body.
The serious jmplications of this decision,
not only for my own constituency, but
for this Nation's defense capability and
our economy, require that we carefully
examine the case for manufacturing this
major weapons system here in the
United States.

There are two important and funda-
mental questions we must answer before
committing ourselves to dependence on &
foreign supplier for this unique aircraft:
First, are we willing to rely, in times of
calm as well as conflict, on a foreign gov-
ernment, foreign corporation, and for-
eign labor force, regardless of thelr tra-
ditional relationship to the United States,
for the production and support of what
wil} likely prove a major element of our
defense forces? And, second, are we will-
ing to forgo the particlpation of Amer-
ica’s defense industry and manpower in
the current generation of V/8TOL tech-
nology represented by the Harrier alr-
craft?

Dealing with & manufacturer in this
country, rather than relying om a foreign
producer, provides many advantages
stemming from DOD’s familiarity with
and proximity to the contractor as its
source of engineering and service eapa-
bility, the manufacture of spare parts,
and parts for repairs. Beyond these ad-
vantages, however, is an even more se-
rious consideration. In this country, as
my colleagues well know, the U.B. Gov-
ernment has the anthorlty, even though
carefully circumscribed and defined, to
insure that the production and delivery of
defense-related gooda is not interrupted
in times of peace or war. Without elabo-
rating on these provisions, it ig quite clear
that the American people would have no
such guarantees If the Harrier aireraft
were 0 be manufactured abrosd. If we
consider this weapons system essential to
our own security and that of our allies
then we cannot afford to allow the supply
ashd support of this aircraft to be contin-
gent on the policles and problems of &
forelgn, even if allied, nation; the deci-
sions of managers subjéct to foreign
stockholders; the policies of foreign labor
unions; or in these times of active and
sometimes destructive and disruptive
political dissent, the political opinions
and activities of foreign natlonals. If this
weapons system is, indeed, essential, then
its availability and support must be
assured.

At the present time, moreover, Euro-
pean industry is ahead of U.8. industry
in one significant area of defense tech-
nology: V/8TOL. The Harrler aircraft,
designed and produced In the United
Kingdom, is the first and only successful
operational V/8TOL fighter. The United
States can take advantage of this tech-
nology at a fraction of what a normal
development cycle would cost through a
license agreement between American and
British manufacturers. Not only would
this provide an advenced Harrier type
tactical aireraft at a low technical risk to
the United States, but more imporiantly,
the technological transfusion afforded by
a U.B. Harrier production program would
ajlow us to develop the technological ea
- pability for follow-on V/STOL aircraft
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at a fraction of the cost, This opportu-
nity 1s especially noteworthy in view of
the history of U.B. efforts fo develop this
technology, Over half a billion dollars
has been expended In the United States
In research and development support for
V,/B8TOL programs over the past 10 years
without producing one U.S. designed
system suitable for introduction into the
tactical inventory. Especially for this
reason, we should welcome this opportu-~
nity teo fill a void in our technological ca-
pability.

Beyond these two fundamental and
overriding arguments for producing the
Harrler aircraft in the United States,
there are sound economic reasons for
doing s0. These include U.S. tax recoup-
ment, substantial savings on other de-
fense programs through sharing of fixed
overhead costs, additional employment
in the shrinking aerospace industry, and
a more favorable balance of payments..

An example, based on a production
program of 114 aircraft, will help to illus-

trate the economic effects of the deelsion, -

Under such & program, the premium pald
for & United States-United Kingdom co-
production program over direct purchase
from the United Kingdom hsas been esti-
mated to be $238.5. million. Offsetting
this premium are two factors: tax re-
coupment and savings from overheads
shared with other defense programs, '
Estimates of tax recoupment vary,
However, Federal taxes will approximate
48 percent of expenditures In the first
year and a total of about 65 percent in
the second year, Using these figures, tax
recoupments are calculated to be $184
million for the U.8, production program.
U.8. manufacture would also result In
lower costs on other defense programs
through sharing of fixed overhead costs.
'This is particularly true if the Harrier
were manufactured by the McDonnell
Douglas Corp., which currently has a
contractual agreement with the Harrier
manufacturer, Placement of the planned
Harrler contract with McDonnell Doug-
las would result in the absorption of ap-
proximately $27 million in fixed over-
heads of which $18 million will be & di-
rect savings to other defense programs.
Adding tax recoupment to the savings
through sharing of fixed overhead costs
brings the total savings related to these
two factors to $202 million, if both Arst
and second year Federal tax recoup-
ments are considered. .
Applying the offset of $202 million
dollars from tax recoupment and shar-
Ineg of overhead costs against the $238.5
million premium for U.8. manufacture
produces an estimated premium cost of
only $36 million for U.8. production.
Moreover, it is my understanding that
more recent estimates, related more di-
rectly to the program options now be-
ing considered, actually produce a pre-
mium in favor of U.8. production when
tax recoupment and shared overheads are
considered. And these estimates do not
include the reduction of gold outBow,
estimated to be $41 million in the first
case, increased TU.S. employment, esti-
mated to be 17,000 man-years over a 8-
year period, or the unquantified benefits
gained by technological transfusion to a
well-known TU.8. manufacturer. Cer-
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tainly this makes a sound case for pur-
chasing the Harrier aircraft from a U.8.
supplier.

One. final factor we should consider in
evaluating thls dectsion is its effect on
our domestic aircraff industry. The en-
tire European aviation industry has been
golng through a period of mergers, con-
solidations, and joint development and
production programs mostly at the In-
itiative of their governments and always
with full support of these governments,
These actions have pulled their previ-

ously fragmented operations into & co-

hesive and very competitive production
operation of 470,000 people, With the po-.
tential entry of the United Kingdom
into the Common Market, Eurcpean co-
operation can be expected to grow and
the European aviation Industry, with the
integration of the United Kingdom in-
dusiry, can only become even more coms-
petitive with the United States, with ob-
vious effecis on the U S, balance of pay-
ments.

On balance, the technological and pro-
duction capability in the United States
still leads that of Europe, buf the gap is

‘¢losing and we will be faced with the

possible loss of the second largest air-
craft market in the world in the mid-to-~
late 1970's, together with increasingly
aggressive competition worldwide, Fail-
ure to permit the transfer of the Harrier
production under a lcense program can
only contribute {0 widening the lead the
Europeans now have over us in V/8TOL
technology or force expenditure of large
amounts of US..funds to permit us to
close the lead. Elther action would ap-
pear to be an illogical response to the
challenge of the increasingly competitive
European alrcraft industry. While no
weapons system can be justified on the
basis of support for one industry or an-
other, this is one final factor which must
enter Into the equation.

I am hopeful that my colleagues will
agree that this decislon must be very
carefully considered and that the need
to maintain a US. supplier for a major

. weapons system, the need to develop de-

fense-related V/8TOL technology in this
country, as well as the economic aspects
of the decision including tax recoup-
ment, shared overhead costs, increased
employment and bhalance-of-payments -
effects, not to mention effects on our
domestic aireraft industry, argue per-
suaslvely for a reevaluation af the de-
clglon to purchase this major weapons
system from a foreign supplier.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, COHELAN

Mr. COHELAN. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows: ‘

Amendment offered by Mr. CoHELAX: On
page 15, line 2, strike out *“#2,933,100,000
and insert in lieu thereof “#2,282,100,000".

(Mr. COHELAN as kdnaed was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr, COHELAN, Mr, Chairman, I rise,
as I have In the past, to oppose the de-
ployment of the ABM.

The $1.07 billion appropriation 1n this
bill for the ABM is t0 my mind money
that is being wasted. We have heard
over and over again the arguments both -
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for and against this system. Yet, one
fact stands out above them all: the ABM
is not operational; it does not work as an
integrated system. In my additional
views in the committee report on this
* bill T noted that the central component
of the ABM—the soft ware that is to
link the radars and the missiles—is not
completed and there is no Indication of
when this ecomplex computer arrange-
ment will be operational. On the other
hand, many qualified and competent
technicians have told me that the state
of the art of computer technology is not
capable of handling the demands re-
quired to link up the entire ABM system.

The Members of course know from
where I come. I am sure they know with
whom I have been talking., I suggest
in all honesty that what we have here
is a battle of the intellectual giants, be-
cause there are differing authorities on
both sides of this question. I will say
that I have been listening to men of the
stature of Panofsky of Stanford and
Drell of Stanford and many of the great
bhysicists and mathematicians at my
own university, and there is strong op-
position to the deployment of the ABM
system.

One of the most recent papers, by
the distinguished Dr. York, was a book
recently published on this very point.
The whole thesis of the book is oh the
subject of extending the deployment of
the ABM system because of the state
of the technology.

30 we can see that many gqualified and
competent technicians have suggested

that the state of the art of computer

technology is not eapable of handling
the demands required to link the entire
ABM system.

We must retmember, too, that none
other than Secretary of Defense Laird
has stated that the ABM iz obsoletg
against a heavy Soviet attack. What fol-
lowed from this candid admission was a
desperate search for a new opponent and
a new ratlonale for the ABM. Then first
the Chinese threat was resurrected, and
now the “bargaining chip” theory is be-
ing offered as a rationale for the deploy-
ment of the ABM, As I said in my addi-
tional views:

This latest rationale—the bargaining chip

theory, i.e, we need the ABM to force the
Sovlet Union to nepotiate &t the SALT
talks—assumes that the Soviets will be
forced 10 negotiafe by & weapon system that
18 not operational and which many knowl-
edgable speclallsts say will never work. This
assl.;mes incredible naivete on the part of the
Boviets,

The cost of the ABM continues to es-
calate, I have the gravest fears that we
are putting money into an illusory de-
fense, a maginot line, It is important for
the Members of this House to realize
that even though there was a modifica-
tion in the phase IT ABM authorization,
deployment 1is still going ahead as
planned at Malmstrom and Grand Forks
and Whitemman and we have advanced
preparation at Warren Air Force Base.
We are slowly approaching a full-scale
ABM system whose total cost estimates
range from $12 to $30 billion.

I might also point out that the ABM
represents a major violation of the pub-

licly announced fly-before-you-buy ap-
proach to procurement which Secretary
Laird announced recently. It will take
more than the contrived tests, such as
those of August 31, to convince me that
the ABM as an integrated system is op-
erational. To go ahead with deployment
seems to bode the same type of cost over-
runs and nonoperational capability prob-
lems as those of the C-5A and the RS8-70
bomber, This type of oversighkt on the
part of military planners should not be
taken lightly because it will further
undermine the confidence of many of our
citizens in the ability of the Military Es-
tablishment to adequately provide for
the defense of this Nation. Therefore,
Mr., Chairman, I urge that thls money
for the deployment of the ABM be de-
leted from this bill and that the appro-
priations for the ABM be limited to re-
search and development. :

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

Mr. COHELAN. I vield to the distin-
guished gentleman from Nlinois.

Mr, YATES. I support the gentleman’s
amendment. Did not Secretary Laird also
admit the vulnersbility of the radar pro-
posed to be used In Safeguard? Did he
not concede in the hearings before the
committee the probabllity of having to
move to small radars in order to protect
our ICBM sites?

Mr. COHELAN. I agree with the gen-
tleman. In his own great fashion in the
House on many occasions he himself has
made these arguments. If we only had
the time to study these guestions, there
is 0 much in the record to support the
view that we are arguing here at this mo-
ment.

Mr. MAHON, Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment. -

Mr. Chairman, the ABM issue has
been debated many times, and we have
voted on it many times. It has been ap-
proved many times by the Congress.

I ask that the amendment be defeated.

Mr. MINSHALL, Mr. Chairman, I, {oo,
rise in opposition to the amendment.

If we are going to deal from a position
of strength with the Russians in the
SALT talks, we should have this as one
of our bargaining points.

- Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MINSHALL. I am glad to yield to
the gentleman.

Mr. YATES. Does not the gentleman
go along with the statement made by
the gentleman from New Hampshire
(Mr. WymaR) eatller today in which he
said that our real defense in this sort
of a situation comes from our sea-hased
silbmarines armed with Polaris and

Poseidon missiles?

Mr. MINSHALIL, That is just one of
the defenses -we have in this country.
The CHAIRMAN, The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from California (Mr. CoHELAN)}.
The amendment was rejected.
AMENDMEN‘!‘ OFFERED BY MR, PHILBIN

Mr. PHILBIN. Mr, Chairman, T offer
an amendment,

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Pamein: On

page 15, line 3, strike all after the colon ahd
through line 8. .

.
*
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Mr. PHILBIN. Mr., Chairman, the
House Armed Services Committee Te-
mains dissatisfled with the Army’s man-
agement of the M-16 rifle program, and
this necessitated the proviso contained
in the procurement bill: namely:

That none of the funds authorized for ap-
propriation by this Act shall be obligated for
the procurement of M-16 rifles until the
Becretary of the Army has certified to- the
Congress that at least three active produc-
tion sources for supplying such weapons will
continue to be available within the Umited
States during fiscal year 1971,

Since 1964 both the House and Senate
Armed Bervices Committees have urged
the Army to acquire the patent rights to
the M-~16 rifle and establish additional
production sources. Finally, in 1967,
batent rights were acquired at a cost of
$4.5 million plus 5.5 percent royalties on
all rifles produced by sources other than
Cuolts, Inc. -

Production contracts were awarded in
April 1968 to the Hydromatic Division
of General Motors and to Harrington
and Richardson, Inc¢.,, whose work force
includes many people residing in my dis-
triet. Also, during 1968, two additional
production contracts were awarded to
Colts, In¢c. Thus, beginning in late 1968
and early 1969, the Army after a long
wait finally enjoyed three production
sources for this important weapon sys-
tems.

The cost to the Government for ac-
quiring the rights-and-date package
from the original producer of the rifle—
Colts, Inc—plus the cost of test equip-
ment and facilities provided to the addi-
tional producer, exceeded $30 million.

Within less than a year after produc-
tlon began in these two new facilities the
Army released proposals to procure an
additional 687,000 rifles to meet world-
wide requirements. Instead of awarding
contracts to meet this requirement on a
basls that would take advantage of the
newly established capability, and main-
tain the broadest mobilization base, the
Army chose to ward contracts to only two
of the companies: one receiving a con-
tract for over 458,000 rifles and the other,
for 229,000 rifles.

On the basis of the award, one of the
production sources was required to pro-

-duce at a high rate of 40,000 per month,

whereas the other was required to pro-
duce at 20,000 per month, It was obvious
that it would have been to the advantage
of the Government at that time to con-
tinue three production lines, each at n
rate of 20,000, rather than to require
the one source to produce at the high
rate of 40,000 rifles per month. In fact,
the requirement for the 40,000 rifle pro-
duction rate—in effect—was a set-aside
for one producer alone, since the other
two sources did not have the capacity

_to produce at that high rate,

This year the Army has stated & re-
quirement to the committee for addi-
tional M-16 rifles. Army witnesses testi-
fied that the M-16 rifle production ca-
pabilities would be reduced to one source
after the award of the contract to meet
theee latest requirements,

Mr. Chairman, it does not make sense
for the Government to spend more than
$30 million to establish two additional
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production sources for a sophisticated
weapon system that is in great demand
to meet worldwide commitments for
defense and then within 2 years time
force the closing of one of these produc-
tion lines before the military require-
ments have been fully met.

This is especially critical at this time
of worldwide tension. The U.8. Govern-
ment is committed to support a number
of our allies in other areas of the world
now experiencing great political tension,

Because of this world tension, I do
not believe that we should allow the
dismantling of even one capable produc-
tion line, which would require a mini-
mum of 1 year to reestablish, once the
equipment is pleced in meothballs, but
insure the continued production at a
minimum, economical rate until the re-
quirements for the foreseeable future are
[ully met. The Government urgently
needs three-source rifle procurement at
this time. .

The House approved three sources of
production in the procurement author-
ization bhill and this amendment was
subsequently adopted in conference. It
is now law,

I hope and urge that the commitiee
may adopt this meritorious amendment.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, will the
Zentleman yield?

Mr. PHILEIN. I am happy fto yield
i the very distinguished and able gen-
tleman from Massachusetts. )

(Mr. BOLAND asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks,)

- Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, I sup-
port the amendment which has been of-
fered by the gentleman from Massachu-
setts (Mr. PRILBIN) . .

As the gentleman has so0 well stated,
all this Amendment actually proposes to
do is to provide for three sources for the
production of the M-18 rifle.

I do not think the Members of this
House and, certainly, the chairman of
this committee and the ranking member
of the committee have to be reminded of
the problems which we have had in the
production of rifles in the past several
years, not only problems in the produc-
tion of the M~16, but the M-14 as well,

It seems to me that what the gentle-
man from Massachusetts (Mr. PHILBIN)
8 attempting to do here is to say to the
Department of Defense, “You have got
50 maintain three sources of production
>f the M-16 through flscal year 1971.”

The CH. . The time of the gen-
sleman from Massachusetts (Mr. PHIL-
W) has expired.

Mr, BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

(Mr. BOLAND asked and was glven
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, what we
are saying through the amendmeng
which has heen offered by the gentleman
from Massachusetts is that the Depart-
ment of Defense is committed to main-
tain three sources of production of the
M-186.

It is my understanding that the
U.8. Government and the Department
of Defense is now comumitted to supply-
ing M-16"s worldwide and that we have
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mothballed our M-14 production capa-
bility and that is gone, The only produe-
tion capability we have is now for the
M-16. Therefore, it would seem to me it
would be the better part of wisdom to
maintain three. production lines,

My understanding is, and I can be
corrected by the subcommittee, that it
will cost just as much to mothball the
third production line on the M-18 as it
would to keep it in operation. If that is
50, it would seem to me it would be wise
to keep this production Iine in operation.

What are we doing here? We are say-
ing there ought to be three production
lines for the M-16 rifles. We are not go-
ing to give it to two companies, we are
going to spread the competition around,
and three companijes will have the job.
That is all we are doing.

That is what was done in the armed
services authorization bill, And that bill,
as the gentleman from Magsachusetts
pointed out, does for three sources for
fiscal year 1971—and only through 1971.

Mr, Chairman, for years the Congress
encouraged the establishment of more
than one production sources for the M—
16 rifle,

The cost to the Government in estab-
lishing two additional sources exceeded
$30 million. )

In view of the present world uncertain-
ties and tensions, we should not phase
out or place these production lines in lay-
away at this time.

The Army contends that to sustain
three producers at the minimum sustain-
ing rate would increase the total pro-
gram cost by $14.3 million. The average
cost of rifles allegedly would he $163.50

"Instead of $107 each if all rifles are pro-

cured from one producer.

Mr. Chairman, both General Motors
and Harrington & Richardson have as-
sured the Armed Services Commitiee of
the House that they can produce the
rifle on & minimum sustaining rate, that
is, 5,000 per month—which the Army in-
dicated in their reclama letter as the rate
for General Motors and Harrington &
Richardson—at the cost of $107 per rifle
or less, They have not been asked to sub-
mit a bid proposed on that minimum
rate,

Based on these assurances by General
Motors and Harrington & Richardson the
armed services properly challenged the
flgures used by the Army in their reclama
to the provision that was-written into the
authorizing legislation providing for
Is_}gee sources of production for the M-16

e.

Mr. BRAY. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words, and
I rise in support of the amendment.

First let me say, Mr. Chairmal, that
it happens that none of the three sources
of supply for the M-16 rifles are within
hundreds of miles of the Btate in which
I live.

My special interest in this matter is as
a member of the Committee on Armed
Bervices, and also that some years ago
I was the ranking minority member of
the subcommitiee that made a thorough
investigation on the M-16 rifle both as
to its malfunctioning and the fact that
its production was limited to one. source

of supply, say that for more than 3 years-

certain officials of the Army had been
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attempting to prevent the obtalning of
additional sources of supply for the M-
16’s. It was only through the efforts of
the Committee on Appropriations of the
House and Senate and the authorizing
committees of the House and Senate that
we were flnally able to work out addi-
tional sources of supply.

The additional sources of supply-—two
in number—were determined by the
Army, and no one on the eommittee had
anything to do with it. I was utterly dis-
gusted not long ago when members of the
Army came into my office and wanted to
limit the production of the M-16 to one
source of supply. And the fadt of the
matter is they are planning now to move
one of the production lines outside of
the United States, and do not let them
tell you they are not planning to do so.
And again I say that no part of my dis-
trict is even close to these sources of
supply.

We were told by the Army officials that
to maintain the additional sources of
supply was golng to cost & lot of money.
The chairman of the Committee on
Armed Services, the gentleman from
South Carolina (Mr, Rivers) sent tele-
grams and found out that absolutely
everything they said about the additional
costs were absolutely false. The Army has
already closed down the only other rifle
production line, that 15 on the M-14, so°
that they are really trylng to place all
rifle production into two sources, and the
Army wanted to limit it to one source.

Then they went to the Senate, and
they got them to go along with & single
source of supply, that Is Colt. However,
after the facts came to the attention of
the Senate conferees, then they also went
along with the House conferees.

Mr. Chairman, if this body allows the
Army to close down one source of supply
of the M-16, next the Army will attempt
to manu.fwcture their rifles abroad and
reduce production in the United States to
one source, that is Colt.

Mr. MINSHALL, Mr, Cha.irmnn, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words, and I rise in opposition to the
amendment,

Mr, Chairman, I hold my friends from-
Massachusetts in the highest regard, and
I can well also understand why they are -
interested in having three sources of
supply for these rifles, but I would
merely like to point out that our highest
military men have advised us in commit-
tee that we have adeguate supplies of
the M-16 rifles, not only for our own use,
but also a.dequa.te supplies of the M-18
rifies that we might need for our allies.

Purthermore, the addition of a third
supplier will add 54 percent to the cost
of producing this weapon at a time when
we are trying to save money.

And in view of the fact that we have
adequate M-16’s on hand for the imme-
diate future, I see no reason why we
should have three sources of supply.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I have the highest per- -
sonal regard and respect for the distin-

-guished gentleman from Massachusetts.

He has been a dedicated Member of this

body for a long time and has served dﬂx-

gently and well. .
I realize he has in his district a plant
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that is one of the three sources for man-
ufacture of the M-16 rifle. I can only give
you what the facts are as I understand
them. ’ ’

Because of the provision adopted in
the authorizing legislatiop, the Army
would not have the freedom of award-
ing a competitive contract to the lowest
bidder. The Army would have to award
a noncompetitive contract to all three
bidders in this country who are capable
of making the M-16 rifle,

Therefore, under the authorization
language which requires that the con-
tract be split smong three suppliers, I
do not see how there could be any real
competition because there are onily three
manufacturers that make the rifle. The
provision in this bill will provide for not
more than two mmanufactures of the M-16
and will provide for competition. .

The gentleman from Massachusetts
has one of the plants in his distriet in
a position to compete for the proposed
fiscal year 1971 buy of the M-16 rifle.
S0 the gentleman's area is in the run-
ing, as I understand it, and under the
provision in this bill at least two of the
three firms could be selected. This will
assure competition.

As chairman of the committee, I do
not like to oppose any of my colleagues
on amendments that are important to
them in their district. I just want to
pcint out that {he M-18 rifie 1s estimated
to cost about 50 percent more, if we fol-
low the provision in the authorizing
legislation, I think the Members are en-
titled to know that. However, I am per-
fectly willing for the House to work its
will on this matier. This Issue depends
on how we look at the matter of spend-
ing taxpayers’ dollars and related mat-
ters, My friencs views should be care-
fully weighed by the House.

Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts, Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike out the last
word, e

Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the
chairman of the committee insofar as
there are three at the present time and
they bid and there is an award to two,
then the one that has failed would have
to go out of business. So you know when
your contract is coming up next year
that there would be no competition what-
soever, there would be just those two
companies left. )

Mr, Chairman, I too support the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. PHILEIN).

Mr. HALL, Mr, Chairman, I move to
strike out the last word.

Mr, Chairman, I rise in opposition to
this amendment as, indeed, I opposed
it in the Committee on Armed Services,
oh the authorizing legislation,

I do this on the basis of a studied
opinion long ajzo, of the M~-16 rifle, hav-
ing lived through but not served with
the special subcommittee of our Com-
mittee on Armed Services on the M-16
rile. But primarily because of the in-
creased cost, I ¢ppose it.

Insofar as tlie last gentleman’s ques-
tion is concerned, it might well be that
if there are adequate stores in maga-
zines and in the armamentarium of the
country and around the world, we would
in our wisdom :ee fit to reduce the “hot”
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lines to one in the future, so there would
still be competition. :

Competition 1s the key word here—
keeping the requisite number only of
assembly lines open is the secondary
word. i

Mr. Chairman, I think the members
of the commitiee should know that if
we wish to vent our spleen on one of the
three armed services, that is one thing.
But to prejudice our position of being
able to award a contract at the lowest
price and still keep the requisite’ num-
ber of assembly lines open for the pro-
duction of automatic rifles is gquite an-
other thing.

I too was angry with the Army in 1961,
when I was responsible for continuing
work on the M-16 rifle, by & ruse, if you
please, of having a “pilot buy” by the
U.8. Air Force and their Air Police of
15,000 of these rifles after the second,
third, and fourth Army evaluation board
had rejected it as a new principle at the
Aberdeen Proving Grounds, and in the
Pentagon.

It turned out to be & great rifle. There
is no question about the individual com-
panies. As far as I am concerned, like
the gentleman from Indiana, there is not
one source of such manufacture within
& thousand miles of the Ozark hills where
I live, for this rifle. I have no interest or
conflict involved herein. But I do know
the cost of these rifles by lot and con-
tract production. I know the production
delivery capability of the companies, If
you want to discover it, all you have to
do is to read the special report of the
subcommittee on the M-16 rifle when
tested in the field.

They went to Vietnam and saw it used
by the Marines, the Army, the Air Force,
and anyone else who was equipped with
it. The cost of the three, as far ay pro-
duction of one company being less than
$100 per piece, the other being over $100,
but none being as high as $164 per piece,
except the one company, and that is un-
conscionable. I do hope that we adhere
to the wisdom of the saving shown by the
committee and do not vote for this
amendment to strike lines 3 through 8
on page 15.

The amendment should be defeated.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr,
Price of Illinois), The question is on the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. PHILBIN). -

The question was taken; and on s di-
vision (demanded by Mr. PHILBIN) there
were—ayes 24, noes 40,

S0 the amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore- The
Clerk will read.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The CHATRMAN pro tempore. The
gentleman will state his parliamentary
inquiry, .

Mr. YATES. At what page of the bill ig
the Clerk reading, Mr, Chairman?

The CHAIRMAN, The Clerk read down
to line 9 on page 15. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

PROCUREMENT OF AIRCRAFT AND MISSILES,

MNavy

For constructlon, procurement, produc-

tlon, meodification, and modernization of
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alrcraft, misslles, eguipment, Including
ordnance, spare parts, and accessories there-
for; specialized equipment; expansion of
public and private plants, including the land
necessary therefor, and such lands, and in-
terests therein, may be acquired, and con-
struction prosecuted thereon prior to ap-
proval of title by the Attormey General as
required by sectlon 355, Revised Btatutes, as
amended: and procurement and installation
of equiment, appliances, and machine tools
in public or private plants; §3,006,800,000,
to remain avaliable for obligation until June
30, 1973,
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY ME. BINGHAM

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I of-
fer an amendment,

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BINGHAM: On
page 15, line 19, delete *#3,005.800,000” and
insert in llen thereof “$2,616,400,000”,

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
gentleman from New York is recog-
nized in support of his amendment .

{Mr. BINGHAM asked and was giv-
en permission to revise and extend his
remarks,)

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, on pre-
vious occasions, I have raised the ques-
tion of the preocurement funds for the
F-14 aircraft. In the authorization bill
this year and in the authorization hill
last year I sought to delete the funds, not
research and development for the F-14,
but procurement funds for the F-14, and
that is what this amendment does.

The F-14 has not yet been flight tested.
It is scheduled for testing beginning in
January of next year, and that testing
will last for quite some time, so the
procurement funds in this bill for the
F-14 are contrary to the fly-before-you-
buy principle. The Secretary of Defense
has announced that he is In favor of the
fly-before-you-buy principle, and this
distinguished committee in its report has
devoted considerable space to the fly-
hefore-you-buy principle and upholds
that principle at several points in the
report.

So it is difficult for me to understand
why it is that In this instance the com-
mittee is recommending procurement
funds for this complex controversial air-
craft before it has been tested. Last year
the suthorization bill included procure-
ment funds. The Appropriations Com-
mittee in its wisdom deleted the procure-
ment funds. This year, however, the Ap-
propriations Committee has recommend-
ed the sum which is aimed at in this
amendment, the sum of $389 million for
procurement.

Mr. Chairman, we are not just talking
about $389 million. We are talking about
whether we are going to spend wisely a
much larger sum for the projected pur-
chase of these aircraft. The announced
number of these aireraft to be purchased
is at this time 722. The present estimates
are that the total cost will run over $7
billion. It may run much higher before
we are through. The question is: Is it
wise to embark upon procurement of this
complex and controversial aircraft before
it has been thoroughly flight tested? It
seems to me it is unwise to do so, that
this runs contrary to the principle of fly-
before-you-buy that the Secretary of De-
fense has announced, and contrary to
the principle of fly-before-you-buy that
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is defended and encouraged in the com-

mittee report,

Mr, MAHON, Mr, Chairman, I rise in
opposition; to the amendment. T want to
say to the distinguished gentleman from
New York that I personally have a great
deal of respect for the view which-has
been suggested that perhaps in this air-
craft the dontract was let too early, and
that we should have had more of the fly-
before-you-buy element in the contract.

However, the fact is that the contract
has been let and that the Government is
obligated,” and we would necessarlly
under these circumstances have to pro-
ceed with this procurement. I think it
would be very harmful and very wasteful
and very disturbing for us to incur this
great additional cost if we should not
proceed with this aircraft.

The Indications are that the aireraft
will be completely successful. The first
flight, I-bélieve, will be late this year,
earlier than had been predicted.

One of the reasons why. .the Navy—
and I have great respect for the Navy
and the people in the Pentagon who rep-
resent the Navy—has had a problem 1s
that it was delayed for several years,
because the Navy had planned to parti-
cipate In the F-111 aircraft buy and it
was tled toithis program for a long time,
but last yeéar the Navy portion of the
F-111 buy 'was canceled, with the con-
currence of Congress, ahd so the Navy
desperately. needs to proceed with the
F-14. That:'was one of the ressons why
the contract was lét and the funds pro-
vided last year, rather than proceeding
with a more delayed apbroach.

The Navy was somewhst in desperation
to get an gircraft to meet their needs
in view of the fact that they were denfed
the use of the F-111,

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

Mr. N. I yield to the gentleman
from Minnesota. )

. Mr.FRASER. The question I am about
to ask Is tp get a better understand-
Ing of the procurement policy of the
Navy. As I understand what the chair-
man has said, there is a contract now
for the procurement of the F-14 already
outstanding,

Mr. MAHON., Right. :
- Mr, FRASER, There is a valid lega
obligation on the part of the Navy,

Mr. MAHDN, That is correct.

Mr. R. Is the chairman saying
that at the time that contract was en-
tered into there were not the funds on
hand to be pbligated in support of that
contract? | .

Mr. MAHON, The funds were on hand
to support the contract, and funds were
provided last year for the contract. There
was nothing extraordinary about that.

That is one of the things we are trying
to do in thig bill. We are trying to pre-
vent going on comtract prematurely. We
believe premature funding of programs
is not good.

Under the circumstances, this develop-
ment, has already taken place. The plane
is desperateiy needed by reason of the
matters I have explained. There 13 noth-
ing irregular; It is a matier of judgment.
We cannot turn back now. We must
proceed.
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Mr. FRASER. If the funds were pro-
vided at the time the contract was slgned,
why in fiscal year 1971 are you asking
for new funds? . -

Mr. MAHON. This is to carry out the
contract. There were funds avallable for
the initial phases of the contract last
year. This was when the contract was en-
tered into. This will ¢erry on the pro-
gram and provide for 26 additional alr-
planes, Otherwise the program would be
suspended in midair and 1t would be a
wasteful operation,

Mr, R. How many planes did we

contract to buy last year?
Mr, MAHON. My recollection is it wag
12, '
Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MAHON. I yield to the gentleman
from New York. :

- Mr, BINGHAM. I thank the gentleman,

Is it not true that the planes which
were bought last year, which the Appro-
priations Committee approved, were for
research and development purposes?
There were no planes in the procurement
line last year. This year $274 million is

proposed for research and development -

planes, which my amendment would not
touch. . :

Mr. MAHON. The gentleman is cor-
rect. Those were research and develop-
ment planes which were on order and
on contract. This would carry on the
program into operational production.

Mr. BINGHAM. Is it not true that this

1is the flrst time the Appropriations Com-

mittee has approved appropriating funds
for procurement of these aircraft, as

distinet from research and development

aircraft. )

Mr. MAHON. This is the first contract
for the operational vergion, For the re-
search and development version, of
course, we provided the funds last year.

Mr. BINGHAM. I thank the gentleman,

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words,

Mr. Chairman, I hope this amendment
will not be agreed to.

The F-14 ig, as the chairman of the
commitiee said, a follow-on from the
F-111B. .

The reason for the haste in production
has completely to do with the fact that
the Navy in the next few vears will have
to have an airplane which is adequate
for fleet defense and air superiority. The
F'-14 is an air-superiority fighter. In an-
other version it has a capabllity of
launching missiles which from long range
will provide defense for the fleet,.

It is needed not only next year; it is
needed right now. It is too bad it is not
available, but it is not,

It certainly would not be a good idea
for us to hold back this program.

The plane will work. All the testimony
we have had before the committee indi-
cates it is & good airplane and that the
blane will do the job It was intended to
do.

The buy this year is for only phase 3 of
the whole procurement program.

I say to my friend from New York and
to my friend from Minnesota, this ap-
parendy is the policy which the Armed
Bervices will be following in the future.
At least, we have strongly indicated we
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want them to follow that policy. They are -
to buy as little hardware as possible and
mitigate possible cancellation costs, until
the performance has been proved by
testing,

There is a necessity for keeping a pro-
duction line going, but we do not intend
that a production line be accelerated to
the peak of production umtil there has
been tests made and we know for certain
the airplane not only will fiy but also will
do the job for which it is intended,

" As the gentleman from New York
pointed out, the airplane will be tested
and there will be an evaluation made
early next year. Ceriainly this wili be
available to. the committee before we go
beyond phase 3 of procurement.

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield? :

Mr. RHODES. I yield to the gentleman
from Florlda. .

Mr. BIKES. I believe it would be well,
Mr. Chairman, for the members of the -
committee to bear in mind the fact that

-this is the first modern alrcraft in its

fleld the Navy has had since the F—4 was
developed some 10 years ago.

The Navy had anticipated the use of
the Navy version of the F-111B, but it
did not work out satisfactorily. It had to
be dropped, and the Navy had an entire
generation gap in modern fighter-type
aireraft. It is very important that we

.move ahead on the F-14 program without

further delay. 'This is probably the most
carefully planned and engineered air-
craft in our history. The Navy has gieat
hopes for its performance capabilities.

Mr. RHODES. The gentleman wiill
agree with me when I say that the Navy
needed this plane yesterday? : .

Mr, SIKES. Yes, ) . :

Mr. BARRETT. Mr., Chairman, wilt _
the gentleman yield to me?

Mr. RHODES, Yes. I yiel¢ to the
gentleman. .

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Chalrman, I take
this opportunity to commend the Com-
mittee on Appropriations and its chair-
man, the gentleman from Texas, for pre-
senting us with a Department of Defense
appropriation bill for fiscal year 1871,
which is more than $2.1 biilion below
that set forth in the budget estimates
and more than $6 billion below that en-
acted for fiseal year 1970. However, I be-
lieve there is room and need for stili re-
ductions in the military budget and I
Intend to support & number of the
amendments proposed for that purpose,

I understand that an amendment will
be offered to reduce U.8, forces in Eyrope
by 50,000 troops by June 30, 1971. I do
not believe that such a reduction will ad-
vergely affect our resclve or ability to
meet our NATO oblgations and will,
therefore, support the amendment. I will
also support the amendments to limit
expenditures in South Vietnam end our
military involvement in Indochina.

Mr. Chairman, as I said, T do_believe
that there is room for further reduction
in the total dollars provided in this bill.
I will support the amendment to put a
total dollar ceiling of $65 billion on this
act, This will allow the President and the
Department of Defense to determine the
specific areas where to apply the cuts.

Mr. Chairman, our domestic needs—



H 9862

the needs of our people here at homs—
must, be squarely faced and met. And to
meel, these needs there must be a reduc-
tion in military spending. The Education
and HEW -appropriation bills were ve-
toed on the grounds of excessive spend-
ing. The dollars cut out of this bill can
go to meet the domestic needs and used
in this manner will be less inflationary
and more productive. .

I urge my colleagues to support the
proposed amendments to redirect the
use of our Federal dollars; to cut mili-
tary expenditures and increase the dol-
lars available for our domestic needs.

Mr. BYRNE of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RHODES. I yield to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania.

(Mr. BYRNE of Pennsylvanla ad-
dressed the Cominittee, His remarks will
appear hereafter in the Extensions of
Reraarks.}

Mr. MINSHALL. Wil the gentleman
yield to me?

Mr. RHODES. I am glad to yield to
the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. MINSHALL. I heartily concur with
my colleague from Arizona that this

amendment should be defeated. The F-14

program was initiated by this adminis-
tration. It did not inherit the F-111B
program which was fortunately finally
carceled in June 1968 after a serles of
failures and mismanagements and fiight
failures throughout the years. I certainly
think it 1s time that we go ahead with
this program, I would merely say in
passing that the Navy never did want
the F-111B, but it was forced down their
throat by the then Secretary McNamara.

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

Mr. RHODES, Yes, I yield to the gen-
tleman. .

Mr. EVANS of Colorado. I am Sorely
tempted to vote in favor of this amend-
ment because of the experience we had
with meny other weapons systems, par-
ticularly the F--111 - where a contractor
had io take back 25 planes at one time
because they did not pass the G test. We
bought many of them at that time, But
the fact that we have a contract signed—
and I am sorry we do have—hefore we
flew and tested this plane, but since we
are obligated, I hope we can count on
the assurance of the gentleman that the
plane will be successful and we will not
go through the same experience as we
did with the famous F-111.

Mr. RHODES. Bear in mind that the
contract only obligates us through phase
3. Before we get into the actual procure-~
ment phase, there will be another de-
termination concerning performance and
suitability. .

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the lest word.

Mr. Chairman, I will not take my 5
minutes, but I want to make clear from
what the chairman said we do not have
a legal obligation to appropriate this
money. There is no contract outstand-
irg that this money s required to fund.
The contract was entered into last year,
as I understand it, to procure 12 air-
planes. They have yet to be fully tested.
Now what we are funding is a new con-
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tract to purchase 26 additional air-
planes.

Mr.
yield?

Mr. FRASER, I am glad to yleld.

Mr, MAHON. The contract which was
made last year was a contract with an
option to buy the additional planes. This
would be lot No. 3 of the aircraft buy.
There is an option, but I do not ques-
tion the fact——

Mr. FRASER. We are not under any
legal obligation.

Mr, MAHON, Defense could cancel the
contract, but I believe it would be most

MAHON. Will the gentleman

111 advised at this time.
Mr., RHODES, Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. FRASER. Yes. I am glad to yield to
the gentleman. ’

Mr. REODES. We are under a legal
obligation in that if we cancel now we
may be liable for cancellation charges
which would have accrued through

‘phase 3.

Mr, FRASER. Let me make clear my
understanding. When the contract was
entered into there were funds on hand
to pay for the contract obligation which
was incurred. What we are now doing,
according to the chairman, 1s picking up
an option to purchase 26 additional
planes. We do not have to pick up that
option. It is not the same thing as can-
celing a legal obligation already in force,
as I understand it.

I do not want to prolong this point,
but it seems difficult to imagine what
scenario is in the minds of those who
are planning at the Pentagon for a com-
bat battle between aireraft flown off of
our carriers and aircraft from some other
country. '

I do not know what scenario they have

in mind. But I find it diffcult to believe
that we are in any imminent danger of
the kind of air battle that would involve
highly sophisticated foreign aircraft that
would not move us very rapidly into a
muech higher level of warfare.

Mr, RHODES. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield further, of course
the gentleman is correct in many ways.
1 have some doubt in visualizing an air
battle between maJjor fleets at the pres-
ent time. However, this plane can oper-
ate in support of ground troops. Cer-
tainly, aerial superiority over the battle-
field is very important and this airplane
is designed to assure such air superiority.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield to me?

Mr. FRASER. I would be glad to yield
1o the gentlemean. .

(Mr. BINGHAM asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.}

Mr. BINGHAM. Is it not true that one
of the problems in the design of this air-
craft is that it is intended to cover so
many roles, not only fleet defense but
also as o missile-carrying aircraft which
means additional weight and loss of
maneuverability.

In the debate on the procurement of
this aireraft last year, it was pointed out
that a great many different operational
responsibilities were being loaded on this
aireraft and this was one of the reasons
why it was considered controversiel and

.
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in some gquarters in the Peniagon they
thought that the fleet would be better off
with a lighter, much cheaper and more
maneuverable aircraft in carryineg out a
fleet defense role.

Mr. RHODES, Mr. Chalrman, will the
gentleman yield further?

Mr. FRASER. I yield further to the
gentleman from Arizona,

Mr, RHODES. Actually, the airplane is
much lighter than the F-111BE. The rea-
son it failed was because of the reasons
that the eentleman from New York
stated. It was overloaded. It was an air-
plane which was not gualifled to carry
out all the missions which were laid out
for it. It couldn’t even take off from a
carrier, fully loaded. However, this air-
plane, if it is to be used as a fleet defense
system, can carry the Phoenix missile, In
other modes, it can be used for other
purposes.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Chalrman, I
would like o comment that I fully con-
cur in the sentiments which have been
expressed by the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. Fraser), that this is not a
desperately needed weapon at the present
time. This is something the Navy feels
it will need down the road somewhere.
But I do not see how it can be justified
as an emergency need.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. BINCGHAM).

The amendment was rejected.

The CHATRMAN, The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

AIBCRAPT PROCUREMENT, ATR FORCE

For construction, procurement, and modi-
fication of aireraft and equipment, including
armor and armament, speclalized ground
handling equipment, and training devices,
spare parts, and accessories therefor; spe-
clallzed equipment; expansion of public and
private plants, Government-owned equip-
ment and installation thereof in such plants,
erection of structures, and acquisition of land
without regard to section 9774 of title 10,
United States Code, for the foregolng pur-
poses, and such land, end interests therein,
may be acquired and construction prose-
cuted thereon prior to the approval of title
by the Attorney General as required by sec-
tlon 355, Revised BStatutes, as amended;
réserve plant and equipment layaway;, and
other expenses necessary for the foregoing
purposes, including rents and transporta-
ton of things; 83,203,000,000, to remaln availl-
able for obligation until June 30, 1873.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. YATES

Mr. YATES, Mr, Chaitman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. YATEs: On page

18; lne 9, strike out “$3,203,000,000” and in-
sert “$3,003,000,000.”

(Mr. YATES asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks,)

Mr. YATES, Mr. Chalrman, this
amendment strikes out $200 million
which the committee has gratuitously
made available for the Lockheed Cor-
poration in order to obtaln delivery at

-someplace down the road of 81 C-5A alr-

craft.

I thought the House ought to take a
look at this tragedy of errors which is
known a5 the C-5A program.

The committee takes the position that
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we must have 81 C-5A planes for air-
lift purposes, no matter what it costs,

We havé already paid the Lockheed
Corp. under the original contract, There
15 appropristed under this contract which
my amendment will not touch the sum
of $344.4 miillion. This Is for the accel-
erated costs of extras and various kinds
of additions to the contract to which

the comparny was not originally entitled, -

but which it has been given through its
negotiations with the Pentagon,

Lockheed; however, has represented to
the Departinent that it cannot deliver
the planes ynless 1t received additional
money, and so the commitiee has gone
along with 4 program under which there
will be given to the Lockheed Corpora-
tlon an additional $200 million this year,
and another $200 million next year in
the hope that this will bring delivery of
the 81 planes. We have np assurances
that even ﬁls extra $400 million wil
achleve delivery of the planes. If the past
be any precedent, the $400 million wil
be followed by additional requests,

How much must we pay for the C-5A97
Is there no limit to the purchase pbrice?
One gets the impression from reading the
report, which appears on page 80, that
the committee would have been willing to
advance ahy sum of money to obtain the
81 planes from Lockheed, that the C_54
is 50 vital to national security it will pay
any price. ]

The Pentagon says that In the event
the money is not made avallable to Lock-

heedthecorpora.tlonwﬂlbefomedtogo'

into bankrupicy. That was the same ar-
gument that was made with respect to
the Penn Central when the amount of
$200 million 'was requested in order to
keep that corporation from going into
recelvership, Yet today, Mr. Chairman,
the Penn Central is still continuing to
operate, perhaps better under its re-
celvers than before.

As was stated in the hearings, perhaps
It would be the best thing for the cor-
poratlon and for the Alr Foree if there
were 4 recetvership of this corporation.
The Government might get the plane at
& better price. As 1t stands now, this Gov-
ernment proposes to make a gratuitous
donation of $400 million extra above the
$344ml.luontotheLock.heed0m-p.1n
order that that company should keep
going, and I do not think it ought to be
done. That s the purpose of my amend-
ment to strike the $200 milllon from the
appropriation. I urge support of my
amendment.

Mr. MAHON. Mr, Chairman, T rise in
opposition to the amendment,

Mr. DAVIS of Georgla. Mr. Chalrman,

will the gentleman yleld? :

Mr, MAHON. I yield to the gentleman
from Georgia.

(Mr, DAVIS pf Georgla asked and was
glven permisston to revise and extend
his remarks.) - .

Mr. DAVIS of Georgla. Mr. Chairman,
I want to thank the members of the
Appropriations’ Committee for having
given a great amount Indeed of its time
and thought to the question of provid-
Ing $200 millon as o reserve or contin-
. gency fund to assure continuous produc-
tion of C-5A slrcraft pending resolution
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of the differences between the Lockheed
Afreraft Corp. and the Air Force,

I particularly want to emphasize- the
‘word “assure” and I want my colleagues
to know that in my considered Judgment,
the word is accurate and the correctness
of the amount needed is as well vall
dated as men of integrity and experience
can make it be.

It is s fact that the record of the Lock-
heed-Georgia airerait factory as to

- meeting its production schedules, pro-

ducing quality aircraft that fulfill Air
Force specifications and staying within

contract costs is better than any major,

company engaged In building aircraft for
the Government. '

There are too manhy people who bland-
ly assume that the only problem involved
In building larger and larger aireraft is
simply to make a small aircraft longer
and higher and wider. Nothing could be
more fallacious and those who are vic-
timized by such an assumption have un-
wittingly jeopardized the security of our
country in the aren of airlift.

The C-5A represerits a whole new con-
cept in airlift. Many, many systems and
systems-components had to be invented
and developed in the course of the build-
ing of this, the largest mircraft by far
that mankind has ever mede. This is not
& case of building an aireraft which has
been developed as a shelf item. In the in-
stance of the C-5A there was no testing
and no opportunity to test. There was no
prototype. There was no shadow of sc-
quired knowledge on the total cost of the
bringing into being of such a behemoth.

True there was a cost overrun, but it
is equally true that there has been @
comparable cost overrun in the construc-
tion of the Interstate Highway Bystem,
an undertaking which lies well within
the skills possessed by our highway
bullders for many decades and on which
the cost should have been quite Buscepti-.
ble to accurate estimation in advance,

The gentleman from INNnois wonders
how we know that $200 million 1s the
right amount. I would say to the gentle-
man that we know it is right because the
Lockheed folks say it is and no one can
come forward to show that it 15 not. Not
from the Alr Force nor from anywhere
elze,

I would be the first to say that the ac-
tion we take today needs to be in the
best interest of the Air Force which fs
to say of the Nation—it needs to be fair
to the American taxpayer which is mgain
to say fair to the Nation—and it also
needs to be fair to Lockheed where many,
many thousands of my constituents work
and where a reputation for integrity, fair
Dblay, and excellence of workmanship
was not earmed without long vears of
deserving work. Therefore, Mr. Chair-
man, I earnestly urge this committee to
defeat the amendment,

Mr. MAHON. Mr, Chairman, page 80
of the report outlines this situation very
well. If we want this aircraft in our in-
ventory, we have to provide the addi-
tlonal funds, In the authorization bili
from the Committee on Armed Services
certain provisions are laid down in the
law which relate to this matter, and re-
striet the ways In which the $200 million
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can be used. It can only be used through
strict policing of the Department of De-
fense by the Congress.

The Department, of Defense has con-
vinced the committee that we have no
alternative under the clrcumstances. Ang
I am sure it must have been disturbing
to the people in the Department of De-
fense to ask for this money, to place these
funds in the budget; but there appears to
be no other alternative if we are to have
these 81 aircraft, on which we have spent
s0 much, and which are so vital and es-
sential to our military alrlift require-
ments.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman will yield, is 1t not the truth that
to date we have spent over $2 biilion for
three alrcraft?

Mr. MAHON, As of the time of our
hearings in April 1970, 13 were fiying,
eight had been delivered, but only three
had been accepted by the Government,
and the other five had heen accepted con-
ditionally by the Air Force. If we cancel
this program now and bankrupt the com-
bany, we will get only a relatively few
alrcraft for that money. If we proceed
with this program, we will get the 81 alr-
planes which will be, of course, of great
benefit to the country.

Mr., YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield further?

Mr. MAHON. Yes; I am glad to yleld
further to the gentleman.

Mr, YATES, Mr. Chairman, I would
say to the gentleman that his argument
amounts to this, that even if the $400
million is not adequate, the committee
will then come forward with whatever
appropriation is necessary to build the .
alrcraft; is that so?

Mr. MAHON. No; the solution to this
problem has not been resolved, as I un-
derstand it, between the Department of
Defense and the Lockheed Corp. = |

There are negotlations that will be
required. This seems to be the only sen-
&lble step that we can take at this time.
I might point out that Lockheed has ap-
parently overextended its financial posi-
tion and there appears to have been a lot
of bad judgment in this program, There
is no doubt about that. But I am not go-
Ing to undertake to fix the blame for the
mistakes that have been made.

Lockheed is In the business of pro-
ducing the Poseidon missile, building de-
stroyer escort ships, the S-3A alreraft,
and working ‘on numerous other highly
important defense programs. I hope that
We can rely upon the assurance of the
Defense Department that this siuation
will not be allowed to rise again in the
future. As you know this contract and -
this project has been in operation for
fquite a number of years. This iz the best

‘that can be done about this situation at

this moment. Maybe, #f we look back-
ward, we ¢an see ways that the Defense
Department could have done a better Job.

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

Mr. MAHON. I yield to the gentelman.

Mr. YATES. However, the basic ap-
bropriation was In excess of the contract
cost.

Now it is proposed to sdd another $400
million because the department is trying
to negotiate some sort of settlement that -



H 9864

may not be adequate, This goes on and

on.

Mr. MAHON. If the gentleman would
permit me to point out, Lockheed takes
the position that the Government had or-
dered 120 planes and was so obligated
under the contract.

This is a controversial question be-
tween the Government and Lockheed as
to how this matter can be resolved.

In view of the reduction already made
in the number of planes to be delivered,
and in view of the dispute that has
arisen, these additional funding require-
ments have arisen.

1 am not undertaking to pass on the
merits of the decision which has to be
made by the Department of Defense. But
this was the appropriation request that
was presented to Congress. We had 1o
approve this conditionally if we expect
to get any substantial return for the
funds spent on this program.

I would hope that additional funds
peyond those which have been requested
will not be reguired.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Ilinois (Mr. YATES) .

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. Yares) there
were—ayes }1, noes 44,

S0 the amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY ME. MINSHALL

Mr. MINSHALL. Mr. Chairman, I offer
two amendments.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendments offered by Mr, MINSHALL:
On page 18, in iine B strike out “#3,208,000.-
000" and insert in lieu thereof “$2,718,500,-
000"; and

On page 21, in line 1 strike out “$2,701,100,-
000" and insert in lteu thereof “$2,636,600,~

Mr. HALL, Mr, Chairman, I make the
point, of order that a quorum is not pres-
ent.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will
count.

Eighty-six Members are present, not a
quorum. The Clerk will call the roll.

The Clerk called the roll, and the
following Members failed to answer to
their names:

{Roll No. 336]

Abbitt Corbett Harvey
Adair Cowger Hays
Alexander Cramer Hébert
Anderson, Daddario Holifleld

Tenn. Dawson Hosmer
Ashbrook Derwinski Hungate
Aspinall Diges Jonas
Baring Dingell Jones, N.C.
Barrett Dorn Karth
Beall, Md, - Dowdy Kastenmeier
Belcher Dwyer Kelth
Berry Bdwards, Calif. King
Betts Edwards, La. Kleppe
Biagpel Eilberg Kuykendail
Blackburn Esch Landram,

" Blanton Eving, Tent:. Long, La.
Brock Fallon Lowenstein
Brooks Farbstein Lujan
Broyhill, Va, Feighan Lukens
Buchanan Fisher McClory
Burlison, Mo. Flynt McCulloch
Burten, Utah Ford, Gerald R, McMillan
Bush Foreman MacGregor
Button . Fulton, Teun. Mailllard
Cabell Gllhert Meskill
Clancy Grifiths - Mills
Clark Hagan Morse
Clausen, Haley Nedzi

Don H. Halpern Nix
Clawson, Del ~ Hammer- O’Eonskl
Clay schmidb Olsen
Cohelan Harsha O'Neal, Ga,
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Ottinger Rosenthal Stuckey
Patman Rostenkowskl Talcott |
Pirnle Roudebush Thompaon, N.J.
Pollock Rousselot Tunney
Powell Ruppe Watson
Price, Tex. Ruth Welcker
Purcell Satterfield Whitten
Quillen Scheuer Widnall
Reid, N.Y. 8hipley 'Wilson, Bob
Reifel Snyder Wold
Rogers, Colo. Btephens

Rooney, H.Y.  Stratton

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. Prick of Illinois, Chairman pro tem-
pore of the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union, re-
ported that that Commitiee, having had
under consideration the bill HR, 18590,
and Anding itself without a quorum, he
had directed the roll to be called, when
302 Members Tesponded to their names,
& quorum, and he submitted herewith the
names of the absentees 10 be spread upon
the Journal. '

The Committee resumed its sitting.

The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit-
tee rose, the Clerk had read through line
10 on page 18, and the Clerk had read the
amendments offered by the gentelman
from Qhio (Mr. MINSHALL).

Mr. MINSHALL, Mr. Chairman, 1 ask
unenimous consent that my amendments
be considered en bloc.

The CHATRMAN, Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ohio?
There was ne objection. i

Mr, MINSHALL. Mr. Chairman, I have
offered an amendment which in very
simple terms takes out $548 million for
the F-111A program.

I want to point out that I am no new-'
comer or Johnny-come-lately {n my op--

position to the FP-111A program.

I have here on the desk in front of me
a file that goes back to 1962, It starts first
with the F-111B program, which I op-
posed, and which, if I may quote from &

speech I made on the very floor of this
House. T first appeared in the well here:

in 1860 in opposition to what many of you
remember as the Bomarc program.

That program was in the amount of
some $347 millon. At that timé my
amendment failed.

A short time later the Bomarc pro-
gram was subsequently voluntarily cur-
tailed by the Air Force. But before 1t did,
it vanished into limbo, with nearly $3
billion of your tax dollars. .

Again on June 13, 1967, when I quote
that statement, I spoke out against the
F-111B program which is the Navy ver-
sion of the F-111 program. At that time,
I said, “In all candor, I feel that this will
be the fate of the F-111B program,” and
1 referred back, of course, to the Bomare.
Just 13 months later the Navy volun-
tarily abandoned that program after
wasting billions on it.

Today we come up with the F-111A
program, to the tune of $548 million of
your tax dollars, $483 million of it for
aireraft procurement, and $64.5 million
for R.D.T. & E. This is turning out to
pe the bigzest billion-dollar hoondogele
in this Nation’s history. What started out
to be an aircraft estimated to cost only
$2.8 million, it is now costing, according
to the very latest estimates—these are all
facts and figures right here in the REC-
oRD—it will cost the taxpayers nearly $14
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millon per aireraft. This is utter non-
sense and I think we should give up on
this program and scrub it before we go
ahy farther down the road.

In the committee they said, “This is a
buyout. This will be the end. Tt is only for
95 more aircraft. In addition there is
$200 million in contract adjustments to
the manufacturer.”

I say to you it is not a buyout. I think
it is a sellout of the American taxpayers
to go ahead with this ridlculous program.
Sixteen of these planes have crashed. The
last one crashed, unfortunately, killing
two men, only last night at 9:30 near
Fort Worth, Tex. I know my friends on
the other side of the aisle will say this
aircraft has a good safety record com-
pared to other test and evaluation pro-
grams. But this is the only program in
which structural failure has been ac-
counted for in 14 of these crashes. Two
of the aircraft were never found that
were lost over Vietnam, but in every case
out of the 14 able to be investigated, the
crash has been caused by structural failt-
ure and not by pilot error or any other
cause,

I would like to read to the commitiee,
rather than going through page after
page of the testimony that we have, the
salient remarks or the essence of the re-
marks I made when we had these hear-
ings last June. At that time we had Gen-
eral Ferguson, the head of the Air Force
R.D.T. & E. program before us. I said:

I don't want to belabor the F-111 problem
any further this morning, but for anyone
who thinks that this committee has not in-
quired into the subject in detail, in previous
years, all I ask them to do is refer to the
past research and development hearings of

the Navy and the Air Force and the hearings

with the Secretary of Defense for the past:
several years. You will ind we have inguired
into the F—111 program very carefully and in
much depth. Each time we have been glven
a lot of “sugar-coated pilis” about how won-
derful the program ls going, and yet they
come hack and hang a ‘‘carrot” in front of
our noses and say, “Give us a little more and
everything will be all right.” This has been
going on too long as far as I am concerned.
I have had it up to my eyeballs and I am

.sure the public feels the same way about

spending this amount of money on things
like this, It concerns me very much to have
people come up here and say, “This will be
all right. Just give us another chance.” This
15 the history of the P-111 program,

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gen-
tleman from Ohio has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. MINSHALL
was allowed to proceed for 5 additional
minutes.) -

Mr. MINSHALL. This is the history of
a plane, 16 of which have crashed, one as

-recently as last night. .

If I may for a moment, for the uninit-
iated, just give vou some of the salient
facts about this construction program. I
gave you the cost flgures, Let us look into
the specifications that were originally
made, and I refer now to a staff report
which was completed 2 years ago.

On page T of the report, dated Febru-
ary 1968, they said:

As denoted in the chart above, the F-111
alreraft has not met BSpecific Opetrational
Requirements or contract specifications 1o
several categories. The most signlficant deg-
radations have occurred in areas of accelera-

e
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tion capabllity, ferry renge, combat ceiling,
and the low-low-high nuclesr mission of the
Alr Force,

The report also goes onto say:

From the above chart it is evident that
the F-111A will not perform the Alr Force
mission for which It wnas destgned, which is
& low-low-high nuclear mission, with & total
range of 1,600 neutical miles.

It goes along and describes in detail
the shortgomings that this bird has had
in its actial performance as compared
to the contractual specifications that
were given to the manufacturer.
I could carry on and on and de-
scribe the shortecomings of this air-
craft. In ¢losing I think we have gone
far enough down the road with what I
consider to be the worst billion-doilar
boondoggle in the history of our Defense
Department. I emphasize this is another
one of the numerous programs that
Secretary Laird and his administration
- Inherited 'from Secretary McNamarsa
and the Johnson administration,

Mr, TEAGUE of Texas. MT, Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

My, MINSHALL, I yield to the gentle-
man from Texas,

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas, Mr. Chairman,
I have just recently spent 24 hours with
the commanding general of our Stra-
tegic Alr Command in Omaha, Nebr. In
the presence of a number of people the
general praised this plane and said it
Was g great plane, and said the Alr Force
needed it pnd wanted it, and he said
they had no plane to take its place before
the B-1 was completed.

The gentleman has quoted himself
quite a bit in this debate, but how do we
know if we cannot trust the commanding
general of the Strategic. Air Command?
Did the gentleman’s committee have the
general befpre the committee? He is the
one whe manages the fiying of this

plane, . )
Mr, ISHALL, We have had gen-
erals and program managers before our

committee in countless numbers, We
have gone Into the F-111A program in
every detail,

As long ap the gentleman has brought
this up, I must admit the fellows who
fly it say it {5 & nice handling plane when
it stays in the air, but the trouble is the
wings pull off and the skin peels off and
“they are still not flying at contract speci-
fications. This is ong thing I got from
the Alr Foree a few minutes ago. I asked
them if there were any restrictions on
this bird. They said until they complete
the structural integrity program they
have an 80-percent flight load restric-
tion on thisaireraft today. Only some 80
are fiying and over 400 are grounded.,

Let me gd a little further. Another F—
111 incideni: :

General Dynamics and the Air Force re=-
ported today-—

That was about 3 months ago—

that & team of experts Is currently investi- -

gating two incldents in which the leading
edge of the horizontal tail surface of two
F-111E's wasi damaged in flight while both
-alrcraft were undergoing acceptance fiight
testing by A.i.r‘ Force crews,

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Has the gen-

tleman compared this with any other
plane?

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Mr. MINSHALL, I certainly have, and
it has the worst history of structural
fallure of any plane this country has

' tried to develop.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Has the gen-
tleman gone into this in any detail?

Mr. MINSHALL. We have gone into
this In great detail, as we do on all mili-
tary programs.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. If this is so,
how doees the gentleman account for the
fact that the pilots are for it and want
it? : :

Mr, MINSHALL. T just told the gen-
tleman that those who fly it like it when
it flies, and while it stays in the air, but
unfortunately it has crashed because of
structural deficiencies,

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. I will take their
point of view as against the gentleman’s
any time.

Mr. MINSHALL. It is a structurally
bad airplane.

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I rise
In opposition to the amendment,

Mr. Chairman, the distinguished gen-

- tleman from Ohio (Mr. MINsgarL) has

offered an amendment which would
completely eliminate a1l the moneys for
the FP-111 aircraft. The gentleman is cor-
rect in pointing out that he has been an
opponent of this program from its in-
ception. - )

It was bern In stormy criticism. It has
had a record of controversy, particularly
in the other body. i

But the people who ought to know,

the Armed Bervices Committee of the

House, which extensively investigated it
this year, insisted on this floor only a
few days ago that it is the best alreraft
we have in our defense arsenal, that it
is needed, and that we need to procure
F-OI's not only for this fiscal year but
additional numbers in the years immedi-
ately ahead. . ‘

The people who fly it insist it is the
best plane they have ever flown, and
they need it. ’

Members of this House, Including the
gentleman from California (Mr. PETTIS)
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. PrICE)
and numerous gentlemen on my side of
the aisle, including the distinguished
chairman of the Armed Services Com-
mittee (Mr. RIVERS) have talked person-
ally with pilots who fly it and with com-
manders who command it, and they are
enthusiastic about the airplane.

Let us address ourselves to this ques-
tion of safety. I have the flgures here,

The genitleman from Ohio sugpgests
that one of the reasons which motivates
him to offer this amendment today it be-
cause there has been an accident. There
has been an accident, It is the sixth fatal
accident out of 285 airplanes that have
been flown in the F-111 series. The sixth.

We lament each of them. Nobody
gloats over an accident. _

-But, my friends, have we ever elim.-
inated an entire program that the mili-
tary says it needs simply because there
has been an accident?

If we had adopted that policy, we
would have no military aircraft. All of
them have had accidents, tragic as that
fact is, . ]

Other aircraft of recent development
have had more accidents, and. more fa-
talities, than the F-111.
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- Mr. MINSHALL. Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. WRIGHT. Only if the gentleman
will agree to let me get some more time
after I complete my statement.

Mr. MINSHALL. I will do my best to
do 50,

Mr. WRIGHT. Then I will yield at this
time,

Mr. MINSHALL. I do not believe the
gentleman means to say slx fatal
accidents.

Mr. WRIGHT. I am saying that there
were six aircraft acecidents which re-
sulted In fatalities,

Mr MINSHALL. Yes; but they have
lost 18 “birds”.

Mr. WRIGHT. That is correct. There
is no argument about that,

Let us compare that with the record
of every other alrcraft in the century
sertes. Let us compare that number of
accidents with the number of accldents
for every new aircraft we have built
since the early 1950%, ineluding the
F-100 and/since, at the equlvalent num-
ber of hours flown. )

I have here the fizures for the same
number of hours of actual fllght, almost
60,000, which in the F-111 have pro-
duced according to the gentleman from
Ohio 16 accidents, six of .them fatal,

For the P-106 it is 22 accidents for the
same number of flight hours which the
F-111 now has logged.

For the F-105 it i5 34.

For the F-102 it 15 40.

For the F-104 it 15 51. .

For the F-100 it {3 59, more than three
times as many as for the F-111.

The difference is that edch one of
these F-111 accidents has produced a
headline story in the news media. The
others went largely unnoticed in publis
print. - .

Mr. RIVERS. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield? )

Mr. WRIGHT. Of course I yield to the
distinguished chairman of the Commjt-
tee on Armed Services,

Mr. RIVERS, In 1967 the greatest air-
craft we have in our inventory, the F4
had 44 structural failures. It 1s the great-
est alrplane on earth today. We cannot
get an airplane without some problem.
It would be a mistake to change this pro-
gram. It would be suicidal. The F-111 is
the only aircraft we have to meet certain
operational requirements, ]

Mr, WRIGHT. I thank the distin-
guished chairman for that comment. He
is eminently qualified as a judge. The
Committee ori Armed Services has Iooked
1into this question exhaustively this year,
and unanimously issued a report recom-
mending not only this procurement for
this fiscal year but =lso contihued ‘pro-
curement so that we could secure the
minimum of four wings the Air Force
says are minimally necessary and hope-
fully the six wings it desires. So the
question at issue here is not merely the
procurement for fiscal 1971 but the con-
tinuing, on going program beyond fiscal
1971,

- Let us look at one or two other matters,
not just safety, so far as the comparative
record for aircraft in the century serles
is concerned. Let us not limit our con-
sideration simply to aceidents and fatal-
ities, the measurement of safety. Let ug
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logk at the really more significant ques-
iion: Why do we need the F-111?

Wa need it because it is the only air-
crafi, which is capable of low-level all-

weather day-or-night interdiction, It is .

the only one we have.

The F-111 is an aircraft which will
carry three times the bomb load for more
than twice the diztance as our next best
tactical bomber. .

It is the one aircraft whieh has been
repeatedly mentioned by the Soviets, the
only one they have mentioned, in the
SALT talks. Obviously they are aware of
its capability and concerned about its ca-
pability. It is being stationed in England

‘now. Clearly the Russians are concerned
about it.

I would call the attention of the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Ohio to the
fact that only a few moments ago, ad-
dressing himself in opposition to the
amendment relating to the ABM, he
made the point that we need to be able to
move from strength in the SALT talks.
Why should we at this moment gratuit-
ously give up the one aircraft about
which the Soviets are obviously con-
cerned? Why should we glve that up if
we want to move from strength?

This airplane has cost a ot of money.
Let us make no bones about that. Of
cowrse it has. Every time we try to siretch
the state of the art that much farther,
for every new sophisticated aircraft, it
will cost & lot of money—a lot of it. This
will be true of the F-14, It will be true
of the B-1. Each wlill cost more than the
designers figured at the beginning. But
the only way to get cost effectiveness
froin procurement of any new aircraft is
to build enough of them to do the job.

The really big money in any new pro-
gram is absorbed in the begimming, in the
research and development phase. The
F-111 is right now af the point where
we can begin to capitalize on the original
investment in lower unit costs. This is
one reason why it is imperative not only
that this year’s procurement be ap-
proved, but that we continue procure-
ment beyond the present fiscal year.

It is true that the F-111 has not met
gome of the most optimistic original
hopes of its designers, but no aircraft
has. The General Accountlng Office re-
port to which the gentleman from Ohio
referred could be made on any alrcraft
with respect to what it will do compared
with what its designers initially hoped
that it would do. .

The CHATRMAN., The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

By unanimous consent, Mr. WRIGHT
was allowed to proceed for 5 additional
minues.)

Mr. WRIGHT. Do you know that every
aircraft would suffer by the same com-
parison? Every single one that we have
ever developed would suffer by the same
comparison, To compare what an alr-
eraft will do ultimately with what its de-
signer set out initially to do is like trying
to compare any one of us mature mortais
with the man his mother hoped he would
be I surely would not like to he judged
by that kind of a yardstick. Could any
man measure up?

Tt is true that this airplane, as pointed
out in the GAO report, does not take off
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in quite as short & runway as its design

‘specifications called for, It takes T7T0

more feet for takeoff than lts planners
hed hoped, But what the critics do not
tell you is that the F-111 requires only
one-half—and get this—only one-half
the takeoff distance consumed by any
other combat aireraft in our arsenal with
a single exception of the F—4, and it re-
quires less takeoff distance than the F-4.
Compare it with like things, and you will
see that it compares very well, Compare
it with everything else that we have in
our arsenal, and you will find that it is
needed. The Air Force says it is needed.
They want not only this year's procure-
ment, but they want four wings as a
minimum.

The landing distance, equally impor-
tant with the takeoff distance, is not
mentioned by the GAO report, but how
about this: equally significant, the dis-
tance for landing 1s 19 percent better
than the specifications called for. Now,
if you want to nit-pick any design we
have, and if you want to talk about fc-
cidents, well there have been so-called
short falls in all of them and there have
been accidents in all of them.

There 15 one milltary aircrait which a
little more than 1 week, in a 9-day pe-
riod--and I will not mention the aireraft
by name, because I do not want to he-
smirch its reputation—had five major
accidents in 9 days. Yet we did not
hear anything about that because it did
not get into the newspapers. And nobody
tried to cancel the program.

Mr. MINSHALL, Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yleld?

Mr, WRIGHT. Of course I yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. MINSHALYL., If you will turn to
page 753 of our hearings, part 5, in which
we had the testimony of General Glasser,
in that part of it on the point that the
gentleman just mentioned, the landing
distance, that is one of the spots where
you are in error. The specifications were
2,250 feet for the landing distance. Ac-
cording to this, it is 2,500 feet.

Mr. WRIGHT. Will the gentleman
compare that with any other existing
military airplane?

Mr. MINSHALL, My point is—you said
it was better than the spees,

Mr, WRIGHT. I understand that it is
19 percent better than the required spec-
ifications. .

Mr. MINSHALL. No, it is not, It is ae-
tually over the specifications.

Mr. WRIGHT. Compare it with any
other combat airplane that we have. Is
there one that will land and take off In
less distance?

Mr. MINSHALL, I was not comparing
that, but you said that it was better than
the specifications, and it is actually
worse. :

Mr. WRIGHT. The gentleman’s figures
and my figures are at variance, and I
think that mine are accurate.

Mr. MINSHALL. These are Alr Force
filgures not mine,

Mr. WRIGHT. Let us ask some Alr
Force generals. The gentleman from
Ohio quotes General Glasser, General
Glasser is for the F-111, Call General
Thomas Power, former Air Force Chief of
Staff, as a witness, General Power will

.
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tell you that it 1s a very badly needed air-
craft in our arsenal today. Let us call
Deputy Secretary of Defense David Pack-
ard, whose testimony was read into this
Recorp only 10 days ago or so, who says
that the F-111 will do everything that it
was required to do with a reasonable life
expectancy of one and one-half times
the requirement.

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

Mr. WRIGHT. Of course I yield to the
distinguished and beloved Speaker.

Mr. McCORMACK., I thank the distin-
_gujshed gentleman from Texas for yield-
ing.

I might say I remember when this mat-
ter was up before, the chajrman of the
Committee on Armed Services, a great
American, was discussing it with me, but
also another great American discussed it
with me, the distinguished gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. PHILBIN) who
strongly supported this authorization. I-
want that fact to be noted.

Mr. WRIGHT. I am grateful to the
distinguished Speaker for that statement,

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr., Chairman,
wil! the gentleman yield to me?

Mr. WRIGHT, Of course I yield to my
good friend from Louisiana.

Mr. WAGGONNER. I think while we
are talking about comparisons and costs,
would it not be correct to say that in

~order to service this airplane with tank-

ers, the C-135 tankers, we have to have
a lot fewer than we do for one of the
P-4 and, as is the case with the B-52's,
and do we not save a lol of personnel
with the F-111 as compared to all of our
other planes that are designed for the
same mission?

Mr. WRIGHT. The gentleman is ab-
solutely correct. When we talk about the
cost of operation, let us talk about the
cost of mainteining and operating, Let
us think about that. Four P-111's on a
1,000-mile trip, without refueling, can
deliver bombs on an enemy target, in a
specific number which is classified.

But in order to deliver that same num-
ber of bombs that same distance on an
enemy target without the F-111 would
require a total of 31 separate aircraft,
including tankers, radar scramblers and
fighter escorts. Now the four P-111's re-
quired to perform that mission can be
maintained and operated at a cost of $5.2
million a year, but a year's maintenance
and operation of the other aircraft nec-
essary to perform that same identical
misslon is $37.8 million a year, or seven
times as much when you consider the
number of aircraft involved to maintain
and operate.

I should simply like to say one addi-
tional thing, and that is with respect to
cost, The F-111 has cost a lot of money.
Every new aircraft has cost a lot of
money and every other new aircraft that
we bring into production is going to cost
a lot of money because of the new metals
involved, the developmental ¢osts and
the installation of new and sophisticated
techniques. The only way to get our
money’s worth is by building the full
four operational wings, and I hope the
vote against this amendment will be a
ringing affirmative on the part of the
House that we want this program to
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continue through this fiscal year and
beyond.

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Texas has expired.

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chalrman, T move to
strike the requisite number of words.

{Mr. SIKES asked and was given per-
mission t¢ revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to cal]r the attention of the House to
some of the flscal considerations that are
involved. This bill contains $283 million
for 24 F-111F aircraft and another $102.5
million for the cost of testing and im-
proving the wing structure.

‘This latter sum is a constractual com-
mitment which cannot be avoided by
termination. The actual cost of termi-
nating thig contract—and I want you to
hear this-+s estimated to be $80 million
to $100 million, and you get absoclutely
nothing to fill out that F-111 wing. For
an equivalent amount to that $80 mil-
Hon to $100 million which is the esti-
mated termination cost and for other un-
avoidable dosts connected with termina-
tion, the Air Force would secure 24 addi-
tional new: modern aircraft which they
need very much.

Mr. Chairman,; to kill the program now
would cost our country much more in
defense capabllity than the savings
could possibly justify., The P-111 has
been & hard-luck aircraft in that every
accident it has had has made the head-
lines. Yet, And ‘this hag been said time
and time.again, the accident rate-is
comparatively Iow. It is lower than for
most modefn aireraft.

It is & costly aircraft, but so would
any other advanced modern alrcraft be
costly today. This Is a very advanced
and very intricate aircraft and it does
cost & lot of money. But it is the only
modern aircraft we have In inventory.
The F-4 is 10 years old. It 1s a great air-
plane, but ‘it has been modernized in
just about gvery way that we can pos-
sibly hope t0 modernize it.

In the period since we last developed
a new aircraft, the Russians have de-
veloped two or three very good ones,
Please remember, modernization is one
of our serlous shortcomings.

Mr, Chairman, the Air Force needs
this aireraft. We cannot develop another
aircraft for several years. The F-14 is
moving along very satisfactorily, but
procurement Is just getting underway.

The F-15 is still under development
and it will be years before that one is
ready for operation.

Mr. Chaitman, the men who fly the

F-111 say they are satisfied with it. They

eall it a very good aircraft. That is the
test. They know what the aircraft will do.
They know it is the only modern aireraft
we have. We now have & hew advanced
functional aircraft. To kill the program
now would be costly, it would be unwise,
it would be sacrificing the money and
effort that has gone into it throush alil
the years.

Mr. MAHON, Mr. Chalrman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, STKRS. I yield to the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr, MAHON. I would like to say for
the benefit of the Membexs of the House

~
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who have not lived as closely to this
problem as some of us have, it is true
that the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
MinsumaLL) has long opposed the F-111,
It is ttue that this aircraft has had a
bad press, but it has a good safety record.

The design and manufacture of this
aircraft stretched the state of the art:
it was a big leap forward. It will be a
valuable plane in our inventory for a
decade or more, The plane i3 not manu-
factured in my district, far from there,
but it is made in my State,

I wanht to say that the remarks made
by the gentleman from Texas (Mr,
WRIGHT), insofar as I know are corrob-
orated generally speaking by the people
who have appeared before us, As far as
I know the members of the Committee
on Appropriations generally are in favor
of the F-111. Defense has problems with
most of its programs, but I do not know
of any ground swell of opposition to the
F-111, I think we can go ahead and vote
on the issue, because I believe we have
all made up our minds, and T do not be-
lieve that we should force the Depalrt-
ment of Defense to cancel the program
at this time.

Mr. Chairman, I oppose the amend-
ment,

Mr. LEGGETT. Mr. Chairman, T move
to strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
the procurement of this aircraft, and I
join in the remarks of the gentleman
from Texas. I do not believe this is neces-
sarily just & Texas airplane, I think you
have to keep in mind that when we de-
cided to contract for this plane we were
contracting for a vehicle far beyond the
current state of the art, of supersonic
high and supersonic low speed, and with
a tremendous bomb carTying capacity.

I do not believe we have brought out
the fact that it is 42 percent better in
navigation than the Government asked
for in the contract which inures to the
use of the vehicle. It 15 33 percent more
available, as far as utilization, and it is
8 percent more reliable than the Govern-

‘ment asked for. It meets the criteria for

maximum speed at sea level, malnte-
nance hours, it meets the maximum sus-
tained speed at altitude, and it has the
800-mile primary mission radius that
was required.

‘When you weigh those factors, I think
that the Air Force is correct in making
the determination that they have a good
alreraft. I would certainly hope that we
build these planes, and add them to our
inventory.

Mr. ANDREWS of Alsbama. Mr,
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LEGGETT. I yleld to the gentle-
man from Alabama,.

Mf, ANDREWS of Alabama. I would
ask the gentleman If it 15 not true that
this is the only aircraft we have to fol-
low on with the B-52, and the newest,
the latest B-52's came off the line in
October 1962, and the age life of & bomb-
er is 10 years, so the B-52’s have about
had it, and we cannot possibly have any
other before the B-1, and during that
time we could well wind up with no
aircraft. :

Mr. LEGGETT. The gentleman 1is
correct,
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‘(Mr. MILLER of California asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks at this point in the REecoxrp.)

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr, Chair-
man, earlier the gentleman from Ohio
announced that he would submit an
anmendment te deny all funds desig-
nated to procure additional F-111 air-
craft, Initially, and somewhat emotion-
ally, since .last nlght’'s accident this
amendment may appear to be a wise one.
However, under closer scrutiny I do not
believe that to accept this amendment
would be a wise decision. As in the devel-
opment of every new fighter aircraft, the
F-111 has had its share of development
broblems and as our colleague, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. WRIGHT) ,
mentioned earlier today, the F-111 fares
better in this category than other mod-
ern fighter aircraft. Thus, we should not
let the emotion of last night's tragedy
blind us to the very real capabilities and
potentials this aircraft possesses.

The F-111 has evolved as an attack
aircraft with speed and maneuver capa-
bility well beyond Mach 2, with adequate
ferry range to deploy to, Europe without
refueling, equipped with advanced pene-
tration aids that will substantially en-
Liance survivability in a hostile environ-
ment. The F-111 penetrates hostile areas
by hugging the terrain during night or
zero visibility weather conditions. As a
comparison with other U.S. Air Force
and Navy fighter-bomber aircraft, an
F-111 will carry three times the payload
about twice as far and deliver weapons
around the clock with greater accuracy.

This deep penetration weapons deliv-
ery capability I have just described will
fulfill an urgent Depertment of Defense
need for a long-range ali-weather in-
terdiction aircraft. This is by far the
most prevalent role of tactical aviation.
Historically, the combat sortie distribu-
tion for tactical aircraft indicates that
the majority are agalnst Interdiction
targets, These are strikes against air-
field, surface-to-air missile\sites, and
aircraft-missile control and warning sites
wherein the low-level delivery capabili-
ties of the F-111 may be exploited. More
importantly, these strikes must be made
while avoilding enemy air defenses,

As a strategic bomber, the FB-111 dis-
plays even more virtues than the F-111 -
in an interdiction role., The FB-111 has
additional navigation features and a
later and more . accurate navigation-
bombing systéem. It exploits the other
deep penetration festures of the F-111
and can escape at high speed. It is the
only supersonic bomber we have today
or will have for many years to come.’

We hear much about the F-111 acei-
dents and cost growth, but little about
the impressive performance character-
Istics of this aircraft. How does it com-
pare on & day-to-day basis with similar
aircraft? Let me give you some statistics.

Last year the 474th Tactical Fightér
Wing at Nellis Air Force Base, Nev., flew
26,515 hours for an average utilization
rate of 36 hours per month. Their aver-
age operationally ready rate was 75 per-
cent. Is this good? Yes, it certainly 1s—
eomparable to the Alr Force's most tac-~
tical fighters.

Again, much has been said about the
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dramatic cost growth which the F-111
has experienced. The critics have given
Jittle credit to the true reasons for this
growth. Let me place this in, what 1 be-
lieve it to be, its proper confext. i

The initial procurement for the Air
TForce was 1,388 alrcraft. This was sub-
scquently reduced to 531 aircraft. That
factor alone has accounted for almost
nalf of the total of the increased cost per
aireraft. To achieve increased opera-
tional effectiveness we have added an ad-
vanced avionics package at a cost of ap~
proximately $1 million per airplane, but
this has bought us the most effective
avionics capability in the world. An-
other 25 percent of the growth can he
attr:buted directly to inflation. ]

The $16 million cost flgure which has
been publicized so highly in the recent
past includes the support costs for these
aircraft while they are in use by the
Strategic and Tactical Air Forces
through 1975, In other words, it is a fig-
ure far larger than the unit production
cost of the aircraft which is the usual
way to describe weapon system costs.
Latest Air Force calculations on acqui-
sition costs indicate a unit production
figure of less than $11 million,

The inherent penetration capabillly,
range, and payload of the F-111,
coupled with its great accuracies and
kill capability, make it an extremely ef-
fective and efficient weapon system.
Since the budgets we are now consider-
ing will affect our defense capability for
years to come, this fact cannot be over-
looked.

Thus, I urge my colleagues to join me
in voting against Mr, MINSHALL'S
amendment.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the necessary number of words.

(Mr, GROSS asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, what 1s
the value of an inventory of FP-111'¢ if
they are on the ground, and cannot be
flown? ) -

According to this morning’s newspaper
story they have been grounded since last

_year. Is that not correct? Except for
test purposes?

Mr, MAHON. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, permit me to say
there were some problems with the air-
craft.

Mr. GROSS. I asked the question if
they have not been grounded since last
year?

Mr. MAHON. The answer s “No.”*

Mr. GROSS, Well, then the newspaper
story is wrong that they are grounded?

Mr. MAHON. Bome were grounded.
They were given certain proof tests after
which they were released. The planes
used in the research and development
test program were not grounded as long
as were the others.

About 80 have been now released for
flight. While we have funded about 500,
only 230 had been delivered through fis-
cal year 1970. These aircraft have had
the most rigorous tests of any other air-
creft in history. R

Mr. GROSS. Then the newspaper re-
port is inaccurate? They are not
grounded; is that correct? ’
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Mr. MAHON. That report is not en-
tirely correct. Bome are fying, others
are grounded. .

Mr. GROSS. How many of them are
flying?

Mr., MAHON. About 80 are now fly-
ing. The others are being proof tested,
and undoubtedly they will be flying too.

Mr. GROSS. How many others, and
what kind of security and defense can
they contribute to this country if any
appreciable number of -these so-called
planes are grounded as of today.

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

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman,

Mr. MINSHALL, The gentleman in the
well is absolutely right. Some of these
planes are grounded. There are 80 of
them flying today, but are under restric-
tive weight limitations.

Eighty percent of the weight limitation
is all that these 80 planes are allowed to
CArry.

Mr, GROSS. I am aflicted with at least
a small-sized memory. I can remember

when the deal for the F-111 was hatched .
in the Pentagon. The contract had to go -

to Texas and the General Dynamics
Corp., irrespective of any other consid-
eration, and at $400 million more than
Boeing offered to bhuild these planes.

General Dynamics was to furnish a
dual purpose supersonic plane that would
serve both the Air Force and the Navy.
The Navy got out of the' deal long ago
when it found General Dynamics could
not live up to its contract and produce a
serviceable aircraft,

My memory also tells me that last year
or 2 years ago the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. Rivers), the chairman of
the Committee on Armed Services said
the authorization that year would be
the last contribution to the F-111. I do

not know where or when he got F-111 re- .

ligion or how he transmitted it to the dis-
tinguished Speaker of the House, be-
cause he told us then on the floor of the
House and for the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
that this plane was going to be washed
out and he admitted to having made
that previous statement when the au-
thorization bill was before the House a
few days ago.

Yes; I remember when this F-111 deal
was hatched and some of the principal
characters wha participated in it. They
included a former Fort Worth, Tex.,
banker who became Secretary of the
Navy; Deputy Secretary of Defense Gil-
patrick, and last but not least Secretary
of Defense Robert Strange McNamara.

It was the former Compiroller General

‘of the United States, Joseph Campbell,

testifying under oath before the MeClel-
lan Committee investigating the award
of the ¥-111 contract, who said that
when his investigators sought to obtain
vital information as to the speciflcations
and related costs, they were told by
McNamara that he was carrying the in-
formation in his head.

This is one of the reasons why we now
have the nonflying Edsel, and I reiterate
that the original contract was awarded
to the Texas-hased firm at a cost of
$400,000,000 above the cost fleures sub-
mitted by Boeing.
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Mr. MINSHALL. Mr. Chairman, will

the genfleman yield?

Mr. GROSB. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr, MINSHALL. Mr. Chairman, for
the gentleman’s Information, from the
best current figures we have available
here at the desk, some 300 of these planes
are presently grounded and not allowed
to fly. The other 80 in inventory are re-
stricted in their weight-carrying limita-
tlon. ’

Mr, GROSS. Now I yield to the gentle-
man from South Carolina (Mr. RIVERS)
if he wishes me to yield. )

Mr, RIVERS. I told the gentleman
plainly and simply, I had changed my
mind,

Mr. GROSS. Yes.

Mr. RIVERS, Now just wait a second.

Mr. GROSS. I said you got religion of
some sort.

Mr. RIVERS. And I have sense enough
to admit when I get rellgion, too.

I went down to Texas on my own to
talk to the young men flying this air-
craft, and I sat in the cockpit. I cheeked
them the best way I knew how with ex-
perts on the performance of this air-
craft.

These planes were already built when
I answered the gentleman. Today I have
changed my mind. Originally, I did not
like the way it was done, but the plane
is now out of the woods. I defy anycne
to contradict that statement.

Mr. GROSS. All right; I heard the
gentleman, and, In view of what hap-
pened yesterday, I take issue with the
gentleman. Let me say——-

Mr. RIVERS, I will get the gentleman
more time. You know we c¢an get more
time. .

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. Gross) has
expired.

Mr. RIVERS. Of course, if we have
to get time, we can get plenty of time.
People like to hear us talk anyway be-
cause you and I understand each other.

(By unanimous consent Mr. Gross
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

Mr. RIVERS. Will the gentleman let
me finish?

Mr. GROSS. Let me finish, please.

Mr. RIVERS. To finish what I started
to say, this plane was the most tested
aircraft in our defense and it cost more
than it should have cost. But now it is
out of the woods, so for heaven’s sake,
let us give it a chance. There iz always
the possibility of pilot errors causing ac-
cidents. But this is a sophisticated air-
craft. I want to say to the gentleman
from Iowa that he is as wrong as he
can be on this aircraft.

Mr. GROSS. Let me say to the gentle-
man that there are two more test pilots
from whom he will not get any informa-
tlon. They lost thelr lives yesterday in
Texas test-flying one of these nonflving
Edsels.

Much has been said this afternoon
ahout the alleged low accident rate of this
plane, It is impossible to have accidents
when planes are grounded and cannot be
flowm except for test purposes.

Yes, we need a new plane for the
securlty of the United States, but we do
not need, nor should we depend upon a



October 8, 1970

plane that will not stay in the alr. I hope
the amendment is adopted,

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
question is an the amendments offered by
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. MiN-
SHALL),

The questlon was taken; and on a divi-
sion (demanided by Mr. MINsHALL) there
were—ayes 28, noes 89,

80 the amhendments were rejected.

The C! . The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND EVALUA-~
TIoN, Navy

For expensps necessary for basic and ap-
plied sclentific research, development, test,
and evaluation, including maintenance, re-
habilitation, Jease, and operation of factllties
and equipment, aa authorized by law; 82,156,~
200,000, to remain avallable for obligation
until June 30, 1872,

Mr. HICKS, Mr, Chairman, I move to
strike out the last word.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. Hicks was
allowed to proceed for an add.ltiona.l 5
minutes,)

(Mr. HICKS asked and was given per-
mission to  -revise a.nd extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HICKS, Mr, Chairman, I wonder
if I might have the attention of the
chairman of the committee. -

This is a picture of what is known as
&8 surface effects ship. Two of them were
authorized by the Armed Services Com-~
mittee, On page 93 of the report of the
Appropriations Committee, Members will
find they have determined in their wis-
dom that ome is sufficient. One is being
built in Loujslana and one is being built
in my distriet in Tacoma, Wash. This 1s
being built by Aerojet and the. one in
Louisiana is;being built by Bell. They are
- of different specifications and are dif-
ferent type dhips.

With tha{ background I would like to
address some questions to the chairman
of the committee, Mr. MAHOR, if he would
be so kind ag to respond.

Has the' Appropriations Commitiee
determined that a surface effects ship is
not a practicable project to pursue, Mr.
Chairman? .

Mr. MAHON. I would say that I, for
one, have not determined that this is
not a practicable project to pursue. As
I understand the situation, this ship,
which would more or less propel itself on
top of the water rather than cut through
the water like most ships, was & joint

project of the Maritime Administration-

and the Navy. There was a 50-50 pro-
gram cost sharing arrangement. This
vear, the funding was to have been $10
million by the Maritime Administration
and $10 million by the Navy. But the
Maritime Administration withdrew its
financial support this year and the Navy
is now saddled with this whole burden.
Since the Navy needs more attack sub-
marines, and possibly additional Polaris-
type submarines, a5 well as 50 many other
ships, mrdft and weapons of all kinds
it did not séem fair for the Navy to be
forced to assume the full financial bur-
den for this development.

Mr. SIKES, Mr, Chairmen, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, HICKES, T yield to the gentleman
from Florida. :
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Mr, SIKES, Mr. Chairman, I favor the
development of this ship, for I think it
can provide a useful new development.

We must have new concepis and this .

abpears to be a promising one, Neverthe-
less, it is the belief of the committee that
the Nayy can use the $10 million which
is left in the budget to continue the effec~
tive development of one ship. This will be
possible even though the Maritime Ad-
ministration is no longer interested and
has withdrawn iis support. The con-
struction of one ship should provide use-
ful information. :

The committee feels it is not necessary
to have the two ships in order to deter-
mine its value.

Mr. HICKS, May I ask the gentleman,
is he the one on the commitiee who is
most familiar with this project?

Mr, SIKES. I doubt that I am. I know
something about it.

Mr, HICKS. The gentleman was oh
the Appropriation Committee when the
nuclear submarines were developed?

Mr, SIKES, Yes, that is correct.

Mr., HICKS. Is it not true that two
were built, the Seq Wolf which contalned
& sodium-cooled reactor and the Nautifus
with a water-cooled reactor,
they did not know which would be t.he
better design?

Mr. SIKES. I think that is true, but
nuclear submarines are a very different
story than surface ships. The Navy and
the Maritime Administration were work-
ing together to build two ships. Now the
Maritime Administration has withdrawn
its support. The committee does not feel
it is necessary for the Navy to absorb
an additional $10 million for the second
ship.

Again, I support the concept of the
ship. It is a matter whether or not we
should spend $20 million, when we think

we can learn a very considerable amount -

from the $10 million which is proposed
in the bill,

Mr. HICKS, May I ask either the chair-
man of the committee or the gentleman
from Florida (Mr, Stxes) if this is the
position the other body took in the mili-
itary procurement hill, Is that correct?

Mr. MAHON. Exactly. The BSenate
Armed Services Committee and the Sen-
ate took the same actior as that which
we propose. ) )

Mr, HICKS. The position that the Ap-
propriations Committee is taking now is
the exact position that the other body
took. This*is not the position that the
Armed Services Cominittee took In the
authorization bill, Is that correct?

Mr. MAHON. I believe that 1s correet.

Mr. HICKS. The House Armed Services:

Committee in the conference prevailed
on the other body to recede and report
the fuil $20 million. Is that correct?
Mr, MAHON. In the conference report,
ves: that is correct.
Mr. HICKS. But the Appropriations

Committee in its wisdom has elected to-

go back to the other body’s position. Is
that correct?

Mi, MAHON, The commitiee support-
ed only the $10 million program for the
Navy.

Mr. HICKS. May I ask this question.
Js it not true that the full $10 million,

withh the Navy operating under the con-

because
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tinuing resolution, has been obligated
already?

Mr. MAHON. It may have been oblli-
gated but it has not been expended,

Mr, HICKS. I understand; but it has
been obligated.

Mr. MAHON. I believe so.

Mr. HICKBS. Is it not true that this
ship and the one built by Bell are both
about 50 prercent completed?

Mr. MAHON. I am not familiar with
the accuracy of that statement. How-
ever, ships of this general type are not
too unique, except that these two are
of a larger size. As I understand it,
there is a surface effect ship on scheduled
commercial crossings of the English
Channel.

Mr. HICKS. That is a hovercraft, Mr,
Chairman This is not the same.

Mr. MAHON. The gentleman is talking
about & new ship which would provide
a step forward in the state of the art.
In many ways it is quite slmillar to
other ships throughout the world.

Mr, HICKS. If the chairman please, I
am on the Research and Development
Bubcommittee of the Committee on
Armed Bervices, and that is not our un-
derstanding, That was not the testi-
mony presented.

Let me go further, If this $10 million
has been obligated, not expended bhut
obligated, and if we will assume that
this ship is 50 percent completed mnd
the one in Louisiana is 50 percent com-
pleted, what would be the termination
costs for each one of these contracts, if
they decide not to go forward? )

Mr. MAHON. I would think that the .
Maritime Administration, which agreed

.to the joint 5050 program with the Navy,

might very well work out some arrange-
ment whereby it would continue this
program if we stand firm. We just did
not feel that the Navy ought to pick up .
the whole tab.

Some are saying that the Defense De-
partment should not fund research
which is not sirlctly for defense pur-
poses. The committee felt that the $10
million for the Navy, as had been plan-
ned originally, was sufficient under the
circumstances for the Navy portion of
this program.

Mr, HICKS,. The difference in expen- .
diture is the difference between $20 mil-"
lion to finish it and $10 million to leave
it half finished. It is the committee’s po-
sition that the money will be found from
some place by some other agency if they
restrict the Navy. )

It is true, is it not, Mr. Chairman, that
the Navy is pushing hard for both ships
to be completed? Is that not correct? -

Mr. MAHON. The Navy requested the
funds, of course.

Mr. HICKS. Let me ask & further

. question. If in the rare possibility that

the other body should decide to put $10
million back in, making the total $20
million, would the committee take an-
other look at it with a view to permittlng
that?

Mr. MAHON., The committee would
certainly take a careful look at it. If the
other body felt some change should be
made in the program, it would be very
closely considered.
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Mr. HICKS. Let me ask one la.st ques-

tion.

On page 93 of the report 1t is stated
that there is $10 million from the budeget
and from the amount that the House had
approved 1n an authorization bill for this
particular item, is that not correct?

Mr. MAHON. The gentleman is cor-
rect. I hope I am making a good witness,

Mr. HICKS. The point is that I had in-
tended to offer an emendment to put the
$10 million bacik in, Then I found out
that such an amendment would be sub-
ject to a point of order, based purely on
the statement of the chairman, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. MaHoN), who
confused the gentleman from New York
(Mr. BiNcHAM}, with me, and the chair-
man started to make a point of order. He
did not give me the courtesy of telling me
that my amencément was subject to a
point of order.

I should like an explanation, if the
chairman cares to give one, as to how the
committee can cut $10 million and when
one attempts to restore the cut, it is sub-
ject to a point of order, This is just for
my own edification.

Mr. MAHON. I apologlze to the gentle-
man. I was not at the desk, I believe,
when the amendment of the gentleman
was presented; it was some member of
the staff.

I must say there 1s not an identical
similarity between the distinguished gen-
tleman and the gentleman from New
York, but both are very handsome an at-
{ractive gentlemen.

Mr. HICES. I appreciate the gentle-
man’s comment.

Mr. MAHON, I did not have an oppor-
tunity to discuss the matter with the
gentleman as to the point of order.

From actual experience, as a commit-
tee chairman, if one points out a defect
in an amendment the Member generally
goes back and drafis one that may pos-
slbly not be subject to a point of order.

Mr, HICKS, But not possible in this
instance, Mr, Chairman, as I understand
it. .

Mr. MAHON. So one is required, if he
is in charge of a bill, to try to see that
the bill is passed. That is his responsibil-
ity, so long as he deals honestly and
forthrightly with the Members.

Now, the reason why the amendment
is not in order is that the Committee on
Armed Services said that the 5-3A, the
antisubmarine aircraft, was not ready
for production but should stay in re-
search and development and that the
funds should be transferred to the re-
search and development account, How-
ever, they did not actually put the money
in the researci -snd development ac-
count. We put the money in research
and development, where it was supposed
to have been, That brought the amount
of the appropriation to just under the
authorization ceiling imposed by the

~gentleman's commititee. 8o we are
caught here by an authorization tech-
nicality.

Mr. HICKS. I thank the gentleman for
his explanation, and I do hope that if the
other body does happen to add the $10
milllon, so that both surface effect ships
can be continued that the committee
will aceept it in conference.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

The CHATRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

TITLE VIII—GENERAL PROVISIONS

Bec. 801. No part ¢f any appropriation con-
talned In this Act shall be used for publicity
or propaganda purposes not authorized by
the Congress.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY ME. DINGHAM

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BiN¢eEam: On
page 23, line 24, delete the period and Insert
in lieu therecf the following: ", and no more
than #15,000,000 of the funds appropriated
by this Act shall be used for public affalrs,
public information, and public relastions, In-
cluding the personnel costs thereof.”

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, last
year I proposed an amendment to this
appropriation bill which would limit the
amount the armed services could spend
for public information, public afTairs,
and public relatmns programs to $10 mil-
lion.

My amendment this year calls for a
limitation of $15 million, which is 50
percent more than I suggested last year
and which represents about a 50-percent
cut in the amount that the committee
contemplates be spent for such purposes.

I would like to call the attention of
the Members to page 24 of the commit-
tee report. At one time apparently the
committee considered a limitation in the

bill to about $30 million for this purpose, -

but that was apparently changed and
there is no fixed limitation in the bill
today for these purposes.

What is really striking about this
whole matter is the enormous rate of in-
crease that has prevailed here. The in-
crease for these purposes over the last 10
years §s about tenfold for the DOD as &
whole. If you will look at the top of page
24 of the committee’s report, just In the
last 3 years the inecrease for public. In-
formation, public relations, and public
afairs programs is from $9 million to
over $34 million. It seems all out of pro-
portion, We gre trying to save the tax-
payers’ money and trying to provide for
the national defense. Do we need to pro-
vide for elaborate public information and
public relations programs?

Some of these funds have been used In
the past for the purpose of trying to per-
suade the American people to go along
with controversial weapons systems, but
i, is not my purpose here to try to atiack
this particular activity. Certainly, there
would be room for that sort of activity
under a ceiling of $15 million.

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that a
ceiling of $15 million for public affairs
purposes is adequate and the Pentagon

-ought to be able to operate within it

I think the Members would be inter-
ested to know why the committee decided
not to impose even & ceiling of $30,590,-
000, as apparently was the case, judging
from an examination of the draft com-
mittee report.

Mr. Chairman, I hope the Members
will support me in asking'for a cut of ap~-
proximately 50 percent In the elaborate
and expensive public information and
public relations programs of the armed
services,

»
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Mr, MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word. .

{Mr. MAHON asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. MAHON, Mr, Chairman, the
budget request for public affairs—and
there is a place for public affairs in the
sprawling Defense Department with its
more than $100 billion of available funds
for expenditure for the security of the
Nation—was $37,663,000. The committee
recommended an appropriation of $30,-
590,000, a reduction of over $7 million.

Under the continuing resolution the
Defense Department has probably ex-
pended approximately $10 million.

Under the amendment which has been
‘'offered by the gentleman from New York,
there would perhaps only be $5 million
left for the remaining 9 months of the
fiscal year.

8o, it would seem to me that this would
tend to unduly restrict and contain, if
not destroy, the program.

It is true that the public needs to know
what 1s being done in defense, This pro-
gram can be used and is used in most
instances in a very helpful way in order
that the American people can understand
what is being accomplished and under-
taken in the Defense Department.

I would hope that the amendment
would be defeated.

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yleld?

Mr, MAHON. I yleid to the gentleman
from Arizona.

Mr. RHODES, I am sure the chairman
will agree with me that this activity in
the last few months has heen subjected
to a very_careful scrutiny by this sub- -
committee. We understand that as a re-
sult of that scrutiny, an accounting sys-
tem to determine exactly how much Is
being spent for this activity is being in-
stalled and the correct figures will be
known for fiscal year 1971.

I would hope that the gentleman from
New York would trust the subcommittee
to hold this activity down in future years.
I agree it is an activity which is impor-
tant but which can go awry if it is not
subjected to rather close surveillance,

I feel that the subcommittee has put
in g lumination which allows it to subject
the activity to that survelllance and,
therefore, I hope that the amendment
which has been offered by the gentleman
from New York will not be agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
question is on the amendment offered by
the gentlemanr from New York (Mr.
BINGHAM) .

The amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore, The
Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

8ec. 843, In line with the expressed inten-
tion of the President of the United States,
none pof the funds appropriated by this Act
shall be used to finance the introduction of
American ground combat troopa into Laos
or Thalland,

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BIESTER

Mr. BIESTER. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr, BIESTER: 00
page 45, line 5, insert the following new sec-
tlon and renumber succeedlng gecitons:
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“Sec, 844, After June 1, 1971, no part of

the funds appropriated In this Act shal]l be

expended for the support of Unlied States
Armed Forces assigned to the United States
European Command in excess of 270,000
members.”

(Mr. BIEBTER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) ;

Mr. BIESTER. Mr. Chairman, I have in
conjunction, with several other Members
sent a “Dear Colleagiue” letter to .the
mermbers of the committee with respect
to this pdrticular amendment. This
amendment is offered In order to pro-
vide a limitation of the numbers of
American Armed Forces statloned for
the most part in Western Europe,

I need not remind the Members of the
Committee that for over two decades the
subject of the numbers of American
forces siationed In Wesiern Eurcpe has
been a subject which has vexed both the
Congress and ohe administration after
another. If I may do so I could refer
back even t¢ an article by former Presi-
dent Eisenhower appearing in the Satur-
day Evening Post magazine in 1963 which
he indicated that it was essential that
there be a reduction of American Armed
Forces in Europe, and that he had in-
dicated d g his 8 years In office as
President that the time when that should
cccur would be when the nations In West-
ern Europe had recovered economically
sufficlently to afford thelr own forces.

There is po question but that those
countries have now recovered economli-
cally. i
- Western Burcpe has a gross national
product collectively of over $600 billion
annually and, therefore, is one of the
major econoamic powers In the worlgd.

Yet, compared to the sacrifices that
the Americen people make in the diver-
sion of our resources and of our man-
power, they divert a very small portion
of their consjderable gross national prod-
uct to the defense of that sector of the
world whichithey occupy.

For example, it is estimated that the
American taxpayers and the American
economy spend out of our gross national
product approximately 8 percent for de-
fense including the support of Ameri-
can forces In Western Europe.

While the countries in Western Fu-
rope are enjoyving one of the greatest
economic hooms of all times, they spend
about an avernge of 2.8 percent to 4.5
percent of their gross natlonal product
in the same effort.

If one wishes to analyze the tax rates
paid by the yers of those countries
compared the tax rates pald by the
American taxpayers, ong sees a similarly
cheaper picture In terms of the defense
commlitment of many Eurcpean tax-
payers. f

I realize the need for sustalning an

interest on the part of the United States.

in the defenge of Western Europe. I un-
derstand the need for the presence of
American trpops and American forees In
Europe. Bul I also appreciate the need
for the diminution in the numbers of
those forces. :

‘What we need In Western Furope and
around the world are partners not clients.
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What we need are allles and friends—
and not dependents whom we patronize.
The American taxpayers and the
Americhn people are willing to share
the burden of defense of Western Europe,

‘but the American people will no longer

carry that burden essentially alone.

~'We cannot forever divert our priorities
eway from the needs of the American
people while those whom we protect de-
cline to make the same kind of sacrifices
at the same level of Intensity.

Mr. Chairman, the amendment I have
offered is a modest amendment. It re-
duces the number of forces between
30,000 and 50,000 men depending on the
size of forces at the moment at which the
amendment takes effect.

Mr. BROOMFIELD, Mr., Chairman,
wili the gentleman yleld?

Mr. BIESTER. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. BEROOMFIELD. Mr., Chajrman, I
support the amendment to the Defense
appropriations bill which would place a
Himit of 270,000 on the number of Amer-
ican troops In Western Europe. I be-
Heve, Mr. Chalrman, that we should re-
assess our military commitment to NATO
in a light vastly brighter than the shadow
of cold war in the fifties: the light of an
ern of negotiation. .

. With the rebirth of Western Europe
over the past two decades the relation-
ship of the United States to its NATO
allles should have undergone a funda-
mental change; it has not. We still main-
fain a 300,000-plus man force in the
area—that 1s to say, our troop commit-
ment has remained relatively stable for
the past 20 vears. At the same time, the
basic political reasons for maintaining
this force no longer scem valid.

Within the NATO alllance there has
been major political growth: First, with
the support of American financial aid
Western Europe has recovered econom-
ically from the destruction of Worid
War II. The Atlantic nations have es-
tablished strong and stable governments
founded on just this prosperity, so that
American men in Europe no longer pro-
tect a fraglle and disjointed wartime al-
lance, but & sound and united bloc of
natlons, capable of a greater role in their
own defense,

Second, the magnitude of the Amer]-
can NATO force in the fiftles was a
demonsiration to our European allies
that we really were concerned with the
threat of Communist aggression and that
we would not again withdraw into the-
shell of our traditionsl isolationism, The
proof has been given. I do not believe
any European government need fear a -
total American withdrawal In the near
future.

‘Third, as iIs still the case, most of our .
Eurcopean-based troops were centered in
West Germany. The reasons for this were
at that time quite sound: a fear that
Germany would rebuild militarily under
& vengeful new government or the possi-
billty that It could be overrun by g Com-
munist assault. Under the protection of
American forces West Germany has de-
veloped a strong economy-—perhaps the
strongest In Europe——and a stable, dem-
ocratic government, There 15 little dan-
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ger, I belleve, of a complete German
collapse—with or without all 210,000
Amezican soldiers.

Just as there have been real changes
within the countrles of the NATO alli-
ance, so there have been substantial
changes in the relationship of the alll-
ance with the Soviet bloe. And both en-
courage the reduction of American f
in Europe. . . -

Militarily, Mr. Chairman, I doubt that -
there is at the present time much reason
to feer a major Soviet assault on the
Atlantic community, Certalnly, there was
in the fifties, when the West was weak
and the American commitment unsure.
A more plausible threat ¢f masslve re-
taliation by the West has since heen
developed with the Installation of our
broad nuclear umbrella around Europe.
The Soviet Unloh will rely In the future
on smaller, more localized actions
against individual countries, making in-
roads all the time, but careful not.to
touch off a nuclear confrontation,

This new military situation wil de-
mand a more mobile and more Bexible
NATO force, but it will permit troop re-
ductions as well. We know that there is
only the most remote chance of a huge
attack on the heart of Europe; we might'
bolster our forces In the Mediterranean
area, where surely there i3 more danger
of an explosion. But even here, the 6th
Fleet seems sufficlent.

On the diplomatic front we have seen
a conslderable easing of tensions be-
tween the NATO allies and Eastern Eu-
rope. Perhaps the most encouraging sign
was the recent West German-Soviet
Nonaggression Treaty; but our own
SALT talks and the intersst of the War-
saw Pact in discussions for mutual troop
reductions have both contributed to the
new atmosphere of reconciliation across
the continent. The chances of talks with
the Warsaw Pact natlons would be, I-
might add, greatly Improved if we were
to announce a withdrawal of American
iroops. s

My argument so far has been based on
the assumption that our withdrawal
would actually reduce the- NATO troop
level. I think that I have shown that
this will not impalr the strength of the
Atlantic allience. But there is no as-
surance that this has to happen: the -
European nhations could and probably
will Increase thelr own military com-
mitments. This would be in line, of
course, with the President’s eall for our
allles to take upon themselves a greater
share of their own defense. It should at
the same time enhanee the spirit of unity
and cooperation that new infuses all of
Western Europe, -

Mr. BIESTER. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. WIGGINS, Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yleld? ’

Mr. BIESTER. I yleld to the gentle-
man, -

Mr. WIGGINS, Mr. Chairman, I wish
to commend the gentleman in the well
for the position that he has taken on
this matter, and I wish to assoclate my-
self with his remarks, : :

Mr. BIESTER, I thank the gentleman.

[Mr. GUDE addressed the Committee.
His remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.]
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Mr, RAILSBACK, Mr, Chairman, wiil
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BIESTER. I yield to the gentle-
man,

Mr, RATLSBACK, Mr. Chairman, I also
want to join together with our colleague
in commending the gentleman from
Pennsylvania, and I hope the amendment
he hes offered is adopted.

Mr. BIESTER. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. Chairman, I would close by sim-
ply saying that if you are concerned
about the balanee of payments and if
you are concerned about the distortion
of the prioritles in this country and if
vou are concerned about the inequities

in America carrying this tremendous de- -

fense load in all parts of the world, then
Jjoin in support of this amendment to call
upon the people of Western Europe to
stand up In their own defense and that
the burden is going to have to be more
fairly shared.

Mr, SIKES. Mr. Chalrman, I rise in
opposltion to the amendment. )

(Mr, SIKES asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re
marks.)

Mr. SIKBES. Mr. Chairman, I thi

most of us feel that we have been pro-!

viding a disproportionate share of the
costs and burdens of defense in Europe
as well as in other parts of the world,

Nevertheless, we have made commit-
ments, and we honor them, We help to
uphold NATOQ which has been a very im-
portant factor for the preservation of
peace in Europe.

I can state that efforts have been in-

progress to try to resolve the question
of troop strength in Europe more favor-
ably from our standpocint. I feel that
some progress has been made and it is
true that we have been able to bring some
forces back. There also have been changes
in the deployment programs to permit &
lesser number of U.S. forces to be ita-
tioned in Europe. The President has
made it very clear that he is earnestly
seeking to reduce the number of Ameri-
can forces as rapidly as he can from all
parts of the world,

I just do not think that this is a time
when we should require that a cutback
be made in the number of US, forces in
Europe by law. I think it would be pre-
cipitous and unwise. It would be inter-
preted in a most unfavorable light to us
in other parts of the world.

‘There are other reasons. I do not think
we should rock the boat during the SALT
talks. We should lead from strength
rather than weakness during our nego-
tintions with the Soviets while we seek
reasonable arms limitations.

I would like to leave one more thought.
There 15 a crisis in the Middle East. It is
a very serious crisis, We do not plan to
get involved. We know the American
people do not want another war. We are
not prepared, either mentally or mili-
tarily, for ahother war, But trouble may
conie that is not of our choosing, We could
find ourselves forced into action in that
part of the world, and if that time should
corne—and again, we do not plan it
we hope that it does not come—but if
the time should come when we would find
ourselves militarily invoived, it would be
Europe that would be used for the de-
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ployment of American forces. A staging

area would be necessary and Europe

would provide a logical springboard, Re-
gardless of this, the fact that our forces
are there and that we are prepared for
emergency should have a quieting effect
on events in the Middle East.

Mr. Chairman, we would like to have
our share of the costs reduced to a less
disproportionate level, but from every
standpoint I must hold that, to require
by law that Americans be brought back
at this time would be most unwise, and
I ask for a vote against the amendment.

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment,

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

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

Mr. FINDLEY. I am glad to yield to

. the gentleman from Delaware.

(Mr. ROTH asked and was given per-
misston to revise and extend his Te-

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Chairman, I rise today
in opposition to the amendment offered
by my distinguished colleague and good
friend, the gentleman from Pennsyi-
vania,

I agree that there should be a substan-
tial reduction of American troops in the
very near future. However, I do not be-
lieve that a matter of such delicacy
should be handled through an amend-
ment to this bill..

I have long believed that a greater con-
tribution in terms of manpower and
money should be made by our NATO
allies in Western Europe. However, af
this eritical point In time, when the Pres-
ident I1s seeking to negotlate peaceful
solutions to the Near East and Indochina

conflicts, I belleve we must not, through -

legislative action of cuttlng off funds,
give any impression of tying the Presi-
dent’s hands by weakening our military
capability. To me, it is not wise to require
by law that a set number of American
troops must be withdrawn by a fixed day
when future events may require
flexibility.

Western Europe is of critical impor-
tance to American security and we must
maintain our NATO treaty commit-

ments. Our basi¢c contribution should be -

primarily sea and ajr power as well as
providing a nuclear umbrells, but the
Europeans should provide the 1and forces

" themselves.

- Moving our troops out should be han-

dled with great care. I oppose the im-
position of a deadline because the with-
drawal of ground troops could have an
adverse effect in Furope, It is most im-
portant that the reduction of American
forces be offset by additional troops of
the western democracies. Unless handled
properly, the opposite reaction could oc-
cur, the Europeans further decreasing
their contribution.

I believe the proper course of action
is for the Congress to pass a resolution
recommending to the President that
there should he a substantial reduction
of U.8, troops in Europe but leaving to
the President the flexibility to deter-
mine the rate and timing of these with-
drawals. I would hope this expression of
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congressional intent would help set the
stage for mutual pullback of troops by
Russia and ourselves and not hinder this
prospect, as I fear would be the case un-
der the present proposal.

As a member of the Subcommittee on
Europe of the House Committee on For-
eign Affairs, I benefited from the hear-
ings held between February 17 and April
9, 1870, on the subject of “United States
Relations with Europe in the Decade of
the Seventies.” I urge the committee to
recommend the policy I clted before of
withdrawing a very substantial number
of troops Ifrom Europe, but leaving the
specifics of time and number to the dis-
cretion of the President.

It is my hope that no later than next
year the United States can begin re-
ducing its forces in Europe. I would
hope that the number of troops to be
withdrawn could he substantially in ex-
cess of 50,000, within the next 3 or 3
vears. I believe that this policy should
be executed to the maximum extent con-
slstent with our security,

It 13 readily apparent that 25 years
efter the conclusion of World War II,
the time has come for our NATO allies
to assume a greater burden of the re-
sponsibility for maintaining a conven-
tional warfare capability in their home-
lands.

Qur NATO allies, especially the mem-
bers of the Common Market, are enjoy-
Ing vigorous, prosperous economies
which could very well absorb higher
levels of military expenditures.

In 1969 the Tnited States spent 9.2
percent of our gross national product for
defense while the 13 other NATO powers
spent an average of 3.6 percent of their

_Eross national products,

In 1969 the United States spent $78.47
billion on defense while 13 of our NATO
allles together spent & total of $23.28
billion or an average of $1.7¢ hilllon for
each country.

We now have 310,000 troops in the
U.S. European Command area costing
at least $2.9 hillion annually. This is the
price for maintaining military and civil-
ian personnel in Western Europe and the
operating cost of the 8th Fleet in the
Mediterranean.

I would hope that the President would
make it clear to our European allies what
action we will take so that they can
make plans to build up their troops. I
also hope that this debate in the House
today would help put on notice our Eu-
ropean allies that they must assume a
greater share of the burden.

I belleve that the best interests of all
nations concerned would be best served
by this restructuring of the present ar-
rangements 5o a5 to provide new vigor
for the Atlantic alllance by increasing
the sirength of our NATO parthers.

Mr. FINDLEY, Mr. Chairman, in con-
sidering this amendment, proposing to
reduce U.S. troops in Europe by 50,000
we must keep in mind several funda-
mental factors.

First, most of the major movements in
NATO in the past decade have been set-
backs. This amendment would be viewed
as one more—and a major one.

This interpretation, I am sure, is not
accepted by the author of the amend-
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ment or by many of his supporters. No
doubt they view the amendment as fully
Justified in military, as weIl as financial
terms.

However, In the context in which it 1s
now being: consldered the cutback will
certainly be considered by many signifi-
cant people worldwide 4s & major set-
back. It will be viewed as one more un-
happy event in a rather persistent chain
of melancholy events in NATO. At the
same time:it will be related by some to
withdrawal patterns elsewhere—the
British pullback from east of Suez, U.8.
withdrawal from Vietnam—and to signs
of isolationisin here.

Let me mention some of the negative
developments within the NATO commu-
nity in recént years.

These inglude: withdrawal of France
from the integrated command; reduc-
tions in forges by the United Statm Can-
ada, and Britain—partly offset by & re-
cent brigade return; elimination—under
NPT—of the NATO nuclear option: loss
of naval and sir advantages in the Medl-
terranean, with contrasting Soviet gains:
disadvantage resulting from advance
positioning: of eight more Soviet divi-
sions in Eagtern Europe; commencement
of the 1-year withdrawal stage under the
basic alliance treaty. Positive develop-
ments inclnde; NATQO North Sea fleet
coordinatioh, consultation on BSALT,
NATO satellite, environmental discus-
slons, additions to.the U.S. 6th Fleet.

This amendinent Is a symptom of trou-
ble ahead.

Domestic| pressure for 3 major cutback
in US, troops in Europe will {ncrease,
keep the administration on the defensive,
and eventually prevail. Unless effected
with great: care, the cutback will en-
hance suhst.a.ntlal]y Boviet influence
throughout! the continent. This amend-
ment would not effect a cut with the
needed care.

Making U.S3. cuts likely are these fac-
tors: the general and growing demand
for a lower U.S, military profile, a de-
mand that will be intensified as our
withdrawal!from Vietnam proceeds: the
requirements of flscal and monetary
policy; the knowledge that the most es-
sential U.S. contribution to European de-
fense s nudlear, not conventional arms;
the bellef that Europeans are not doing
their share—U.8, NATO cost equals two-
third of total defense outiay by other 14
nations.

The secohd prime fact I will cite is.

this: If U8, troops are reduced, other
nations will not pick up the slack.

Substantial increases in quantity of
military forces from any quarter are un-
likely. Quite the contrary. Quality im-

_ provements' also will not be striking,
Bleeding a.wray of forces could quickly be-
come a hemorrhage fatal to the inte-
grated command.

“For several reasons Germany will not
increase substantially its own troops, nor
is it apt to provide direct financing of
U.8, troops..

Other allles either do not see a need
for stronger military foreces or feel an
increase in their own conventional forees
would have:little real importance,

‘We should recognize, too, that divisive
straing within the NATO community

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

over trade, monet‘.a.ry and political mat-
ters will persist, If not intensify.
Protectionist sentiment 1s rising
sharply on both sides of the Atlantic.
Northern “Socialist” states are increas-
Ingly hostile to Greece. The Italian Gov-
ernthent is unstable, Turkey is almost
isolated between thé explosive Middle
East and Soviet seapower. The Common

Market is taking on greater protectionist.

character. Britain is now dlvided over
the wisdom of seeking entry.

Germany’s insecurity shows no slgn of
abating,

Chancellor Brandt’s own future. de-
pends on gains through “east-politics,”
but at best he can win only very limited
objectives. Under no circumstance will
Russia yield contro! over Eastern Eu-
rope, including Fast Germany, German
reunification, at least in the foreseeahle
future, is unattainable. If West Germany
senses that U.S. troops are on the way
out, it may lose all confildence in the
credibility of U.S. nuclear deterrence and
seek accommodation to growing Soviet
dominance of the entire continent. This
could eventually yield a continent of
“Finlands.””

In mentioning these factors, I do not
argue for the status quo. I belleve U.S.
troops in Europe can be reduced sub-
stantially and safely.

To be safe to our pational interest, as
well as those of our allies, the reduc-
tion must occur in the proper context
and setting. Today’s deliberations hardly
gualify.

When T.5. troops are reduced, the
change must occur in a context which
will show advance, not retreat.

‘This amendment simply cuts back on
troops. If 1s stark and bare. This 1s true
because of the restrictions under which
amendments to apprapriation bills can
be considered.

If the U.S, troop cut were an.nounced
a3 a part of & broad long-term plan for
NATO, a plan which would include sub-
stantial positive features as well as this
negative one, a plan formulated within
the councils of the alliance and an-
nounced as an ailiance product—not

-unilaterally—theén the cutback would riot

harm the echesion and vitality of NATO.
It would not be vilewed as a setback.

In fact, I strongly support a troop cut- .

back in such a context. I recentiy had
the privilege of proposing such person-
ally in a discussion with Presldent Nixon.
My proposal was that the heads of gov-
ernment of NATO negotiate a 5-year
compact, binding—+to the extent that the
executive can do=-member siates to
these items for the enfire 5-year period:
that is, minimum force levels, finaneial
arrangements for expenses of common
nature, and improvement of purely na-
tional character.

In my proposal I suggest the muu.mum
U.S3, troop level be two divisions.

Because of the long-term, joint shar-
ing characteristics of the compact, the
net effect would be advance for NATO,
not retreat, even though U.S. troop cut~

back would be substantial—more than .

contemplated in this amendment.
The compact would deal with:
First. Minimum forces to be pledged to
the NATO integrated command or other-
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wise—as with Fra.nce—kept available for
treaty purposes.-

For the United States this should in-
clude modernization of our nuclear com-
mitment. As the minimum for US.
troops, I suggest two divisions but ree-
ommend that three be maintained for at
least 2 years.

France would, I think, agree to main-
tain forces at certaln mmlmums even
though outside the integrated command.

Second. Financial arrangements for
meeting expenses of common nature,

The main objective would be to estab-
lish a 5-year moratorium on divisive
wrangling over offset purchases, budget
contributions, intramural debts. .

The unpaid c¢laim dating from the
transier of NATO mlilitary hearquarters
from France to Belgium hopefully could
be settled in exchange for French agree-
ment to specific natonal improvements
and to long-term NATO use of French
air space. .

Third. Improvements in alrflelds, com-~
munhications, port facilities, highways,
railroads, distribution, and expeditionary
force facilities, o

These would serve civilian as well as
military interests on beth community-
wide and national scales, and help to give
the community a nom:nﬂita.ry dimen-
sion of great appeal and value without
subordinating national authority.

The treaty provision under which any
member-state may withdraw on 1
year’s notice would of course remain in
eflect—providing each nation with an
ultimate way to terminate completely
the provisions of the compact. Never-
theless, an executive understanding ex-
pressed through this compact would have
great force—indeed, a force entirely ade-
quate for the H-year period.

These are predicteble results of the
compact:

It would give NATO a powerful, peace-
ful forward thrust.

It would deal effectively with all of the
major factors now working agalnst com-
munity interests, that is, by lowering our
European military profile, easing our
monetary and fiscal problems, putting
our NATO contribution on a basis more
balanced with that of our allies, retaln-
ing undiminished the most essential U.S.
contribution—nuclear arms.

It would relleve anxieties—mast criti-
cal in Germany—about the continulty
and effectiveness of alliance deterrence.

It would provide a solid base from
which the United States, Germany, and
others can proceed, with minimum worry
to their allies, in the “era of negotiation”
with Communist governments,

It would bring Frahce more prom1-
nently and usefully into community af-
fairs, military as well as nonmilitary.-

It would tide the alliance over the
Vietnam-withdrawal period, one which
may develop strong isolationist currents.

It would halt the internal bleeding of
forces committed to the integrated com-
mand. .

It would please powerful segments of
public opinion on both sides of the At-
lantic who wish NATO to exhibit a lower
military profile and broaden activity in
nonmilitary areas.

But, troop cuts taken unilaterally, as
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proposed in this amendment, would be
a grave mistake, conceivably {riggering a
chain of other unilateral cutbacks.

Mr. MTEVA. Mr, Chairman, I move to
strilte the requisite number of words,

Mr. Chairman, I complitnent the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania for his dili-
gence in putting forth this amendment.

We have heard in opposition to the
amendment that this is not the time.
This is an argum:ent that has been made
for exactly the last 25 years—every time
this subject has heen proposed. Some
time we have tc ask: if not now, then
when?

Every time the question of reducing the
troop force in Europe has been brought
up, immediately some country or other,
usually West Germany, has said, “Oh,
no, this is not the time.”

My hat is off to Willy Brandt and his
Finance Minister. I think at this point
that they are the slickest bargainers in
all Furope. They have certainly out-
slicked us. When we suggested as an
opener that they might possibly start
paying the cost of our troops, they.said
“Oh, horrors, wve cannot do that. We
cannot even afford to continue to buy our
arms in the United States; we may have
to buy them in Cgzechoslovakia.” The
Members know how our military people
responded to that, It could be termed a
Pavlovian response. .

Then when we suggested that we would
call back some of our troops, Mr. Brandt
has said, “Of course, we will have to build
up a German Army lnstead.” I admit
that raises the hackles of many people
in Furope and many people in this coun-
try-—including mine.

But all in all, it results in the fact that
we have left over 300,000 hostages in

Europe for 25 years, hostages to the ques- -

tion of whether we mean our support of
the NATO countries. We have been sup-
porting the NATO countries; unfortu-
nately, West Germany has not been sup-
porting the NATO countries, When Sen-
ator MANSFIELD was over in Europe last
year, he discovered that some two West
German NATO divisions, according to his
observations, were not being maintained
at full strength.

As Senator MansrFieLp pointed out in
his April statement last year:

West Germany has a lower per capita de-
fense expenditure than Britain, France and
the U.5. To make another comparison, West
Germany’s defense budget constitutes a
lower percentage of gross national product

than that of F other NATO countries
(Pritain, France. the U.S., Greece, and
Portugatl.)

They make & lower contribution of
‘their gross national product than any
other NATO country to the defense of
Europe.

This is not a proposal to pull the Amer-
ican troops precipitously out of Europe.
This is not a proposal to cut and run.
But if Vietnamization makes sense in
Southeast Asia, it certainly makes sense
to have a much more gradual Europe-
anization in Europe,

What the amendment offered by the
geritleman fron: Pennsylvania suggests
is that we pull a very modest, almost
symbolic beginning of our troops back
from Europe, to» suggest to West Ger-
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many and some of our NATO allies that
if the Guam docirine makes sense in
Southeast Asia, it also ought to have
some application in Europe.

The gentleman from Florida made
reference to the fact that there is a crisis
in the Middle East. I can say again that
over these 25 years there have heen crises
in every part of the world. However, I do
not believe the presence of troops in Eu-
rope can necessarily be relevant to the

Middle East crisis at this time unless we -

propose that they swim across the Medi-
terranean.

I do not know why Europe would be
any better staging area than here, if the
troops were here. More important, I do
not know why we should even contem-
plate “staging areas” as solutions to the
Middle East crises. )

This is not an overall troop cut; it is a
cut in the number of troops stationed in
Europe. It is a modest amendment. It is a
modest amendment that can have a sym-
bolic and significant impact on our NATO
allies in terms of their recognizing their
responsibility for troop coverage.

It can involve a very substantial cut
in our budget here at a time when we
need it desperately.

I urge support of the Members.

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, I move-

to strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I hope the amendment
will not be adopted for various reasons.
First I shall address myself to the state-
ment made by the gentleman from Illi-
nois, who preceded me, that this amend-
ment would somehow reduce the expen-
ditures of the Federal Government. I
refer to page 355 of part one of the
hearings, to the testimony given by the
Secretary of Defense on this very matter.
Iread a part of it:

However, If we return all U.S. forees to the
United States and kept them intact and
ready for rapid return to Europe, cur budget
costs would he greater than those we incur
by keeping the forces in Europe. It would
be necessary to provide the forces two sets
of equipment, one set in their hands in the
United States to enable them to maintaln
their combat readiness, and another set in
Europe for our use in combat. In fact, be-
cause of the practical limits on the pre-
positioning of equipment and on the feasi-
bility of acquiring all the necessary mobility
forces we would have very limited capability
for war unless we had a warning time of
several months.

S0, Mr. Chairman, the idea that re-
turning troops to the continental United
States would not inhibit our defense in
Europe, the defense of NATO, is a myth.
Of course, it would inhibit it.

It seems to me this is not a time to be
attacking the very iptegrity of NATO, as
I am afraid this amendment would do.

The President of the United States has
justly recently made a trip to the con-
tinent of Europe for the very purpose of
assuring our allies in NATO that the
United States still stands firmly behind
its commitments and we are resolute In
our support of NATO. I am afraid the
adoption of this amendment at this time
would undercut the good work of the
President.

I have great respect for the gentleman
from Pennsylvania, who has offered this
amendment, I congratulate him on an
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amendment which is well prepared and
well documented.

I should also say that I share the opin-
ion of many who have spoken here that
the nations of Furope should be doing
more toward their own defense. I hope
they will. However, this is not the way to
achieve that end. The way to achieve it
is by negotiations between our Govern-
ment and their governments. The matter
should be handled at a diplomatic level
and not on the floor of a legislative body,
as this amendment seeks to do.

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

Mr. RHODES, I yield to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania.

Mr. BIESTER. I thank the gentleman
for his xind words. I appreciate them a
great deal,

In fairness I believe we should also
point out that the cost impact to which
the gentleman referred is only one of
several possible cost impacts, If in fact
the troops withdrawn were no longer ro-
tated as & part of the military unit, that
division would close down and there
would be a substantial saving.

Mr. RHODES, Of course, the gentle-
man is presupposing the troop level of
the entire armed services would be re-
duced, and that is not necessarily a fact,
because our NATO commitments would
still be extant and must be honored.

I should inform the gentleman that
much of our NATO commitment is met
here in the United States with troops
and" naval forces stationed here but
nevertheless committed to NATO. The
only thing that would happen is that the
troops the gentleman wishes to reduce
would be brought home but would still be
8 part of the NATO commitment,

I am sorry to say that in my opinion
this would not reduce the cost of the
armed services but would actually in-
crease them,

I hope the amendment will not be
agreed to.

Mr. MONAGAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

Mr, Chairman, I oppose this amend-
ment. There are two reasons why, One is
long-range and the other is immediate.

30 far as the immediate reason is con-
cerned, it seems to me that it is not good
policy for us here on the floor of the
House to set & specific limit on the num-
ber of troops in any given theater. We
have been through this in other areas
of the world as well as Europe. I think.
too, it is true that this is not the time to
take any precipitate action of this type.
Today, more than has been the case
for a long time, what the United States
does, what we do in a particular area on
the matter of the withdrawal of our
forces has implications that can be read
in a certain way by those in the world
who are our adversaries. Therefore, we
should think very seriously before we
take any step such as this.

It is interesting to look at the actual
experience of what has happened to troop
levels in Europe over the last 10 or 12
years. Actually, since 1961, the number
of troopg has been reduced from 417,000
10 300,000, That is a reduction of 117,000
over that period. So, as far as the factual
situation is concerned then, theré has
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