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Rebuttal.—Discrimination by sensing de-
vices is costly. However, the fundamental
policy followed is that the judgment of the
commander, integrating all intelligence
data, is essential prior to using fire power or
strike forces. Without reaction, sensors are
harmless.

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

SENSOR PROGRAM SERVICE SUMMARY

[In millions of doliars]

Fiscal year

5-year

1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 total

20.7 30.0 21.8 9.2 12.0 93.7

144.9 192.4 131.4 37.0 78.0 583.7
_________________________________________________ 7.5 7.9 9.3 24.7
165.6 222.4 160.7 54.1 99.3 702.1

16.0 14.7 9.7 6.5 5.0 51.9

43.8 14.3 13.0 13.3 18.7 103.1

5.6 11.6 1=, 22 2.2 23.3

65.4 40.6 24.4 22.0 25.9 178.3

9.0 23.5 20.0 12.5 14.0 79.0

61.5 93.5 157.2 71.1 107.0 490.3

3.5 21.6 32.9 43.2 40.0 141.2

L A e = 17.7

91.7 138.6 210.1 126.8 161.0 728.2

5.9 20.6 15.0 13.0 14.0 68.5

1.4 1.5 1.5 1.7 7.9

7.3 22.4 16.5 14.5 15.7 76.4

Grand fotalis. M 282G ALK 330.0 424.0 411.7 217.4 301.9 1,685.0

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, first,
I should like to commend the Senator
from Wisconsin (Mr. ProxMIRE) for an
outstanding piece of research, and for
his contribution toward a better under-
standing ¢f the military weapons system
we are being asked to support through
the budget operations of the Govern-
ment.

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

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

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

Excessive costs and inefficient manage-
ment should rightfully disturbk the Con-
gress. Yet I do not believe this to be the
most urgent and troubling factor in our
rate of defense spending.

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

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

Revolutions are born, in my judgment,
out of an impatience with suffering rath-
er than from a passion for bloodletting.
When two-thirds of the world is hungry
and impoverished, and when they are

‘often the victims of political systems

which serve exclusive interests and do
little to meet the overall needs of their
population, it should come as no surprise
that international stability remains illu-
sive. But the sources of the instability
must be clearly understood: economic
deprivation, human suffering, and po-
litical oppression.

Now we all know that the Communist
powers in our world have an ideology that
is hostile to our own—as well as to each
other, however—and that these coun-
tries possess significant military might.
We must be prepared to defend ourselves

if they ever intend to use their powep
against us aggressively. Yet, we shoulg
examine the probability of such an gg.
tion, and recognize that the greatest gc.
tual sources of conflict today are rooteq
in economic, social, and political griey.
ances rather than the result of aggres.
sive, hostile military actions by the Com«
munist superpowers.

One of the characteristics ©of the
nuclear age is the increasing inability tq
effectively achieve political aims througy
the use of military force. We once liveq
in a world where military supremacy in-
sured political supremacy. But today
with the capacity for destruction severa]
times over resting in the hands of the
major powers, military supremacy hag
far less of a political advantage. What
advantage is it if we can kill the Rug-
sian population 10 times over, but they
can only kill us six times over?

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

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

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

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

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

We all tend to assume that the mili-
tary forces we support are determined
by our foreign goals and the logical re-
sult of our desire to achieve certain in-
ternational objectives. We know, for in-
stance, that the Soviets have a strategic
nuclear force which must be deterred

. through our own strategic nuclear force.
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d we know that if countries hostile to
us choose for some reason to aggressively
invade neighbors who were our allies,
then we should be prepared to insure
some kind of an effective defense. The
Armed Forces we possess, then, should
pe what is required to accomplish these

nds.

3 The disturbing fact, however, is that as
one studies our defense posture, he dis-
covers that it has little relation to our
foreign policy goals.  The forces that
gomprise our defense are more the re-
sult of the momentum of the military
pureaucracy than of any other factor.
our defense posture simply does not re-
flect an analysis of what is necessary to
accomplish the ends of our foreign pol-
jcy. Rather, it is the product of what
competing services have successfully jus-
tified as being useful and have been ap-
proved by an unquestioning Congress un-
der the rubric of national security.

The forces we presently possess and
sustain enable us to act as a world police-
man anywhere in the world, whenever
we please. The wisdom of such unilateral
intervention has been thoroughly dis-
cussed and has been frequently doubted,
both within Congress and the executive
pbranch. Yet, we have not seriously ques-
tioned whether we should maintain the
capability to unilaterally intervene mili-
tarily any place we choose to in the
world. Even though we know that in any
situation of internal political instability,
outside intervention by a great power is
likely to be counterproductive, we still
prepare ourselves for this capability. The
mere possession of this capability, with
all the preplanned strategies and contin-
gency plans, increases the likelihood that
we might take such action. I am not
suggesting that our defense somehow be
totally devoid of anything that might be
used for some kind of foreign interven-
tion. But I am suggesting that if we be-
lieve that unilateral intervention in the
internal political conflicts is generally
not a wise or necessary step, then we
should examine carefully the priority
we are giving to such a capability in the
development of our military forces.

Our defense posture is also designed
to figsht a conventional war at sea—pre-
sumably—with the Soviet Navy. I do not
believe I have ever heard any discussion
about just how likely it would be for us
to get involved in a conventional conflict
of this type with the Soviet Union that
would also stop short of nuclear war.
Moreover, even if we do accept the need
to prepare for such a conflict, we should
ask whether our surface Navy—or any
country’s surface ships—can be ade-
Quately defended against the modern
armaments that military technology has
Created. Yet, billions of dollars are in-
Vested each year in the proposition that
We should be prepared to fight a conven-
tional war at sea against our potential
€nemies,

The Department of Defense has also
Claimed, in the past, that our forces have
the. capability to fight, all at once, in a
Major war in Europe, & major land war

N Asia, and a minor intervention else-
Where in the world. This of course is the
S0-called 214-war contingency. I have
actually never heard a rationale as to
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why it was felt we should have to pre-
pare for such an eventuality. I myself
find it incredible to picture a situation
where we are fighting in a conventional
war against the Soviet Union on the con-
tinent of Europe, fighting against the
Chinese or their allies with our ground
troops somewhere on the mainland of
Asia in another conventional war at the
same time, and finally also carrying out
some military intervention in South
America. Yet, we assume all of this
would go on, but that it would not re-
sult in any nuclear conflict. Our defense
posture has been justified by its ability
to accomplish all this.

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

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

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

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

'Further, it must be remembered that
the Defense Department defines and re-
gards “national security” in the most
narrow vein. Only the military factor
is considered.
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But when Congress evaluates the re-
quirements of “national security,” it
must recognize that our true security is
a combination of economic health, politi-
cal stability, domestic tranquillity, na-
tional unity and dedication, as well as
our military resources.

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

The events of this week should bring
these issues into a sharp focus. New York
City has barely been able to function and
its citizens’ safety has been jeopardized
by a pollution and power-shortage crisis.
There is no doubt that this poses a di-
rect danger to the security of that city.

During the same week a Presidential
panel appointed to study the Defense
Department concluded:

We are all amazed that it (the Defense De-
partment) works at all.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Now let me emphasize that I may have
serious reservations about some of these
working assumptions. I certainly do not
agree with all our foreign commitments,
and worry about how they can lead us
into dangerous military involvements.
The senior Senator from Missouri (Mr.
SymiINGTON) has spoken eloquently and
worked hard at this very pcint, and I
respect greatly his efforts to actually dis-
cover the commitments our Nation has,
and what implica.ions they have. Fur-
thermore, I may not agree with particular
assessments of where our inferests in the
world actually lie. The President has said,
and rightfully so, that our interests must
shape our commitments. It could well be
that the administration’s notion of our
interests in the world—in Europe and
Asia—could differ from my own assess-
ment. Likewise, there might be legitimate
questions which could be raised about
the whole concept of deterrences.

Finally, many of these matters, such
as foreign commitments as well as our
strategic posture, might be changed
through various negotiations. Taking all
these factors into account, let us grant
the foreign and strategic objectives that
are presently operative—regardless of
whether we agree with them all or not—
and then let us see what kind of defense
posture is required to fulfill them.

Taking this framework, several Mem-
bers of Congress came together again
this year to analyze our military budget.
We did so recognize that there were
commitments and policies which had to
be followed. Yet, we sought to analyze
whether our expenditures for defense
were adequate or excessive for those’
purposes. The military spending report,
which I was privileged to chair, with the
cooperation of colleagues in the House
and the Senate, was prepared in order
to provide further kncwledge and exam-
ination of defense requests. It has been
made available to all Members of Con-
gress in order to enhance our ability to
make these difficult judgments.

Let me briefly summarize the main
findings of this report: Pirst, we dis-
cussed various general topics, such as
the relationship between defense spend-
ing and the economy. We noted how
excessive defense spending has a larger
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inflaticnary effect on the economy than
any other kind of Government spending.
Further, we found that it is difficult to
discover any sukstantial reductions in
the defense budget that have not been
the result of a lower level of spending in
Vietnam. Reductions in the budget, as
best as can be determined, have come
primarily frem that source, though s>me
other savings might have been realized.
This is hard to determine with compiete
precision, however, bccause the admin-
istration has not provided us with con-
crete estimates of the war’s coasts for
this year.

The report then examined varicus
components in the Defenze budget, lock-
ing first to our expenditures for strategic
arms. Our conclusion was that a com-
pletely credible deterrent force, fully ca-
pable of providing an assured destruc-
tion capability, could be maintained for
considerab'y less expenditure and with-
out the deployment of various compo-
nents presently plannasd for our future
strategic arsenal. ITn general, we recom-
msnded maintaining our triple deterrent
of bombers, land-based missiles, end the
Polaris fleet, but not continually up-
grading each of these at costs which are
excessive. For instance, we bclieve that
the life of the B-52 bomber force should
be preserved, but that we should not
move forward with the procurement of
the AMSA—advanced manned strategic
bomber—which could entail an eventual
expenditure of $10 killicn. In a similar
fashion, we recomms:snd against major
increased ccsts for our land-based mis-
siles, such as the MIRV program. It is
our general contention that the efforts
to imorove and upgrade our deterrent
force should be placed with the most re-
liable and invulnerable component
part—our Polaris system.

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

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

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

“Assured destruction” is defined as de-
stroying 25 percent of the Soviet popu-
lation and 50 percent of its industry. By
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conservative estimates, 400 warheads can
do far better than that. At present, we
can deliver 4,200 nuclear warheads tg
the Soviet Union. Part of the reason for
this enormous overkill is that we require
each component part of the strategic ar-
senal-—our missiles, bombers, and sub-
marines—to be able to inflict, completely
on its own, such a destructive force.

Finally, in making our projections, we
do not include any damage which can be
inflicted on the Soviets through our con-
ventional forces—such as our tactical
nuclear weapons placed in Europe and
elsewhere, our tactical airpower, and the
rest of our conventional military forceg
deployed at points close to the Soviet
Union.

It seems obvious, then, that a reason-
able readjustment in these assumptiong
alone would result in a more realistic
strategic posture.

The report also considers various parts
~f the Defense budget that are devoted to
cr oeneral npurposes forees.

Mr. President, I do not wish to take
ths ext-nsive time required to go into
each one of the renort’s findings an rec-
ommendations in the area of genera’ pur-
pose forces—including our tactical air-
power, our naval forces, and our man-
power levels. But I do know that these
will be of vital interest to the Members
of the Congress. Therefore, I ask unani-
mous consent that the summaries and
recommendations of each section of the
report be inserted in the Recorp at the
conclusion of my remarks. Since the
entire report is nearly 150 pages long, I
will not ask that it appear in the Rzcorp
in its entirety—but that 25 pages giving
these summaries and recommendations
be printed in the RECORD.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

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

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

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

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

Mr. President, I have been greatly en-
couraged by the reports that the Nixon
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administration is attempting to clarify
the relation between our strategic objec-
tives in the world and our defense pos-
ture. It is well known that the National
Security Council and the Department of
Defense have been engaged in the mas-
sive task of reviewing our commitments
and interests, and then attempting to re-
late them to our force levels. Further-
more, I was most encouraged when the
Guam doctrine or the Nixon doctrine was
set forth by the administration. It was
with wisdom and courage that we de-
clared it would not be our future policy
to fight with our own ground troops in a
land war in Asia.

Now it is natural to ask what effect this
new doctrine should have on our defense
posture and the composition of our gen-
eral purpose forces.

Few realize that the largest bulk of
expenditures for defense comes from the
support of our conventional military
forces—roughly two-thirds of the De-
fense budget, with less than one-third
necessary for preserving our strategic nu-
clear deterrent force. The size of these
conventional general purpose forces has
been determined in the past by the 2%-
war contingency. We have had the forces
required to fight simultaneously a land
war in Asia, to defend against an attack
on NATO, and a minor conflict some-
where else.

The posture necessary to perform this
mission consisted of 2.7 million men in
the Armed Forces. This included 1925 ac-
tive divisions, seven priority reserve divi-
sions, 23 tactical air wings, 15 naval at-
tack carrier task forces, and additional
forces for antisubmarine warfare, am-
phibious warfare, and airlift and sealift.
Different portions of these forces are al-
located to meet these various possible
contingencies.

When our involvement in Vietham be-
gan and escalated, we added on the
troops and forces necessary for that con-
flict all in addition to our basic general
purpose forces. Thus, the expenditures
and manpower in Vietnam are all in ad-
dition to the basic posture of the general
purposes forces determined by the 2%~
war contingency. As manpower was sent
to . Vietnam, for instance, the size of our
Army increased from the basic 2.7 mil-
lion-man level to about 3.5 million men.

The cost of maintaining the general
purpose forces of the size to fight 2%
simultaneous wars—not counting Viet-
nham—is about $44 billion. Broken down,
this includes about $19.1 billion for the
NATO contingency, $16.3 billion for an
Asian land war, $1.3 billion for a minor
intervention somewhere else, and $7.3
billion as a reserve, presumably for
forces to be moved wherever they are
Needed. Specifically, the portion of the
fprces that are devoted to the Asian con-
tingency are six Active Army divisions,
two active Marine divisions, six Navy air
wings, seven Air Force air wings, and a
Sizable portion of our ASW—amphibious,
airlift, and sealift forces.

The current defense budget we are
Considering assumes that we will con-
tinue to pay for the 24-war contingency
in our expenditures for general purpose
forces. The request for about $72 billion
Can be analyzed as follows: About $43 to
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$44 billion for general-purpose forces,
$17 to $18 billion for our strategic nu-
clear forces, and $11 to $12 billion for the
Vietnam war in the next year. I would
peoint out that is the conservative way of
figuring the war, and it is set forth by
Charles Schultze, former Director of the
Bureau of - the Budget. However, the
Cambodian invasion will probably cause
the costs of the war to rise above that
estimate.

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

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

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

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

Let me point out that Charles Schultze,
former Director of the Bureau of the
Budget, and William W. Kaufman,
former assistant to Secretary of Defense
Robert McNamara, have both testified to
this point before various committees of
the Senate this year. I ask unanimous
consent that their testimony be intro-

duced into the REcorp at the conclusion.

of my remarks.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibits 2 and 3.)

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

The budgetary crisis in our Govern-
ment is well known. During these very
days the President is trying to make
decisions about the fiscal year 1972
budget. And the largest compelling fac-
tor in all this is defense expenditures.
It is our level of defense spending, more
than anything else, which will decide
whether or not we will have a deficit or
a surplus budget, whether or not we will
have a fiscal dividend in coming years;
whether or not inflation will be halted;
whether or not our housing goals will
be met; whether or not the pollution
crisis will be solved; whether or not our
major urban centers will be livable; and
whether or not we will build our Nation’s
resources and preserve our political
system. g

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

. Protecting and enhancing our na-
tional security—that is our task. Let us
do so. But let us develop a defense pos-
ture that is related to what we say we
want to do in the world. If we only do
that much, then we will also be able to
do what we must here at home if we
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are to survive our domestic threats as
well and live in peace.
ExHIBIT 1
MILITARY SPENDING REPORT
INTRODUCTION

As members of the Military Spending Com-
mittee of Members of Congress for Peace
Through Law and other involved offices, we
submit this year’s Military Spending Re-
port as a bipartisan review of selected mil-
itary programs. Obviously, this list is not ex-
haustive. We feel, however, that these issues
demand greater public and Congressional
attention.

Our examination of the utility and ne-
cessity of requested defense funding is made
with particular concern for fiscal responsi=-
bility and will have a deep interest in a
proper allocation of national resources. We
have concluded that significant reductions
can be made without in any way weakening
our national security, Indeed, the improved
management and procurement practices we
recommend would undoubtedly strengthen
the national military posture. A reordering
of national priorities, moreover, would help
stabilize the economy on which all our fed-
eral programs are based and would release
funds for the education and basic research
on which our future security will depend.
While we may not be in complete agreement
on specific' recommendations, we are unani-
mous in our recommendations for adjust-
ments in the FY 1971 DOD budget, includ-
ing general reductions.

Recommended retrenchments for FY 1971

- range from $4.4-5.4 billion, excluding man-
power. The FY 1971 recommended cut in-
cluding manpower considerations would
roughly double this figure. But since the proj-
ects afiected involved long term funding com-
mitments, the immediate cutback figures
understate the long term savings. Project-
ing the full cost implications, our recom-
mendations would produce eventual savings
from $95-100 billion (including manpower).

While the 1969 Military Spending Report
was concerned almost exclusively with
weapon systems, we thought it necessary this
year to also address the question of over-
seas troop deployments, threat projections,
and the impact of defense spending on the
economy. In each case, we offer recommen=
dations pinpointing problem areas.

We emphasize that this is only a small part
of what should be a continuing review of
military programs by Congress and the public.

We invite the comments and support of
other Members of Congress.

Mark O. Hatfield, Chairman, MCPL Mili-
tary Spending Committee, Thomas F.
Eagleton, Charles E. Goodell, Mike
Gravel, Vance Hartke, Harold E.
Hughes, Charles McC. Mathias, Jr.,
George S. McGovern, Walter F. Mon-
dale, Gaylord Nelson, William Prox-
mire, Senators; Brock Adams, Edward
P. Boland, George E. Brown, Jr., Jeffery
Cohelan, Donald M. Fraser, Gilbert
Gude, Lee H. Hamilton, Robert L. Leg-
gett, Abner J. Mikva, Willlam S. Moor-
head, Charles A. Mosher, F. Bradford
Morse, Lucien N. Nedzi, Ogden R. Reid,
Henry S. Reuss, Morris K. Udall, Con-
gressmen,.

ECONOMICS AND DEFENSE SPENDING
Summary

Both the real and monetary costs of de-
fense are unknown because of Pentagon
secrecy, underreporting, and underestimat-
ing. The “true cost” is still greater even than
the unknown monetary costs because of the
sacrifice of private and social spending, which
would ultimately create greater economic
growth and more jobs. Further incalculable
costs include the disruption of the social
fabric and the imbalances in our foreign
policy between military and civilian goals.
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But we can calculate that 70 per cent of
the world’s arms expenditures are made by
the U.S. and the U.S.S.R., with the U.S.
leading both in the total real cost in pur-
chasing power equivalent and in real cost
per capita.

Excessive defense spending causes severe
economic distortions, most notably a persist-
ent and intractable inflation. This phenome-
non (1) impairs efficiency in the economy by
changing the measuring rod of costs, (2) im-
pairs work incentives and alters the savings/
consumption patterns, (3) creates a demand
for harsh counter-measures (e.g., direct con-
trols), (4) lessens confidence of the citizenry
in government and the economic system, and
(5) distorts crucial sectors and creates im-
balances.

Of major significance too is the fact that
military spending is not only the major
cause of inflation but is itself a major victim
in terms of increasing the cost of its own
operations. The Indochina war and our con-
tinued role in it is a major contributor to
the inflationary problem in particular sec-
tors of our economy.

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

The size of the cutbacks—and of any peace
dividend—is fraught with uncertainties.
The Defense Department categorizes Viet-
nam costs under the broader budget item
of “cost of Southeast Asia conflict.” The
two methods of cost-accounting are: (1)
“incremental cost” method and (2) “full”
or ‘“prorated cost” method. Depending on
the method used, costs for Vietnam war
spending in FY 1969 range from $17 billion
to $32 billion.

A $3 billion “peace dividend” is reflected
in the new FY 1971 Defense budget. The
$3 billion is what is left from a $5.2 billion
saving in this year’s budget over last year’s
after subtracting for the Administration’s
planned military spending increases.

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

The cost of war spending in Vietnam has
been underestimated by successive Admin-
istrations. This practice has postponed the
existence of a ‘“peace dividend” and ren-
dered virtually impossible attempts by Con-
gress at realistic decision-making for a
healthy economy. The problem has been
further complicated by conflicting Congres-
sional testimony from various witnesses
within successive Administrations.

In any case, increases in military spending
have undermined budgetary savings. A look
at the new FY 1971 Defense budget shows
a whittling down of the “peace dividend’” to
$3 billion and even this sum is threatened
by such trends as:

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

2. Increases in military aid to Southeast
Asian countries;

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

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

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

Recommendations

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

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

Such a Report would lead to a common
understanding of war costs and eliminate
the confusion that has resulted frcm the
past war-cost options approach. The latter
has created an expectation-achievement gap
regarding the “peace dividend.” For example,
when Secretary Laird announced that Viet-
nam war spending would be $17 billion by
the end of FY 1970, many expected a “peace
dividend” of $15 billion based on a reduc-
tion from the “full cost” figure of $32 bil-
lion (FY 1969). Laird, in effect, was estimat-
ing only a possible $6 billion “peace divi-
dend” based on a reduction from the “in-
cremental cost” figure of $23 billion (FY
1969) or $11 billion (ext. FY 1971).

The Report would also help steer a realistic
course between the extremes of pessimism
and of optimism over the “peace dividend.”
Already within the Administration we have
heard conflicting outlooks. For Daniel Moyni-
han, “the peace dividend turned out to be
evanescent, like the morning clouds around
San Clemente.” (Press Conference, August
25, 1969). For Arthur Burns, formerly the
President’s economic advisor, if the war end-
ed immediately, as much as $8 billion would
be available for “civilian” programs. (Speech,
National Governors’ Conference, September
1, 1969).

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

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

INTELLIGENCE AND POLICY

Summary

The President is fed information by the
Central Intelligence Agency, the National
Security Council, the State Department, and
the Defense Department, as well as by his
own personal advisors. This information
comes from four sources: the first, the most
important, is the open press and technical
magazines of the world; second, satellite
reconnaissance; third, technical sources such
as radio and radar interception; and fourth,
human sources such as defectors. The in-
formation gained from these various sources
is filtered by intelligence officers and fed into
the network which eventually supplies it to
the President. The President then can release
the information as he chooses, whether to
Congress, the press, or the general public.
In the case of ‘Congress, it is only a very
select number of Members who actually get
the information.
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Recommendations

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

9. The intelligence community should end
the use of legitimate U.S. business and gov-
ernment agencies for operational cover over-
seas and domestically.

3. Information obtained by satellites in
earth resources fisheries, forestry, and crop
management fields should be declassified and
shared with competent scientists worldwide.

4. A joint Congressional Committee on In-
telligence should be drawn up with repre-
sentation from the Armed Services and For-
eign Relations Committees of both Houses.

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

STRATEGIC FORCES: OVERVIEW
Summary

The essential requirement that United
States strategic forces must meet is an as-
sured destruction capability—the capability
of absorbing a Soviet first strike and inflicting
a level of assured destruction on the Soviet
Union defined as 20-25 per cent of the popu-
lation and at least 50 per cent of Soviet in-
dustry. This is the essence of nuclear de-
terrence.

The United States can now deliver over
4,200 strategic nuclear warheads against the
Soviet Union. Based on exiremely conserva-
tive estimates, 400 warheads would destroy
over 30 per cent of the Soviet population and
70 per cent of its industrial capacity—thus
more than adequately meeting the require-
ments of assured destruction. The Soviet
Union has a similar overkill capability with
respect to the United States. In other words,
we have a deliverable force of 10 times as
many warheads as we need for sufficient de-
terrence of potential attack.

By MIRVing both our Minuteman and
Polaris missile forces, we would more than
double the number of nuclear warheads,
from 4,200 to 9,600, to achieve the same
objective of delivering 400 warheads.

It is also inconceivable that, now or at
any time in the foreseeable future, any enemy
will be able to destroy all our ICBMs, all our
bombers, and all our Polaris (soon to be
Poseidon) submarines simultaneously. Never-
theless, we are continuing to increase both
the number and accuracy of our strategic
weapons beyond any reasonabl response to
the Soviet Union.

Recommendations

1. Initiate a serious Congressional dia-
logue about:

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

b. The rationale for maintaining three
separate deterrent forces—land-based mis-
siles, sea-based, and bombers—each capable
by itself of inflicting the requisite level of
assured destruction.

2. We are currently spending on the order
of $18 billion annually on strategic forces.
The adoption of a restrained, yet awesomely
powerful posture would produce budgetary
savings of about $4 billion per year, reducing
the annual cost of these forces from $18 to
$14 pillion. Such a posture would accept as-
sured destruction capability as the essential
requirement of our forces. But the more re-
strained posture, unlike current policy, would
ot need to go beyond assured destruction
capability and would estimate the forces
Needed for such capability in somewhat more
reasonable terms. In particular, this alter=
native posture would:

2. Modify the Safeguard ABM program
;l_fith cuts ranging from $404 to $1,085 mil-

ion;

b. Continue but not speed up Poseidon
MIRV program;

C. Cancel deployment of Minuteman III
MIRVs, cutting $575.7 million;

d. Postpone indefinitely the procurement

*
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of the new manned strategic bomber, B-1,
cutting $100 million;

e. Continue spending on ULMS (Under-
water Long-range Missile System) research
and development.

The United States would still be left with
awesome nuclear deterrence: More than 7,000
deliverable warheads, carried on three dis-
tinct delivery systems—1,054 possibly vul-
nerable land-based missiles, 656 partially
MIRVed and invulnerable submarine sys-
tems; and 450 B-52 bombers which could
deliver 1,800 warheads on target.

SAFEGUARD ABM
Summary

The Administration currently plans for
Safeguard to perform three missions:

1. Protection of the Minuteman ICBM de-
terrent.

2. Protection of the entire country against
a Chinese attack.

3. Protection of the entire country against
an accidental or unauthorized launch from
any country.

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

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

Recommendations

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

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

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

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

4. Escrow arrangements conditioned on
the SALT negotiations. Funds held in escrow
could be released at the discretion of the
Congress if talks fail. Creation of an escrow
arrangement, however, should not be inter-
preted as indicating a belief that failure of
the negotiations would increase the desira-
bility or utility of an ABM system. The weak-
nesses of Safeguard would be accentuated
by a new arms race. New ABM deployments
should not be considered as inevitable if the
SALT negotiations fail. The escrow proposals
follow:

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

b. Hold the entire Safeguard program (ex-
cluding R&D) in escrow.

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

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

Cost Reduction
Recommendation (millions) or escrow
$365 $1, 085
1, 046 404
365 )
_______________________ 781
365 1,085
1 Range.
MIRV
Summary

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

Recommendations

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

2. The recommendations for retrenchment
of MIRV apply only to the Minuteman IIT
program.

The estimated total system cost for
MIRVing the Minuteman III is about $5.4 bil-
lion. The request this year is for $686 million,
including $211 million for R & D and $457.7
million for procurement. We recommend allo-
cating no further funds for MIRVing the
Minuteman because of fixed-base vulner-
ability and the potential destabilizing effect
of MIRV.

ABRES (ADVANCED BALLISTIC RE-ENTRY SYSTEMS)
Summary

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

Recommendations

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

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

2. We recommend that no funding be ap-
proved for improving the accuracy of the
Minuteman III MIRV.

MOBILE MINUTEMAN
Summary

Making the ICBM system mobile is a con-
cept which has been considered as one means
of protecting the retaliatory capability of
the Minuteman missiles in case of a first
strike. Slightly less than $109 million has
been expended so far on this concept since
1959. Two particular methods which have
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been given the most credence are a rail-
mobile system and the basing of missiles on
barges.

There is no doubt that our land-based
ICBM system is vulnerable. In evaluating this
approach to protecting retaliatory capability,
comparisons must be made with other ap-
proaches, namely superhardening and sea-
based mobility. Given improved accuracy
and yield of Soviet missiles, and given the
fact that we rely on our retaliatory system
to deter a first strike attack, land-based mis-
siles are becoming increasingly less cost-ef-
fective when compared to a retaliatory sys-
tem of submarine-based missiles. Also, it
should be noted that the mobile Minuteman
approach was temporarily shelved in 1962
because hardened and dispersed versions of
the system were shown to be more cost-
effective.

Recommendations

Research and development funds should
continue to be appropriated at a low level.
However, no procurement should be au-
thorized.

B-1 BOMBER (AMSA)

Summary

With all the destructive deterrent power
represented by American ICBMs and SLBMs,
it is worth considering whether the manned
bomber should have any role at all in future
U.S. strategic posture. This question de-
serves much more scrutiny than it has re-
ceived thus far, especially since discussions
to date have generally assumed the need for
a bomber and have thus centered around the
kind of bomber to be acquired.

Pending the careful resolution of that
question, there are sound arguments for not
investing more money on B-1 engineering
development. First is the lack of any need
for operational capability before the end of
the decade. Second is the probability that
a less costly bomber could be developed
without loss of the most important capability
contemplated for the B-1—service as a low-
flying platform for the launch of stand-off
missiles. Retention of the basic B-52 design
with some modification would be one option.
Third is the fact that current budgetary
pressures demand that major expenditures
be delayed if possible.

Recommendations

The current estimate for total procurement
is about $9.4 billion. $100 million has been
requested by the Administration for R&D. We
recommend that the $100 million request be
denied, leaving the $80 million carry-over
from last year to continue R&D.

C—5A
Summary

The C-5A, with a basic mission weight of
712,000 pounds, is the world’s largest air-
plane. It payload is 75 fully equipped com-
bat troops and an additional 112,000 pounds
worth of supplies. If the range of the plane
is reduced from 5,000 to 3,000 miles, the load
can be increased by 100,000 pounds. The
plane is designed to operate from rough air-
fields on the forward edge of battle areas.
The Air Force currently plans to buy 120
planes but may reduce this number to 81.

One of the principal reasons for buying
the C-5A was its prospective cost-effective-
ness as a mode of transportation. However,
.cost overruns by Lockheed have raised the
expense of the plane from $3.4 to $5.3 bil-
lion, making it more costly to buy and op-
erate than any current system used to trans-
port military manpower. Moreover, the
plane’s capability to land and take off in
forward battle areas is open to question. In
short, the C-5A has become an enormously
expensive and problematical system.

Recommendations

1. Delete the $200 million Lockheed con-
‘tingency fund.
2. Delay all' funds for C-5A pending an-
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swers to the specific questions raised in the
body of the paper.

3. Congress should take action to ensure
that the acquisition of military equipment
does not become a form of relief funding for
private enterprises.

4. No C-5As should be accepted by the Air
Force until original design specifications are
met and the plane can carry out its original-
ly designated missions. Under no condition
should the Air Force accept defective planes.
UNDERSEA LONG RANGE MISSILE SYSTEM (ULMS)

Summary

The ULMS program is planned as a succes-
sor to the Polaris/Poseidon ballistic missile
fleet. The program envisages the development
of a meore efficient, highly survivable, sea-
based nuclear deterrent capable of launch-
ing missiles with a range equivalent to an
ICBM from quieter submarines of improved
hull design. The program has not reached
the contract definition stage. Recent budget
requests have been $20 million for FY
1970, with $10 million approved, and $44 mil-
lion in the budget for FY 1971.

The increased range of the missile—from
about 2,000 miles to 6,000 miles to 7,000 miles,
plus possibly deeper diving capabilities—
nearly cubes the anti-submarine warfare
problem for the Soviet Union. The ULMS
submarine free to cruise the seven seas and
remain within range of its targets, would—
with multiple warheads—preclude a success-
ful Soviet anti-ballistic missile effort. ULMS
would be more invulnerable than what the
Secretary of Defense refers to as the virtu-
ally invulnerable Polaris/Poseidon force.

Recommendations

1. We should proceed with ULMS as part of
a decision to make a sea-based nuclear mis-
sile system the first line of deterrence. This
might require a redefinition of the concept
of “strategic mix”, which has produced an
expensive and excessive redundancy of strate-
gic systems. ULMS is the epitome of the
“blue water’” option at a time when the prob-
able obsolescence of fixed-bases has become
clear in the ABM debate. When viewed as a
successor to land-based missiles and their
requisite defense systems, the ULMS seems
cost-effective.

2. The current request is for $44 million in
R. & D. We recommend a low-profile no cut
position and advocate authorizing the full
$44 million.

ADVANCED ICBM (WS 120—A, ICBM—X)
Summary

The Advanced ICBM program is an Air
Force concept for a silo-launched missile
with a greater payload capacity and range
than the Minuteman III. Approximately $106
million has been spent so far, although
only the most preliminary studies have been
done. The program consists of several com-
ponents: high performance solid rocket mo-
tor, self aligning boost and re-entry
(SABRE), Advanced ICBM and basing, and
hard rock silo development.

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

1. Further development of a land-based
deterrent system (which is becoming in-
creasingly less cost-effective) is wasteful and
unnecessary.

The building of new silos will exacerbate
the arms race because the Soviet Union will
have to assume that the old silos are still
occupied.

Recommendations

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

SUPERHARDENING
Summary

Like making the ICBM system mobile,
superhardening is a concept that is being
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considered as a means of reducing the vul-
nerability of our land-based deterrent sys.
tem. It involves building underground missile
silos embedded in bed rock, in order to make
them strong enough to withstand all bug
a direct or very close hit without damage
to the missile inside. The silos are viewedq
as a back-up defense against missiles which
succeed in penetrating the ABM shield. It
is felt that while larger numbers of direct
hits by the Soviets are unlikely, there will
be more near misses, which would destroy
the present silos. The cost of one prototype
silo is estimated at $278.4 million (up from
a $152 million estimate in 1969). Currently,
the cost of additional silos is estimated at
$6 million per silo.

This program represents further develop-
ment of our land-based deterrent system,
which is being seriously questioned in terms
of its cost-effectiveness, There is also g
serious question as to whether any silo can
be hardened sufficiently to withstand the
improved accuracy of Soviet missiles, espe-
cially if they deploy MIRV.

Recommendations

We recommend that the $77 million R & D
request be denied, until the role of fixed-
based missiles is clearly defined.

TACTICAL AIR
Summary

For a given strategy, the number and mix
of tactical aircrafit depends on, for each thea-
ter: (1) the threat, (2) the types of missions
we plan to fly, and (3) our estimates concern-
ing U.S. and allied capabilities during
combart.

For the NATO and Asian theaters, the air-
to-air combat mission seems to dominaite
tactical air requirements. The allies seem to
have a clear advantage in other mission cate-
gories.

The major kinds of missions flown by tac-
tical aircraft include close air support of
ground combat operations, interdiction of
enemy supply and communications lines, air
superiority, and air base defemse, including
carrier defense.

During the past decade, the Defense De-
partment proposed that several major new
procurements take place. The cost of the Navy
F-14 and the Air Force F-15 may be several
times that of the aircraft they replace, mak-
ing it questionable whether present force
levels can be maintained. Designs for the new
aircraft appear less than the best possible to
solve the air-to-air combat problem which
should be our primary concern. Because of
the large anticipated role of the F-14 in
carrier defense, moreover, final decision on
this aircraft should await determination of
the future role of carriers.

Recommendations

1. Cut F-15 funds, pending submission of
a design which costs between F—4 and cur-
rent F—15 costs. Request detailed force struc-
ture implications for future years with force
costbs.

The current estimate for the total F15 pro-
gram is $7.4 billion. The House has authorized
the $370 million for R&D that the Admin-
istration has requested. We recommend allo-
cation of $185 million for R&D.

2. A decision on a close support aircraft
(AX) must carefully consider cost-effective-
ness. Data on an alternative existing fixed-
wing aircraft should be requested.

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

3. The projected high unit cost of the F—14
and weapons has critical implications for the
size of the force. Congress should:

Defer all or part of F-14 funds pending
recommendations on the role of the carrier
fleet and pending receipt of an alternative
simpler fighter design suitable for the Euro-
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pean and Korean theaters, and costing be-
tween F—4 and current F-14 costs.

The current estimate for the total F-14
program is $8.3 billion; the Administration
has requested $274 million for R&D and $658
million for procurement. The House author-
jzed $658 million for procurement and $324.2
million for R&D. We recommend approving
$274 million for R&D, but allocating no funds
for procurement.

4, Defer funds for Navy A-Ts in FY 1971
pending NSC review of attack carrier force
levels, but allow Air Force A-7 procurement
to maintain the FY 1971 production base.

The Administration requested $118.3 mil-
lion for the Harrier; the House authorized
this full amount. We recommend deleting all
Harrier funds pending a OSMC-GAO review
of the flight tests.

5. Continue full R&D on the F-111A, but
delete the procurement requested $515 mil-
lion.

SNVIRONMENTAL WARFARE: ANTIPLANT
CHEMICAL WEAPONS
Summary

The Department of Defense has recently
restricted the forest defoliation program in
Vietham by banning the use of the primary
defoliant “Orange” and its potential sub=-
stitute “White”.

Crop destruction, then, appears the re-
maining focus of the defoliant program in
Vietnam. Since 1962, crop destruction has
been a small part of the total defoliation
program. in Vietnam representing in 1968 and
1969 about 5 per cent of the total antiplant
chemical operations.

Our investigations of the military applica-
tion of antiplant chemicals in Vietnam, sup-
ported by Pentagon studies, led us to con-
clude that the extreme negative side effects
of these chemicals exceeds the value of de-
foliation and crop destruction as tactics of
war.

Recommendations

1. The present anti-crop and defoliation
program should be terminated and stockpiles
gradually eliminated.

2. The transfer of antiplant chemical weap-
ons for use by second countries should be
prohibited.

GENERAL PURPOSE NAVAL FORCES
Summary

The U.S. procures and operates general-
purpose naval forces (excluding attack air-
craft carriers and Polaris submarines) prin-
cipally to protect merchant and military
shipping, to support amphibious landings,
and to sink enemy merchant shipping and
other surface ships.

If, as announced, the U.S. is planning for
an overall capability for 115, wars, general
purpose naval forces are slated to handle
either a conventional war against the Soviet
Union (in the Atlantic, with some holding
operations in the Pacific) or a Pacific am-
phibious and aerial war against China, as
well as other minor contingencies. Short of
general conventional war with a major pow=-
er, naval forces must plan for war with a
minor air and naval power, like Egypt, or
North Korea, as well as include provisions
for counterinsurgency or interventions
against opponents with no air or naval capa-
bilities.

At the present time, a number of prob-
lems confront the U.S. Navy. Force levels
have become institutionalized, even though
effectiveness and costs have risen dramati-
cally, The U.S. shipbuilding industry has al-
lowed itself to fall years behind our allies.
Inherited force levels are too large to be
Properly manned given present retention
Tates.

Compounding these problems is the fact
that the U.S. has no clearly-defined ration-
ale to justify the plans for an extended
non-nuclear war at sea.
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Recommendations

1. The Executive Branch should prepare
and release a comprehensive White Paper
drawing upon the Joint Strategic objective
plan and the five-year defense program dis-
cussing U.S. postures related to naval forces.
The various contingencies requiring naval
forces should be detailed to allow Congress
to determine what forces should be funded.

2. The “War at Sea” contingency outlin-
ing a U.S.-U.S.S.R. non-nuclear naval war
should be publicly reexamined.

3. When comparing U.S, and Soviet Naval
strengths to Congress, allied naval forces
also should be examined.

4. The U.S. should enter into Naval Forces
Limitation Talks with the Soviet Union. It
may be possible to negotiate agreements on
shipbuilding or operational force strength
that would provide more security than at
present and save billions of dollars on both
sides.

AIRCRAFT CARRIERS

Summary

The rationale for having 15 aircraft car-
riers in the active fleet dates back at least
to the Washington Naval Conference of 1921
which allowed 15 capital ships to each of the
major powers. However, the new carriers do
not do what the old battleships were de-
signed to do, and modern carriers are im-
mensely more powerful than their predeces-
sors. Moreover, modern carriers are extremely
costly—the new nuclear carriers came out of
the shipyards costing about $540 million,
And this figures does not include the aircraft,
the destroyer escorts, or the annual operating
costs. A figure of $1.8 billion was given re-
cently as the cost of building and operating
a carrier task force for one year. These costs,
of course, come down somewhat as the car-
rier remains in service.

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

Recommendations

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

2. The current estimate for completing the
CVAN-70 is $640 million. We recommend
halting construction on the carrier and de-
leting the $152 million which has been re-
quested for procurement.

DD—963 DESTROYER
Summary

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

The Soviet submarine fleet now numbers
some 380 ships. Both the U.S.and the U.S.S.R.
are carrying out a nuclearization program to
improve the performance of their respective
fleets. The DD-963 is in large part a response
to the growing Soviet submarine threat,
though other systems probably would meet
the threat more efficiently.

The new destroyers will carry over 200 tons
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of the most modern electronic equipment and
will be able to achieve g speed of 30 knots.
The sub-systems of the DD-983 are extremely
complex and ‘are in varying degrees of readi-
ness for service use. For instance the DD-963
relies on the SQS-26 long-range sonar, a sys-
tem which has suffered from concurrent de-
velopment and production, and has not
achieved the high performance expected of it.

The Department of Defense budget request
for FY 1971 is $506.8 million for six ships;
the FY 1970 buy will be three ships as a cost
of $308.6 million. Initially, the total program
cost was to be $1.4 billion. GAO has since
that time estimated that the overrun may
go as high as $3.35 billion.

Recommendations

The DD-963 should have close Congres-
sional scrutiny and constant review. It is
among the most overrun-prone systems on
the current Pentagon shopping list and the
likelihood of cost growth must be taken into
account in evaluating the priority to be given
to the program.

1. Performance data on the DD-963, like
most ASW systems, is not readily available.
The Congress must require adequate justi-
fication for the program in the form of
validated test data before a committment
is made to full-scale production. The sub-
systems of the DD-963 are in various stages
of research and development and there will
be considerable pressure to deploy some of
them before they are ready for service use.
Congress should require assurance that the
subsystems are:

A. Fully tested

B. Integrated to operate as a unit

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

3. The Administration has requested $459.5
million for procurement of the DD-963; the
House has authorized $406.8 million. We
recommend that $100 million of the House
authorization be deleted due to

A. Concern over the extraordinary cost
overrun

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

DLGN—38 (NUCLEAR FRIGATE)
Summary

DLGN-38 is a special class of destroyer, a
hybrid of the destroyer-leader and of a nu-
clear escort for the Navy's nuclear aircraft
carriers. It will defend surface vessels, naval
and maritime, against enemy submarines. It
will afford an air defense capability, and it
will have a limited anti-surface ship ca=
pability.

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

The requests for money for this class of
vessels bring a number of important issues
to the Congress for decision. The first is the
alleged vulnerability of surface ships to at-
tack by a minor power with patfrol craft or
submarines, and surface-to-surface missiles
such as the Russian STYX and the American
Harpoon. Recent exercises in the Mediter-
ranean by the 6th Fleet have indicated that
small, speedy motor torpedo boats are able
to penetrate carrier task force defenses.

A second issue is one concerning possible
U.S. plans, yet to be revealed to reduce the
number of carrier task forces. If the President
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plans to do this, escort force will have to be
redesigned.

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

Recommendations

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

2. Authorization of DLGN-38 should be
postponed until a comprehensive naval war
policy for the U.S. is published. This alterna-
tive is akin to the recommendation of the
House Armed Services Committee that no
funds be obligated for any shipbuilding
monies in the FY 1971 request until the
National Security Council makes its study
of the wisdom of going ahead with CVAN-
70, the fourth nuclear carrier.

3. The Armed Services Committees should
take immediate action to determine wheth-
er the DLGN-38 could be built in govern-
ment shipyards at less cost to the taxpayer.
Industry profits ranging between 6 to 10
per cent might he saved by this device.
Alternatively, enhanced cost discipline for
this program could be devised by putting
strict controls on change orders, compli-
ance with cost and specification items, test-
ing of all subsystems before final design of
the larger system, and GAO participation
and review of estimates, contracting, and
testing.

4. The current estimate for the total
program is $4.9 billion. This includes a re-
quest by the Administration for $221.3 mil-
lion for procurement during FY 1971. We
recommend that the entire $221.3 million
be deleted from the budget.

SSN—688
Summary

The SSN-688 class submarine is currently
being planned as a group of high-speed, nu-
clear powered attack submarines designed to
track and kill Russian missile launching subs
and Soviet attack subs. A successor class to
the present Narwhals and Sturgeons, the
688’s, are to be very fast and silent. They are
to carry the problematical Mark 48 torpedo
(See section on Mark 48) and the SUBROC
rocket torpedo combination. The Navy is
seeking eight to ten 688’s to be deployed by
the mid 1970’s at an estimated ccst of ap-
preximately $220 million each.

In his posture statement, Secretary Laird
said, “According to our best current esti-
mates, we believe that our POLARIS and
POSEIDON submarines at sea can be con-
sidered virtually invulnerable today. With a
highly concentrated effort, the Soviet Navy
today might be able to localize and destroy
at sea one or two POLARIS submarines.” A
faster, more silent submarine alone is not a
significant contribution without vastly im-
proved detection and weapons systems. The
sonars of the 688 class are refinements of
existing systems. The problems of the Mark
48 Torpedo are such as to cause doubt that
it can ever be used. SUBROC has tested well
to date and is in use in existing attack sub-
marines. Construction of what is in effect a
water born ABM for an already invulnerable
submarine missile capability would thus
seem a costly and superfluous effort.

Recommendations

1. No further funding for procurement of
the SSN-688 should be approved until a sig-
nificant threat to Polaris submarines can be
fully identified and the cost-effectiveness of
the Mark 48 torpedo system is clarified.
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2. The current estimate for the total sys-
tem cost of SSN-688 is $4.3 billicn. This year,
$475.5 million has been requested for procure-
ment. We recommend that these funds be
deleted. However, $238 million should be allo-
cated for continuing R&D, particularly in
sub-detection systems and underseas guid-
ance technology.

MARK 48 TORPEDO
Summary

The Mark 48 is a new submarine torpedo
designed to protect our underseas craft from
the latest high-speed Soviet submarines. De-
sign and technical complications arose from
the beginning. The program was SoOn €X-
panded to include two additional versions—
one, Mod 1, with a larger warhead designed
to give greater surface ship destruction capa-
bility and another, Mod 2, to provide the
original version (Mod 0) with surface ship
destruction capability.

Cost overruns and schedule slippages have
been phenomenal. By the end of June, 1969,
estimated program costs of the Mod 0 had
increased from $682 million to about $3.9
billion, an approximate 600 per cent increase,
and it is already two years behind its devel-
opment schedule. In its Selected Acquisition
Report (SAR) of September 30, 1969, the
Navy indicated that it had reduced the cost
growth of the Mod 0 to $2.6 billion; however,
the GAO noted a concomitant reduction in
total planned quantity to be procured. Mod
1 cost overruns were by October of 1969 esti-
mated at $62 million, a $22 million increase
over a 3-month period, occurring in spite of
a decrease in planned quantity of production
prototypes from 65 to 36 torpedoes. The GAO
itself reported that “the Navy’s SAR does
not adequately disclose reasons for cost in-
creases ..."”

The fact that a considerable portion of the
cost increase can be attributed to increases
in the sophistication of the weapon raises
the question of whether or not an adequate
basis was ever laid for this system. For ex-
ample, in 1964, when the plans were given
to Westinghouse, the Navy was told they
were unworkable because the torpedo itself
generated so much noise the enemy subma-
rine could not be detected. This necessi-
tated additional contracts to alleviate the
problem. It is felt by some, including A. Ern-
est Fitzgerald, that the Navy may have tried
to camouflage its mistakes as ‘“‘expanded
capability”. A torpedo designed to dive in
excess of 3000 feet with a range of 25 miles
should be able to achieve the relatively sim-
ple anti-surface ship capability without
much additional development.

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

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

Another condition under which the Mark
48 could be used is a war of attrition con-
ducted at sea. Such a scenario is beyond rea-
sonable expectation, since the victim would
probably retaliate with other weapon
systems.

Recommendations

The defense posture statement indicates
that the Navy plans to complete RDT&E on
all three versions of the Mark 48 and then
choose either Mod 1 or Mod 2 for procure-
ment in quantity for the operational inven-
tory, procuring in the interim a limited
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number of Mod 0s and Mod 1s is to meet ASW
requirements. This raises the question of
why procure any Mod Os if the final choice
is to be made between Mods 1 and 2? Or
why waste any money on procurement and
development of the inferior versions? The
Navy should choose which version to deploy
before any further funds are authorized.

The current estimate for the total system
cost is $3.57 billion for the Mod 0, and $185.4
million for the Mod 1. We recommend a cut
this year of $46.8 million for the Mod 0; a
delay in the funding of $55.1 for the Mod 1,
and a delay in the funding of $8.7 million
for conversion.

S—3A ANTISUBMARINE AIRCRAFT
Summary

The Navy is requesting $207.8 million of
research and development and $101.7 million
of procurement funds in FY 1971 for the
S-3A, a carrier-based ASW aircraft to replace
the aging S—2 now in the fleet. This request
should be challenged, since the evidence
available indicates that we have no need for
the aircraft.

The case against the S-3A:

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

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

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

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

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

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

Recommendations

The funds requested by the Navy in FY
1971 should be disapproved, the S-3A pro-
gram cancelled, and our existing ASW car-
riers phased out during the course of the next
fiscal year.

The current estimated total RDT&E and
procurement costs for the program are $2.9
billion. We recommend that the $309.5 mil-
lion requested for this year be dropped en-
tirely.

MILITARY MANPOWER
Summary

America now possesses the world’s largest
standing armed forces. The Constitution—in
Article 1, Section 8—gives Congress full re-
sponsibility for raising, regulating and sup-
porting an army. But over the past 20 years,
a standing army has been maintained, with-
out close Congressional supervision, under
the control of the President as Commander-
in-Chief.

In 1948, a ceiling on the size of the mili-
tary was approved by Congress, and then
promptly suspended. It has been ten years
since Congress made a detailed study of man-
power requirements.

Even though the military has moved to re-
duce its force levels over the past two years,
there is no clear indication that such reduc-
tions will bring substantial budgetary save

July 31, 1970

ings. Little is known also about the composi-
tion of the military by rank and the effects
of this composition upon total military pay.

Changing strategic conditions have an im-
pact on key current manpower issues such as
the draft and draft reform, military pay
equity, force level determination, civilian-
ization, and the pace of transition toward
a volunteer force.

Recommendations

1. The Administration should submit to
Congress an annual manpower authorization
request. This request should specifically re-
1ate DOD requirements to the State Depart-
ment Foreign Policy posture statement. The
magnitude and deployment of land forces
should be justified in terms of U.S. foreign
policy goals and treaty obligations.

2. During termination of the Vietnam War,
the armed forces should be reduced by 800,-
000 men—the manpower increase generated
by the conflict. Additional cuts can be grad-
ually made over the next several years, re-
turning manpower levels to the currently
suspended statutory ceiling of 2.3 million
men or less.

The shift to a “1%4” war planning base, and
elimination of Vietnam-mobilized forces
could well permit a 15 or 20 per cent reduc-
tion in land forces. Potential savings from
such a move might range from $4 to $8 bil-
lion.

3. The General Accounting Office should
undertake a comprehensive study of military
manpower by rank, determining total sal-
aries, fringe benefits, and support costs ac-
cruing by grade.

4. An integrated manpower management
program should be created by DOD. Manage-
ment by the separate services is inefficient
and redundant. Many jobs and managerial
techniques are the same throughout the
military.

5. Congressional Armed Services commit-
tees should proceed with draft reform hear-
ings focusing on the recommendations of
the Gates Commission. At the same time, the
committees should act to reform the Selec-
tive Service System as part of a phased pro-
gram leading to wultimate adoption of a
volunteer military. Initial reforms should in-
clude measures to apply uniform standards,
plug lottery loopholes, rationalize the draft-
inlg of physicians, and provide right to coun-
sel.

Requirements for drafted doctors can be
drastically reduced by requiring non-com-
batant military personnel, and all dependents
and retirees, to use some form of pre-paid
medical care rather than inducted doctors for
non-military work.

6. DOD should present its pay reform rec-
ommendations to Congress. A salary system
with room and board should be introduced
and present retirement provisions should be
re{p.}a;c‘ed. Retirement income available to
military retirees should be reduced during
the years they could still work if they were
c§v11 servants. Improvement and rationaliza-
tion of pay and retirement scales are im-
bortant intermediate steps if a transition to
a volunteer military is to be efficiently ac-
complished.

7. DOD should continue its “civilization”
Program which was abandoned during the
Vietnam buildup, this program would create
Dew civilian jobs, produce some budgetary
savings, and free some military personnel to
return to civilian life.

8. Project Prine, a modernized accounting
System for the entire defense establishment,
Should be implemented. Congress should re-
Ceive quarterly reports on operating costs
and efficiency.

9. All reserve units should be assigned
obilization missions or affiliated with ac-
tive units. Training and preparation of re-
Serve units could then be integrated with
active training. In addition, Congress should
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require regular reserve forces readiness in-
dicators and reports on operating costs.
LAND FORCES IN KOREA
Summary

Currently, there are some 55,000 American
troops in South Korea. This deployment bol-
sters South Korean forces, acts as a deterrent
against a North Korean and/or a Chinese
attack, and provides a visible symbol of
American commitment to South Korea.

The number currently deployed, however,
is not clearly related to any of these objec-
tives. South Korean forces outhumber those
of the North 620,000 to 384,000. The two
American Divisions merely add to the im-
balance. Secondly, an invasion of South Ko-
rea must cross the DMZ where it is impos-
sible to conceal troop movements of requisite
size. Consequently, the United States could
introduce forces in the event of a North
Korean or Chinese buildup. A large-scale
Chinese attack would probably invoke a nu-
clear response. A specific level of manpower
is not essential to the demonstration of a
commitment to an ally. There are indications
that the Administration is cognizant of this
and preparing to negotiate a substantial re-
duction of American forces in South Korea.

The deployment of the American forces
along the DMZ also creates the danger of a
“trip-wire” involvement of American forces
contravening the “constitutional processes”
qualifications of the U.S.-South Korean de-
fense treaty. This problem, along with the
question of the stationing of tactical nuclear
weapons, and resulting requirements for
American forces in sufficient numbers to
adequately guard those weapons are two
other important aspects of South Korean
deployment calling for reexamination.

Recommendations

1. The U.S. can withdraw one division
(20,000 men) rather quickly. This can result
in savings of some $200 million. Further re-
ductions could also be negotiated in the land
forces deployed there. This should not as yet
include reduction in American tactical air
support.

2. The U.S. should withdraw all nuclear
weapons from South Korea.

LAND FORCES IN EUROPE
Summary

Growing domestic pressures for a decrease
in American force levels in Europe necessi-
tate extensive reexamination of American
interests in Europe and the means for best
serving them, if options are not to be fore-
closed by a precipitate response to such
pressures.

Current NATO force levels, in spite of midli-
tary assessments to the contrary, are now
seen as in rough parity at least with War-
saw Pact forces, while the roles of both
military alliances are coming more into
question. The relevant comparison is in
actual numbers of personnel deployed rather
than numbers of divisions and their relative
reliability. Observers point out that Pact
Forces consist of large contingents of Czech,
East German, Rumanian, Hungarian, Polish,
and Bulgarian troops, most of which are
likely to be substantially less well-equipped
and trained—and in the Soviet view, less re-
liable—than Soviet troops. It can be argued
also, that German, British and French forces,
would be generally more reliable in defense
of Western Europe than most Pact forces
would be in aggression against it.

Deterrence of Soviet adventures in West-
ern Europe, moreover, may be only indirectly
related to conventional force levels, and may
well not suffer in the face of substantial re-
duction of American forces.

Tn any case, there is great need for stream-
lining of forces, and a potential for sub-
stanfial savings.

Among the more powerful arguments
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against substantial American force reduc-
tions in Europe is that such moves would
force the West Europeans to capitulate to
Soviet pressures’ on important matters and
would cause substantial political instabilities.
But the Europeans should be quite capable,
with minimal American presence but a firm
American commitment, of deterring Soviet
adventures themselves. It may be the long
and pervasive American dominance in NATO
which is a principal cause of the European
malaise in world politics.

There are growing doubts about Soviet in-
tentions in Western Europe, and given in-
ternal and East European problems, about
Soviet capability to act aggressively.

Recommendations

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

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

LAND FORCES IN SOUTHEAST ASIA
Summary

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

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

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

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

Hopefully, in Southeast Asia and the Pa-
cific Basin, American defense commitments
can be safely reduced by a careful application
of the Nixon Doctrine—mainly by limiting
its utilization strictly to areas where U.S. vital
security interests are immediately and pri=-
marily at stake.

There is not room in this overall analysis
for a detailed study of current American
troop allocations—and the potential for
future reductions in those levels—in each
of the Southeast Asia countries. Instead, as a
case in point, the following section looks at
just one controversial nation, Korea. It
should be recognized that the analysis of
the Korean situation is done under the
unique conditions of that country, but is not
uncharacteristic of general manpower prob-
lems applicable world-wide.
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House authorization,

Administration request tios
fiscal year 1971 (millions)

fiscal year 1971 (millions)

Current estimate,

Program Description R.&D. Procurement R. & D. Procurement total program Proposed program action
Poseidon’ -2 sizzadsh. 50 i i H 1 ¢ :
‘Sel on Surl:]rir;z;ing.e conversion and $122.7 $921.6 $122.7 $gg(1)% }$5, 555,200,000 ._______ Continue but not speed up.
Minuteman 111____________ Strategic missile 211.0 475.7 2211.0 475.7 $5,375,800,000__________ Cut $686,000,000.
AMSA (B-1). - Strategic bomber____ 100.0 0 100.2 0 $9,377,000,000_ _________ Cut $100,000,000.
MS Submarine and strategic 44.0 0 44.0 0  Notavailable.__________ Low profile, no cut.
missile system. ;
Safeguard ABM___.._._.__ ABM system__ ... ..._____. 365.0 660. 4 365.0 661.0 $12,000,000,000_________ Range from $404,000,000 to $1,450,000,000,
(TN e i RANSPOTt . e T o inoeeoo BLO6 ooono i 3544.4 At least $5,300,900,000... Cut $200,000,000 contingency fund.
TACTICAL AIR
| 23 (TR . ) 30 1 4 Tactical fighter. ... __._______. 274.0 658.0 324.2 658.0  8,279,100,000____.._... Cut $658,000,000 until DOD GAO review of
%onipg:te flight test program. Retain full
_____________________ Air superiority fighter_._________ 370.0 0 370.0 0  $7,355,200,000._________ CutR. &D. $370,000,000 by half, $185,000,-
: : 000. 3
_____________________ Counterinsurgency aircraft.____. 29.7 0 27.9 ___.__..___.___ In concept formulation___ Authorize full R. & D. request.
___________________ Long-range fighter_.___________ 48.2 515:4 48.2 515.1 $6,380,800,000__________ Cuft alll procurement $515,100,000: continue
ull R. & D.
_____________________ Light bomber___L_tloi 11l 0 2529 =Bi i 8- 113.0 $1,397,500,000.____.__._ Defer procurement pending NSC review.
___________________ British-made fighter___________ 0 T18.3 o ocnmpes 1 £ e S R Delt[ette ;;Iending USMC-GAO review of com-
ight testing.
_________________ NUCIEAT CaTIer- oo seeeeom o 0 152.0 0 1520 $640,000:000____.______ Guf $152,000,000.
- Antisub destroyer. ._ 0 459.5 0 506.8 $3,350,000,000._ _. Cut $100,000,000.
--- Nuclear missile frigate. 0 221.3 0 213.8 $4,875,400,000_ __ Cut $221,300,000.
SSN=688 oy danilel Attack submarine______.____._ 0 475.5 0 498.0 $4,279,700,000__________ Cut $475,500,000; shift $238,000,000 o
R. & D.
Mark 48__ . _________ Antisub and ship torpedoes__.__ $36.3 4110.6 §36.3 LLicdagen g $3,570,000,000 (Mod 0)._. Cut $46,800,000 procurement, Mod 0.
$185,400,000 (Mod 1) ___. Delay fund of $55,100,000 for Mod 1 and
$8,700,000 for conversion of Mod 0 to
Modd Zt.penlding justification of keeping
shpaiae  agalisn At pies ool 207.8 1017 207.8 1017 $2,931,700,000.. ... $309.500,000. T

1 Conversion.
2 Slightly less than $211,000,000.

SUGGESTED CUTS

Current estia

mate of tot
Fiscal year 1971 program
(millions) (billions)

Strategic:
M

404-1, 450 122

686 5.4

100 9.4

200 5.3

77 6.0

Subtotal.ziocdl e 1,467-2,513 38.1

Military manpower:
General (15-20 percent
overall reduction in
land forges):itu. elt sl Locill _oolzr 4.0-8.0
Europe (100,000-man cut
over 34 years) (§1

billion minimum)_______________________ 11.0
Korea (20,000 men) ($200

million).Lecdl . monitanere oo a2 1,20
MBT-70- - oo 77 8.0

Subtotall .obi i VLG L B Raiia ST 13.2-17.2

Tactical air:

T T 658.0 8.3
F-15____ 185.0 7.4
Harrier__ 1183 ol i3]
FE=I LAl ssmntoandl o 515.1 9.2

Sibtotal. = coi il 1,476.4 24,

Navy:

CVAN-70_____ . .. _.._. 152.0 .64
DD-963. .. 100.0 3.35
Mark 48___ 246.8 3.57
DLGN-38__ 221.3 4.9
SSN-688_ _ 231.5 4.3
S=3Ailoece pretncoseanas 309.5 2.9

Subtotal .___.__________ 1,130.9 19. 66

Totdle. 2 lnda Dot g 34,351-35,397 95.86-99.86

10ngoing.

2 Delay 55.1, 8.7.
3 Excluding manpower.
EXHIBIT 2
THE VIETNAM WAR, MILITARY BUDGETS, AND
DOMESTIC PRIORITIES: A PROJECTION OF
ALTERNATIVE POLICIES
(Testimony of Charles L. Schultze before
the Committee on Foreign Relations, U.S.
Senate, April 29, 1970)
Mr. Chairman and members of the Com-
mittee, I should like to discuss with you

3 Including $200,000,000 contingency fund.
4 Includes $46,800,000 (Mod 0's); $55,100,000 (Mod. 1’s); $8.700,000 (conversion).

briefly today the budgetary outlook for the
federal government over the next five years
as it will be affected by alternative policies
dealing with our overseas commitments and
military strategy, including but not limited
to our involvement in Indo-China,

At first thought, the budget may seem a
relatively prosaic and uninteresting frame-
work within which to icast this discussion of
major national policies. Yet budgetary dol-
lars are but a symbol of more important
things. As we have become aware, even a
wealthy nation such as ours does not com-
mand unlimited resources. Consequently
when we decide to spend, say, $20 billion per
year in pursuing our aims in Vietnam there
remain $20 billion less for assisting educa-
tion, or manpower training, or pollution
control or for reducing taxes and thereby
permitting more use of resources for private
purposes. In a world of limited resources we
must make choices. Every dollar we spend
for one public purpose represents one dollar
less for some other purpose, public or pri-
vate. This fact does not of itself either jus-
tify or deny the wisdom of any particular set
of foreign policy commitments. But it does
call to mind that these policies have eco-
nomic costs not merely in terms of dollars
but in terms of schoolrooms, and hospitals,
and clean water. As a consequence, like any
other set of policy choices we must weigh
their potential benefits against the other
things we want which their adoption forces
us to give up.

There are three basic elements involved
in this review of the budgetary costs of al-
ternative foreign policies and military strat-
egies: First, an estimate of the current costs
of carrying on the Vietnam war; second, a
projection over the next several years of fed-
eral revenues under current tax laws and
federal expenditures under existing and cur-
rently proposed programs, leading to an esti=
mate of the residual sums available to pur-
sue high-priority domestic needs; then third,
an examination of how several alternative
foreign policy and military strategies will af-
fect the budgetary outlook and will expand
or contract the resources at hand for meet-
ing those domestic needs.

The estimates and projections I shall pre-
sent summarize the results of a study car-

ried out by a number of staff members at
The Brookings Institution and recently pub-
lished under the title of Setting National
Priorities: The 1971 Budget. There are a few
excerpts from that publication which pro-
vide some detail on the military budget as-
pects of my testimony which, with the Com-
mittee’s approval, I should like to submit
for the record. Finally; let me note that the
underlying data and estimates dealing with
the costs of the Vietnam war and with alter=
native military strategies were developed by
my colleague at Brookings, Dr. William Kauf-
mann, who should not however be saddled
with the blame for the particular judgments
I make or biases I reveal in this testimony.
THE BUDGETARY COSTS OF VIETNAM

Until this year, each budget document
since fiscal 1967 included an estimate of
budgetary outlays incurred because of Viet-
nam. No such estimate has been officially
published this year. In any event the num-
bers made available in prior years were not
a good measure of the incremental, or added,
costs of our involvement in Vietnam. This is
not to say they were deliberately mis-stated,
but simply that they didn’t pretend to meas-
ure the extra costs, but rather the total costs.
For example, the naval task forces steaming
off the Gulf of Tonkin would have been
steaming somewhere else had there not been
a war in Vietnam. What is relevant, there-
fore, is not the total cost of those forces but
the extra costs of the ordnance expended,
the additional sorties, the higher attrition
of aircraft and the like which are attribut-
able to the Vietnam operation.

Table 1 provides an estimate of the added
costs in Vietnam during the peak year of
action, 1968. It is built up from estimates
of the personnel added to the Armed Forces
since 1965, the ordnance expended, the air-
craft lost, etc. This estimate of $23 billion
per year as a peak cost compares with a
higher figure of $29 billion used by the De-
fense Department in Congressional hearings
last year (Testimony of Robert C. Moot,
Defense Comptroller, in The Military Budget
and National Priorities, Hearings before the
Subcommittee on Economy in Government
of the Joint Economic Committee, 91 Cong.
1 sess., 1969, part I, p. 320).
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Table 1.—Peak Incremental Outlay for the
War in Vietnam
Billions of
Type of expenditure: current dollars
800,000 military personnel at $12,000

per man, pen: Al ililiososodl Uil 9..6
250,000 civilian personnel at $10,000
per man per year__-——___-_____-__ 2.5
Ground, air, and naval ordnance____ 5.2
500 aircraft at $3 million per aircraft
(average) niddadans e L ad dal s 1.5
Replacement of land force equipment
and supplies (U.S:. and ARVN).____ 1.3
Other procurement . ___:soo____.___l_ 1.0
Construetion —oocllbd S8 oy _sd far 1.0
Transportation and petrol, oil, and
lubrleants cod.nais Jallur o it 22 1.0
TOtal noe et bl o SR SN R S 23.0

Source: Charles L. Schultze with Edward
K. Hamilton and Allen Schick, Setting Na-
tional Priorities: The 1971 Budget (The
Brookings Institution, 1970) Table 2-13, p.
49.

It is very important, I believe, not to over-
estimate the budgetary costs of Vietnam.
By subtracting the higher cost figures, re-
ferred to above, from the total defense budg-
et, some Pentagon spokesmen have made
the argument that the remaining sums al-
located to non-Vietnam purposes have been
too small in the past five years to keep the
armed forces of the United States in proper
combat readiness and its equipment fully
modern. As a consequence they argue that
Vietnam has “robbed” the remainder of the
Armed Forces, that there is a backlog of un-
met needs which remains to be met once
Vietnam operations are reduced, and that
Defense budgets cannot therefore but cut
significantly.

Table 2 provides an estimate of the budg-
etary costs required to maintain in a mod-
ern and combat-ready state the conven-
tional forces of the United States at a pre-
Vietnam level. This is compared with the
amounts actually available for that pur-
pose, an estimate arrived at by subtract-
ing the added costs of Vietnam from the
total budget for conventional forces. It is
clear that there has not been a deficit of
funds—Vietnam has not in any overall
sense “robbed” the remainder of the forces.
A backlog of unmet needs does not appear
to have been built up justifying a large di-
version of the savings from a cessation of
the war into other military chanmnels.

While the cost of Vietnam during the peak
year of 1968 was about $23 billion, it appears
that costs will amount to about $17 billion
in the current fiscal year 1970. If President
Nixon’s scheduled troop withdrawals, an-
nounced last week, proceed on a gradual
and even pace throughout the next twelve
months, and are extended at that pace over
the remainder of fiscal 1971, the budgetary
cost of Vietnam would drop to perhaps $12
to $18 billion in that year. This estimate as-
sumes that there is no significant step up
in U.S. combat operations or military assist-
ance in Laos or Cambodia. Should the troop
withdrawal be bunched up at the end of the
year, rather than proceed steadily through-
out the period, then the budgetary costs
will be higher than the $12 to $13 billion I
have estimated.

TABLE 2.—REQUIRED VERSUS ACTUAL SUMS AVAILABLE
TO MAINTAIN U.S. CONVENTIONAL FORCES IN MODERN
COMBAT READY STATUS

[Based on added Vietnam costs; in billions of dollars]

Fiscal years—

1966 1967 1968 1969 1970

Budget for convention-

al forces___________ 52,2, 59.6:- 60.3-,.59.6 58.3
Less added costs of
Vigtnamz' 7Ll L 6.0 18.0 23.0 220 17.0
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Fiscal years—

1966 1967 1968 1969 1970

Available for mainte-

napee_23l. ol e 46.2 41.4 - 37.3 :37.6  4L.3
Required for mainte-

NANCe. oo ocomceee 38.7 39.1 39.4 389 421
Deficit or surplus___.__ +7.5 +2.3 —2.1 —1.3 —.8

Source: Adapted from Charles L. Schultze with Edward K.
Hamilton and Allen Schick, “Setting National Priorities: The
1971 Budget'* (Brookings Institution, 1970), table 2-14, p. 50.

PROJECTION OF FUTURE BUDGETARY CONDITIONS

As a prelude to examining the impact of
withdrawal from Vietnam and of alterna-
tive foreign and military policies on budget-
ary costs and on domestic programs it is nec-
essary to lay out an overall budget frame-
work.

We have made budgetary projections to
fiscal 1975. Essentially this consists of pro-
jecting (1) federal revenues under current
tax laws and (2) the expenditures which
would be forthcoming under current and
Administration-proposed programs, allowing
for increases in prices, wages, workloads, ris-
ing numbers of people statutorily eligible
for benefits under social security and other
programs, and similar relatively “built—in_”
elements making for changes in expendi-
tures. The difference between the revenues
and expenditures so projected is the fiscal
dividend, the amount available for discre-
tionary use in expanding existing federal pro-
grams, creating new ones, retiring the debt,
or reducing taxes.

In these projections the following assump-
tions were made: )

1. Economic growth would resume at a 4
to 414 percent annual rate after the present
pause, with the unemployment rate return-
ing to slightly below 4% sometime in 1972.
Inflation would continue but at a moderated
pace, tapering off gradually from the current
5 to 6 percent to 2 to 21, percent in 1972
or 1973.

2. Current tax laws would not be changed.

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

4. The Vietnam war would be terminated,
so that by fiscal 19756 the only expenditures
would be some $1 billion for economic aid
or a combination of economic and military
assistance.

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

The budgetary consequences of these as-
sumption are shown in Table 3. Revenues un-
der existing tax laws would have risen to
about $284 billion by 1975. However, the tax
reform bill of 1969 provided for a host of
tax cuts, scheduled to phase in over the next
several years. By fiscal 1975 the net revenue
Joss from that bill will be $8 billion, leaving
$276 billion in revenues.

A return to the pre-Vietnam military
structure and pace of modernization would
mean a defense budget of about $62 billion
in today’s prices and $74 billion in the prices
likely to prevail in 1975. (Rapidly rising
fAiumbers of retired military personnel will
also add substantially to the budget over this
period, a fact which has been taken into ac-
count in the estimates.) The projection also
assumes a residual expenditure of $1 billion
in S.E. Asia.

On the civilian side the “built-in” growth
of current and Administration proposed fed-
eral programs would add some $50 billion to
federal outlays in the four year period be-
tween 1971 and 1975—a rise of about $121
billion per year.
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TABLE 3.—THE FISCAL DIVIDEND
[Fiscal year, billions of dollars]

1971 1975
Revenues:
Before allowing for 1969 tax reform_ 202 284
Less cost of tax reform____._________________ —8
Total revenues..______________. 202 276
Expenditures (built-in):
Militaryiems custns talesnassns s o 72 75
Vietnam. _ (12) [¢))
Civilian____.______ . 129 178
Total expenditures..._.______.__ 201 253

Difference between revenues and ex-

penditires s boo At as A S S 1 23
Less budget surplus needed to reach

national housing goals

Fiscal dividend_ - ... 13

Source: Adapted from Charles L. Schultze with Edward K
Hamilton and Allen Schick, ‘‘Setting National Priorities: The
1971 Budget’’ (Brookings Institution, 1970), table 6-5, p. 186.

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

Granted the need for a budgetary surplus
of this rough magnitude, then, the fiscal
dividend available to meet high priority
domestic needs by 1975 will total only $13
billion. This is less than one percent of the
gross national product projected for that
year. Or to put it another way, although the
federal government disposes of 20 percent of
the national income, built-in commitments
and the cost of the defense program-—as-
suming a return to the pre-Vietnam pat-
tern—will absorb 19 percent of that, leaving
only 1 percent freely disposable by the Pres-
ident and the Congress. This is hardly a
large sum to look forward to, four years from
now, and even after assuming that Vietnam
hostilities are ended.

ALTERNATIVE FOREIGN AND MILITARY POLICIES:
THEIR EFFECT ON THE FISCAL DIVIDEND

I pointed out earlier that the projectiox_ls
assumed a continuation of current strategic
nuclear force policies and a return to the
pre-Vietnam force structure for the nation’s
conventional forces. This would imply a
military budget of $62 billion in fiscal 1971
prices and $74 billion in prices expected to
prevail in fiscal 1975. The $62 billion (which
excludes the cost of Vietnam) may be con-
veniently split into two parts:

Billion
Strategic nuclear forces_ - -~
Conventional forces_ .- cococeccmomaon

Motal =~ ol e st e ot s
Let us examine each in turn.




i
|
|

26784

Conventional forces

The pre-Vietnam baseline force which
would be brought by $44 billion would consist
of the following major elements: 2.7 million
men in the armed forces; 1924 active divisions
and 7 high priority reserve divisions; 23
tactical air wings; 15 naval attack carrier
task forces; substantial forces for anti-
submarine warfare, airlift and sealift, and
amphibious warfare; and continued large
outlays for communications, intelligence, and
R&D. Such a budget would also provide sub-
stantial sums to keep the weapons and equip-
ment of this force modernized.

This force structure was basically designed
to provide the capability simultaneously to
fight the initial pre-mobilization stages of
two large and one small war: a Warsaw Pact
attack on NATO; a Chinese conventional at-
tack in S.E. Asia or Korea; and a minor con-
flict in the Western Hemisphere.

One alternative to returning to this type
of force structure is to adapt the armed
forces and the military budget to a literal
interpretation of the “Guam doctrine.” If
we truly accept the fact that the United
States is no longer prepared to intervene on
the ground in a large way in Asia, then those
forces in the baseline structure earmarked
for that contingency could be sharply re-
duced. Should we adopt a military posture
consistent with this change in our overseas
policy, some $10 billion per year could be
saved in the military budget. We could elimi-
nate: six Army divisions, three wings of tac-
tical aircraft, six attack carrier task forces,
and a significant part of our anti-submarine
and amphibious forces in the Pacific. Such a
reduction would still leave the U.S. with two
Marine divisions, six fighter bomber air
wings, and ‘three attack carriers earmarked
for service in an Asian emergency. In addi-
tion, a reasonable reevaluation of how we
deploy our carriers might release one or two
of the Atlantic based carriers for Pacific
service. In short, a military force structure
consistent with the apparent foreign policy
thrust of the Guam doctrine could release
$10 billion a year in higher needed resources
for meeting domestic purposes.

I am fully aware, of course, that many in
the military will argue that even if we do
reduce our overseas commitments, we can-
not afford to reduce our armed forces since
they will be needed to back up more fully
than they do now the remaining commit-
ments: The Navy will argue, for example, that
if we give up bases in Asia we need carriers
even more than'ever before. As a matter of
fact, however, the existing number of carriers
has never been fully justified; the use of
carriers in a ‘“surge” role to provide quick
initial air cover prior to the establishment of
Air Porce bases rather than in continual sup-
port as is now the case, would itself greatly
reduce the need for the current number of
carriers; and there is no shortage of poten-
tial airfields in relevant parts of the world
which can be made useable quickly for Air
Force fighters by employing ‘“bare base kits”
stored by the Air Force.

More generally, the mere adoption of a
change in long range foreign policy commit-
ments, such as that presumably contained
in the Guam doctrine, will not be auto-
matically accompanied by a matching change
in the military force structure. But changes
in the two should ‘go together. And if the
Guam doctrine can be made to lead to a
consistent reassessment of military require-
ments some $10 billion in budgetary savings
might be realized.

Strategic nuclear forces

Taking into account their share of budget-
ary costs for intelligence, communications,
R&D, and the like, the maintenance and im-
provement of the nation’s strategic nuclear
forces currently take about $18 billion in
budgetary resources annually. Current stra-
tegic doctrine is apparently in something of
a transition period, and future trends will
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obviously be affected by the outcome of the
SALT talks. Nevertheless, present strategic
force objectives may be described as: the
maintenance of a generously estimated as-
sured destruction capability, plus.

Assured destruction capability refers to
our ability to absorb a Soviet first strike and
retaliate devastatingly. This provides deter-
rence against a possible first strike. The term
“generously estimated” simply means that
we are preparing against a very high esti-
mate of Soviet capabilities, and buying “in-
surance” against all sorts of relatively remote
contingencies. We are, for example, building
our ABM to protect our land-based missile
sites against the contingency that they be-
come vulnerable to Soviet SS-9’s, even
though our Polaris and Poseidon submarines
are invulnerable to a Soviet strike and could
do the assured destruction mission alone.
The term “plus’” was used in the description
of current policy o cover the fact that with
an ABM area-wide defense against a possi-
ble Chinese missile threat we will be going
beyond the assured destruction concept to
try to provide some means of limiting dam-
age from an enemy strike. The term “plus”
also expresses my belief that the full intro-
duction of MIRV’s into the forces as cur-
rently planned, will push their capabilities
beyond what even a most generous estimate
of assured destruction capability would re-
quire.

The $18 billion cost of strategic nuclear
forces, used in the initial projections for
1975, would provide funds for the procure-
ment and deployment of at least some of the
following new weapons systems:

The ABM.

MIRV’s installed on both land-based and
submarine-based missiles.

A new advanced manned strategic aircraft
(AMSA or the B-1).

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

A new underwater long range missile sys-
tem (ULMS) to carry much heavier and
longer range missiles than today’s Polaris
and Poseidon.

An alternative strategic nuclear posture
would accept assured destruction capability
as a necessary and vital objective, but would
not seek to build insurance on top of insur-
ance and would give up the attempt to go
beyond assured destruction. The alternative
posture would start from the proposition
that damage limiting capabilities are not
useful as diplomatic or military instruments,
that large scale damage limiting capabili~
ties are impnssible to achieve against the
Soviet Union and too uncertain and not
worth the cost against the Chinese. It would
also reject going beyond the assured de-
struction concept as self-defeating in the
sense of provoking Soviet counter-actions
which nullify the initial gain.

Under this alternative, deployment of the
ABM would be deferred (while continuing
research), MIRV deployment would go ahead
but on a stretched-out and reduced basis,
AMSA and ULMS would be carried on as
modest R&D programs, and the current air
defense system would gradually be elimi-
nated. The $18 billion annual cost of the
strategic forces would be cut to $14 billion
per year. The U.S. assured destruction capa-
bility would consist of 3000 to 4000 deliver-
able warheads carried on 1054 perhaps vul-
nerable land-based missiles, 656 submarine-
based missiles, some of which were MIRV’d,
and a force of 300 B-52 bombers. Against this
number, it has been calculated that only
400 warheads would have to be detonated
over the Soviet Union to eliminate it as an
industrial society.

The force levels and capability provided
by this alternative would, of course, have to
be continually reviewed in the light of
international developments. and particularly
Soviet strength. While it would reflect the
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belief that a restrained posture is most likely
to lead to progress on arms limitations, it
would not preclude later review and policy
changes.

If both of the alternative postures de-
scribed above were adopted—a Guam doc-
trine-oriented structure for our conventiona]
forces and an assured destruction strategic
force—some $14 billion could be eliminated
from the defense budget. These savings are
measured in dollars of today’s purchasing
power. By fiscal 1975, in prices projected for
that period, the savings would be $17 billion,
In that situation in 1975 defense budget
would be not $75 billion but $58 billion.
The fiscal dividend available for meeting
other needs would rise from $13 to $30
billion, an increase of 150 percent.

In my own view, while the specific dollar
sums and force structure incorporated in
the lower cost alternatives are of course
open to question and debate, neither repre-
sents an extreme suggestion, nor can it be
characterized, in the invidious sense of the
term, as ‘“unilateral disarmament.”

The lower cost alternatives would provide
the United States with awesome strength,
both strategic and conventional, a strength
not inconsistent with its status and com-
mitments.

ALTERNATIVES WHICH MIGHT INCREASE
MILITARY COSTS

There are, of course, potential develop-
ments which could raise the military budget
above the level assumed in the central pro-
jections and thereby reduce or even elimi-
nate the $13 billion fiscal dividend in 1965,

1. Continued U.S. troop presence in Viet-
nam.—Should it occur that a residual num-
ber of U.S. troops are left in Vietnam in-
definitely, added budgetary costs would be
incurred. If, for example, 100,000 U.S. troops
were to remain in the Indo Chinese pe-
ninsula engaged in some form iof combat, the
cost might be on the order of $5 billion per
year. This would, of course, cut ‘the 1975
fiscal dividend to a mere $8 billion.

2. Strategic arms escalation.—Should the
two major nuclear powers fail to agree in the
SALT talks, should each suspect that the
other was beginning to achieve or seeking to
achieve a first strike capability, the $18 bil-
lion per year cost of the U.S. strategic forces
could well rise to somewhere in the neigh-
borhiood of $23—24 billion per year. Additional
offensive forces, particularly sea-based mis-
siles, and a much heavier ABM, bomber de-
fense network, and civil defense system might
be forthcoming.

3. Heavier modernization of the conven-
tional forces—Should a rapid increase in
procurement of modern equipment be under-
taken, perhaps on the (mistaken) ground
that Vietnam had ‘robbed” the baseline
force, significant budgetary costs would be
incurred. Such a “heavy modernization”
budget might include large scale and rapid
acquisition of F-14 and F-15 fighters, an in-
crease in the attack carrier task force, more
“high speed” attack submarines and anti-
submarine warfare escorts, several more C-5A
airlift squadrons, and the increased outlays
for operations and maintenance which would
go with such systems.

SUMMARY

Even a cessation of hostilities in Vietnam
and a complete U.S. troop withdrawal will
not guarantee that large sums of money be-
come available for meeting important pub-
lic needs over the next five years. The grow=
ing expenditures under existing domestic
programs and the cost of maintaining the
pre-Vietnam military force structure will ab=
sorb most of the added budgetary resources
arising out of economic growth and with-
drawal from Vietnam.

There is no law of necessity, however,
which dictates that the nation must return
to the pre-Vietnam military posture. A re-
alignment of U.S. conventional armed forces
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in keeping with at least one interpretation
of the “Guam doctrine” would provide sub-
stantial budgetary savings. This realignment
would reduce the armed forces and weapons
bought against the contingency of major
U.S. involvement in a land war in Asia. Ad-
ditionally, the adoption of a more restrained,
but still realistic strategic nuclear posture
could produce additional reductions in the
defense budget. Together these two actions
would provide some $14 billion in budget
resources, measured in today’s prices, and
$17 billion in prices expected to prevail in
1975. Such budgetary savings would sharply
expand the sums available to meet urgent
domestic needs over the next several years.
Yet their realization would not, in my view,
interfere with the maintenance of the neces-
sary strategic and conventional military
power of the United States.

EXHIBIT 3

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM W. KAUFMANN BEFORE
THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON ECONOMY IN Gov-
ERNMENT OF THE JOINT ECONOMIC COMMIT-
TEE, JUNE 5, 1970.

I. INTRODUCTION

When we talk about defense policy and
national priorities, we usually mean chang-
ing the allocation of our resources among a
wide range of public and private activities
rather than abolishing some of these activi-
ties. In present circumstances, we tend
to mean giving greater emphasis to domestic
programs than we have done in the past.
That, in turn, implies that we must increase
taxes, take resources away from other pro-
grams, simply rely on increased revenues from
a growing economy for new initiatives, or
take some combination of these steps.

Increased taxation does not look like a
plausible option. In fact, we appear to be
going in the opposite direction with the tax
reform hill of 1969. We are left, therefore,
with the growth of federal revenues (as a
function of expanding GNP) and a redistri-
bution of those revenues as the principal
means by which we can change our emphases.
The defense budget, always of interest, be-
comes the object of particular attention in
that context. Few people regard it as an
uncontrollable in the same sense as Social
Security or Medicare, and many regard it as
excessively large for the international objec-
tives that we should have in mind.

What is more, it can be demonstrated that
the size of the discretionary resources (or
the fiscal dividend, if you prefer) available
to the President for domestic programs is
highly sensitive to the level of defense spend-
ing. During the past year, for example, the
Brookings Institution has looked at a num-
ber of different defense budgets within the
context of expected Federal revenues and out-
lays, and—assuming an end to the war in
Indochina—has found it quite plausible to
conceive of defense budgets and discretionary
resources in the following range by FY 1975:

DEFENSE BUDGETS IN FISCAL YEAR 1975
[In billions of dollars]

Discretionary
resources
fiscal year

1975,
In 1975 dollars

In 1970 dollars In 1975 dollars

$92 $6
75 23
58 40
54 44

It is easy enough, of course, to invent de-
fense budgets which differ substantially from
the one we have now. But how do we choose
among them? And once having chosen, how
do we make our preferences politically ac-
ceptable?

II. POLITICS AND PLANNING

There is a tendency, in trying to provide

answers, to make them extreme and to mix
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up the two questions. At one extreme, for
example, the defense budget is described as
the product of negotiations and bargains
among interest groups whose objectives and
programs are largely determined by their
organizational affiliations. At the other ex-
treme, the budget is seen as resulting from a
highly orderly process in which objective
analysis by disinterested public servants plays
the dominant role. As usual, the truth seems
to lie somewhere between these extremes.

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

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

III. CURRENT DEFENSE BUDGETS AND
VIETNAM

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

For fiscal year—
1970 1974

War in Southeast Asia___._____________ $17 $11
Strategic nuclear forces_ 17 18
General purpose forces________________ 43 43

77 71

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

The costs of the war in Southeast Asia are
incremental costs: that is, outlays over and
above what we would be spending for our
peacetime military establishment and its ac-
tivities. They reflect a decline from the peak
incremental cost of about $23 billion (rather
than $29-30 billion), which occurred dur-
ing FY 1968.

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

In current prices, the baseline force absorbs
78 per cent of our defense outlays. The cost
of the war, on the other hand, represents
22 per cent of the total, and, at least until
recently, its share has been declining. In
principle, we can alter the rate at which we
withdraw from Southeast Asia. This would
affect the speed with which we recover the
remaining costs of the war. But despite the
over-arching importance of the conflict to
American society, we have to recognize that
there is a very definite limit to the amount of
resources that its termination will yield, and
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that the total “dividend” will be more than
absorbed by impending tax cuts and the
growth in the costs of the so-called uncon-
trollable domestic programs. It is estimated
that the tax reform bill alone will result in
a loss of federal revenues of $8 billion by FY
1975. Social security costs, on the other hand,
are likely to increase by $12 billion over the
next five years. Thus, if we want to consider
major new initiatives on the domestic front,
it appears that we must look primarily to
economic growth and to the baseline defense
budget.

IV. ANALYSES OF THE BASELINE BUDGET

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

V. THE STRATEGIC NUCLEAR FORCES

The macrostrategic approach provides
many of the critical assumptions that under-
lie the current baseline force. In the design
of our strategic muclear capabilities, for ex-
ample, the baseline budget is strongly af-
fected by the following assumptions:

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

2. We should maintain a modest capability
to limit damage to the United States, should
strategic deterrence somehow fail, in the
form of anti-bomber defenses, a thin, area-
wide ABM defense, some offensive forces ca-
pable of destroying fixed, hard targets, and a
cheap civil defense program.

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

The current baseline, strategic nuclear
forces are rather widely considered to be
conservatively designed because of these as-
sumptions. An even more conservative pos-
ture would involve raising the level of assured
destruction and placing a much heavier em-
phasis on damage-limiting capabilities such
as the ABM and large-scale civil defense. A
posture of this character, along with ex-
tensive modernization programs for bombers,
missiles, and anti-bomber defenses, could
raise the total budget for the strategic nu-
clear forces from about $18 billion in FY 1971
to something on the order of $24 billion a
year. It might also induce Soviet reactions
of such magnitude that they would nullify
the additional security that we had expected
to gain.

With or without SALT, another major
variant from the baseline would result in
a less conservative posture. For example,
we might reduce the level of assured de-
struction that we require to 10-15 per cent.
We might give up our modest efforts to
achieve a damage-limiting capability. And
we might reduce the attempt to maintain all
three of our deterrent forces in a highly
survivable condition. This posture would
permit us to phase out some of our current
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offensive and defensive forces and cancel or
reduce expenditures on newer systems that
we are now programming or deploying. The
resulting budget for the strategic nuclear
forces, associated capabilities, R&D, and sup-
port might fall from $18 billion to $14 bil-
lion a year.

VI. THE GENERAL PURPOSE FORCES

The costs of the general purpose forces
are comparably sensitive to changes in a se-
ries of macrostrategic assumptions. Thus, the
current baseline forces are very much a func-
tion of the following premises:

1. The Soviet Union and China are basi-
cally hostile and ambitious powers who might
act separately but more or less simultane-
ously to satisfy their ambitions at the ex-
pense of our interests.

2. We must therefore be able, in conjunc-
tion with our allies, simultaneously to meet
conventional attacks in Europe and Asia, and
deal with a minor contingency elsewhere,

3. We must have the forces and the stra-
tegic mobility necessary to deploy rapidly to
threatened regions and to establish forward
defenses sufficient to meet the early phases
of an attack.

4. We must also maintain the forces, equip-
ment, and supplies necessary to reinforce
deployed forces and sustain them in combat
for as much as 3—-6 months.

Simply to give one example of the impact
of these assumptions, consider the costs, in
1971 dollars, of preparing to deal simultane-
ously with two major contingencies and one
minor contingency. These costs are approxi-
mately as follows:

Annual cost in billions in 1971 dollars

Contingency:
NATO Europe_____________________ $19.1
Asia (Korea or Southeast Asia)____ 16.3
Western Hemisphere (minor).______ 1.3
Strategic reserve and wunallocable
activitles - ____.___"_ . ________ 7.8
Tobal oo L 44.0

To the extent that these figures have merit,
a fairly literal interpretation of the Pregi-
dent’s Guam doctrine should result in de-
creasing the costs of the Asian contingency
from $16.3 billion to about $6.3 billion. In
other words, a change in the assumptions
about the contingencies alone could cut the
costs of the general purpose forces from $44
billion to $34 billion a year.

The current baseline forces are frequently
characterized as underdesigned for the three
standard contingencies. A more conservative
design could result in the addition of land
forces, tactical air wings, and attack carriers,
along with increased numbers of the next
generation of more expensive weapon sys-
tems. Such changes might raise the budget
for the baseline general purpose forces from
$44 billion to $53 billion a year in 1971
prices.

VII. COST-EFFECTIVENESS

Defense costs in the past have varied sim-
ilarly, if less dramatically, as a function of
microstrategic analysis. Now, however, the
impact of these choices is becoming more
impressive as weapon systems become in-
creasingly complex technologically, and their
procurement and operation and maintenance
costs climb. The conventional wisdom has it
that weapon systems choices should be
governed by technological advance. Not only
must we buy the newest and most sophisti-
cated systems: we must also replace the older
systems on a one-for-one basis, quite apart
from such factors as the capabilities of po-
tential adversaries, increases in costs, and
supposed increases in unit effectiveness.

Frequently, however, it turns out that for
a budget of, let us say, a billion dollars, it
makes more sense from the standpoint of
effectiveness to buy 1,000 units of relatively
old-fashioned system A, costing a million
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dollars apiece, rather than 500 units of sys-
tem B, costing $2 million apiece, Of course,
there are those who would say, if that is the
case, spend $2 billion and buy 1,000 units of
system B. But for $2 billion, we could buy
2,000 units of system A, which still might
leave us better off. Indeed, system B—how-
ever glamorous and sophisticated—would
have to be at least twice as effective as
system A before it would be worth buying
as a substitute. More often than not, how=-
ever, we fail to achieve such advances in
effectiveness as we move from one system
to the next. As a consequence, we may pre-
fer simple, reliable systems to their techno-
logically advanced successors which promise
a great deal but are unable to deliver on
the promise because they are low in reliabil-
ity, only marginally better in other signifi-
cant parameters of effectiveness, or both.
Many systems under development, or actu-
ally in the procurement process, are at issue
on precisely these grounds. The following ta-
ble lists a number of such weapon systems
for the general purpose forces, along with
the obligational authority requested for FY
1971, currently estimated total procurement
costs, and estimated annual operating costs:

[In billions of dollars]

Estimated Estimated

Fiscal procure- annual

year 1971 ment operating

System NOA costs costs
SAM-D air defense. ... $0.09 $3.4 $0.5
MBT-70 tank____.____. .08 2.0 .3
TOW antitank missile .10 1.0 .1
F-15 aircraft._____ .40 7.7 1.2
F-111 aircraft_ .50 4D al
F-14 ajrcraft__ .80 8.3 12
Phoenix missile- .10 1.5 -2
S-3 aircraft .30 3:2 .4
SSN-688 attack submarines__ .50 4.5 .6
DLGN-38 frigate.__.._______ .20 4.9 T
CVAN-70 attack carrier-____. « 15, .6 .1
DD-963 destroyers_...._____ .50 4.2 .6
Total _______________ 3.72 41.8 5.9

Let us assume rather arbitrarily that the
procurement costs of these systems will be
spread evenly over a 10-year period, and that
we will incur their total annual operating
costs for only three of the ten years. The
resulting average annual systems costs will
then come to around $6 billion for the 12
systems listed. Thus, even if we were to sub-
stitute for them new systems about half as
expensive to procure and loperate, we might
still be able to save, on the average, about
$3 billion a year during this ten-year period.
Alternatively, for the currently estimated fto-
tals, we could have twice as many of the
cheaper systems as we are planning to buy of
the more exotic new systems.

VIII. SOME DEFENSE OPTIONS

With these kinds of mlacrostrategic and
microstrategic calculations, it becomes pos-
sible to construct a variety of defense bud-
gets, each with a particular rationale. Thus,
we could continue to maintain the pre-Viet-
nam baseline force as one option. This would
mean i fairly conservative posture for the
strategic nuclear and general purpose forces
and a good deal of latitude for their moderni-
zation in the face of obsolescing systems and
evolving threats. Such a posture would cost
about $62 billion in 1971 prices and $75 bil-
lion in 1975 prices, assuming an end to the
war in Vietnam. Around $23 billion in dis-
cretionary resources would become available
by FY 1975 as a result of defense spending
at a level thatt was thought necessary be-
tween 1961 and 1965.

Another option would be to strive for a
major damage-limiting capability in our
strategic nuclear forces (despite the strong
probability of Soviet countermeasures) along
with general purpose forces designed to give
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us increased confidence lof being able to cope
simultaneously with major European and
Asian conflicts. This would combine the
strategic package of $24 billion with the
generial purpose package of $53 billion for g
total budget of $77 billion in 1971 prices
and $92 billion in 1975 prices again assuming
a full U.S. withdrawal from South east Asia,.
Defense outlays at this level would result in
discretionary resources 'of about $6 billion,
That is, with estimated revenues, we would
not be able to fund fully existing and cur-
rently proposed domestic programs, much
less embark on major new initiatives.

Still a third option would involve the
adoption of a less flexible and higher risk
posture with respect to both the strategic
nuclear and the general purpose forces. As
indicated earlier, the strategic forces would
be designed for the assured destruction mis-
sion only, planning would be done less con-
servatively than is now the case, and the
required levels of damage to the Soviet Union
would be lowered. The general purpose forces
would no longer be programmed for two
major contingencies simultaneously and a
substantial portion of the capabilities orient-
ed toward Asia would be retired. The result-
ing strategic and general purpose packages
would cost $14 billion and $34 billion respec-
tively, for a total of $48 billion (without
Vietnam) in 1971 prices and $58 billion in
1975 prices. This budget, which would be
$17 billion below the pre-Vietnam baseline
budget (in 1975 prices), would enable the
President to dispose of discretionary resources
on the order of $40 billion by FY 1975.

If, in addition, we became less mesmerized
by the latest defense technology and exer-
cised greater discipline at the microstrategic
level than we now do, we might bring this
low budget down by another $3 billion or
more without any loss of combat effective=
ness. This would mean a post-Vietnam budg-
et of $45 billion in 1971 prices and about
$54 billion in 1975 prices. The resulting fiscal
dividend by 1975 would amount to $44 bil-
lion, a figure which would come rather close
to satisfying most domestic demands for
resources as they are currently formulated.

IX. RISK, INSURANCE, AND CHOICE

Other more or less conservative and flexi=
ble defense postures could obviously be gen-
erated. It seems reasonable to argue, however,
that post-Vietnam budgets in the range of
$45—-$77 billion (in 1971 prices) would be
compatible with a major role for the U.S. in
world affairs. Even at the low end of the
range, moreover, significant resources would
be available to counter qualitative and quan-
titative changes in potential threats. What
would determine our choice between the two
poles presumably would not be whether we
sought to become isolationists or world
policemen, since neither budget would ac-
cord with either policy. Rather, we would
probably want to be concerned with the de-
gree of risk we are prepared to take in de-
fending and maintaining our interests, how
our military posture might interact with that
of allies and potential enemies, and what
domestic opportunities we forego as we move
toward higher and more conservative defense
budgets.

The choice of an insurance policy, in de-
fense as in other areas, is always difficult.
But reasonably well-tailored policies can be
designed to suit the national customer.
There are, admittedly, a number of insur-
ance salesmen on the premises who have
their own special views about companies and
premiums. No doubt their pressures strongly
affect the final choice. Still and all, before
the decision is reached, it usually proves
more desirable to have some understanding
of the product and what we want than it is
simply to enter the market place as an ill-
informed purchaser of the competitors’
wares. Consumer reports can be as useful in
defense as they are elsewhere.
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APPENDIX
I. INCREMENTAL COSTS OF THE WAR IN VIETNAM
TABLE 1.—ESTIMATED PEAK INCREMENTAL COST OF THE WAR IN VIETNAM

Billions of
current
Type of expenditure: dollars 1
800,000 military personnel at $12,000 per man per year-
250,000 civilian personnel at $10,000 per man per year..
Ground, air, and naval ordnance__________________
500 aircraft at $3,000,000 per aircraft (average).__ ..
Replacement of land force equipment and supplies (U.S.
Other procurement____
Construction
Transportation, petrol

1 Details do not add to total because of rounding.

TABLE 2.—ESTIMATED MANPOWER REQUIREMENTS AND INCREMENTAL COSTS OF THE
WAR IN VIETNAM, FISCAL YEARS 1968-72 1

e e e TN
cocowaNnOgd

[Cost items in millions of current dollars]
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11. COSTS OF THE STRATEGIC NUCLEAR FORCES

TABLE 1.—ESTIMATED COST OF THE STRATEGIC NUCLEAR FORCES BY PROGRAM, FISCAL
YEAR 1971

[In billions of dollars]

Strategic

Program Total forces
Strategic forees_ . . ______. 7.9 7.9
General purpose forces._______________ - 287 Lol gyt
Intelligence and communications. _______ = 5.2 2.6
Airlift and sealift______________________ i j R R 4
National Guard and Reserve Forces.____ i 208 T e RN
Research and development___________ ] 5.4 2.2
Central supply and maintenance______._______ - 8.4 1.9
Training, medical, and other general personnel activities__ - 12.6 3.0
Administration and associated activities__._________ i 1.5 .4
Support of other nations_.__________________________.________ 2557200 2l U
Total obligational authority.___________________________ 72.3 18.0

Item 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972
Military personnel:
In'Vietham= »___r———r=— = 536,100 538,200 380,000 200,000 50, 000
In line of communications and
training_ . __________ 263,900 233,447 180,714 120,714 20,000
Civilian personnel____________________ 250,000 227,771 167,794 111,894 10, 000
Total personnel________________ 1,050,000 999,418 728,508 432,608 80,000
Cost of military personnel:
InVietnam2_____________________ 17,477 17,545 12,388 6,520 1,630
In line of communications and
training 2. ccomedl Covnms B 3,167 2,801 2,169 1,449 240
Cost of civilian personnel4_____________ 2,500 2,278 1,678 1,119 100
Total incremental cost__________ 23,144 22,624 16,235 9,008 1,970

1 The manpower data in this table are end-of-year figures, and the costs developed from them
represent annual rates of outlay at yearend.

2 $32,600 per man per year, based on an average annual rate of $12,000 per man for pay and
allowances, and average annual combat costs per man of $20,600.

3 $12,000 per man per year.

4 $10,000 per man per year.

TABLE 3.—EXPENDITURE LEVELS FOR ILLUSTRATIVE VIETNAM DISENGAGEMENT
PROGRAM, FISCAL YEARS 1969-75

Item 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975
Military personnel (thousands of men)__________ 538 380 200 50 0 0 0
Incremental outlays (billions of dollars)_ ... 23 17 11 3 . 1.5 1 1

TABLE 4, —DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE ESTIMATES OF THE INCREMENTAL COSTS OF THE WAR

[In billions of current dollars]

Fiscal year Fiscal year
1969 1970

Military personnel - .. 5, 666 5,375
Operation and maintenance.__ 6,488 5,438
Procurement__ 8,757 6,283
RID.T. & E-..- 139 112
Military:eonstruction. - ccllito e cio i iilisitiuu legun 494 220

Tolalo et it et s timsntaastosna s 21,544 17,428

TABLE 5.—DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE ESTIMATES OF THE COSTS OF THE WAR BY MILITARY
SERVICE

[In billions of current dollars]

Percent change in
non-SEA costs over

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

Fiscal Fiscal

year year

SEA  Other SEA  Other SEA _ Other 1969 1965
13.6 9.8 14.6 +17 +26

18.1 3.4 18.9 +37 +43

20.3 4.2 20.5 +12 +13

8.3 comzanae e N

57.1 17.4  59.6 +21 +27

TABLE 2.—ESTIMATED COST OF THE STRATEGIC NUCLEAR FORCES BY MAJOR SYSTEM,
FISCAL YEAR 1971

[In billions of current dollars]

System Cost !

Minateman and Titan
T3] 1 £ S
Heavy bombers__
Air Force air defens:
Army air defense_________
Anti-ballistic missile defen
Intelligence and communicat
Civil defense_..______

W Wwpw
ol howrovo

&1,

1System costs reflect not only direct program costs, but also indirect support costs.

11I. COSTS OF THE BASELINE GENERAL PURPOSE FORCES

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

[In billions of current dollars]

General

purpose

Program Total forces
Strategic forces. ... 1.9 toedimpmnennay
General purpose forces. . .- oot Ticeaiol 24.7 20.5
Intelligence and communications_ ... _______________________ 5.2 2.6
Alrliftrand sealiftoSalolode oo v ninniciinan o e 1.5 1.2
National Guard and Reserve Forces_______.___________________ 2.5 2.0
Research and development. . ___________________________ 5.4 3.2
Central supply and maintenance______________________________ 8.4 5.1
Training, medical, and other general personnel activities_ _______ 1.5 1.0
Support of other nations_____________________________________ 245 0.7
Total obligational authority_ _ ... _________________.___ 72.3 44.0

TABLE 2.—ESTIMATED COST OF THE BASELINE GENERAL PURPOSE FORCES BY MAJOR
SYSTEM, FISCAL YEAR 1971.

[In billions of current dollars]

System Cost t

—

A
P Nwa
NOoO—ooLENWoOM

Army:divisions..t 800, Lo s AR TR I 0, HLONOY Bl VOGS o Tarte haidy
Marine division/wings::.ccooccemsibonsiocttivnddan s ioniuacsionnass
Guard;and Reserve FOTEs.-cooucriosasacmirmomcnns mmraanon sme s s ane
Navy.air-wings . T07 - oM e Xe s AR R A e
Air Force alr Wings.cle - cf__ _olfud eener o Bl eomianen 0 o0 o ta
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1 System costs include not only direct program costs, but also R. & D. and indirect support costs.
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TABLE 3.—ALLOCATION OF BASELINE GENERAL PURPOSE
CONTINGENCY AS OF 1970
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FORCES BY GEOGRAPHIC

Waster_n m—
emi- Strategic :
Type of force Europe Asia  sphere  reserve Total | National Guard and Reserve forces

Type of force

Western

Navy air wings_.._...........

Active Army divisions
Active Marine division/wings.
Guard and Reserve Forces
Navy air wings1.________ -
Air Force airwings_ __________________
ASW and AAW forces2________________
Amphibious and other forces (percent)..
Airlift and sealift forces (percent).._--_
Military assistance (percent)_ ... ..._.__

Air Force air wings._....._._.
1614 | ASW and AAW forces. ..

Amphibious and other forces_.__
9 Airlift and sealift forces..______
15 Research and development.._.____

Un- Hemi- Strategic

allocated Europe Asia sphere  reserve Total
3.2

6.7

8.0

3.6

_____________ 1.0
_____________ 1.0
3.0

3.0 19.1 16.3 1.3 4.3 44.0

1 All attack carriers on station (2 in the Atlantic, 3 in the Pacific) and their immediate backup

carriers are allocated to Europe and Asia.
2 Excluding escorts for the attack carriers.

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

[in billions of 1971 dollars]

1 Excluding the incremental costs of the war in Vietnam.

111.—DEFENSE BUDGET OPTIONS
TABLE 1.—STRUCTURE OF DEFENSE BUDGET OPTIONS (EXCLUDING VIETNAM COSTS),

FISCAL YEAR 1971
[In billions of 1971 dollars]

Western X Medium=
. Hemi- Strategic risk
Type of force Europe Asia sphere  reserve Total Con- Medium- option
Baseline servative risk  (stream-
Active Army divisions 8 13.6 option option option lined)
ctive Army divisions___..._.____..___ 1 ’
Active Marié)e divisifon/wings__ g gg
tuardand Keserve forcas.... i } Strategic nuclear forces:
MBI WIES e cn 3 ’ 72 1 > Minuteman and Titan___.._________.___._.. 31 8l 23 23
AgW r;rncg Y ——— 9 ; 3.8 Eg?vr;sﬁbfﬁﬁéfs':_—_ - 5 19 59 59
Ampfl;ibiudus ar;g}tofther forees .- 3 X %(1) Air Force air defense. 3.2 4'}t 2.g 2.;
A"“ an S.ea ! Orees. oo . A . Arm Bil’ defense ______ . ), i .
Miltary, Al tANCE oo -2 : T Antiballistic L S——— 18 38 B 3
telli and communications._.__________ 8 2 . .
L1 20,9  17.3 1.3 4.5 44.0 pislliance 81 commnicaliong. - peneenss 3 e L T
__________________________ 18.0 24.0 14.0 14.0
t Excluding the incremental costs of the war in Vietnam, Siiftofali e, -
General purpose forces:
TABLE 5.—AN ALTERNATIVE ALLOCATION OF COSTS OF BASELINE GENERAL PURPOSE Active /}jrmy di\;isions _______________________ 13&% 1gz ga gg
1 Marine division/wings___ A . o .
FORCES BY GEOGRAPHIC CONTINGENCY, FISCAL YEAR 1971 Yarine Ll mjwinge.. :;% g% 25 g%
illi Navy tactical air wings._ . 5 s v g
{fiililionsaf 1971 dellars] Air ¥0rce tactical air wings. - 8.4 10.4 7.3 6.6
ASW and AAWéorc}t‘as_f _____________________ ?{3 %% 3.165 2.;
t Amphibious and other forces. - g T ¢ 3
- Wﬁ:;:]rir_] Strategic Airlift and sealift____________ 2.0 2.9 2.(7) 2.9
Type of force allocated Europe Asia sphere  reserve Total Military assistance_..__._____ o 5 . X
LoT1s) v S S R o 44,0 53.0 34.0 31.0
Active Army divisions_.___.__._______________ 5.5 4.8 0.8 1.8 12.9
Active Marl%e division/wings_.._.._________._. 1.0 2 R 3.6 Grand total. . . 62.0 771.0 48.0 45.0

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

Mr. HATFIELD. I yield.

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

The Senator from Oregon has done an
extraordinary leadership job in organiz-
ing and providing for the Senate this
remarkable analysis of wour defense
budget in his “Members of Congress for
Peace Through Law” organization, and
I would hope that as much of that docu-
ment as possible—in fact, all of it if pos-
sible—could be printed in the RECORD.
I understand the Senator did summarize
some of the points in his speech, and
that was put into the Recorb.

Mr. HATFIELD. Yes.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Would it be possible
for the Senator to put all of that into the
REecorp? I think it is very important and
significant that it should be made part
of the permanent Recorp, and it does
pertain to the particular measure on
which we are about to vote.

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I

thank the Senator for his generous com-
-ments. I am proud to be associated with

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

It is especially useful that the Senator
from Oregon tied this in with the Nixon
doctrine enunciated at Guam. As he says,
if we pursue that policy and the policy
enunciated also by the Secretary of De-
fense of being capable of fighting a one-
plus war, instead of having $43 billion
for a general purpose force, we could
have $34 billion for a general purpose
force, and economize to the extent of $9
billion right there.

In addition, of course, the very care-
fully documented and developed analysis
provided by the “Members of Congress
for Peace Through Law” which the Sen-
ator heads shows how we can reduce cer-
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tain of our strategic weapons without re-
ducing our effective deterrent.

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I re-
spond to the Senator by stating this one
point. The Senator has reiterated in a
very accurate way the simple fact that
those of us who have given time and
effort to an analysis of our defense spend-
ing program have every degree of desire
to have adequate and appropriate de-
fense for this Nation, such as any other
Senator, any other Representative, or
any other citizen wants for his country.

Somehow, there has developed in this
Nation the attitude that to question the
dollar requests from the Pentagon is to
undermine the Nation’s security. By ac-
ceding to that kind of determination, we
are failing to uphold our constitutional
responsibilities as Members of Congress,
because, again, as the Senator from Wis-
consin knows, article I, section 8 of the
Constitution clearly places upon the
shoulders of Congress the responsibility
to raise the militia, determine the size
of the militia, and appropriate money for
the militia, the Army, the Navy, and all
the military forces. It is very interesting
to note that in this Constitution we have
come to revere and recognize as one of
the greatest documents ever written by
man, Congress is specifically prohibited
from making appropriations for military
expenditures for more than two years.

So, as Alexander Hamilton once ob-
served in one of his writings, if Congress
is incautious enough to make appropria-
tions and give that kind of long-range
commitment to the Executive, it should
be required to at least review those com-
mitments every 2 years.

So I think we must get across the mes-
sage that we have this constitutional
duty to uphold the needs of the military:
but, by the same token, we must make
evaluations independently of the mili-
tary requests, without inhibiting or
threatening or placing in jeopardy our
national defense.

Second, I think it must be clearly un-
derstood that in line with the statements
of the Secretary of Defense, Mr. Laird,
when he has so clearly enunciated the
hope, the plan, and the program to move
to a reduction from this two-and-one-
half war contingency to a one-and-one-
half and perhaps only a one-war con-
tingency, we are, in line with the enunci-
atlon of the Nixon doctrine, attempting
to advocate and furnish the military ca-
bacity necessary to fulfill that kind of
announced policy, and the direction that
the Defense Department wants to move.

So often, again, it is implied that if we
question the Defense Department’s re-
quests, we are immediately putting our-
selves in juxtaposition to the objective
of over-all national security; and that
is not necessarily so. I feel that we are in
concert with the Defense Department
and the President’s announced policies
and directions by proposing these cuts.

Lastly, I think within the whole mat-
ter of national security, we must bear
in mind the fact that total national se-
curity is not found in our military hard-
ware alone; that a nation can have the
most superior military hardware and,
without the will, without the commit-
ment, without the strength of the people
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within that nation’s boundaries, the mili-
tary hardware can be of little protection
against would-be aggressors, or can
mean very little in the overall effort to
carry on certain international policies.

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

Now the French historians—not Amer-
ican nor German historians, but French
historians—are beginning to tell us, from
their analysis of the documents and the
relevant data, that the one most im-
portant single element missing in that
period of France’s history was the in-
t?ma.l will and the strength of her peo-
ple.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

I also congratulate the Senator from
Oregon in not only stressing the im-
portance of a balanced defense effort,
recognizing our domestic responsibilities,
but also that the military expenditures
are prineipally responsible for our infla-
tion. This was a finding, one that I sup-
port, on the basis of extensive hearings
by our Joint Economic Committee. The
cut so far in our military spending—
and it is a cut—is entirely accountable
by the reduction in Vietnam. The notion
that many people have that we have
cut back on the Military Establishment
elsewhere in the world is wrong. As a
matter of fact, we have reduced our ac-
tual spending in 1970 over 1969 by only
approximately 1 percent, on the basis
of figures that have been out a day or
two. The cutback in Vietnam is account-
able for a great deal more than that.
Even if we allow for the inflation, the
additional cost becauses of inflation in
physical terms to the Military Establish-
ment outside of Vietnam is bigger now
and will be bigger on the basis of the
budget before us than it was in 1869 or
in 1970, given the fact that Vietnam is,
we hope and pray and expect, being
phased out.
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Mr. HATFIELD. I am grateful for the
Senator’s remarks.

Would the Senator not also agree that,
although the claim is made frequently
today that this budget is now the first
budget in many years in which we are
spending more on the domestic level than
for defense and military purposes—
if that figure can be proved with
numbers—it is not to be implied that
it is because of a reduction in the mili-
tary spending as much as it has been a
greater growth within some of our do-
mestic programs that are long overdue
and were pushed through with a great
deal of difficulty even through Congress,
in order to achieve some of the objec-
tives of meeting people’s needs, and that
it is not by deliberateness or by design
thatt a cut has been made in military
commitments or spending, except for
withdrawal from Vietnam?

Mr. PROXMIRE. Yes. Also, it is on the
basis of very arbitrary definition and de-
termination of what military expendi-
tures really are. For example, it leaves
out of account the entire interest on the
national debt.

Mr. HATFIELD. Eleven percent of the
budget.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Some people argue
that 80 percent of the interest on the
national debt—Arthur Burns, the Chair-
man of the Federal Reserve Board—is
because of war, and that interest con-
stituted a terrific increase this past year.
It was an increase from $16 or $17 billion
to approximately $20 billion.

Mr. HATFIELD. Eleven percent of the
budget.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Also, the fact that
many of these programs have increased—
social security, for example, and others—
because of inflation, which in turn has
been caused by our excessive military
spending.

Mr. HATFIELD. I do not believe the
cost for running the Selective Service is
part of the military expenditures.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Even veterans’ ex-
penditures are excluded from that figure.

I apologize for taking so long. I should
like to make one more point. I do think
that what the Senator has said today is
going to be enormously helpful to us
when an amendment comes up later to
reduce and limit overall spending by the
Defense Department. We expect to offer
that amendment. I think the Senator has
made the most effective speech in sup-
port of that kind of effort.

Mr. HATFIELD. I am proud to asso-
ciate myself with the Senator’s long and
effective efforts in the whole field of mili-
tary budget analysis. I want to take this
occasion to express my appreciation for
his work.

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr President (Mr.
Cooxk) , will the Senator yield?

Mr. HATFIELD. I yield.

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I re-
frain from congratulating the Senator
from Oregon on the statement he has
just made. I do not think he wants con-
gratulations. I do not think that my con-
gratulations can add anything to the im-
portance of the statement. But, as one
American, I can thank him for his
statement.
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I thank him for his statement on sev-
eral grounds. One is that somebody has
to look at defense expenditures. As the
Senator from Oregon has pointed out,
there has been a feeling for too long that
to question the cost was to question
patriotism. ’ ]

I am reminded of the injunction to
the Senate by a very great American, a
former majority leader of the Senate,
Robert A. Taft of Ohio, shortly before
his death, at a time when he was serving
as majority leader, the leader of the Re-
publican Party, at a time when there was
a Republican President, enjoined upon
the Senate the duty, in his words, of
severe scrutiny of defense budgets. That
Republican President, President Eisgn-
hower, during whose administration
Senator Taft was majority leader, has
left to the entire American people the
duty of accomplishing Senator Taft’s se-
vere scrutiny of military expenditures.

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

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

At a later stage in debate, I am go-
ing to speak more about this subject.
However, I am so glad the Senator has
laid the groundwork for it, because there
does have to be a balance. We have got to
get away from this business of jagged
charts where, in moments of excitement
and emotion, we spend billions of dollars,
and then in other moments we chop off
expenditures, disrupt the defense estab-
lishment, and disassemble defense indus-
tries. That is not real economy. That is
where the art of management is impor-
tant.

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

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

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

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

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

Thus, I think this is a time in Ameri-
can history when we have reached the
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point where additions to the military
budget, far from strengthening the na-
tional security, may actually be weaken-
ing it, to quote not only a distinguished
general but a distinguished President of
the United States and a very distin-
guished patriot, Dwight D. Eisenhower.
I am very grateful again to the Sen-
ator from Maryland for his comments,
and will look forward to his further dis-
cussion of a subject in which we both
share concern, as well as great concern
for the national defense of this country.

RECESS

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Coox). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

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

The Senate reassembled at 3:08 p.m.,
when called to order by the Presiding
Officer (Mr. CooK).

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

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 17123) to
authorize appropriations during the fis-
cal year 1971 for procurement of aircraft,
missiles, naval vessels, and tracked com-
bat vehicles, and other weapons, and re-
search, development, test, and evalua-
tion for the Armed Forces, and to pre-
scribe the authorized personnel strength
of the Selected Reserve of each Reserve
component of the Armed Forces, and for
other purposes.

AMENDMENT

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that an amendment
to H.R. 17123, which will be submitted
by the senior Senator from Michigan
(Mr. HarT) and myself on Monday next,
be printed in the Recorp at this point.

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

On page 7, line 1, strike out “$1,031,600,-
000” and insert in lieu thereof “$838,600,000.”

On page 16, line 8, strike out “$322,000,000”
and insert in lieu thereof “$192,800,000”.

On page 17, beginning with line 15, strike
out all down through line 5 on page 18, and
insert in lieu thereof the following:

“SEc. 402. (a) No funds appropriated pur-
suant to this or any other Act may be obli«
gated or expended in connection with de-
ployment of the Safeguard Anti-Ballistic
Missile System, or any part or component
thereof, at any site other than the two sites
at which deployment was heretofore au-
thorized by law (Malmstrom Air Force Base,
Great Falls, Montana, and Grand Forks Air
Force Base, Grand Forks, North Dakota).

“(b) The provisions of subsection (a) shall
not apply to the obligation or expenditure
of funds for research, development, testing
and evaluation activities carried out in sup-
port of any advanced anti-ballistic missile
program at sites heretofore established for
such purposes.”
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Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, the Hart-
Cooper amendment which will be co-
sponsored by other Senators, provides for
an authorization of $1.027 billion. These
funds may be expended for deployment
of the ABM system at Malmstrom and
Grand Forks, the two sites authorized
last year. Of the total, $627.2 million is
available for continuing phase I at
Malmstrom and Grand Forks, the pro-
totype deployment which was begun last
year. :

Also authorized was $35 million under
the amendment, as requested by the De-
partment of Defense, for emplacement of
additional sprint missiles at the two sites.

The full amount of $365 million re-
quested for research and development
would be authorized for use for that
purpose on the advanced ABM system,
such as the so-called dedicated system;
specifically designed for Minuteman—a
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system advocated by many distinguished
scientists and experts.

Last year over $1 billion was authorized
for deployment and, as of May 31, there
was a $224 million carryover.

Mr. President, a table which appears
in the committee report indicates the
funds requested and the funds for phase
I that would be available under the Hart-
Cooper amendment as compared to the
amounts requested for phase I and phase
IT and recommended by the Armed Serv-
ices Committee. The funds carried over
from last year’s authorization as of May
31 are indicated under table II.

I ask unanimous consent that these
tabulations be printed at this point in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the tabula-
tions were ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

TABLE 1. SAFEGUARD PROGRAM FOR FISCAL YEAR 1971 RELATED ONLY TO PROTECTING THE
DETERRENT AND NOT AREA DEFENSE

[In millions of dollars]

Phase 2
Due to
added Due to the Due to ad-
SPRINTS at ~ Whiteman vance prep Due to
Phase 1 GF & MALM site Warren other Total
Authorization:
RIDT & Bt clistaii o 8 200 365. 0 .. 365.0
Proghrementsl-<os Lo WV A0 fioTiin 457.4 . 178.0 1500 coeeerimocine 650. 4
Family housing_._________________________ 88 02 L Sieng Ol dsuih BE EAIIIE STtk 8.8
Military construction______________________ 161.0 35.0 120. 4 0.4 8.4 325.2
Subtotaliin bill=ia=. L0250 JE08 SiE) 992.2 35.0 298.4 15.4 8.4 1,349. 4
Other not subject to authorization:
Progurement.s o= disenez gl sl sntugiosy 1% o DR 1 N 110 7 G 1 MW e T TS 000 Ul S € N6 A 0.6
Military construction______________________ 8.0 . 6.1 3.0 2.9 20.0
Operations and maintenance_______________ A0 . 1.0 53.0
Military personnel___..___________________ oAl S G oo B ot 4 2.0 14.0
SUBTAl e cncmmaes s st P i, Yo rygy B2AD iz oL S 6.1 3.0 15.9 87.6
Total ABM program_____________.______ 1,054.8 35.0 304.5 18.4 24.3 1,437.0

TABLE 2

TABLE 2.—Funds from fiscal year 1970 that
remain unobligated 1

[In millions]

BD T & B e e i s e $70
Procurement ________________________ 92.3
Construction ________________________ 62.3

BOUAL: e e et 224.6

1 Figures are as of May 31, 1970.

Mr. COOPER. The amendment, there-
fore, would provide ample funds—over
$1 billion—for demonstrating any neces-
sary bargaining strength at the SALT
talks.

May Isay that the Senator from Michi-
gan and I, as well as other Senators who
indicate an interest in this amendment,
support and want to support in every
way possible the success of those talks.

In this year of difficult economic con-
ditions, reductions in the Federal budget
are of considerable importance. Our
amendment would save $322.2 million.

I point out that if the SALT talks
succeed in the near future, and if the
United States and the U.S.S.R. agree on
what is termed zero ABM, no sites would
be necessary to be deployed, including
those previously authorized at Malm-
strom and Grand Forks.

There are reports—and I hope that
they are true—in the press that the
SALT talks may result quite soon in a

preliminary agreement on the limitation
on the ABM, if not a complete ban.

It has also been reported that if zero
ABM is not agreed to by the United
States and the Soviet Union, ABM pro-
tection of Moscow and Washington re-
spectively is likely. In either of these
events, the requested deployments at
Malmstrom, Grand Forks, Whiteman or
Warren Air Force Bases could not be
used, and the work would not go forward
at those sites

Deployments at Malmstrom and Grand
Forks, which our amendment would per-
mit, would provide ample bargaining
power that the administration states is
requested.

I point out that the number of ABM
missiles to be deployed at Malmstrom and
Grand Forks are several times greater
than those deployed by the Soviets in the
Galosh system around Moscow—which is
their only ABM system.

We believe that our amendment is in
accord with the proposal of the Secretary
of Defense to “fly before you buy” for
prototype development. It will also as-
sist the SALT talks without hindering the
ability of this country to proceed with the
development of an effective ABM system.
For, if the Soviets proceed with the de-
velopment of the SS-9’s and other mis-
siles, it may be necessary to deploy an ef-
fective missile defense system.
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In fact, most of the scientists who have
testified on the ABM have said that the
development of an effective ABM system
is of vital importance if the land based
Minuteman deterrent is to be perfected.
Such a system would add to the security
of this Nation. But deployment of the in-
effective Safeguard system would not add
to the security of this country.

For this reason we believe our amend-
ment would best meet the needs of this
country at this crucial time and in the
future if the Soviets proceed with the de-
ployment of the SS-9’s.

We will submit for formal printing the
amendment on Monday in order to give
those Senators who wish to cosponsor the
amendment an opportunity to do so.

Mr. HART. Mr. President, the Senator
from Kentucky (Mr. Coorer) and I have
given the most sober consideration to the
development of the amendment we intro-
duce today.

Many of us believe the ABM system
needs more research and development—
that it is a waste of the taxpayers’ money
not to “fly before you buy.”

But a number of Senators feel that
the Senate last year gave the go-ahead to
deployment at Grand Forks and Malms-
trom, and that we should not replow that
ground.

So, believing as we do that the im-
portant thing is to stop the momentum—
the buildup, with its enormous total ex-
pense—we have decided to confine our
amendment to eliminating the expan-
sion of Safeguard to Whiteman, Mo., and
Warren, Wyo.

This amendment would strike only $322
million from the Safeguard authoriza-
tion recommended by the Senate Armed
Services Committee. It would leave $1.03
billion. We would specifically authorize
the $35 million item listed by the Depart-
ment of Defense and the committee un-
der phase II for “added sprints at Grand
Forks and Malmstrom” since the oppo-
nents of Safeguard have all along con-
tended that additional Sprints were
needed at Grand Forks and Malmstrom.

But more important than the money
saving, in my book, is that through this
amendment we offer an opportunity to
halt the seeming all-out momentum to
install a 12-site—or even a 14-site—
Safeguard system, the benefit of which
would be negligible and the cost
enormous.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA PUPILS
SCORE BELOW TU.S. NORMS IN
READING AND MATH

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, this
morning in the Washington Post there
appeared an article by Lawrence Fein-
berg reporting on the tragic conditions
in the District of Columbia schools.

The article cites recent test results
released by the District of Columbia
school system which indicate that stu-
dent achievement in reading and mathe-
matics is declining rather than improv-
ing or even remaining constant.

This conclusion is based on an anal-
ysis of the California testing bureau
scores which compare the performance
of children in the District of Columbia




