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11 LAW REFORM COMMITTEE, CMND. No. 645
(1959).

12 ld. at 7.
13 LAW REFORM COMMITTEE, CMND. No. 1406.

at 6 (1961).
" ld.
,. ld. at 7.
"ld. passim.
11 There is no statute governing the

Scheme.
,. THE ENGLISH COMPENSATION SCHEME FOR

VICTIMS OF CRIMES OF VIOLENCE, LAW REFORM
COMMITTEE. CMND. No. 2323 (1964) became
elfective August 1. 1964. New Zealand's Crim
inal Injuries Compensation Act, 1963, No.
134 of 1963 (N.Z.) became elfective January
1, 1964; it was subsequently amended by
Criminal Injuries Compensation Amend
ment Acts, 1966, No. 22 of 1966 (N.Z.); No.
67 of 1967 (N.Z.).

" Weeks, The New Zealand Criminal In
juries Compensation Scheme, 43 S. CAL. L.
REV. 107 & n. 4 (1970).

'0330 PARL. DEB. Nos. 1965-68 (N.Z.)
(1963).

"Cameron, The New Zealand Criminal
Compensation Act, 1963. 16 U. TORONTO L.J.
177,180 (1965).

" Weeks, supra note 19.
23 Criminal Injuries Compensation Act.

1967, No. 14 of 1967 (N.S.W.) elfective Jan
uary 1, 1968.

"See Chappell, Compensating Australian
Victims 0/ Violent Crime, 41 AUSTL. L.J. 3, 6
(1967); Chappell, The Emergence 0/ Aus
tralian Schemes to Compensate Victims
0/ Crime, 43 S. CAL. L. REV. 73-74 & nn. 17
18 (1970).

'0 Chappell, supra note 24, at 6.
36 The Criminal Injuries Compensation

Act. 1967, No. 84 of 1967 (Sask.); as amended
by No. 16 of 1968 (Sask.). This statute be
came elfective on September 1, 1967. See
Eremko, Compensation 0/ Criminal Injuries
in Saskatchewan, 19 U. TORONTO L.J. 263, 264
(1969) .

'7 Criminal Injuries Compensation Act,
1968, No. 26 of 1968 (New F.) The New
foundland Compensation program became
elfective on May 23. 1958.

C'81967 PARL. DEB. 246, 251-54 (Sask.).
C'!I See note 5 supra.
36 Victims of Crime Act, CAL. GOV'T. CODE

§ § 1396o-Q6 (West Supp. 1968).
31 ld. §§ 13962-63.
.. ld. § 13963. The articulated justification

for the Callfornia statute reveals the welfare
bias: "... that it serves public purpose, and
is of benefit to the state, to indemnify those
needy residents of the State of California who
are Victims of crimes committed in the State
of California, and those needy domiclllaries
of California who are injured as a conse
quence of an act committed whlle tempo
rarlly in another State of jurisdiction where
such act. if committed in California, would
have been a public offense, for the injuries
sulfered as a result of the commission of the
crimes." ld. § 13960. One unintended result
of justifying a compensation system in terms
of welfare, is that the procedures established
to administer such a program tend to be more
lax than those under a scheme where com
pensation is stated to be a legal right of the
recipient. Shank, Aid to Victims 0/ Violent
Crimes in California, 43 S. CAL. L. REV. 85,
89 & n. 17 (1970).

33 CAL. GOV'T. CODE § 13963 (West Supp.
1968) .

.. Crime Victlrns Compensation Board Act,
N.Y. EXEC. LAw §§ 620-25 (McKinney Supp.
1969). This Act was approved August 1, 1966.

.. ld. § 620.

.. Criminal Injuries Compensation Act, MD.
ANN. CODE art. 26A §§ 17 (1969).

"ld.
aB MASS. GEN. LAWS ch. 258A (1968).
"Floyd, Massachusetts Plan to Aid Victims

0/ Crime, 48 BaST. U. L. REv~ 360, 362 (1968).
,. See note 21 supra and accompanying text.
41 Attorney General Richardson remarked:

In the past, we have spent milllons for the

apprehension and rehabllltation of criminals,
but not one cent for their victims. Floyd,
supra note 39, at 362.

"s. 2166, 89th congo 1st Sess. (1965). For
a description of this legislation, see Y2r
borough, S. 2155 Of the Eighty-Ninth Con
gress-The Criminal lnjnries Compensation
Act, 50 J',UNN. L. REV. 255 (1965).

.. S. 646, 90th Congo 1st Sess. (1967); S. 9,
91st Congo 1st Sess. (1969).

" S. 2936, 91st Congo 1st Sess. (1969).
.. Whlle none of the pending Congressional

bills contains a statement of legislative intent
or polley, the authors have, from time to time,
generally advanced the arguments of Mar
gery Fry (see text accompanying notes 9-11
snpra) , and those of the Honorable Arthur J.
Goldberg, former Associate Justice of the
United States Supreme Court, and later Am
bassador to the United Nations, who is an
outspoken proponent of such a program in
this country. See, e.g., Go!dberg, Equality and
Government Action, 39 N.Y.U.L. REV. 205, 224
(1964): "The victim of a robbery or 2n as
sault has been denied the 'protection' of the
laws in a very real sense, and society should
assume some respomiblllty for making him
whole." See also Goldberg, Preface to Sym
posium on Compensation jor Victims Of Vio
lence, 43 S. CAL. L. REV. 1 (1970).

,. CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, vol. 115, pt. 19,
p. 26270 (remarks of Senator Ralph W. Yar
borough introducing a Bill' to Create a Dis
trict of Coiumbia Violent Crime Compensa
tion Commission).

<7 S. 9, 91st Cong., 1st Sess. (1969) [herein
after all undesignated citations to Sections
are to Sections in this Blll].

.. Section 301 (1). That term is fully defined
in 18 U.S.C. § 7 (1964).

•• Section 301 (2).
r.o The President appoints with the advice

and consent of the Senate. Section 201(a).
., Id.
., Section 201 (b).
.. Section 203 (a). Such compensation shall

be determined in accordance with the Classi
fication Act of 1949, 5 U.S.C. §§ 5101-15
(1964).ld.

"Section 204(a). The Chairman and one
other member constitutes a quorum, and
should opinions dilfer at such a meeting, the
Ch81rman's opinion wlll prevail.

'" Sections 301 (d), 305(a).
GO One of the criticisms of the New South

Wales scheme. for example, is that the in
terests of the victim and the criminal are
basically conflicting. See Chappell, supra
note 24, at 74 & nn. 17-18. Whlle the deter
mina.tlon of any trial would have an effect
on a SUbsequent compensation proceeding
(see e.g., § 204(i) which prOVides that a crim
inal conviction with respect to a claim un
der the Act shall be taken as conclusive evi
dence that the offense has been committed)
there is no requirement that the criminal
be tried or convicted before compensation
can be awarded.

67 Section 301 (f). The reasons for this
provision are twofold. First, by § 305 (b) the
Commission may deduct from any compen
mtion award an amount equal to compensa
tion for the same injuries from other sources.
The Commission may also institute a civil
action against an offender for recovery of
funds used to compensate his victim. It is
reasonable, therefore, to await the results
of any pending civll action between victim
and olfender from an efficiency point of view.
It is also equitable, for reasons of justice
among the parties, not to place the stamp
of approval on the plaintiff's case in that
proceeding by prOViding a collateral deter
mination of llablllty for the consideration
of court and jury. While it is tIle function
of the Commission to compensate for in
juries caused by Violent behavior, they are
not a judicial agency. r.nd such matters as
burdens of proof and admissiblllty of evi
dence are at variance with many common
law rules. It would be unfair to the parties
to allow a governmental body's seal of ap-

proval to be placed on the side of one of the
parties' cases.

53 The granting of Attorneys' fees is dealt
with in § 206.

'" Section 207. An earller version of this Act.
§ 2155. 89th Cong.• 1st Sess. (1965), was
criticized by Professor Robert Childres for
falling to prOVide any appeal, as is normally
the case in administrative decisions in this
country. Chlldres. Compensation lor Crimi
nally Inflicted Personal Injuries. 50 MINN.
L. REV. 271, 277 (1965). The criticism was
well taken, and in this latest version of the
Blll, Commission determinations are appeal
able to the federal district courts. The effi
ciency value in administrative agencies, hoW
ever, is maximized by denying courts the
right to a de novo review.

'''' Section 207.
m Sectlon 302. Those offenses, § § 302 (1) 

(18) are assault with intent to kill, rob, rape,
or poison; assault with intent to commit may
hem; assault with a dangerous weapon; as
s&.ult; mayhem; mallcious disfiguring, threats
to do bodily harm; lewd, indecent, or ob
scene acts, indecent acts with children; ar
son: kidnapping, robbery; murder; man
slaughter, voluntary; attempted murder;
rape, attempted rape; or other crimes involv
ing force to the person.

'''Section 102(4).
"Section 102(6).
.. Section 301(b) (1) -(3).
as Section 301 (c). This feature of the Blll

(and others which will be discussed infra)
indicates that its sole concern is with the vic
tim, and the problem caused him by virtue
of the criminal act. For reasons not relevant
here, certain acts are rendered noncriminal
by the law; this does not mean that society
has not the obllgations to prevent such be
haVior, but rather that we have decided not
to punish the olfender. Instead, he is rehabil
itated in a fashion suited to his individual
characteristics. It is clear, however, that the
harm has been done to the victim, and can
not be undone by that rehabllltation. There
fore, compensation is needed.

06 Section 303 (a) -(e).
6' Section 201 (b) (1)-(3).
08 Section 301 (g).
66 See note 17 supra.
76 Section 304(b).
" Section 304(c) .
12 ld. A two year statute of llmitations

Which begins to run when the injury occurs,
also operates as an absolute bar. Section
304(a).

7. Section 301 (d) : "In determining whether
to make an order under this sectlon, or the
amount of any award, the (decision maker)
may consider any circumstances it determines
to be relevant, including the behavior of the
Victim which directly or indirectly contrib
uted to his injury or death, ..."

" ld.: "[The Commission may reduce the
award for contributory acts of the Victim)
unless such injury or death resulted from
the victim's lawfUl attempt to prevent the
commission of a crime or to apprehend an
offender."

•• Section 305(b).
7. Cf. Lamborn, supra note 3, at 37-39 & nn.

71-77.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, I ask unanimous consent that
morning business be closed and that
amendment No. 861 be laid before the
Senate and made the pending business.

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA
TIONS FOR MILITARY PROCURE
MENT .AND OTHER PURPOSES
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. Under the previous order, the Chair
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lays before the Senate the unfinished
business, which Viill be stated by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
A bill (H.R. 17123) to authorize appropri

ations during the fiscal year 1971 for pro
curement of aIrcraft, missIles, naval vessels,
and tracked combat vehIcles, and other
weapons, and research, development, test, and
evaluatIon for the Armed Forces, and to pre
scrIbe the authorIzed personnel strength of
the SelectIve Reserve of each Reserve com
ponent of the Armed Forces, aild for other
purposes.

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Under the previous ordsr, amend
ment No, !lSI, oITered by the distin
guished Senator from Wisconsin (Mr.
PROXMIRE), is now the pending business.
The clerk will state the amendment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
At the end of the bill aeld a new section

as follows:
SEC. 508. (a) NotwithstandIng p.ny other

provision cf law, the aggregate amount that
may be expended for Department of De
fense-MIlltary FunctIons for the fiscal
year endIng June 30, 1971, shall not exceed
$66,000,000,000.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia, Mr. Pres
ident, I suggest the abEence of a quorum,
and I ask unanimous consent that the
time consumed for the quorum call be
charged equally against both sides.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk proceeded to call

tile roll.
Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
yield to the distinguished Senator from
Missouri such time as he may require.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator from Missouri is
recognized.

THE MBT-70 TANK

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, Depu
ty Secretary of Defense David Packard
said recently:

Frankly, In defense procurement we have
a real mess.

I concur Wholeheartedly.
Speaking at the Armed Forces Man

agement Association dinner last week,
Secretary Packard continued:

The lesson that comes through loud and
clear here Is we shOUld buy only what we
need-not systems you or anyone else thInks
they can develop to do somethIng that doesn't
need to be done. The Defense Department
has been led down the garden path for years
on sophisticated systems that you promIsed
would do all kInds of thIngs for some opti
mistIc cost. Too frequently we have been
wrong In llstening to you, and more fre
quently you have been unable to deliver on
eIther of these promIses-what it would do
or what it would cost. And we In the past
have sometimes been guIlty of over-optImIsm
on our cost estImates and over-demandIng
In our requirements. We share the blame
t::Jgether, but the mistakes of the past oannot
be repeated if we are to provide for the
Nation's defenses In today's climate of a
crielca! publlc and a critical Congress.

Last year, I questioned a weapons sys-

tem which could well be the prototype
for Secretary Packard's criticism-the
MBT-70.

\Vhen the technology necessary to
make a quantum jump in tan!'.s became
availab12, the Department of Defense
w~s r,ll too \yilling to be led down the
"garden path." Low cost and high per
fornwnce \\"e;e promises that contractors
and the Pentagon made but never kept.

Justified by the larger number of ad
mittedly inferior Russian tanks in Eu
rope, the MBT-70 was originally to cost
le5s than S300,OOO per unit. But its plice
1'038 steadilY. Any many of the original
technical innovations were droppEd.

Initial research and development costs
have jumped 525 percent, and the cost
for the total project has risen to over $8
billion.

m 1969, while the Department of the
Army based its decision to continue de
velopment on the unrealistically 10\v fig
ure of $520,000 per unit, the real cost had
risen to almost $350,OGO.

Last year, during the debate on the
military procurement bill, I asked for a
GAO study of the MBT-70.

The GAO, using a per unit figure lower
than the present one, raised serious
questions about the tank. The GAO con
cluded:

The need for and role of the complex,
large, expensive tank in future warfare
would appear to warrant assessment.

The full GAO report was very useful
and, in my opinian, highly critical. It
cast doubts over the future role of
tanks in general, and especially one as
expensive and complex as the MBT-70.
Although marked "secret," there is an
interesting discussion of the role of the
tank beginning on page 24 of that report.
I cOnTInend it to my colleagues' careful
attention.

The GAO study also discussed an in
teresting intelligence estimate which, in
my opinion, casts doubts on the future
magnitude of the threat-and the need
for an MBT-70 to meet it.

Finally, the study summarized an
OASD(SA) study of the MET-70's cost
effectiveness and came to conclusions
all classified "secret." ObviouslY, sky
rocketing costs and the MET-70's de
graded capability greatly alter any orig
inal calculations of cost effectiveness.
This year, even Secretary Packard
noted:

Some of the cost-effectiveness analysis
Indicated that we could achieve capablllty
with a larger number of less capable tanks.

Meanwhile, as our planners have been
lured onward by new tank technology,
little serious thought has been given to
the implications for the role of the tank
of parallel advances in antitank weap
onry.

So, as a result of the process Secretary
Packard so accurately described, the
United States will either purchase, at
our present level of tank expenditures,
fewer expensive and complicated tanks
in the face of increasingly effective anti
tank weapons, or, at far greater cost, a
greatly upgraded tank force in an age
where the tank is becoming more vul
nerable.

But, despite these classic mistakes,
the MBT rumbles on.

We now find this great "dream tank"
will be delivered more than half a decade
lat~, provide less capability than prom
ised, cost at least 2lf.z times the original
estimate, and face a threat that has not
substantially been upgraded.

The Armed Services Committee has
earmarked $77 million for further re
search and development and advance
production engineering on the MET-70
in fiscal year 1971.

I would like to point out that these
funds do not commit the tank to pro
duction. The committee is aware of the
problems and has promised "continued
review toward elimination of marginal
features and reduction in cost." Further,
the committee notes that "In addition,
reliability and maintainability is of crit
ical importance and shOUld be empha
sized in the development effort."

I share Secretary Packard's hope that
the past will not be a guide to the future.
And I believe that hope can be partially
realized by a careful second lock at the
MBT-70 before it finally rolls off the
production line.

I want to say that although there are
some sections of this bill with which I
disagree, I believe that the committee's
overall e1forts are highly deserving of
praise.

After all, this bill represents the most
difficult decisions which must be made
with respect to our military prepared
ness. It authorizes all our research and
development e1forts as well as 75 to 85
percent of all procurement for 1971. The
committee must deal with myriad long
leadtime items and the ever-present
threat of new and destabilizing technical
breakthroughs by our adversaries.
Whereas it takes only 6 months at most
to recruit, train, and deploy manpower
e1fectively, research and development
once foregone, and stretchouts or cancel
lations once made, are almost impossible
to recover from rapidly. Therefore, cuts
in this bill have to be made far more cau
tiously than in other sections of the DOD
bUdget.

Yet even with these responsibilities the
committee, under the able leadership of
the Senator from Mississippi (Mr. STEN
NIs), has managed to prune $1.329 bil
lion from the Pentagon's $20.237 billion
request.

And the committee altered the House
passed version by:

Reducing new obligational authority
by $334.8 million.

Deleting $688.8 million for five naval
vessels added by the House, lead items
for the CVAN-70, the improved Hawk
missile, the international fighter, and the
M60A1E2.

Reducing R. & D. on the B-1, the
Cheyelme helicopter, and the SAM-D by
a total of $82.6 million.

Deleting $59.3 million for areawide
ABM site preparation, Project Mallard
and SCAD.

Reducing the advanced ballistic mis
sile defense program and the rebasing
program for Minuteman by $47 million.

As the committee states:
The bill as recommended by the CommIt

tee in terms of procurement and research
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FEDERAL FUNDS OUTLAYS BY FUNCTION, FISCAL 1971.

AS PROPOSED IN THE PRESIDENT'S BUDGET

II n millions of dollarsl

Nationaldefe03e ._._ .. .. $73,615 47.5t
International affairs and finance __ .. 3,589 2.32
Space research and technology _. _.. 3,400 2. 19

==----==--::==:::.:~::-:c:.:.::...-=-=

Human resources . __ .. _.. ___ ___ 33,221 21. 44

Education and manpoweL.____ 8,129 5.25
Health ._ .... __ .... .. _ 8,318 5.37
Income security • .•... _. 8.556 5.52
Veterans benefits and services__ 8,218 5.30

=-~....=:=::..-=====:=

Physical resources._. __ ._ .. __ ... _. 16,123 10.41

Agriculture and rural develop-
menL. __ ._. ._ .. _... __ 5,364 3.46

Natural resources __ . __ ... 2,503 I. 62
Commerce and transportation.. 4.475 2.89
Community development and

housing . __ . ._ •. __ ..• _ 3,7Bt 2.44

Interesl.._. __ ... _. .. __ .___ 17,799 II. 49
General Governmen!. .. . ___ 4, 407 2_ 84
OtheL. ._. . ._ 2,782 1.80

=.==.-_..'~:~-_.~:_-.:....=
Total Federal funds budget outlays.. 154,936 100.00

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, this
clearly shows that there has been no
change in our national priorities.

National defense outlays, 47.5 percent
of the total, continue to be more than
twice those for any other budget cate
gory or group of categories. Human re
sources account for only 21.4 percent of
outlays.

Of every tax dollar collected from the
American people, the 1971 bUdget would
allocate 50 cents for defense and space, 5
cents for health programs, 3 cents for ed
ucation, about 2 cents for housing and
urban renewal, 2 cents for job training,
1112 cents for all natural resource pro
grams, including water pollution control,
1 cent for food and nutrition, and about
one-fifth of 1 cent for mass transporta
tion.

In one way, however, the 1971 budget
tells us a lot about the administration's
real priorities. Despite all the rhetoric
about ending the war, about the tr:msi
tion from a wartime to a peacetime econ
omy, about changing priorities, this ad
ministration has chosen not to reveal
to the American people what reduction,
if any, there will be this year in the cost
of the war-or wars-in Southeast Asia.
And if we are not told the cost of the war
it will be exceedingly difficult for the
Congress and the Nation to ascertain
the amount of any "pEace diVidend"
available as the war is deescalated.

Mr. President, the question of our na
tional priorities is the single most im
portant and encompassing iS3ue that will
be before the American people in this
decade.

It is not just a matter of "more for my
people and less for yours." It is a ques
tion of the goals and the future of a
nation.

A change in priorities is not accom
plished simply by juggling convenient
groups of budget items. Nor is it effected
by subtracting X billions of dollars from
the military bUdget and hoping it· will
be divided among Y number of domestic
programs-although I believe this is
clearly and urgently in the national
interest.

The redirection of our priorities must

and development funding has been reduced
by $1.329 bi11lon or 6% below the House
and 6.7% below the Department of Defense
request which was described as "rock bot
tom" when SUbmitted.

I believe that represents a commend
able achievement.

But these reductions only cover $20
billion-albeit the most difficult part-
of a $71.2 billion Pentagon bUdget.

Congress can do more. And I believe
the Proxmire-Mathias overall spending
ceiling is the way to do it. For while
the Department of Defense should be
able to set priorities within the limits
of their expertise, only Congress is
charged with maintaining a broader
view of the Nation's needs. And today
our needs are many.

With a $10 billion or more Federal
deficit predicted for fiscal 1971, and
urgent nonmilitary needs to be met,
Congress should decide where cuts are
made in the total Federal bUdget.

We must provide for the common de
fense. And we are.

We must remain stronger than Russia.
And we will.

The Armed Services Committee has
provided guidance for an overall spend
ing limitation by cutting almost 7 per
cent from the most crucial and difllcult
part of the DOD rock bottom budget
request. The Proxmire-Mathias amend
ment merely applies this standard to
overall DOD spending for fiscal 1971.

There are many examples where the
Pentagon could save the approximately
$4 billion dollars that the Proxmire
Mathias amendment would recover from
the rest of the DOD bUdget.

For instance. Admiral Rickover testi
fied that up to $2 billion per year could
be saved by the single step of institut
ing uniform accounting procedures.

And while the committee may hesitate
unilaterally to reduce or cancel Pentagon
programs such as the MBT-70, the B-1
and the F-14, the Department of De
fense, faced with a budget restriction,
might take another look at them.

Numerous cuts have been suggested by
the MCPL report, by Robert Benson,
formerly of the office of the Comptroller
of the Department of Defense, by Mr.
William W. K9.ufmann, former consult
ant to Secretary of Defense McNamara
now with the Brookings Institute and by
others.

Our present force structure is predi
cated on our ability to fight the initial
premobilization stages of two large and
one small war: a war in Europe in re
sponse to an attack on NATO by the
Warsaw pact; a war in Asia in response
to a Chinese attack; and a minor war in
the Western Hemisphere against an un
specified enemy-all at the same time.

Considerable savings would accrue,
however, if the Nixon doctrine were
implemented. According to the former
Director of the Bureau of the Budget,
Charles L. Schultze:

One alternative to returning to thIs type
of force structure is to adapt the armed
forces and the miUtary bUdget to a I1te:.-al
interpretation of the "Guam Doctrine." It
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 earm.arked

for that contingency could be sharply re
duced. Should we adopt a military posture
cOl'.£istent with this change in our over
seas policy, some $10 billion per year could
be saved in the military budget. We could
ellminate: six Army divisions, three wings of
tactical aircraft, six attack carrier ta"Sk forces,
and a significant part of our anti-submarIne
and amphibious forces in the Pacific. Such a
reduction would st1111eave the U.S. With two
Marine divisions, six fighter bomber air wings,
and three attack carriers earmarked for serv
ice in an Asian emergency. In addition, a
reasonable re-evaluation of how we deploy
our carriers might release one or two of the
Atlantic-based carriers for Pacific service.
In short, a m111tary force structure consistent
with the apparent foreign polley thrust of
the Guam Doctrine could· release $10 billion
a year. _.

Ten billion dollars-the amount of our
projected deficit for fiscal year 1971.

Mr. Schultze's is but one suggestion.
The final technical decisions will and
should rest with the Department of De
fense-within a rational funding level
set by the Congress.

The administration has talked a great
deal about shifting some of our tax dol
lars from military uses to investments in
human resources. UnfortunatelY the
shift to date is largely an illusion, ac
complished by fiscal sleight of hand.

For instance, on July 18, the President
said, and I quote:

Let us set the record straight. We have
changed our national priorities. In the
budget I proposed for fiscal 1971, spending
for defense is exceeded by spending for
human resources for the first time in 20
ye[:.rs.... It calls for spending 37 per cent
for defense and 41 per cent for human re
sources programs.

This is nonsense. What the fiscal 1971
budget actually shows is the growth of
Federal trust funds-for self-supporting
programs such as social security-which
have, since fiscal 1969, been lumped to
gether with Federal operating funds in
an all-inclusive device knovm as the
"unified budget."

While it is true that under the unified
budget "human resources" programs ac
count for 41 percent of total outlays, a
closer look reveals that $48.7 billion of
the $82 billlon-a whopping 59 percent-
budgeted for human resources are in fact
outlays from trust funds.

These billions are not "Federal funds"
spent at the discretion of the Federal
Government. They are merely held in
trust by the Government for specific
trust funds-social security, medicare,
unemployment insurance, and others
but under the unified budget are re
flected as spending for "human re
sources."

While the unifled bUdget may pro"ide
a more precise accounting of inflow and
outflow, a "Federal funds" bUdget, com
parable to the old administ.rative budget,
mare clearly il1<lStrates the policy de
cisions a~d priorities of the Fe:leral Gov
ernment.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that there be minted at this point
in my remarks a functional breakdown
of Federal funds outlays for fiscal 1971
as proposed in the President's budget.

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

Function Anooun!
Percent
of telal
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be of a more profound nature. It requires
first that we free ourselves of certain
illusions-the illusion that our national
honor is at stake somewhere in the jun
gles of Southeast Asia--the illusion that
national progress lies in the way of re
peated space spectaculars and bigger and
better sonic booms-the illusion that the
defense budget is sacrosanct and that
more Pentagon money means more na
tional security.

Only when we see these illusions for
\vhat they are, and not before, will the
Federal Government and the Nation be
capable of changing its priorities. Only
then will it be possible to make a na
tional commitment of attention, will,
energy, and resources to meet the needs
of the American people-for education,
health care, jobs, housing, low-cost pub
lic transportation, crime control, and an
environment conducive to human life.

In closing, Mr. President, I want to
make it clear that I commend the Presi
dent for the small shift in his 1971
budget from military to domestic spend
ing. However, this is not enough. By
passing the Proxmire-Mathias amend
ment Congress can improve upon the
President's efforts, as it did last year
by cutting the defense appropriation
$5.6 billion.

But we should not delude ourselves.
This is but a start. The monumental
work of reordering our national priori
ties lies ahead of us.

The best judgment and efforts, and
many difficult decisions, will be required
of each of us if we are to eventually
discover that our progress, our security,
and our national honor lies In the
strength of our own society and in the
quality of the lives of our own people.

Mr. PROXMffiE. Mr. President, I
thank the distinguished Senator from
Missouri for an excenent statement.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the
senator yield me 1 minute, on my time?

Mr. PROXMffiE. I yield.
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the

Senator yield. on my time?
Mr. EAGLETON. I am pleased to.
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield

myself 3 minutes.
For major parts of his speech and re

marks, I want to agree with and com
mend highly the Senator from Missouri.
I believe he is coming around mighty
fast. The deeper he gets into the military
budget and all. he modifies his views. I
believe he has modified his views some
what on the modern battle tank, which
we discussed so much last year. some
thing I was concerned about before I
became chairman.

I wish we could stop spending money
on these modern weapons. which cost so
much, and cost more and more each
year. The trouble is that we cannot stop
the other side from building antitank
weapons. If we could do that, we would
get along with our old tanks; but as long
as they are going forward with modern
electronics. with which the Senator is
familiar, we cannot drag our feet. We
are caught in that dilemma on many
weapons.

It Is easy to talk in generalities, but
it is hard to get down to the nub of
things and reducing these expenditures

rapidly. For instance. the 1971 budget
has $21 billion in it for military person
nel. That is for food, pay. travel. clothes,
and items of that kind. Those expendi
tures will come down only when we re
duce the number of men in the military;
and we want that to come about as
rapidly as possible.

For retired military personnel. there
is an amount of $3.1 billion. We cannot
reduce that except by changing the law.
That is $3.1 billion.

In this bUdget there is an item of $19.5
billion for operation and maintenance.
That is for general operation and main
tenance of all the facilities-gasoline,
oil, grease and things that make the
wheels roll. That amount can be reduced
as we reduce the personnel. They run
right along together in this shooting war.

Our country comes first, but we have
our commitments that we just do not
want to turn our back on. We do not want
to spurn our word once given.

Procurement plus some other items is
really what we are debating about-$19
billion. For research and development,
which the Senator emphasizes, it is $7.3
billion. He stated the matter better than
I could. Once that time is gone--

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The time of the Senator has ex
pired.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I will
yield 2 minutes to the Senator so he can
reply.

Mr. EAGLETON. I thank the Senator
from Mississippi. I shall take only 1 min
ute of those 2 minutes.

The Senator is undoubtedly correct
that the business of cutting the military
budget. with its certain built-in, una
voidable costs, is a very ditficult process.
I tried to make clear. and I think the
Senator understood that from my re
marks. that I was not trying to over
simplify the problem involved in trying
to cut the bUdget. It is the same difficulty
Secretary Richardson faces in HEW
when he is looking at the education
budget. He knows, as we know, that there
is great need to expand the education
budget. whether guidance counseling,
technical education. or many other im
portant programs. He has to make some
very tough judgments on what the over
all Federal budget can afford to spend
for the education budget.

And when we have a projected $10 bil
lion national deficit. every department
head. defense included, should do some
belt tightening.

As I stated in my speech, I commend
the Senator from Missif?sippi and the
Armed Services Committee. I think they
did the most thorough job in the history
of the country in trying to prune the de
fense budget. I think the Senator from
Wisconsin, the Senator from Maryland,
and I are trying to give the Department
of Defense assistance. I think the Sena
tor is moving in the right direction. by
cutting R. & D. and procurement by al
most 7 percent and cutting Federal
spending. We are helping him attain
that goal.

I thank the Senator.
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I

yield 20 minutes to the Senator from
Maryland.

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Wisconsin for yielding
me time. I congratulate him for his con
tinued effort in the field of Government
economy. No place is it more important
than in the area of defense spending,
because, whatever differences there may
be between us. on the question of how we
are going to have a strong America we
all agree on the goal. The Senator from
Wisconsin has been leading the Senate,
the Congress, and the country in the ef
fort to have a stronger Amelica by
pointing out the dangers to the economy
which have existed in recent years.

A STRONG AMERICA

But I would like to come to recent
weeks, Mr. President, because recent
weeks have brought ominous reports to
those of us who believe that the United
States must maintain a position of un
challengeable military strength. In the
nuclear age, only a strong America can
ensure a safe world. Yet it appears that
the United States itself is pursuing poli
cies that are putting our national se
curity into increasing jeopardy. And if
the United States is in danger, so is the
global balance of military power that has
preserved peace among the great powers
since World War II.

In the past, the chief dangers to our
national security have come from failure
to respond adequately to threats from
beyond our shores. Before Pearl Harbor,
our woefully sluggish mobilization may
have encouraged German and Japanese
aggression. After World War II, our pre
cipitate demobilization may have en
couraged the Berlin blockade and Ko
rean aggression. Then, in the technolog
ical realm. we based our defense on
bombers long after the Soviet Union had
secretly decided to emphasize intercon
tinental missiles. The result was the
the shocking surprise of Sputnik at a
time when the military was still chiefly
concerned with an illusory "bomber
gap."

These discomfiting experiences have
created a new determination in the
United States to assure our military and
technological supremacy. The result to
day is different from any of the dangers
we have faced in the past. We find our
selves excessively prepared for a wide
range of impending threats, and yet
poorly prepared for the long term main
tenance of our security.

Contrary to some reports, we find we
have superiority over the Soviet Union
in every important categor~' of current
military strength, including strategic
weaponry. The Soviet Union has de
ployed a number of relatively primitive
ABM's around Moscow, connected to
huge and extremely vulnerable radars.
But Phase I of the much more sophis
ticated Safeguard program, already un
der construction as authorized by Con
gress, will soon give us a much larger
number of deployed interceptors.

In any case, ABM's playa much great
er role in defense budgets than in na
tional defense. In more important areas,
our Polaris and Poseidon programs give
the United States far more and better sea
based missile launchers, and our Strate
gic Air Command affords us a large and
unchallenged lead in intercontinental
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bombers. Although we are marginally be
hind in numbers of land based missiles,
our lead in MIRV technology-multiple
independently targetable warheads
gives us the capability swiftly to acquire
a decisive edge even here-in the un
likely event our other retaliatory systems
fall in jeopardy. Overall, our strategic
lead is now about 3 to 1 in deliverable
warheads, even without considering our
widely dispersed tactical nuclear cap
ability, also available for attack on the
Soviet mainland if necessary.

It is said that with their SS-9's the So
viet Union can deliver" greater total
megatonnage. But this overkill measure
is irrelevant, unless we suppose that our
enemy would find some strange grati
fication in bombing bomb craters-or
boiling the sea-and irradiating the
world.

In fact, our current strategic position is
unchallengeable and invulnerable at
least for the next decade. We cannot im
prove it by adding to it with current tech
nology. That course will only waste our
resources and promote the dangerous
militarization of Soviet society already
described by columnist Joseph Alsop. At
the same time, we would exacerbate the
real danger to a strong America, the real
threat to our national security.

This real danger does not come from
strategic inferiority or lack of military
preparation. It comes from the condition
of American society, particularly as it
affects science and education. The writ
ings of historian Arnold Toynbee on the
empires of the past have shown that most
great nations have fallen not from exter
nal attack but from internal dissolution.
Although I do not believe that we are suf
fering a terminal social crisis, our current
problems direly affect our future national
security.

Dr. John Foster, the Pentagon's Direc
tor of Research and Engineering, de
clared in a recent speech:

The Soviet Union is now about to seize
world technological leadership from the
United States.

He cites Soviet expenditures on re
search and development increasing at a
rate of between 10 and 13 percent a year.
His appraisal comes in ominous contrast
to his observation only last year that
"there are no areas at present where we
know the Soviet Union is ahead" in tech
nology. It appears that the Soviet gains
have been occurring at the same time as
U.S. cutbacks in scientific research and
education.

Dr. Foster's prediction thus is most
disturbing in what it suggests about our
recent defense policies. The impending
shift in technological leadership-if it
occurs-will come desipte an overwhelm
ing U.S. edge in total military spending.
With an economy nearly twice as large as
the Soviet Union's, the United States has
been spending 50 to 100 percent more on
defense. Yet we have allowed the Soviet
Union to move toward the lead in the one
really crucial area-in the words of Dr.
Foster, to threaten to "seize world tech
nologicalleadership." Foster says we are
already in a position in which "despite"
our best efforts, we must expect more
Russian firsts and fewer American firsts

in the next 5 to 10 years because of the
current Soviet momentum."

When one considers the great advan
tage the United States has maintained
1n total defense spending, this Soviet
achievement in the most crucial realm
bespeaks an inexcusable misjudgment in
American priorities which, of course,
goes back over a period of years to the
Kennedy and Johnson administrations.

Where has all the money gone? Much
of it, of course, has gone to Vietnam.
But even outside of Vietnam and outside
of other ground mobilization, the United
States has spent far more in defense
than the Soviet Union over the last dec
ade. Only in recent years, when the
U.S. lead became so overwhelming as to
portend a first strike capability, did the
Soviet Union approach the United States
in strategic spending. But the U.S. ex
cess in strategic spending did not in
crease our security over the long run. It
only increased Soviet spending.

Far too much of our money, moreover,
was spent procuring and deploying pres
ent technology-even if it was not
needed in terms of current threats.
Apart from some $28 billion spent on
missile systems that were not deployed,
billions were spent on repeatedly replac
ing our land-based missiles with new
models as soon as they were developed
from successive forms of Atlases and
Titans to Minutemen I, II, and III. We
have spent many billions maintaining
our surface naval fieet at World War II
levels-and protecting it with expensive
but sometimes ineffective new defenses
despite the increasing vulnerability of all
surface systems to Soviet submarines,
missiles, and other offensive weapons.
Over $15 billion has been spent on air
defense against the minimal Soviet
bomber threat.

I COUld, of course, continue the sad
catalog of obsolescent weapons technol
ogy we have procured in our resolve to
deploy every novelty we develop, in re
sponse to every possible threat, regard
less of our overall superiority. Suffice it
to say that the total of unnecessary
spending is in the range of hundreds of
billions of dollars.

Meanwhile the Soviet Union has per
plexed us by its failure to keep pace. As
Foster has said:

Soviet mmtary hardware frequently has
not reflected the most advanced state of the
art in the U.S.S.R.

The Soviet Union has concentrated on
"proven technology" and "robust, rela
tively simple equipment:' Foster reports.

Richard Wilson described the contrast
in the Washington Star of AUgust 3 in
a column on the administration's blue
ribbon panel on the Pentagon, headed
by Gilbert W. Fitzhugh, chairman of the
Board of Metropolitan Life Insurance
Co. The Fitzhugh recommendations and
their favorable reception in the admin
istration are the most promising develop
ment in years in the area of defense pol
icies. Wilson wrote:

Under the McNamara system the United
States followed a general pattern of visualiz
ing the weapons it wanted and, without
prototypes as in the case of TFX-the
faultily operational F-ll1--creating it. The
testing was done by agencies already com-

mit ted on the scale of billions of dollars to
the success of the weapon and thus loath
to re~ognlze its failure. The Russians are
satisfied with weapons that work but are
not things of beauty and technical marvels
of the Buck Rogers age. But under the
American system the thing has to look like
a Cadlllac of the 22d Century.

While the Soviet Union was saving
money with its Volkswagen procurement
policies, we now know from Foster that
it was also investing in research and
scientific education to assure its future
strength, while the United States was
cutting back.

The political philosophy of Marxism
Leninism has long held the belief that
overspending on armaments will be one
of the key factors in what is seen as the
ultimate downfall of the West. Former
Premier Khrushchev of the Soviet Un
ion, describing this in a discussion of
what he called the "general crisis of
capitalism," said:

An integral trait of the aggressive im
perialist policy and economy is the gigantic
increase of militarism, this cancerous growth
of contemporary capitalist society.

Whether or not we accept this argu
ment, there is little question that our
adversaries in the global political situa
tion welcome every dollar of our national
budget which is siphoned off from other,
economically productive fields into the
dead end of surplus military hardware.

Let us look at the figures which illus
trate the comparison in military spend
ing. Total military spending by the
United States in the last fiscal year is
estimated at $78 billion to $79 billion.
The budget request for the current year
is more than $71 billion, a figure, I think,
which compares favorably in large meas
ure, due to the work of the Senate and of
the efforts of the distinguished chair
man of the Armed Services Committee,
the Senator from Mississippi, and we
want to help him do even better this
year. But even if the pending amend
ment is adopted, we would spend $66 bil
lion this year.

What does the Soviet Union spend on
its military operations? The highly re
spected Institute for Strategic Studies
estimates that last year the Soviets
spent the equivalent of $42 billion in U.S.
purchasing power to maintain its mili
tary program.

In Indochina alone, U.S. military
spending in recent years has approached
$30 billion. But the combined Soviet
Chinese military input into the Indo
china war is estimated by resp"nsible
U.S. officials at barely $1 billion a year at
its peak in 1967 and at not more than
$500 million in the years since then.

Our adversaries cite as a philosophical
truism that we will spend ourselves into
oblivion, and look at what we are doing:
spending more than one and one-half
times as much as overall defense cpera
tions and up to 30 times as much in our
one theater of active conflict, an area
which is of questionable importance to
the true vital interest of the United
States.

We are faced today \iith a new de
fense budget. In view of Dr. Foster's
alarms, I must admit I am disturbed to
discover that there is little change in the
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old pae.i;rn. The Pentagon continues to
propoS': IOxcessive spending on current
and impending technology, some of it
relatively ineffective or unte::ted, even
thoWSh our overall position of superiority
is unchallenged in the short m.i1. We
have been asked for money for AB~/r,

Minuteman m, a new interc;;ntine~tal

bomber, new destroyers, and attack air
craft carriers. A detaiied critique of
these and other requested programs has
been prepared by the Committee on Mili
tary Spending of Members of Congress
fo:' Peace Through Law. I served on the
committee and I recommend its findings,
albe!t with personal reservations on SGme
points.

Cutting a defense budget is not a job
to be done with a dull, blunt instrument.
It is a job to be done with care, judg
ment, and foresight. It is probably more
of an art than a science.

Failure to recognize this fact is prob
ably one of the reasons the efforts made
to date in reducing defense costs have
re::tcted unfavorably to overall security
considerations and may cause some un
derstandable concern. We have at
tempted to reduce total dollar cost with
out altering our pattern of operation. As
a result, we pour billions into obsolescing
h:>rd".'are items and into peripheral en
gagement in Vietnam, but neglect the
very bedrock security factors upon which
se:mrity derends. We might instead
practice the doctrine of "fly before you
buy" and produce limited numbers of
prototypes before we place orders
for pwcurement in the billion-dollar
cate€:ory.

\Vil~le we continue on the course we
have foil owed to date, our basic defense
industrial base has been allowed to slow
down. By the estimate of a responsible
industrial association, it is now 46 per
cent idle, and Defense Department
Ccmptroller Moot confirms that it is
about 30 percent idle. These figures have
particular significance in the light of
Dr. Foster's warning.

It is a little like the farmer who fore
goes the purchase of next year's seed in
order to gather this year's tares.

The Senate Armed Services Commit
tee is to be commended for wisely re
jecting some of the Pentagon requests.
But at this time of crisis, when our tech
nical lead is in jeopardy, we cannot af
ford to continue such expenditure on
unnecessary or marginl:'Jly useful sys
tems. We must stabilize our economy and
increase our investment in the educa
tionsl and scientific programs on which
our future security will be founded. Our
future security will be based on current
activity not at our missile sites but in
our cl?,ssrooms-gnd our educational
system is now in crisis.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
perc. The time of the Senatoi' has
expired.

M;,. PROXMIRE. I yield 5 minutes to
the Senat:'r from Maryland.

;VIr. MATHIAS. I th:mk the Senator
fa,' giving me time to conclude my
remarks.

Pl'esident Eisenhower was perhaps our
wisest recent President on matters of na
tional security. He kept the countrY
st;:ong 6.nd cur i·;cciet:: stable. Our deter
rent is still ess2l1tial!y based en pro-

grams researched and developed during
his administration while he resisted
pressures to deploy unneces"ary systems.
I would like to quote his words:

:';0 matter how much we spend for arms,
thC':e i3 !10 s£>.fety in arms alone. Our se
c:::.~·nv is tl1~ tctal nroduct of cur economic,
irl"leliectual. m0l"~~1.ancl r.allitary strengths .

Le: me elab"rate on this great truth .
It b::ppens th&t defense is a field in which
I have :lad v?!'ied experience oyer 2. life
time, ~nC: if I have learned anything, it is
that- there i;;; 11,) way in whIch a country call
s3.tisfy the craving fer absolute securily
tut it easily c"n banl~rupt itself, morally
and eccmomicaEy. in attemptillg to reach
that illusory goal through arms a:cne. The
}.lllitary Establishment, not productive of
itself, r.ec83sarily must feed Gn the energy,
productivity and brainpower of the cculltry,
and if it takes teo much, our total st.·ength
declines.

I cannot imprave on Ge!1eral Eisen
howe.'s prol:hetic words. I can only say
that they describe our current condi
tion. And they dictate the kind of "se
vel'e scmtiny of the defense budget" for
which another great Republican, Robert
A. Taft, appealed in -his last public
speech. Such "severe scrutiny," I believe,
would result in a cut at least as great
as that currently contemplated. I urge
such a cut solemnly, in the interests of
national security and domestic peace.

It i3 nat an easy decision for any mem
ber of Ccng-,:ess to advocate a curb on
government :ipending when such a de
cision involves the vital area of national
defense. But I do so in the strong convic
tion that the amendment which has been
sponsored by the distinguished Senator
from Wisconsin and myself is responsi
ble in its substance and is made manda
tory by the current economic situation.

The citizens of the United States and
their elected representatives in Congress
can no longer ignore the implications of
the fiscal situation we face. Despite a
few hopeful signs, inflation is literally
eating the Nation out of house and home.
It is imperative that we review our pri
orities in light of this daily menace to
our national and individual economic
situations. We must act swiftly and de
cisively to restore fiscal order.

I speak of the eroding forces of in
flation in general and the needless waste
of defense funds in particular. The Pres
ident is fighting inflation on a broad
front. He is acutely aware of the need
fer economy. His recent veto of the edu
cation appropriations bill, although un
popular, was the only responsible course
he had in calling the questi::m of overall
Federal spending levels to the attention
of Congress and the Nation. Unfortu
nately, the Congress did not heed the
warning flag he raised and overrode the
veto.

In addition to this action, we have seen
recently the commitment to continue an
outdated farm subsidy program, the com
mitment to advance a premature anti
ballastic missile s~-stem and other, simi
lar massive allocations of Federal funds,
It now appears that the hoped-for sur
plus of $1.3 billion in our national budget
for the current yc?r is disintegrating
into a prGjected $10 billion to $15 bil
lion deficit. If we are to win the war
against inflation, we must come to the
defense 01 ou"' eCOi1omy no's, \Ve must

stop this faceless thief-infiation-which
steals fi'om the pocketbook of every
American family. Until we control this
slide, n0 amount cf money, however
large, will achieve its original purpose
and, in fact, may only provide further
fuel to the fires of inflation.

Such considerations gain added mean
ing when Deputy Secretary of Defense
David Packard confirms publicly-as he
did last week-what many of us have
suspected about military procurement
process for a long time. As Mr. Pac!;::ard
put it, "'Ve have a real mess on our
hands." And, in a commendably blunt
speech, he acknowledged that the De
fense Department is suffering from a
long-building crisis of "bad manage
ment." Rather than more people and
more supervision, he said, the Defense
Department requires fewer people and a
more concerted, economic approach to
spending.

This is precise:y what ~he pending
amendment will do. It will save money
and encourage more efficient manage
ment. Inasmuch as military spending is
essentially nonproductive and inflation
ary by nature, we simply callilot afford
the expenditure of a single dollar beyond
our minimal needs. The Senate Armed
Services Committee realized this when it
cut nearly 7 percent from the mili
tary procurement authorization bill. The
pending amendment would cut about 7.1
percent from all military spending,

There are numerous precedents for
Congress to legislate a general cut in
spending f01' a partiCUlar department
and to allow the administrators of the
depal'tment involved to determine where
to apply the cuts. As recently as Febru
ary 27, the Senate adopted an amend
ment offered by the distingUished Sen
ator from New Hampshire (Mr, COTTON)
to cut by 2 percent spending by agencies
covered in the appropriation bill for the
Health, Education, and Welfare Depart
ments.

This amendment, which would limit
overall military spending this year to $66
billion, would leave to the President and
the Defense Department the decisions as
to where to impose spending cuts. Many
Members of the Senate, in debate on the
pending bill and on other occasions, have
pointed to specific areas where they felt
cuts could be made. This amendment
would leave the decision on cuts up to
the executive agencies which in the past
have opposed specific cuts on the ground
that only the Pentagon knew where they
should be made,

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the RECORD at the conclusion
of my remarks. a copy of a memorandum
entitled "The Proxmire-Mathias Amend
ment To Limit Fiscal Year 1971 Military
Spending to $66 Billion," which sum
marizes what this amendment would do
and why it must be adopted as a respon
sible approach to the problems which
confront us.

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

(See exhibit U
Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, in mak

ing these cuts, moreover, I recommend
that the Pentagon take special effort to
assure that scientific and other te(;hnical
manpower are not permanently lost to
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our na tional secUlity programs. Over the
last few years, our defense procurement
programs have been cut by a total of
nearly one-third without close attention
to the long-term effects. Our future mo
bilization base has been jeopardized. It
is crucial that current retrenchments
like current expenditures-be designed
\vith our long-term security in mind.
Conversion of our defense industry for
peaceful purposes should not be consid
ered as a part time concern. Conversion
is a necessary instrument of intelligent
defense planning, preserving our mo
bilization base for a future crisis.

In the future our defense spending
should be maintained at a relatively
steady and balanced level. We should
not allow uncertain new appraisals of
Soviet intentions and capabilities to pan
ic us into erratic splurges of investment
in untested systems. A balanced ap
proach would prevent literal crash pro
grams for new aircraft-and titanic new
efforts in shipbuilding-that bring pub
lic disillusionment and abrupt retrench
ment.

The Soviet Union has long lagged far
behind us in the al'ms race; its economy
cannot permit maintenance of long-term
defense spending competitive with ours
without major social strains. By induc
ing the U.S.S.R. to increase its propor
tionate commitment to defense, we will
only enhance the power of militarists in
Soviet society.

The only area where it is important
for the United States to retain a general
advantage is in science and technology.
The ultimate commentary on our de
fense policies in recent years is their
failure to provide for leadership in this
crucial realm, while entailing levels of
expenditure far beyond the reach of our
competitors in every other area.

We must have a strong America. I
believe that a program combining re
trenchment in current defense spending
with conversion of industry rather than
dissolution of it represents our best long
term hope for peace and prosperity.

EXHIBIT 1
THE PRoXMIRE-l\!ATmAS AMENDMENT To LIMIT

FISCAL YEAR 1971 MILITARY SPENDING TO
$66 BILLION

LANGUAGE OF THE AMENDMENT
The Amendment reads:
At the end of the bill add a new section

as follows:
Sec. 508(a) Notwlthsta.nding any other

provision of law, the a.ggregate amount that
may be expended for Department of De
fense-Military Functions for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1971, shall not exceed $66,
000,000,000."

WHAT IT DOES
The outlays proposed ill the President's

budget for Department of Defense-MllItary
Functions are $71.2 bllllon. It includes lll
most all military spending except 1) foreign
military assistance, 2) mllltary spending by
the Atomic Energy Commission, and 3) some
defense related activities such lIS stockplllng,
and selective service.

The Amendment limits spending. It puts
a ceiling of $66 billlon on military spending.

It cuts approximately 7 percent below the
amount proposed in the bUdget. This is
almost the same percentage the Senate
Armed Services Committee reduced the 20.5
billion M!l1tary Authorization bill.

WHO DEtERMINES WHERE TO CUT
The Amendment leaves the specific deter

mination of where to cut, to the President
and the Defense Department. Members of
the Senate have pointed to specific areas
where cuts could take place. But the precise
cuts are left to the Executive Departments
who in the past have opposed specific cuts on
the ground that only the Pentagon knew
where they should be made.
PRECEDENTS FOR GENERAL CUTS OR LIMITATIONS

ON SPENDING
There are numerous precedents for general

cuts or limitations on spending for both mil
Itary and civilian programs.

On June 29, 1970, Senator Williams
(R.-Del.) offered an Amendment to place a
ceiling on fiscal year 1971 spending.

On February 27, 1970, Senator Cotton
(R.-N.H.) proposed a 2 percent cut in the
HEW-Labor bill.

On April 19, 1968, Senator Williams
(R.-Del.) proposed a 3 percent reduction in
the mllltary procurement authorization bill.

On April 18, 1968, Senator Hart (D.-Mich.)
proposed a $500 million cut In mil1tary re
search and development.

One or another of these general cuts and
limitations have been supported by a large
proportion of the Members of the Sena.te.

WHERE CUTS COULD BE MADE
While the amendment does not propose any

specific areas where cuts should be made, a
thoroughly documented case has been made
for cuts of $10 to $14 billion. Among those
areas are:

Procurement.-The overruns on 38 major
weapons systems, according to the General
Accounting Office, amount to $23 billion.

As Secretary Packard said "Frankly . . , in
Defense Procurement, we have a real mess on
our hands...."

And Mr. Gilbert Fitzhugh, on the release
of his report, said in a press conference, "De
fense Department's policies have contributed
to serious cost overruns, schedUle slippage
and performance deficiencies."

Overseas bases.-We now have some 429
major and almost 3,000 minor bases scattered
in 30 countries throughout the world, many
of which lire no longer necessary.

New one-plus war strategy.-The shift
from a two plus war strategy to a one-plUS
war strategy shOUld, according to former
BUdget Director Charles SchUltze, mean a
$14 billion cut. While the Pentagon has an
nounced the new pollcy, no reductions have
yet occurred.

Uniform accountiny.-Accordlng to Ad
miral Rlckover, instituting the Uniform Ac
counting Procedures-just signed Into law
should save up to $2 billion.

Manpower.-TIoop withdrawals from Viet
nam and a general reduction in manpower
to the pre-Vietnam level of 2.5 million shOUld
bring large savings.

Weapons.-Specific weapon systems could
be cut, lengthened In time for delivery, or
kept in the research and development stage,
Among these are the MBT-70 tank,the B-1
bomber, duplication in the anti-SUbmarine
warfare program, and the number of carriers.

Others.--8avlngs could be made In the
amounts spent on public relations at the
Pentagon, on food procurement, In the rota
tion and leave policies of the forces outside
Vietnam and combat.

!.RGUMENTS FOR THE $66 BILLION CEILING
(1) In light of our burgeoning domestic

needs-schools, health, anti-pollution, to
name only a few, we must shift priorities
from the military to the cl\'l!Ia:l sectors.

(2) The prospective $10 to $15 billion
bt:C'get deficit means that no substantial
amounts will be avaHable to meet these needs
unless a major redu::tion is made in mili~ary

spending,
(3) The Education and HEW Appropria-

tions bills were vetoed on grounds of excessive
spending. In the battle against infiation,
stringent gUidelines must be extended to all
areas of government spending.

(4) Military spending Is non-productive.
We should not spend a Single dollar more for
it than is absolutely needed. A shift from
military to needed civilian spending will
satisfy pent up needs, be less inflationary,
and be far more productive.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield
myself 20 minutes on the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
NELSON). The Senator from Mississippi
is recognized for 20 minutes,

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, let me
say at the beginning that I wish all Sen
ators could be here this morning. We are
having a good discussion on both sides.
I consider the vote on this amendment to
be highly important. It will be a vital
vote. If the amendment should be agreed
to, it would be, with all deference to its
authors, throwing into the junk heap
some of the heretofore well considered,
reliable and essential guidelines and pro
cedures of our committee work.

The amendment seeks to anticipate
appropriation bills that will come up
later, in bills that cannot be put to
gether until this bill now under debate
is passed. It tries to anticipate all these
matters in a rather general way, but in
an effective way. if it should become law,
it would put a cap on total spending
which again, with all respect, I think
would be artificial and would cause chaos
and confusion and downright danger
and harm. To get out of the situation it
would take us into, it would cost far
more money than the orderly and effec
tive procedure we are under now, and
would systematically reduce the military
bUdget, at the same time we were pro
tecting our security and living up to our
commitments,

I have mentioned it once this morning,
but I point out again the items that go to
make up the 1971 bUdget.

The first item is military personnel,
which inclUdes the pay, food. and the
travel which go with our military uni
formed personnel-$21 billion.

The only way to reduce that, a.nd we
are reducing it gradually and rather
rapidly, is to reduce our personnel, which
is something we cannot do, It is like
pruning a peach tree.

The next item is retirement of military
personnel-$3.194 billion.

The only way to reduce that would be
to change the law, and I have not seen
any bills introduced to reduce that
money,

Operation maintenance. That is for
gas, oil, grease, and things that make the
wheels turn-$19 billion.

That, of course, is tied directly to per
sonnel. The cost is coming down. But we
cannot just take off the bralces and let
everything run downhill because we have
other priorities-I have some priorities
myself. The item for operation main
tenance just mentioned is $2.5 billion
down from the last fiscal year.

Just that item alone, procurement, that
is the bill we really have up here, which
is what is all that is before the Senate
except for the amendments. That is the
part of the bill which was already honed
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and dissected and put back together with
a reduction of $1.3 billion.

We appreciate the compliments about
having done that but, at the same time,
they are turning right around and telling
us now that here is something we have
not had a chance to pass on and they
know more about it than we do. Of
course, this is not a matter of person
alities.

We have in the bill $19.3 billion, which
is now before the Senate, and there has
been no disposition on the part of the
Senate to change any of the figures we
have in the bill proper, that $19.3 billion.

Research, test and evaluation-$7.3
billion. That is the one the Senator from
New Hampshire (Mr. MciNTYRE) will
speak on in a few minutes. That is down
considerably and it has been brought
down systematically. The Senator from
Missouri speaking against the bill and
for this amendment said this morning
that it represents time that cannot be
recalled.

I shall not belabor these items further
which have been brought in and con
tested by this amendment. There is no
bill before us on it. The Appropriations
Committee has not made any recom
mendation yet.

Mr. President, I have a "defense
budget cutback facts" statement in my
hand and ask unanimous consent that
it be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

DEFENSE BUDGET CUTBACK FACTS

Defense spending in FY 1971 is 34.6% of
the Federal bUdget total-the lowest percent
age since FY 1950, before the Korean War.

Defense spending In FY 1971 amounts to
7% of the Gross National Product (GNP)
the iowest per cent since FY 1951.

From prewar (FY 1964) to FY 1971, De
fense spending Is up $21 billion; other Fed
eral agency spending Is up $64.9 bUllon.

From 1969 to 1971, Defense spending drops
by $6.9 billion; other Federal agencies In
crease by $24.6 billion.

Defense spending was $50.8 billion In pre
war FY 1964, $78 blll10n In FY 1968. and
$78.7 billion in FY 1969. compared to $71.8
bllllon in FY 1971- down $6.9 bi1l1on from
FY 1969 and down $5.2 blll10n from FY 1970.

Very large pay Increases have been pro
vided by the Congress over these years, and
increases in the general price level have
added 23.2% to the cost of weapons and other
Defense purchases since prewar FY 1964.

If FY 1971 pay rates and price levels had
been In effect tlu'oughout, spending would
have been $66.8 billion In 1964, $89.1 billion
In 1968 and $86.7 billlon in 1969. compared
to $71.8 billion In 1971.

Therefore. after allowing for inflation
(largely pay Increases) Defense spending in
FY 1971 (inclUding war costs) is $5 billion
or 7% above prewar 1964. Most of the De
fense spending increase Is due to Inflation.

On the same basis (dollars of constant buy
ing power) Defense spending peaked at $89.1
billion in FY 1968, and is down by $17.3 bil
lion (20%) inFY 1971.

There were 2,685,000 mllitary personnel on
active duty In prewar June 1964. This peaked
at 3,547,000 In June 1968. and is estimated
at 2,908.000 for June 1971. 862,000 military
personnel were added from 1964 to 1968, and
639,000 are being cut from that peak by 1971.
June 1971 strength will be 223,000 (8%)
above June 1964. Most of the wartime build
up has been removed.

Civilian employment was 1.035,000 in June

1964, 1,287.000 in June 1968, and is estimated
at 1.145,000 in June 1971. 252.000 civilians
were added from 1964 to 1968, and 142,000
are cut from that peak by 1971. June 1971
employment is 110,000 (10%) above June
1964. Most of the wartime buildup has been
removed.

From prewar 1964 to 1968, Defense-related
employment In Industry increased by 1.7 mil
lion jobS. From 1968 to 1971, industry jobs
will fall by 1.3 million, removing most of
the wartime buildUp.

From the 1968 wartime peak to 1971, De
fense cuts amount to $17.3 billion In con
stant dollars, and over 2 m1lllon jobs-781,000
military personnel and direct-hire civilians,
and 1.3 million jobs in industry.

In constant dollars (FY 1971 prices) De
fense outlays for procurement, construction,
and RDT&E were $30.5 billlon In FY 1964 and
peaked a $40.1 billion in FY 1968, compared
to $28 billion in FY 1971. That Is, Defense
spending for investment and RDT&E drops
$12.1 billion (30%) from the wartime peak,
and Is $2.5 billion (8 %) below the prewar
level.

Procurement spending in constant dollars.
including war costs,is 2% below prewar 1964;
RDT&E is down 16 %; and construction down
10%.

For procurement, construction, and
RDT&E, the FY 1971 program, war costs and
all. is the lowest since FY 1964. If special
war costs are set aside, this Is the lowest
budget since the 1950's.

The 1971 Defense budget has been cut back
to near the prewar level. while war costs
continue to be significant. FY 1971 Defense
spending is up $5 billion from prewar FY
1964, in constant dollars. Incremental war
spending in FY 1971 Is more than twice that
amount. The difference represents cutbacks
in baseline programs from the prewar level.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, let me
make some brief comments on some of
the items on this matter. One item, based
on these facts, is that 2.6 million military
personnel were on active duty in prewar
June.1964. I will just use round numbers
here. The peak was 4.5 million men in
June 1968. It is estimated to be 2.9 mil
lion men for June 1971.

Thus, 862,000 men were added from
1964 to 1968 and 639.000 men will be cut
from that peak by 1971.

In other words, there was a buildUp
because of the war, but by the end of this
budget year we will have most of that
whittled way back down to a more rea
sonable figure. So that the 1971 strength
at the end of this bUdget year will be
223,000 men, 8 percent above June of
1964. Most of the wartime buildUp will
have been removed.

On this idea of civilian employment
and that involves tremendous cost
civilian employment was 1,035,000 in
June 1964. It was 1,287,000 in June 1968.
It is estimated at 1.145 million in June
1971. The 250,000 civilians were added
from 1964 to 1968. That is at the peak of
its strength. And 140,000 were cut back
by 1971. June 1971, the figure will be
10 percent above that for 1964.

So most of the wartime buildup here
has already been removed.

My point is that we cannot include a
great many more reductions here be
cause the wartime strength has been ab
sorbed from prewar 1964 to 1968.

Defense-related employment increased
by 1.47 million jobs from 1968 to 1971.
Those jobs will fall to 1.3 million, remov
ing most of the wartime buildup.

So, when y;e talk about wars hopefully

ending and the costs coIning down, we
can see that that matter has been al
ready worked on and the water has been
squeezed out. We are at or approaching
almost the level of prewar costs.

I favor coIning down below what it is
now. However, these things have to be
done in an orderly way. They are being
done and they must be done in an order
lyway.

Another thing that sheds light on the
subject is constant dollars, fiscal year
1971 prices; defense outlays for procure
ment, construction, research and de
velopment, and engineering were $30.5
billion in fiscal year 1964. It peaked to
$40 billion in fiscal year 1968, compared
to $28 billion in fiscal year 1971. That is
this fiscal year we are talking about,
fiscal year 1971. That if> defense spending
for construction, research, and develop
ment, engineering. It dropped $12.1 bil
lion, or 30 percent, from the wartime
peak and is $2.5 million or 8 percent
below the prewar level.

Those things illustrate that so far as
the costs due to the war is concerned,
the luxuries of the budget have been
cleared out, cleaned up, and eliminated
faster than the war is being eliminated.
And those are the reductions that we in
sisted be made. The committee did that.
The Defense Department does not write
this bill up any more than our grand
children write it up. We get information
from them, and we have men on the
staff capable of evaluating what they
sayan most every subject in the bill.

That is why it has not been subjected
to attack on these individual items. It
has been picked to pieces and put back
together by men who knew the subject
matter and we had reason and grounds
for our action.

I want to emphasize that. I was im
pressed here that the Senator from
Georgia (Mr. RUSSELL), the chairman
of the Appropriations Committee, long
time chairman of the Armed Services
Committee, and a long time member of
the Appropriations Committee-from
the early 1930's-was so impressed with
what this amendment would do that he
had two very able, competent men on his
staff prepare a memorandum.

The Senator from Georgia was moved
to send that memorandum out to every
member of the committee. I had it
printed in the RECORD yesterday after
noon. I think that we will hear from
some of these members. There was a
time, I believe, when it would have been
sent to all members of the committee.

It sets out the enormous impact of the
amendment, far beyond the fun realiza
tion of some of those who propose it in
such good faith. I refer to that memo
randum now. We will discuss it some
later as things develop.

I have information here that our staff
has prepared in anticipation of this or
any other amendment that might be
drawn. I think it is well for these figures
to be challenged. They are enormous.

I get concerned. I am concerned all
the time. The Defense Department
knows where my corns are. They know
that this personnel matter hurts my corns
all the time. I want them to do even
more about a reduction, but I know that
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we cannot go in there and eliminate
men, either military men or civilian
employees.

I know that we have these various
weapons. We can stop making them
as far as our side is concerned. But
we cannot stop the other side from mak
ing more weapons and more modern
weapons.

We can stop building tanks, but we
cannot stop the other side from build
ing antitank weapons and using all the
technological improvements, including
modern electronics;

We have to weigh these things. The
defense budget for 1971 is $71.3 billion.
This would be compared with the re
vised Nixon budget of $74.9 billion and
the Johnson budget for fiscal year 1970
of $82.9 billion.

If the factor of infiation is replaced
and this is a major point-in terms
of 1964 dollars, the budget for fiscal
year 1971 would be only $54.6 billion
as compared to the $50.8 billion budget
for fiscal year 1964. In other words, when
we go back to the 1964 dollars, we find
that we are running less than $4 billion
above the 1964 budget which was a pe
riod before the war buildup. The war is
not over yet. The annual budget has
increased by two times.

We have put the square and compass
on these figures from every conceivable
angle, and have got substantially the
same result. This bears out what I have
been saying; namely, that most of the
cost of the war, due to infiatlon and the
increase due to the war buildup, has
been taken out, even though the war is
still going on. Defense outlays for mili
tary functions are projected to drop more
than $5.3 billion from fiscal 1970 to fiscal
1971-from $76.5 billion to $71.2 billion.
The fiscal 1971 budget has been char
acterized as a transition bUdget. The
weapons systems being funded are
mainly those currently in being except
for the ABM.

We have some weapons coming along
later, such as the F-14 and the F-15. I
do not want to mislead anyone. They
are going to be super in cost because
they are super in modernity. I think they
will be the best weapons in the world
in their field. If we are not exactly meet
ing that test, we must meet it.

Despite the fact that 682,000 fewer
people will be on the defense payroll,
military and civilian, by June 1971, com
pared with June 30, 1969, the entire De
partment of Defense payroll cost-that
is, active military, civilian, and retired
personnel-will increase by $400 million,
from $35.4 billion to $35.8 billion. This
shows the effect of infiation and also
the mounting cost of military retired
pay, which now costs about $3.2 billion
annually.

We can do nothing about this under
present law. It will be necessary to
change the law, but, as I say, no one
propOses to do that.

As compared to June 30, 1969, the net
reduction in personnel counting DOD
military and civilian and defense prod
ucts industries on June 30, 1970, will be
526,000 and on June 30, 1971, will be
1,026,000. This is a conservative figure
since there could be an even greater im
pact on the defense industries.

The fiscal year 1971 defense budget is
close to the prewar, peacetime levels
much closer than many people realize.
We studied this matter and do this be
fore the bill was ever filed. Military man
power, for example, is forecast at 2,908,
000 for June 30, 1971. That is an 8-per
cent increase above the level of $2,685,
000 at June 30, 1964. And it is less than
4 percent above the $2,808,000 we had
on June 30, 1962, another peacetime
year. Unless there is some kind of set
back we are going to reduce that further.

Never before have we seen such cut
backs in the military while fighting con
tinues. Military manpower is dropping
639,000 from the peak reached in 1968;
civilian employment by 142,000; and de
fense jobs in industry are dropping over
1 million from 1968 to 1971.

REMOVAL OF MISCONCEPTION

Mr. President, I want to remove a
widespres.d misconception that relates
to the defense dollar and what has oc
curred since 1964 with respect to the
defense budget as a whole.

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

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. J;'resident, I yield
myself 3 additional minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is recognized for 3 additional
minutes.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, contrary
to popular belief, the Defense pl'opor
tion of the total Federal budget is de
creasing. From fiscal year 1964 to fiscal
year 1968, total Government spending
rose by 50 percent and I might add that
in the President's budget forecast an
other increase of 12 percent is projected
by the end of fiscal year 1971. In other
words, from fiscal year 1964 through
fiscal year 1971, total Government
spending will have increased by 62 per
cent.

That is unthinkable, but true.
On the other hand the expenditures of

the Department of Defense from fiscal
year 1964 through fiscal year 1971 are
expected to increase by 41 percent as
compared to 62 percent for the Govern
ment as a whole. Dollarwise defense
spending in fiscal year 1964 was $50.8
billion compared to $71.8 billion for fiscal
year 1971.

In summary, Mr. President, from fiscal
year 1964 through fiscal year 1971, dis
counting infiation and pay increases,
over 90 percent of the increase in Federal
spending has gone to nondefense Federal
agencies.

I was surprised at those figures myself
but they are borne out and they do stand
up.

Mr. President, in smnmary these fig
ures show definite progress and definite
goals, and they show that we are well
on our way. All of this has been done
despite the fact the war is continuing.

Mr. President, I reserve the unused
part of my 3 minutes.

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield to me for 12 minutes?

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield
to the chairman of our Subcommittee on
Research,' Development, Testing, and
Evaluation, the Senator from New
Hampshire (Mr. McINTYRE), who has
done a tremendous amount of effective
work and Who has filed a fine report.

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, I must
voice my opposition to the amendment
now pending before us.

I have no quarrel with the amend
ment's basic goal-a reduction of our
overall military expenditures. I have
worked long and hard this year myself
toward that very goal.

And I will continue to pursue it in the
future. For military expenditures are too
often nonproductive in nature. They de
tract from our capability to meet urgent
domestic needs. And they add to the
bUdgetary deficit which now looms large
before us.

So I oppose the present amendment,
Mr. President, not out of hostility to its
purpose, but from a deep conviction that
it is an improper means for reaching our
common end.

Consider for a moment what this
amendment would entail.

Two months of the fiscal year have
already passed, and 10 months remain.
In that remaining time, we must com
plete Senate and Conferee action on this
authorization, and then undertake
House, Senate, and conference action on
each of the three appropriation bills
involved.

And sometime in that process, if this
amendment is adopted, we would pass to
the Department of Defense the job of
cutting spending by $5.2 billion in the
months that remain of the fiscal year.

It is important to remember that this
amendment is directed to spending
checks issued. Not authorizations, appro
priations, or obligations. Not new con
tracts. It is directed to spending.

Now with respect to Defense spending
the 1971 defense budget is divided almost
evenly between payroll and purchases.
About $35.8 billion Is for payroll, and
$35.4 billion for purchase of goods and
services, for a total of $71.2 billion.

Let us consider the payroll part first.
Let us suppose that the Department is
forced to achieve $3 billion of the $5.2
billion cut by manpower cutbacks. The
total payroll for 1 month is about $3 bil
lion, and there are 10 months remaining
in the fiscal year. This means that the
Department would have to cut the aver
age number of employees by 10 percent
for the remainder of the year-in addi
tion to the personnel cuts already
planned.

But this would be a 10-percent cut
only if it could be effected immediately
on September 1. This of course is impos
sible. Decisions must be made as to which
jobs are to be abolished. Personnel must
then be given notice. Account must be
taken that military induction, enlist
ment, and reenlistment actions are al
ready in process. It takes time before
personnel accessions can be further re
duced and separations increased, above
the plan-and this is the only way to
get the payroll down.

If the Department began promptly.
the payroll cuts would begin to show up
in January 1971, at the earliest, and
manpower would then be progressively
reduced each month through June 1971.

We would then be saving from 1 to
6 months of budgeted pay for each per
son separated. And these savings would
be offset to some extent by increased sep
aration payments and other costs.
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The result is that, if we are to save
$3 billion in Defense payroll spending
starting now, we would have to cut De
fense manpower by about 30 percent be
la',. the budgeted level as of June 30,
1971-a further cut of about 1.2 million
personnel.

Mr. President. I agree that we should
achieve manpower reductions wherever
possible. But we are already doing just
that. The Defense Department has al
ready budgeted a reduction of 311,000
men-about 6 or 7 percent-for fiscal
1971. And the Appropriations Cor.IDlit
tees will determine, after a careful and
detailed analysis, whether additional re
ductions are possible. Undoubtedly there
will be still further reductions next year.

This is the manner in which manpower
reductions should be achieved, not by
amendments like the one before us. Just
consider the implications, Mr. President,
of a 30-percent manpower reduction
over the next 10 months.

Now let us look at the other half of the
Defense spending picture-the $35.4 bil
lion for the purchase of goods and con
tractual services.

It is a simple fact of life-which this
amendment ignores-that contracts are
entered into several months before
money is actually spent. Well over half
of fiscal 1971 spending will result from
contracts entered into last fiscal year
before July 1970. When additional con
tracts entered into during the past 2
months are considered, it becomes clear
that close to three-fourths of this year's
purchase spending is already under
contract.

As a maximum, then, there will be
about $9 billion in fiscal year 1971
spending from contracts to be let after
September 1,1970. If we are to reduce
this spending by $2.2 billion-the re
mainder of the $5.2 billion cut-a 25-per
cent cutback would be involved. But the
process could not be begun immediately.
Decisions would have to be made as to
where the cuts were to be effected. And,
in the meantime, the clock would con
tinue to run so that an increasingly
large share of the 1971 spending would
be committed-leaving the Department
with a 50-percent cutback problem, or
worse.

And these areas where the cuts would
have to be applied often involve items of
high priority, where the Department's
discretion is limited. They involve such
items as food, medical supplies, and fuel
for aircraft and ships-items with rela
tively short lead times.

Given the magnitude of the cut re
quired, the sole criterion in all these ac
tions by the Department would have to
be the spending rate-how fast the par
ticular kind of program spends out. Not
how badly the item is needed. Not ll)ng
run economy.

Consider the manner in which our
priorities might be distorted. It might
not be possible for example to cut spend
ing for procurement of aircraft and
ships, because this is covered by con
tracts already in existence. It might be
necessary therefore to reduce contracts
for such items as ship and aircraft fuel,
thereby taking purchased ships and air
craft off station.

It will also be necessary to abandon
some needed programs, and to delay
others-all at much higher long-run
costs-in order to minimize current
spending.

This will contlibute neither to econ
omy nor to national security. It would
be ironic-but not surprising-if the ad
vocates of this spending cut later led
the chorus of pious horror over the un
economical actions sure to result.

:vlr. President, we have heard a great
deal about the need to be mere realistic
in allcrcating resources in terms of pri
o;"itics and the need to L.'13till better
management of public affairs. Nothing
could be more destructive of these ends
than the spending cut that is proposed
here. We have heard a great deal about
the need for more congressional and
public awareness of relative costs and
relative priorities, and more congres
sional centrol over military and foreign
affairs. and a more informed approach
to budgeting and policymaking. Consider
the contrast between this objective and
the present proposal. I do not know what
the Department of Defense would have
to do to accommodate a $5.2 billion ex
penditure slash this late in the game.
No one in this Chamber knows. Indeed,
neither the President nor tne Pentagon
could tell us, because they do not know
either.

We have heard that the Defense
budget must be cut because Defense
management is bad-but the remedy
proposed here would not be good man
agement. We have heard that congres
sional oversight must be strengthened
but the remedy proposed here would in
volve tr~ru;fer to the executive of some
$10 to $15 billion in current program
decisions, entirely apart frem the estab
lished procedures for congressional over
sight.

The proposed amendment is unwork
able and unsound.

It would produce consequences that
none of us can begin to understand. This
amendment should be roundly defeated.

I yield back the remainder of my time.
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I thank

the Senator very much. Certain Senators
expect to be here. There is a very urgent
and important meeting of the Committee
on Agriculture and Forestry, for one.

I ask unanimous consent that we may,
on divided time, have a quorum call.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered, and the clerk
will call the roll.

The assistant legi3lative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. PROX:M:IRE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield 5 minutes to
the Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I rise to
support the amendment offered by the
distinguished Senator from Wisconsin
(Mr. PROXllHRE) and the distinguished
Senator from Maryland (Mr. MATHIAS),
an amendment of which I am also a
sponsor.

Mr. President, some years ago, in a very
well-meaning effort, the then Secretary

of Defense instituted a new program
called PPBS-Planning Programing
Budgeting System-a program for mak
ing up the Defense Department bUdget
a program that later spread throughout
the Govel'llment-the central idea of
which was that there ought to be a much
more logical and rational way to make up
the !,'ederal defense budget tllan had
been used in the past.

The idea was that we should not con
tinue the old way of making up the de
fense bUdget, which started with a deci
sion in the upper levels of the Govern
ment as to how much the maximum de
fense expenditure would be, and then a
decision within the Defense Department
to divide out that maximum among the
various services.

It was said, with some justification,
that that was not the right way to go
about it, that, instead, the defense budg
et should be prepared from the bottom
up on a cost-effectiveness basis, and that,
based upon the decisions of need and the
security of the country and how those
'needs might be met and that security
might best be protected, the bUdget
would be compiled.

On balance, that would seem to be a
much better system for malcing up a de
fense budget, and I am certain that those
who proposed it and who helped to carry
it out had in mind that it would result
since it would operate on a more rational
basis, and Congress would have access
to the basic reasoning and facts which
had gone into that budgetary process
in a lowered defense bUdget, or at least
in greater restriction on increases in the
defense budget.

But, Mr. President, as we have seen
in recent years, that did not prove, to be
the result. Since I have been in the Sen
ate-and that has been only about 7
years-we have seen the bUdget of the
Defense Department increase enormous
ly in amount, and that cannot be at
tributed entirely to the Vietnam war,
though, of course, that war accounts
for a portion of the increased cost.

Beginning last year, led by the excel
lent work of the distinguished Senator
from Wisconsin (Mr. PROXMIRE) and
others, the Senate has begun to give
the same kind of scrutiny to defense
expenditures and requests for defense
expenditures that it gives to other kinds
of expenditures and requests.

I think it is time that we put an up
ward limit on defense budgets from time
to time, and that is the purpose of the
amendment now before us. I do not think
that logic and rationality alone in mak
ing up the defense budget can be said
to have been such an overwhelming suc
cess, and, therefore, I think it is time we
revert to one aspect of what mllY not
have been such a totally bad system
after all-simply saying that we think
$66 billion, as this amendment would
provide, or whatever figure may be chos
en from year to year, is as much as we
can afford to spend this year, in consid
erationof national security, other needs,
our gross national product and Federal
revenues in general.

I say that, Mr. President, because with
defense expenditures we have had a dif
ferent kind of attitude than we have had
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about other kinds of expenditures. We
have been v;illing to take all sorts of
risks in the field of health; we have been
willing to take all sorts of risks in the
fields of education, housing, crime, pol
lution and all the other myriad problems
which afflict us in growing degrees these
days; and yet our budgetary process in
regard to defense seems primarily to havo
been built upon the premise that we
could accept only zero risks in that field.

We should not say that we will accept
only zero risks in that field, and then say
we will accept whatever risks may be in
volved in the mounting problems of edu
cation, housing, health, crime, pollution,
and all of the other domestic problems
which we face.

What I am saying, Mr. President, is
this: I think it is time-though it is al
most a cliche to say it these days--that
we reorder our priorities in this country.
For while it is almost a cliche to say it,
it has not become a trite thing to do. We
have made very little progress toward
actually reordering our priorities in fact.

But if we are going to face up to the
fact that there are still, in this country,
the richest country in the world, 25 mil
lion people or more who live in poverty
find despair; that there are at least 11
million substandard and overcrowded
housing units in the United states today;
that more than 60 million of our citizens
are not served with any kind of sewer
system; that the shortage of doctors for
our elderly and veterans and poor people
is really approaching a national dis
grace; that one out of 50 Americans
cannot get a doctor today under almost
any kind of circumstances; that our en
vironment continues to deteriorate
alarmingly; that v·;e face a crisis in edu
cation; that our streets are increasingly
unsafe; then we have to recognize that
we must reorder the priorities of this
cOlmtry and decide to put first things
first. We cannot do that so long as de
fense expenditures stay at an unneces
sarily high level, and that is why I sup
port this tough-minded amendment
which is before the Senate, and I hope it
will be adopted by the Senate.

We should not-either for economic
reasons or the pressure of domestic
needs-jeopardize national security; on
that we are agreed. But on one item
alone, the withdrawal of some troops
from Western Europe and Korea, with
drawals which even the administration
is coming closer to agreeing can be made
without damage to our security or that
of those countries to which we are com
mitted, would virtually provide all the
savings required by the pending amend
ment. I urge its adoption.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. STENNIS. I yield myself 3 minutes.
Mr. President, I covered this point

yesterday afternoon, and I am sure this
is the way the matter will figure out: If
we impose this so-called reduction now
of $5.2 billion, which is in addition to
the other reductions that the committee
has made in the bill, it will all have to
be absorbed in the last 6 months of the
present calendar year. It is just a fact
of life that we have already let July and
August pass, operating on a continuirig
resolution. A1; Senators know, that is set

for the previous year's level. This bill
cannot possibly be finished and signed
by the President in less than a month
from now, and that \vill be 3 mor,ths of
the time gone.

The appropriation bills take more
time. Last year, the appropriation bill for
the Department of Defense became law,
I think, on the 22d of December. It could
have been a few days before then, but it
was in December. Then, fer the first
time, they will know where they are in
the Defense Department.

We cailliot just run out as though we
are catching an animal or something
aad do these things. They :lave to be set
in motion. So it will take the last 6
months of the year in absorbing this re
duction of $5.2 billion, and that will be
doing it at a rate of $10 billion a year,
in a 6-month period.

There are a million employees, people
in military uniforms, contracts that are
in force, and many thousands of civilian
employees. The machine canno't be
stopped that fast, in such a short period
of time.

A precedent was established here a
few years ago, when a cap was put on
spending, through a resolution. It came
up at one time in connection with a
tax increase. But we started that at the
then current level of spending, and some
exceptions were made, and we wound up
with approximately half of the Govern
ment excepted from this operation. The
war was on then, and the war. is on now.
We forget that. So I do not think that
that resolution was a realistic precedent
as applied to the present problem.

I would not create a job just to give it
to some individual; but, at the same
time, when all this machinery is going
and these people are in jobs, to throw
them out literally \vithout any decent no
tice and no orderly procedure, simply
because we want to vote for a resolution
with respect to a reduction, is not the
American life.

I have some actual figures on this. To
save $3.2 billion in the defense payroll
under the circumstances to which I have
been alluding, it ,vouId be necessary to
cut direct civilian and military man
power by approximately 30 percent--1.2
million people below the level planned
for June 30, 1971. In short, Mr. Presi
dent, to cut defense spending by $5.2 bil
lion after the year alreadY is well under
way, as I have described, will be cutting
more than 2 million jobs--about 1 mil
lion in the defense industry and more
than a million in direct employment.

That is the way the knife will cut if we
adopt this amendment and it becomes
law. It might be said that that is not cor
rect. I believe it is correct. We asked
them to make the calculations, and I
think we are dealing with people who are
as honest as they can be with the cal
culations and their estimates. I think
this is the only evidence before the Sen
ate on what this will do to these civilian
employees, in such a short period of time,
with no chance to get readY. There is no
way to do it in an orderly fashion, if it is
just demanded that it be done.

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

Mr. STENNIS. I yield myself 1 addi
tional minute.

The only thing before the Senate that
has been carefully weighed by a com
mittee, with a report filed and a recom
mendation-although t.he other Senators
are very able and very conscienticus
~he only thing before tIle committee, in a
legislative way and according to our gen
eral operation schedule, is that $19 bil
lion plus bill for procurement--hard
ware, tanks, ships, guns, submarines, air
planes, and other things tha t are neces
sary, particularly for the yeul'3 ahead.

I plead with the Senate: Let us not go
oIT at an angle here, not on this bill, in
an effort to try to change the priorities
that we all want to change-but in an
orderly way-and do something we will
have to come back and undo later, to the
great harm of many citizens, and with
out saving money but losing money.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield me 5 minutes?

Mr. STENNIS. I yield 5 minutes to the
Senator from New Hampshire.

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, the
impact of the amendment ofIered by the
distinguished Senator from Wisconsin
confused me somewhat initially, since
the bill before the Senate is a request
by Defense for some $20,535,789,000 for
procurement and research and develop
ment.

As a result of our briefings and hear
ings, the Armed Services Committee was
able to recommend to the full Senate a
reduction of the Department of Defense
request of $20,585,789,000 to a figure of
$19,242,000,000. This recommendation
resulted, as I think I can demonstrate,
from a great deal of hard work, a great
d6al of tough questioning, and many
hours of study.

I have here this morning the report the
R. & D. Subcommittee gave to the full
committee on the work it did. We were
examining of that $20,585,000,000 re
quest, $7,345,000,000 for research and
development, test, and evaluation. We
started to take a look at the budget re
quest back on February 3, with the Air
Force coming in to discuss with us for an
hour and a half the ABRES, or advanced
ballistic reentry system, program. On
that same day, we took a look at the B-1
bomber. We spent about 3 hours on those
two subjects that day.

The next day, February 4, we had the .
Navy come in to talk about the E-2C.
The R. & D. Subcommittee had some
misgivings about what we thought was
some duplication between the E-2C and
the AWACS program. The same day we
looked at the Aegis missile for 3 hours.
We devoted the entire day to those two
subjects.

On February 6, we met for an hour
on the AWACS program, the airborne
waining and control system.

On February 11, we met for 2 hours
and a half with the Air Force on the
Minuteman, asking questions and trying
to determine whether there was any soft
ness in the request that the Air Force
was making for that program.

On February 12, we took up a program
called Surface Effect Ships, for 2 hours
with the Navy. We ran across something
that bothered the subcommittee on
R. & D. quite a bit. This is a joint pro-
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gram between Commerce and Navy, but
we found that Commerce was squealing
out from funding its share of the pro
gram.

On February 16, we looked at the
Army program on advanced helicopter
development, which figured strongly la
ter on in our decision affecting the
Cheyenne helicopter.

On February 18, 2 hours were spent
taking a good look at the Cheyenne it
self.

On February 19, we were back with
an interesting problem in the research
and development field, what is known as
Minuteman Rebasing. Two hours were
spent on that.

Then moving to March 10, the Air
Force was questioned seriously and at
length for 2 hours on the supersonic
cruise armed decoy, known as SCJI.D.

On March 11, the Navy was over to
talk about ULMS. That is a far-out pro
gram of the future dealing with a new
submarine and a new missile, a program
that last year we were completely dis
satisfied with in the R. & D. Subcommit
tee, resulting in a recommendation that
the program be scratched, at least tem
porarily. Some funds were then put back
in conference. This year the ULMS pro
gram is beginning to make more sense
to the subcommittee. We see it as im
pOl·tant to our future security.

On the same day, we spent 2 hours
and a half on the Mark 48 tOrPedo.
This is the torPedo that the Research
and Development Subcommittee was
very much interested in because we had
an intuitive feeling that perhaps money
could be saved in that area. This hope
actually caused me to go to Antec in
the Caribbean where the Mark 48 tor
pedo was being tested. We spent 4 hours
on that program.

It will be interesting for the Senator
from Wisconsin to note that this torpedo
has now reached a final testing stage, so
that the subcommittee felt there was no
answer but to give the Department of
Defense the money it needed to continue
with the program. It is a torpedo of great
potential for the security of the United
states.

On March 16, the Navy discussed with
us and we questioned them on the de
stroyer helicopter program. In this area
we felt we found a softness or at least an
area where we could save money.

On March 18, for 2 hours and a lialf,
we discussed the undersea surveillance
system-SOSUS-which I had the op
portunity to visit later at Key West at
one of the SOSUS schools.

On March 18, for an hour and a half,
the Navy came over to tell us about their
acoustics warfare program. Interestingly
enough, the ASW, antisubmarine war
fare, is deeply involved in the future de
fense of this country. The research and
development subcommittee spent much
time on ASW.

On March 23, we took up section 203.
Ultimately, many hours were spent by
the staff and by members of the subcom
mittee on this very di1Iicult problem of
section 203. We will have an amendment
to offer later today on that.

On March 24, the Army's advanced
ballistic missile defense was discussed
for 2 hours.

On March 25, we re..iewed section 409
dealing with the chemical and biological
warfare program. Visits were then made
to Fort Detrick and Edgewood Arsenal.

On March 25, the Navy discussed the
advanced surface ship sonar develop
ment, for an hour and a half.

On March 26, the Navy brought in
Admiral Caldwell who is a very distin
guished naval officer and very well in
formed. We spent 4 hours discussing
antisubmarine warfare. In all the money
that will be requested for ASW develop
ment, we found very little that we could
intelligently and with reason reduce.

On March 31 we spent up to 2 hours
discussing defense communications
planning.

On April 1, we discussed nuclear wea
pons effects research programs and
testing, for 3 hours.

On April 2, we discussed ARPA pro
grams for 2 hours and a half.

On April 8, we discussed the Federal
contract research centers, and we visited
one on the outskirts of Washington. Be
havioral and social sciences were also
given a going over.

On the following day, April 9, we
looked at the SAMjD program, on which
we recommended a strong reduction last
year. That reduction was restored in
conference, we recommend a reduction
this year of $16 million.

On April 10, the Army's Pershing
missile was looked at and discussed, as
were the testing programs of the serv
ices.

On April 11, the Lance missile pro
gram to replace the Sergeant was ex
amined for 2 hours.

On April 16, we took up for 2 hours
and a half the highly controversial S3A,
which is a plane to fly off carriers in the
ASW program. Ours was a tough deci
sion on that one, but we finally decided
to go along with the program, at least
for another year.

Finally, on April 20, we discussed one
of the programs which the Senator from
Wisconsin has been questioning-the
STANO sensor program.

The important thing to realize is that
we looked at many programs and tried to
cut back on those programs. They were
all discussed and evaluated thoroughly.
We cut no more than we did because
we found no more to cut.

When the Senator from Wisconsin
comes here, therefore, and talks about a
$5.2 billion cut, I wonder what he ex
pects from the Subcommittee on Re
search and Development and Tactical
Air Subcommittee, headed by the Sena
tor from Nevada (Mr. CANNON) , that have
spent many hours trying to find these
dollars in an intelligent way that the
Senator wants to cut, and to do so with
something less than mere intuition.

I expect that if the amendment car
ries, the judgment of someone else will
be superimposed over the judgment of
the Subcommittee on Research and De
velopment.

Mr. PROXMIRE. All the amendment
contemplates is that the rest of the De
fense Department would do exactly what
the Senator's subcommittee did.:J'he
subcommittee made a cut of 6 or 7-per
cent in the procurement bill. We want
the same kind of cut in the rest of tile
Defense Department budget.

Mr. McINTYRE. But the amendment
does not say that.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, we
believe there should be a whole series of
areas in which the Defense Department
budget could be cut. It would not neces
sarily be research or procurement. I will
show that in a moment. That would be
at the option of the Defense Department
itself.

Mr. McINTYRE. This is proposed after
the long hours we spent in subcommittee
thus far this year. I think it would have
been appropriate if the amendment had
exempted research and development.

I am not sure, but I feel that the Sen
ator from Wisconsin must be aware of
this. I am not sure how much deeper we
can cut on a technological basis. That
are&. is so important.

I feel that I should point out the long
hours of work that the subcommittees
have spent on this matter since Febru
ary to the point where it dominated our
time. It is almost the first of September
now. We have been in executive session
time and time again because of the diffi
culty of getting quorums.

A lot of work has been done by the
Armed Services Committee, the Senator
from Mississippi, who is an excellent
chairman, fair, impartial, and hard
nosed.

I think the Senator is aware that the
Secretary of Defense has taken a posi
tion. The Senator knows that the Secre
tary has a reputation of being on the line
on this matter. This is a rock bottom
budget. Yet, somehow or other we found
$1.3 billion to cut. That does not seem
to be inconsequential.

Mr. PROXMIRE. It is exactly the
point. If the Senator's subcommittee can
find $1.3 billion or 7 percent in procure
ment to cut, the Defense Department
can find $3.9 billion to cut in the re
mainder of the operations for a total
reduction of 7 percent. They should be
hard nosed and disciplined. They should
be required to make the hard choices.
That is all we are asking for.

Mr. McINTYRE. Then the appropri
ate time to bring up the amendment
would be when the appropriation bill is
here.

Mr. PROXMIRE. That will be 2 months
later. We will then really have a time
problem in making the cut.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield
2 minutes or such time as the Senator
from Maine may use.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Maine is recognized for
2 minutes.

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Mr. President,
before us now for consideration is an
amendment which would impose a flat
percentage reduction on the defense
bUdget. The proponents of this amend
ment seek to accomplish indirectly that
which they failed to do by direct means.

I want to make it very clear that there
are items in the bill that I did not want
to see included. I also agreed to a num
ber of reductions during the markup
which caused me some dismay. While I
felt very strongly that certain programs
should not be cut, I, too, recognize not
only the need but the demand for re
ducing Federal expenditures.

But, Mr. President, unlike the arbi
trary cut as proposed in this amendment,
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the committee reductions were made on
the basis of sound justification and after
~ thorough and painstaking analysis of
tne bUdget submission.

A $5.2 billion cut on this bill that has
been so thoroughly explored and so thor
oughly explained' by the distinguished
~h~irman, the Senator from Mississippi,
IS m my opinion a dangerous way of
legislating. With the continuing resolu
tions going on, the prospect of this cut
if it were to go through,\would mean not
only a $5 billion cut, but could mean a
$10 billion cut. '

This is a national security matter. I am
sure that the distinguished Senator from
Wisconsin is as security minded as the
rest of us. If he could sit at the table in
the Armed Services Committee under the
direction of its distinguished chairman,
and realize how. thoroughly we studied
every item and how we examined the
expenditures in previous years, he would
know that there has already been a siz
able cut and I am sure he would better
understand how I feel about it.

We see a concerted effort here to nul
lify the committee system which in the
end would lead to the U.S. Senate be
coming a legislative quagmire.

An across-the-board percentage re
duction does little to enhance public
confidence in the legislative process.

In my judgment the issues underlying
the thrust of this amendment have al
ready been subjected to very serious con
sideration. I see no way to justify a re
duction of $5.2 billion, and I assure my
colleagues that such a cut would have a
most serious impact on our national
security.

Mr. President, I abhor war as do we
all, and I join every citizen in the Nation
in begrudging the resources that must be
allocated for defense. If we are to give
further consideration to the reduction of
the Defense budget, I submit that this
be done in a more rational and respon
sible manner. There is no way of justify
ing the cut as proposed in this amend
ment. To me it represents a substitute
for sound judgment and I shall vote
against it.

Mr. President, I know of no one on the
floor of the Senate who is more economy
minded than the Senator from Maine. I
think this is well known.

I am troubled, however, always when
an across-the-board cut is proposed.

I will have to vote against the pro
posal. While I would like to see a $5 bil
lion cut, and I hope this will come to us
before very long, I think it is a danger
ous way to act as a committee of the
whole on the floor rather than to take
the committee's recommendations.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Maine for a splendid
statement.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that we may have a
brief quorum call on divided time, and I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is tllere
objection? The Chair hears none and it
is so ordered. The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. president, I ask
CXVI--1912-Part 22

unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President I yield
5 minutes to the Senator from Massa
chusetts.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Massachusetts is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Wisconsin.

Last February, I called for a new real
ism in our defense budget. Today, I have
the opportunity to begin to implement
this recommendation.

The Proxmire-Mathias amendment
provides for a sensible ceiling on Penta
gon expenditures. It reduces total de
fense outlays by about the same per
centage as the Armed Services Commit
tee has already cut the military author
ization bill. It is a major contribution to
the fight against inflation and a Erst
step toward reordering our national
priorities.

Just a short while ago, the President
vetoed significant education and housing
bills on the ground that they were too
inflationary. But military expenditures
are the most inflationary of all Govern
ment expenditures because they do not
supply Americans with any of the goods
and services they desire. In fact, when
~he military budget gets high enough, as
m World War II, we require a sweeping
system of controls to keep -the prices
down. Thus, a reduction in military
spending is an effective way to fight in
flation.

But there are even more pressing
reasons to reduce and reallocate military
spending. Every American knows what
th~se re~sons are-crime, poverty, pol
lutIOn; madequate schools, inadequate
housing, inadequate transportation. The
$5 billion saved by this amendment could
go a long way toward meeting these do
mestic problems.

Of course, no reduction in defense out
lays would be acceptable if it impaired
our national security. But this 7 percent
reduction does not do so. There are many
areas where substantial cuts can be made
without jeopardizing our military pos
ture.

The most obvious area is manpower.
Twenty-five years after World War II
for example, we continue to deploy 320 ~
000 troops in Europe and 250,000 of their
dependents at a yearly cost estimated to
run between $12 and $15 billion. I do
not suggest that all these troops be with
drawn. Some must remain to demon
strate to both NATO and the Warsaw
Pact that any conflict in Western Europe
will ineVitably involve the military might
of the United States. But we should \\ith
draw a substantial number of these
troops, and let the increasingly prosper
ous nations of Western Europe contribute
more to their O\vn defense.

I think this would really follow the
recommendations made by President
Eisenhower 14 years ago. He suggested
the United States should consider with
drawing 2% divisions from Western
Europe.

What has happened in the meantime,

partiCUlarly the improved relationship
between the Soviet Union and the Fed
eral Republic of Germany, demonstrates
that we should consider reduction of the
number of troops we have in Western
Europe.

And as the distingUished Senator from
Illinois (Mr. PERCY) and other Senators
have pointed out, we should secure
larger contributions for support of the
troops that remain from the West Euro
pean countries. In this way we could re
duce our military bUdget but also main
tain our responsibility to 'the countries of
Western Europe.

In Korea we have two full divisions
totalling 56,000 men. As the administra
.tion itself is beginning to recognize, this
IS a much larger force than necessary
for our national security. For almost 20
years we have armed and trained the
Army of the Republic of Korea, at a cost
of nearly $3 billion. That army should
be capable of meetil~g any threat from
the North. We need only deploy a small
number of troops-if any at all-to dem
onstrate our commitment to South Ko
rea's independence.
. I was heartened by statements relat
mg to the Vice President's trip to South
Korea which indicate that the adminis
tration is for a reduction in the number
of the American troops in South Korea.

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

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield the Senator
2 additionalminutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is recognized for 2 additional
minutes.

Mr. KENNEDY. Substantial savings
can also be obtained by a closer examin
ation of our naval needs. At present we
maintain a fleet of 15 attack carrier task
forces, even though the Soviet Union does
not have a single attack carrier, and also
has far fewer overseas bases than we do.
Charles Schultze, the former Director of
the Bureau of the Budget indicated in
testimony before the Joint Economic
Committee that the size of our canier
fleet was the most questionable item in
the military bUdget. The cost of each task
force, which inclUdes the aircraft carrier
plus supporting ships is about $400 mil
hon per year. This is more than the
budget request for the entire legislative
branch of the Government, including the
Senate, the House, the Capitol, the Li
brary of Congress, the Government
Printing Office, the General Accounting
Office-all the salaries and other costs.
Yet, as Mr. Schultze suggested, the rea
son we have 15 attack carrier forces may
be purely historical.

In the 'Washington Naval Disarmament
Treaty of 1921, the U.S. Navy allotted 15
capitol ships. All during the nineteen
twenties and thirties, the navy had 15 bat
tlesillps. Since 1941 (With temporary ex
c~ptlon of a few years during the Korean
\\ aq it has had 15 atta{:k carriers the
"modern" capital ship. Missions and ':con
tinge~cles" have changed sharply over the
last 4" years. But this parj;lcular force level
has not.

Clearly, when an attack carrier task
force costs $400 million each year, it
needs more than an historical justifica.
tion. If, as Secretary Laird recently an·
nounced, we are not policemen of th~
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world, do we really need 15 attack
carriers?

Another questionable item in the
Navy's budget is the antisubmarine war
fare carriers. Former Secretary of De
fense McNamara conceded that this is "a
relatively high cost system in relation to
its effectiveness." It can only be made
more effective at great expense, and
therefore its deployment should be
promptly reexamined.

DOD should also examine whether
both the Navy and the Air Force are pres
ently planing to procure tactical aircraft
which use far more sophisticated and ex
pensive equipment than is really neces
sary. There is a danger that both services
are paying exorbitant amounts for
"gold-plated" new planes which perform
only marginally better than their prede
cessors, At a time when austerity is the
watchword, this seems a good place to
start being austere.

There are many other items I could
point to, ranging from the new manned
bomber to the Pentagon's $39 million
public relations bUdget.

That public relations budget is $3 mil
lion more than the administration re
quest under the Older Americans Act.
Certainly, we should take a hard look
at this ordering of priorities.

Obviously we have responsibilities
around the world, but in the past we
have been willing to accept these re
sponsibilities and continue them without

the appropriate review of both our com
mitments and the weapons needed to
meet them. We can no longer afford to
be so casual.

I feel the amendment of the Senator
from Wisconsin (Mr. PROXMIRE), which
is cosponsored by the Senator from
Maryland (Mr. MATHIAS) is responsible
and thoughtful, and that it fulfills our
responsibility to provide for the national
security of the United States without
ignoring our domestic needs.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield
5 minutes to the Senator from North
Dakota.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from North Dakota is recognized.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr.
President, there are many reasons why
the pending amendment should be re
jected. Let me name a few:

First, this is not the appropriate legis
lation for such an amendment. It would
have been far better if it had been offered
as an amendment to section 501 of the
second supplemental appropriation bill,
1970, imposing a limitation of fiscal year
1971 budget outlays. This bill was passed
by the Senate on June 22.

Second, it is too late to impose a
limitation of this magnitude. We are now
nearly 2 months into fiscal year 1971,
and the Department of Defense could
not establish the necessary administra
tive and management machinery that
would be required for an orderly imple
mentation of such a limitation.

The amendment does not reflect the
fact that the fiscal 1971 estimated out
lays for military functions of $71.2 bil
lion represents a reduction of $6.7 billion
below the fucal 1969 level and $5.3 bil
lion below the fucal 1970 level.

The amendment does not reflect the

fact that we are still involved in a major
war and the tremendous cost of inflation.
When stated in fiscal 1969 dollars, the
fiscal year 1971 estimate for military
functions outlays is $65.3 billion-a re
duction of $12.6 billion below the fiscal
1969 level and $6.5 billion below the fu
cal year 1970 level.

The sponsors of the amendment have
failed to recognize that the fiscal year
1971 estimate of $71.2 billion for military
functions outlays includes approximately
$26.5 billion to liquidate obligations in
curred pursuant to authority granted in
previous years and in July and August
under the authority of the continuing
resolution. I want to discuss this point
in detail.

Mr. President, the sponsors of the
amendment state:

It cuts apprOXimately 7 percent below the
amount proposed in the bUdget.

I might add that this alone is sufficient
reason for the amendment to be rejected,
but, in addition, it must ;)e borne in mind
that the amendment, in its application,
will force far greater reductions. As I
stated, $26.5 billion of the $71.2 billion
represents funds that are required to liq
uidate obligations that have been in
curred pursuant to the authority granted
in appropriations for prior fiscal yea:'s
and for the months of July and August
under the authority of the continuing
resolution.

These are bills the Government owes,
and the Department of Defense cannot
take any action to make a reduction in
these funds. When this $26.5 billion is
eliminated from the total of $71.2 bil
lion, we have $44.5 billion left that is
subject to some degree of control by the
Department of Defense.

The proposed $5.2 billion reduction
would have to be made in this remaining
$44.5 billion-a reduction of approxi
mately 12 percent. To make reductions
of this magnitude would completely
wreck our defense posture.

The sponsors of the amendment state
further:

There are numerous precedents for gen
eral cuts or limitations on spending for both
military and civilian programs.

In my opinion, the instances cited are
not a precedent for a limitation on the
outlays for specific programs for one de
partment of the executive branch of the
Government. However, there is a prece
dent for an unsuccessful effort to impose
such a limitation.

The Department of Defense Appropri
ations Act for fucal year 1953, as it passed
the other body, included a limitation of
$46 billion on the expenditures of the
Department of Defense. This amendment
was rejected by the Senate and the con
ference committee accepted the Senate
position on the matter. It was not a
workable procedure for fiscal year 1953
and it is not a workable procedure for
this year.

Mr. President, on May 20, 1970, the
Department of Defense Appropriations
Subcommittee, of which I am the rank
ing minority member, conclUded 5 weeks
of hearings on the Department of De
fense appropriation bill for fiscal year
1971. We heard 155 witnesses. The

printed hearings will total more than
4,300 pages.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 5
minutes of the senator have expired.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield
the Senator 1 additional minute.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. It was
on the first day of these hearings, Feb
ruary 20, in joint session with the Com
mittee on Armed Services that Secretary
Laird clearly stated the challenge we
must consider in enacting appropriations
for the Department of Defense. He said:

As we reduce our defense spending and
move further into negotiations, we should
have no illusions about the current state of
world affairs. I am obliged to report to you,
for example, that the Soviet Union is not
making similar reductions in its defense
budget. In fact, the Soviet Union is pulllng
abreast of us in many major areas of mili
tary strength and ahead of us in others. The
Soviets are continuing the rapid deployment
of major strategic offensive weapons systems
at a rate that COUld, by the mid-1970's, piace
us In a second-rate strategic position with
regard to the future security of the Free
World.

Mr. President, the adoption of the
pending amendment would hasten the
day when we would find ourselves in this
second-rate strategic position. I cannot
escape the conclusion that the adoption
of this proposed amendment would be
the blueprint to making the United
States a second-rate power to Russia. I
urge the Senate to reject this amend
ment.

Mr. PROXMffiE. Mr. President, I yield
1 minute to the Senator from New York
(Mr. JAVITS).

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I shall
support the amendment, without neces
sarily-and all of us are in the same po
sition-knowing what will finally come
out of conference. It would undoubtedly
be less than the $5.2 billion now contem
plated when it comes out of conference,
if it is adopted.

My reason for supporting this amend
ment is that we must readjust our na
tional priorities if we are not to sacrifice
domestic tranquillity to a foreign war.
The people had a chance to vote for guns
or butter on a tax reform bill, and they
decided not to pay the bill for both. We
face now a deficit which may run as
high as $10 billion. We should not pro
vide such disproportionately large sums
for the defense budget.

It seems to me we are faced with no
choice except to readjust our priorities
on a broad scale, which this amendment
requires, because we simply must devote
more money to cities, sc~1001s, health,
ecology, and many oti\er priorities
needed at this time. I shall support the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I yield
myself 5 minutes.

Mr. President, this vote is the test vote
of 1970 on economy in Government.
Here is the test vote on Government
spending. This amendment, if adopted,
would cut spending far more than the
combined increases in the President's
budgets in all appropriation bills passed
by the Congress to date. It would reduce
spending far more sharply than the
Nixon vetoes would reduce it.
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The vote today Will really separate the
big spenders and those who are fiscally
responsible. As the Senator from New
York said so eloquently, this is the pri
orities amendment.

The Wall Street Journal of this morn
ing, on its front page, under "Washing
ton Wire," states:

Administration insiders now concede the
possiblllty of a deficit iurching to $10 bi1l1on
or $15 billion this fisca.l year-far beyond the
official projection of $1.3 billion; the deficit
for July was $6.7 billion, against $3.1 billion
for JUiy of last year. But further sizable
spending cuts are near-impossible; the Ad
ministration is locked into spending com
mitments.

That means two things: It means we
cannot have the kind of educational
programs, the kind of housing programs,
the kind of antipollution programs that
we all feel are necessary forour country,
and in 1972 the situation is going to be
even more difficult. We are told that
without military spending cuts the
deficit could then be $15 billion to $25
billion.

This amendment is not an amendment
which will weaken our security. The fact
is-and this has not been disputed; we
have checked it and double-checked it
that the Russians are spending 17 billion
rubles, roughly the equivalent of $20 bil
lion. Translated into the comparative
cost of living between their country and
ours, it is going to spend $40 billion
American purchasing power dollars on
its military. So this amendment would
provide that we would still spend $26
billion more than the Russians spend.

Furthermore, there are many areas
where this cut can be made. One would
think, to listen to the opponents, that
there is no fat in the military bUdget,
that the entire cut would have to be
taken out of substantive programs. The
fact is that we have excessive, redundant
bases, over 400 major bases, scattered
around the world. We had a documen
tation by a distinguished Under Secre
tary of Defense last Thursday night on
waste and fat in procurement, which he
called a mess, and in which he said we
were overspending and in which he indi
cated the obvious cure would be to have
less money available to the Pentagon for
procurement.

We have a manpower situation that
has become a disgrace with 12 men in
supply and support for everyone in com
bat-the worst ratio in the history of
warfare.

We have a European commitment, 25
years after the end of World War II, with
320,000 American troops still stationed in
Europe, and no convincing case made
that we cannot withdraw 50,000 or
100,000 of those troops.

We are still voting in terms of spend
ing for a two-plus war strateg~',although
the administration accepts, they say, a
one-plus war strategy. Analysis by the
Brookings Institute shows that we could
have some $9 billion a year if we actu
ally followed the one-plus war strategy
which the administration says it is fol
lowing.

It has been pointed out that the Penta
gon has been spending some $40 million
a year in public relations.

This amendment, if it were entirely
concentrated-we are not assuming it
should be, but if it were entirely concen
trated in the strategic arms area, would
mean that we could still beef up our nu
clear weapons from 4,200 full nuclear
loads to 7,000 within the next 5 years.
This would mean that instead of having
10 times the number of such weapons
necessary to devastate Russia, kill 75
million Russians and knock out 75 per
cent of its industry, we would have 15
times as many. The bill itself, un
amended, contemplates we should have
20 times as many. We are not saying the
entire savings should be in that area, but
that option would be "left open to the
Pentagon.

Still not mentioned are a speedup in
the withdrawal from Vietnam, or a slow
down in the rotating of troops and offi
cers, or the adoption of uniform account
ing standards, legislation for which we
have passed, and which Admiral Rick
over says could save us $2 billion a year.

Nor, Mr. President, have we mentioned
the $8 to $10 billion a year in surplus
supplies sold off at a few cents on the
dollar, equal to 20 to 25 percent of all the
supplies we buy.

This is the kind of waste we are per
mitting to continue in the Pentagon,
without providing the discipline that
Congress could provide-the one real au
thority and check we have to require
efficiency in military operations, and re
quire an end to the redundancy of \veap
ons and the kind of manpower and ma
teriel waste from which we have suffered
so much.

Mr. President, that is what this
amendment would accomplish. I yield
the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Is the Senator's
time exhausted?

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, how
much time do I have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has 10 minutes remaining.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Three minutes?
Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield 3 minutes to

the Senator from Arkansas.
Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I

support the amendment of the Senator
from Wisconsin. For several months
now, there has been a great deal said on
this floor about the state of the finances
of this country, and even more has been
said by the executive branch and others
about the spendthrift Congress.

We have had three vetoes of major
bills relating to domestic affairs-very
important domestic affairs: education,
housing, water and sewers, and so on.
The amount by which those bills as
passed by Congress exceeded the amount
acceptable to the President, as I recall
it, was something less than $1.5 billion.
Because of that, beca!1se we passed bills
exceeding the President's requests by
approximately $1.5 billion, nearly every
day there is published an article inspired
by some member of the executive branch
to the effect that this is a spendthrift
Congress, an irresponsible and wasteful
Congress. .

I do not know how we can be respon
sible, in this body, without taking into

account the condition of our finances
and the needs of our country, without
having to make decisions with regard to
the priorities. That :s what is important,
and most important, to our country.

The Senator from Wisconsin has given
more attention to this aspect of our af
fairs than nearly any other Member in
this body. His committee on the economic
report has had very fine hearings, with
the finest minds in this country. He has
made efforts, and I have supported them,
to cut specific items of various kinds,
such as the ABM and others, and we have
lost. It may be that there is some valid
reason for not cutting the ABM, although
I have not yet found one. I have not ever
seen a good reason. But the Senate
thought otherwise.

Now the Senate is turning to the last
resort, which is to say, in effect, "If you
will not accept specific cuts, this is a gen
eral cut," and leave it up to the discre
tion of the administration as to where
the reductions should be applied; because
there are many activities carried on by
the Military Establishment where reduc
tions could be effected. With respect to
personnel and foreign bases, for ex
ample, there are hundreds of foreign
bases, and I am quite sure a third of them
could be closed without the slightest ef
fect upon our security. They are simply
held on and kept in operation through
inertia. They were created during a pe
riod of tension in the days of Stalin, and
in a big bureaucracy, there just is not
enough initiative and interest to close
them. So they go on, with thousands of
people stationed in remote places around
the world. Most of those places are rather
pleasant places in which to live, so they
are hard to give up.

The PRESIDING OFPICER. The Sen
ator's time has expired.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Two more minutes?
Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield the Senator

from Arkansas 2 more minutes.
Mr. FULBRIGHT. So I think the ap

proach of the Senator from Wisconsin
is the only way left to meet the Presi
dent's criticism about a spendthrift Con
gress. If we could pass the amendment
offered by the Senator from Wisconsin,
we would certainly bring the amounts
which have been voted by this Congress
back into line with the President's overall
bUdget requests. I have not figured it out
to the dollar, but I know it would make a
substantial contribution toward bringing
the overall expenditures down to or below
the President's requests: and I do not
have the slightest doubt that such a cut
could be absorbed in the various activ
ities of the military without any substan
tial effect upon the security of the
country.

The President's own policy recently, in
the Middle East and in the SALT talks,
if I interpret it properly, is an effort to
bring about detente, to bring about a
lessening of tension and better relations
with the Russians. I can think of noth
ing that would be more impressive as a
contribution to that overall effort of
bringing about better relations with the
Russians than a cut in military expendi
tures. It would be a signal to the Russians
that we are not determined to press the
arms race on and on and on, with the
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only logical explanation being that we
expect to have a confrontation sooner
or later, and we are getting prepared
for it.

I do not think this would in any serious
way weaken us, but it would be a sign to
the \\'orld and to the Russians that it is
now our intention to move toward a re
laxation of tensions in international
relations.

I thank the Senator.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who

yields time?
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President--
Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, if the

Senator will yield me just a moment, I
ask unanimous consent to be added as a
cosponsor of the amendment, No. 862--

Mr. STENNIS. While the Senator is
doing that, I yield 2 minutes to the Sen
ator from Michigan.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, would the
Senator allow me to do the same?

Mr. STENNIS. I am sorry, I do not
have the time, gentlemen.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, we hear
the cry in this debate for a reordering
of priorities. The distinguished Senator
from Wisconsin has referred to his pro
posal as the "priorities" amendment.
This would seem to assume and suggest
that there has been no reordering of
priorities. I want to talce just a moment
to remind the Senate and those who are
following this debate that under the
Nixon administration we have already
witnessed dramatic reordering of our na
tional priorities.

In 1961, the Federal grant was spend
ing 48 percent of the budget on defense.
In 1969, we were spending 44 percent of
the Federal bUdget on defense. But the
fiscal 1971 budget, submitted by Presi
dent Nixon, allocates not 48 percent, not
44 percent, but only 37 percent of the
Federal budget for national defense.

This is the first time in over 20 years
that any administration has allocated
more money in the budget for human
needs and resources than for defense.
This administration has already cut de
fense spending nearly $12 billion below
the level of the last Johnson administra
tation year. But there is a limit and we
must not cut below the minimum abso
lutely essential for national security.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator's 2 minutes have expired.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, how
much time do I have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Each side
has 5 minutes remaining.

Mr. STENNIS. I yield 3 minutes to the
Senator from Washington.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I know
that the distinguished chairman of the
Committee on Armed Services has al
ready made it a matter of record that
the pending amendment would decimate
the defense bUdget in a most unfortunate
and irresponsible way. I wish to take but
a moment of the Senate's time to join
with him in opposition to this ill-con
ceived amendment.

I wish to make it clear at the outset
that opposition to the pending amend
ment in no way suggests opposition to
the full exercise of congressional respon
E;ibility in limiting defense expenditure
to the minimum level consistent with the

requirements for a sound approach to our
national security. It is, Mr. President,
foolish in the extreme to believe that
the issue before us is one of congression
al responsibility or the ordering of our
national priorities or the promotion of
economy in Government. There is no
necessary relationship between these ob
jectives, worthy in themselves and de
serving of support, and the amendment
before us.

Let me be perfectly clear: The exer
ciza of our responsibilities, the order
ing of our priorities and the effort to
assure economy must be based on care
fUl, deliberate, and prudent limitation on
expenditure of the sort that has been
carried out by the Commitee on Armed
Services. The committee has, as the Sen
ate knows, examined every line in the
Procurement Act and brought to the
fioor a measure that is $1.3 billion
less than the House version of the act.
It has acted with care and discretion
that contrasts sharply with the careless
and heavy-handed approach of the pend
ing amendment. It is not, Mr. President,
an exercise of our responsibility to order
a budget cut whose impact we cannot
even begin to assess, much less support
with careful argument. It is, I believe, a
derrogation of responsibility. By failing
to request specific budget cuts, the wis
dom of which could be argued, we are
being asked to give to the executive
branch the sale authority to spend
wisely or unwisely-whatever arbitrary
figure a random guess has placed before
us. If a $5 billion cut cannot be defended
on a program by program basis, it can
not be defended in the aggregate. Ob
scuring the effect of our action is no
substitute for precise argument.

Moreover, Mr. President, it is naive
to believe, as apparently some do, that
the answer to waste and inefficiency lies
in reducing the funds available to be
spent. There is no reason to suppose that
waste and inefficiency will not continue
at a lower spending level, or even to
suppose that the percentage of funds
spent unwisely will decline as the budget
declines.

It is the responsibility of the Senate
to assure that unnecessary programs are
not funded, and the first step in achiev
ing this result is to identify which pro
grams are unnecessary or unwise. We
have tried to do that in committee. We
have considered amendments that identi
fied programs to which some Senators
objected and, after careful debate, we
have sustained them. The pending
amendment is nothing more than a sub
stitute for the failure of its sponsors
to convince the Senate that there are
programs whose deletion would leave our
national security unimpaired.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator's time has expired.

Mr. STENNIS. I yield 1 additional
minute to the Senator.

Mr. JACKSON. I would point out, Mr.
President, that many supporters of the
pending amendment have participated in
an effort to determine which defense
programs can be canceled or deferred.
Failing to argue that the results of their
research have convinced them-and
ought to convince the Senate-to enact

specific cuts, they have COme to the floor
with an amendment that casts doubt on
the confidence with which they sUPpOrt
their own findings. I am referring here
to the desultory report of the Members
of Congress for Peace Through Law. Had
the recommendations of that report been
intended seriously to assist Congress in
enacting sensible legislation, it is those
recommendations--program by pro
gram-that would be before us now, and
not an ill-considered amendment that
would impact on programs covering
several fiscal years and affecting at least
10 billion dollars in obligational author
ity.

I would welcome any effort, Mr. Presi
dent, to bring before the Committee on
Armed Services serious recommenda
tions to limit defense expenditures on
which we may exercise our constitutional
authority. This is the least we can do in
our continuing effort to provide for an
adequate level of national security for
a minimum defense budget. The pending
amendment, far from advancing these
objectives, is but an irresponsible cari
cature of them.

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

I will have to leave the Chamber for a
short time following the vote on the
pending amendment. I wish to announce
my support of the amendment worked
out by the Senator from New Hamp
shire which he will offer, and which I
think is needed.

Mr. President, in considering a $5.2 bil
lion cut in Defense spending for this
fiscal year, as proposed by amendment
No. 861, we had better recognize that
we may well be talking about well over
2 million jobs by next June 30.

Let us consider a few facts.
Fiscal yea,r 1971 is already well along

we are at the end of the second month,
with 10 months remaining. And it will
be some time yet before this bill is en
acted into law.

Just about half of the Defense budget
fo,r this fiscal year is for the military
and civilian payroll; the other half is
for purchase of goods and contractual
services. /

Fiscal year 1971 spending (for pur
chases is already largely determined
it will result from contracts already in
existence, made in prior years or in July
and August of this year. A very small
amount of fiscal year 1971 spending will
result from purchase contracts to be en
tered into in the next 10 months. In fact,
I am advised that to cut purchase spend
ing by $2 billion for the balance of the
year, the Department will have to cut
back by about $12 billion on new con
tracts--and this -in tum will cut indus
try workload by about. one-third, the
equivalent of about a million jobs, by
next June.

This would leave about $3.2 billion in
spending cuts to be achieved by reduc
ing the number of military personnel
and direct civilian employment of the De
partment. Once again, we must recognize
that there is a significant leadtime in
volved. Large further personnel cuts can
not be made immediately. It takes several
months before a cutback directive can be
translated into less personnel on the



August 28, 1970 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE 30363
rolls. If the Department began promptly,
it would be about January before em
ployment reductions would begin to take
effect, with further reductions each
month thereafter. To save $3.2 billion
in the Defense payroll under these cir
cumstances, it would be necessary to cut
direct civilian and military manpower by
about 30 percent--1.2 million people
below the level planned for June 30, 1971.

In short, Mr. President, to cut Defense
spending by $5.2 billion after the year is
already well underway, would be cut
ting over 2 million jobs-about a million
in defense industry, and over a million
in direct employment.

To appreciate what this means, we
have to understand that very large man
power cuts are already reflected in the
fiscal year 1971 budgets as submitted.
Measured from the wartime peak in 1968,
the budget proposed cuts of 639,000 mili
tary personnel, 142,000 civilians, and 1.3
million contractor personnel by June 30,
1971-a total manpower· reduction of
over 2 million.

The cut that is already underway, in
volving more than 2 million jobs spread
over 3 ye91rs, has itself created a great
many yroblems. It has certainly added
to our unemployment problems, while
causing turbulence in Defense program
ing and in defense-related industry.
These problems would be compounded
many times over if we had to compress a
further 2 million job cut into the short
space of 10 months.

And, Mr. President, if we are to cut
Defense spending by $5.2 billion in this
waY-$3.2 billion in direct payroll and
$2 billion in purchases-we would end
up on June 30, 1971 with a military force
under 2 million men, about the same level
as we had on June 30, 1941, 6 months
before Pearl Harbor. We will face a
chaotic situation in defense industry, as
contracting volume is cut by $12 billion
to achieve $2 billion in current year
spending cuts, compounding a situation
that is already critical.

A cut of $5.2 billion in Defense spend
ing, it is said, is only about 7 percent of
the total. But it quickly becomes a 30-per
cent problem when it must be effected
through progressive cuts in contracting
and employment, beginning after the fis
cal year is well underway. Under the cir
cumstances, a cut of $5.2 billion in De
fense spending would produce chaos in
defense manpower, including defense
related employment in industry.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, how
much time remains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Wisconsin has 5 minutes.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield the remain
der of my time to the majority leader.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, more
than a quarter of a century after the end
of the Second World War, approximately
535,000 U.S. troops, dependents, and U.S.
workers are stillin Europe. It takes $14
billion every year out of the defense
bUdget to maintain that unnecessary
force and those unnecessary dependents
and those unnecessary U.S. workers.

This country has more than 2,000
bases, large and small, scattered through
out the world. The cost of this, accord
ing to the latest figure I received some

months ago, is $4.8 billion a year. WhJ',
25 years after the end of the Second
World \Var, do we have to have so many
bases in so many countries, having so
much in the way of personnel, and cost
ing so much in the way of Government
expenditure? Why, after 25 years, do we
have to have this amount of troops, de
pendents, and U.S. workers in Western
Europe, at a cost of $14 billion a year
out of the defense budget?

Mr. President, I support the Proxmire
Mathias amendment putting an expendi
ture limit of $66 billion on the Defense
Department for fiscal year 1971. In my
judgment the imposition of such a ceil
ing is the only way that this Nation's
fiscal and economic house can be put in
order. Talk is easy. It is time to act on
the hard choices that must be made.

When the bUdget was proposed this
year for fiscal 1971, the strength of the
economy was misjudged. It was esti
mated that tax revenues would yield suf
ficient funds to provide a surplus of $1.3
billion. Unfortunately, the estimate was
wrong. It was later revised in May of
this year to reflect a deficit of over $1.3
billion.

The economic slowdown during past
months provides an even more bleak
forecast. It is now estimated that the
loss in tax revenues-because of the
economic recession-will be up to $15
billion. In other words, we may now ex
pect $15 billion less than what the ad
ministration projected when the bUdget
was originally proposed in January. That
loss will be felt in every department of
Government. It will be felt in the health
and welfare programs that are so vital;
in the fight to preserve the environment
and in the education needs. As we have
seen, the loss has been dramatically felt
already in our vital housing and urban
assistance programs.

It was in January that the Defense
Department was allocated over $71 bil
lion for fiscal 1971. But now we know
that the Government will receive per
haps $15 billion less and all I ask the
Senate is: Where will the Government
make up this revenue?

Will it be by cutting education?
Will it be still more from housing and

urban assistance?
Will it be from hospital construction

as was attempted?
Will it be from health research?
Or will it be instead from the Defense

Department which has recently learned
from its own study that the overall effi
ciency of its operations and spending is
greatly deficient.

The SenatDrs from Wisconsin and
Maryland can certainly docurilent pre
cisely those areas where the cuts can be
made. Manpower reductions alone could
contribute the greatest share of the
reduction. Those troops returning from
Southeast Asia and those hopefully to
be removed from Europe could account
for over $3 billion in savings if the levels
of the Armed Forces are correspondingly
reduced.

The experience of the Senate over
the past 2 years should reinforce the ap
proach taken by this amendment. When
efforts are made to meet head-on one
weapOn system after another, the Sen-

ate is deluged by Defense Department
reports, secret documents, and wha t not
that accomplish the necessary obfusca
tion. Many of the systems deemed in
one year as essential by the Executive in
order to defend against the Senate's
criticism are dropped the following year
by the Pentagon for the very reasons the
Senate expressed. What is Congress role
in determining the expenditure levels of
the various departments? That level of
expenditure really decides national pri
orities.

Giving to the Defense Department the
right to eliminate what they consider
most expendible faces the question real
istically. It is what happens today, any
way. The Defense Department now de
termines what is necessary and how
much it costs. The rest is provided by
Congress. Let Congress at least put a
ceiling on what they may spend and
let the competition for the funds within
the Pentagon determine the elimination
of the least necessary items.

In short, we can do more today to
determine priorities than we have done
all year. This is the Senate's opportunity
to contribute to balancing the books so
lOUdly heralded when education bills are
passed, when hospital construction bills
are passed, when housing bills are
passed. But those measures contain
much, much less compared ',0 what we
are here talking about. There is more
money to be saved with this amendment
than can be saved in all of the rest put
together.

For those who cry out to cut spending,
for those who say let us be fiscally re
sponsible-this is their opportunity to
act with their vote instead of their voice.

Mr. HART. Mr. President, today's
vote on this amendment to limit Pen
tagon spending to $66 billion may be as
important a vote as the Senate will have
this session on the question of reorder
ing priorities.

The amendment, of which I am a co
sponsor, reduces the total Pentagon
budget request of $71.2 billion by about
$5.2 billion.

In considering thisamendment, we
must remember that within the last 12
months, the President has vetoed two
education appropriation bills and one
housing appropriation bill because Con
gress approved more funds than the
President requested.

The President vetoed the education
funding bill for fiscal year 1971 because
Congress added $453 million to the
bUdget request.

The President vetoed the housing
money bill because it exceeded the
bUdget request by $541 million.

The twin ironies of that second veto
are: $700 million of the funds contained
in the bill would not be spent this year
and therefore, are not inflationary;

And, under the President's priorities,
the bill contains more funds for the
space agency than for the housing de
partment.

Even without consideration of those
two ironies, the fact remains that the
President vetoed the two bills because
together they exceeded the President's
funding requests by $994 million.

That means if we pass the amendment
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liberty to vote, I would vote "nay." I
withdraw my vote. .

Mr. MAGNUSON (when his named was
called). On this vote I have a pair with
the Senator from California (Mr. CRANS
TON). If he were present and voting, he
would vote I'yea." If I were at liberty
to vote, I would vote "nay." I withhold
my vote.

Mr. KENNEDY. I announce that the
Senator from New Mexico (Mr. ANDER
SON), the Senator from Indiana (Mr.
BAYH) , the Senator from Nevada (Mr.
CANNON), the Senator from California
(Mr. CRANSTON), the Senator from Con
necticut (Mr. DODD), the Senator from
Tennessee (Mr. GORE) , the Senator from
Alaska (Mr. GRAVEL), the Senator from
Indiana (Mr. HARTKE), the Senator from
South Carolina (Mr. HOLLINGS), the
Senator from Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE), the
Senator from LoUisiana (Mr. LoNG), the
Senator from New Mexico (Mr. MON
TOYA) , the Senator from Utah (Mr·
Moss), the Senator from Maryland (Mr.
TYDINGS) are necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Louisiana
(Mr. LoNG) would vote "nay."

On this vote, the Senator from Nevada
(Mr. CANNON) is paired with the Sena
tor from Alaska (Mr. GRAVEL). If pres
ent and voting, the Senator from Nevada
would vote "nay" and the Senator from
Alaska would vote "yea."

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from New Hampshire (Mr. COT
TON), the Senators. from Arizona (Mr.
FANNIN and Mr. GOLDWATER), the Sena
tor from Hawaii (Mr. FaNG), the Sena
tor from Florida (Mr. GURNEY), the Sen
tor from California (Mr. MURPHY), the
Senator from Ohio (Mr. SAXBE), and the
Senator from Illinois (Mr. SMITH) are
necessarilY absent.

The Senator from Oregon (Mr. PACK
WOOD) is absent on official business.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
MUNDT) is absent because of illn!*'s.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Arizona (Mr. FANNIN), the Senator
from South Dakota (Mr. MUNDT) and
the Senator from . California (Mr.
MURPHY) would each vote "nay."

The pair of the Senator from Florida
(Mr. GURNEY) has been previously an
nounced.

On this vote, the Senator from Ohio
(Mr. SAXBE) is paired with the Senator
from illinois (Mr. SMITH). If present
and voting, the Senator from Ohio would
vote "yea" and the Senator from Illi
nois would vote "nay."

The result was announced-yeas 31,
nays 42, as follows:

[No. 276 Leg.]
YEA8--31
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Health, Education, and Welfare, the
Senate approved a 2-percent cut in
the HEW-Labor funding bill.

As a matter of fact, in 1968, I proposed
an unspecified cut of $500 million in
military research and development.
While that amendment failed by three
votes, Congress later determined, thanks
to the strenuous efforts of Senator
THOMAS McINTYRE, chairman of the Sub
committee on Research and Develop
ment, that my amendment was too
modest.

Last year by going over the Pentagon
budget for these items with a fine tooth
comb, Senator McINTYRE succeeded in
reducing the Pentagon requests for $8.2
billion by about $1 billion. This year, the
Senator recommends cutting the budget
request of $7.4 billion by more than $400
million.

That comes to a 2-year savings of
about $1.5 billion.

If Senator McINTYRE and his subcom
mittee can make such savings out of
budget requests of $8 billion and $7.4 bil
lion, I suggest the Pentagon can find $5.2
billion worth of fat in a $70 billion
budget.

Mr. President, in summing up the case
for this amendment, I can find no more
eloquent argument than these words of
President Eisenhower:

No matter how much we spend for arms,
there is no safety in arms alone. Our security
is the total product of our economic, intellec
tual, moral and military strengths ...

Let me elaborate on this great truth ...
It happens that defense is a field in which
I have had varied experience over a lifetime,
and if I have learned anything, it is that
there is no way in which a country can sat
isfy the craving for absolute security-but it
easily can bankrupt itself, morally and eco
nomically, in attempting to reach that lllu
sory goal through arms alone. The Mllitary
Establlsl1ment, not productive of itself, nec
essarily must feed on the energy, productivity
and brainpower of the country. and if it
takes too qluch. our total strength decllnes.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, how
much time have I remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Thirty
seconds.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time and
ask for the yeas and nays on the
amendment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr: STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield

back the remainder of my time.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HAR

RIS) . All time on the amendment has now
been yielded back.

The question is on agreeing to the Ma
thias-Proxmire amendment, No. 861.

On this question the yeas and nays
have been ordered, and the clerk will call
the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. RIBICOFF (when his name was
called), On this vote I have a pair with
the Senator from Florida (Mr. GURNEY).
If he were present and voting, he would
vote "nay." If I were at liberty to vote,
I would vote "yea." I withhold my vote.

Mr. EASTLAND (after having voted
in the negative). On this vote I have a
pair with the Senator from Maryland
(Mr. TYDINGS). If he were present and
voting, he would vote "yea." If I were at

now before the Senate, the President
could accept the priorities set in the
education and housing bills as passed by
Congress and still be more than $4 bil
lion ahead of the game.

And if, indeed, the principal concern
is the effect of Federal spending on in
fiation, a cut in defense spending will do
more to cool a heated economy than cuts
in education and housing.

As a matter of fact, a convincing case
can be made that spending for education
and housing are necessary to combat
inflation.

Some will argue that a 7-percent cut
in Pentagon spending will be detrimen
tal to the Nation's security.

The fact is that the Senate Armed
Service's Committee recommends a cut
of almost 7 percent in that portion of
the Pentagon budget covered by the mili
tary procurement authorization bill.
Those recommended reductions will be
part of any overall cut we may approve
today.

The fact is that Pentagon projects are
still plagued with costly overruns such
as the $2 billion overrun on the C-5A.
One effective way to halt, or at least de
crease such overruns is to put pressure
on Pentagon planners to improve pro
curement procedures by setting a re
duced overall spending limit.

The fact is that the administration is
prepared to spend almost $1 billion this
year on an ABM system which it will
have to tear down if it gets the arms
limitations agreement it wants.

The fact is that we still have 3 mil
lion men under arms, and according
to the New York Times, 429 major bases
and almost 3,000 minor bases overseas.
One justiflcation for going ahead with
the costly C-5A airplane is that deploy
ment of the craft will enable us to bring
our troops home from overseas bases.
Let U3 do that and save some money.

The fact is that studies show we can
reduce exp~nditures from $18 billion to
$14 billion and still continue to increase
our strategic strength.

The fact is that we now have more
than 4,000 deliverable nuclear weapons,
probably 10 times as many as we need to
achieve near total destruction of the
U.S.S.R.

And the fact is that according to the
London Office of Strategic Studies, Rus
sians are spending the equivalent of less
than $45 billion on military activities
this year.

These are only some of the reasons
why I believe a reduction of 7 percent
in a $70 billion budget would not under
mine the national security.

There will be those who argue that
establishment of a spending limit and
leaving the specific cuts to the Pentagon
is not the proper way to reduce Pentagon
spending.

There is ample precedent for this ap
proach.

In 1951, Congress told President Tru
man to reduce the Federal budget by a
specific amount.

In 1968, the Senate approved a 3-per
cent reduction in the military procure
ment authorization bill.

Last February, at the s\.lggestion of
the ranking Republican members of the
Senate Appropriations Subcommittee on
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So the Mathias-Proxmire amendment
(No. 861) was rejected.

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

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I move
to lay that motion on the table.

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.
T~PRESIDING OFFICER. Pursuant

to the previous order, the Senate will now
proceed to the consideration of amend
ment No. 857, with a time limitation of
30 minutes. The clerk will report the
amendment.

The assistant legislative clerk proceed
ed to state the amendment.

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with and
that the amendment may be printed in
the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered, and the amend
ment will be printed in the RECORD.

The amendment, ordered to be printed
in the RECORD, is as follows:

At the appropriate place In the blll Insert
a new section as follows:

SEC. . (a) NotWithstanding any other
prOVision of law, for a period of one year

. prior to the closing and for a period of three
years following the closing of any mllltary
installation in any State, the Secretary of
Defense shall, to the maximum extent prac
ticable, in award1ng any contract for the
purchase of any equipment or service, give
preference to any contractor who agrees that,
in carrying out such contract, he wlll utllize
the facilities at such installation and olfer
jobs to former employees who are unem
ployed as a result of the base closing.

(b) In order that the provisions of SUb
section (a) of this section may be elfectively
carried out in the case of any mllitary in
stallation Which the Secretary of Defense
has announced wlll be closed, he shall co
operate to the maximum extent practicable,
consistent with security reqUirements, in
making the faclllties of such installation
available for Inspection by persons interested
in utllizing such faclllties after the installa
tion has been closed. The Secretary shall
make such faclllties available for lnspection
by such persons as far In advance of the final
closing of any military installation as pos
sible.

(c) As used In this section (1) the term
"State" means the several States and the
District of columbia, and (2) the term
"eqUipment or service" InclUdes the repalr,
overhaul, rebulldlng, or modification of any

eqUipment as well as the manufacture of any
eqUipment.

PROGRAM

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Oklahoma yield to me
so that I may make an announcement?

Mr. BELLMON. I yield to the Senator
from Montana.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, may we have order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Senators
will be seated. Those who have business
to conduct other than the business of
the Senate will please leave the Cham
ber.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, first
I extend my personal thanks to the
Presiding Officer for his efforts to keep
decorum and dignity in this body. I hope
the example set by you, sir, will be fol
lowed by others who occupy the chair.

Mr. President, for the information of
Senators, and with the concurrence of
the distinguished tr..anager of .the bill,
I wish to announce that there will be 30
minutes on the Bellmon amendment, and
1 hour on the McIntyre amendment. I
understand the Senator from Arkansas
(Mr. FULBRIGHT) will have one or two
amendments; and that the Senator from
New York (Mr. GOODELL) will have one
or two amendments following that. So
this is to put the Senate on notice that
there will be rollcall votes this afternoon
and a number of amendments to be
considered.

I call to the attention of Senators that
the Senate convenes at 8:30 a.m. Mon
day and 8:30 a.m. Tuesday; and that on
Tuesday we will have four rollcall votes
at the very least. I wish Senators would
keep that in mind and be prepared to
stay in town. Take Saturday off and
Sunday, too, but act accordingly.

Mr. SCOTT. The restaurant will be
open for breakfast at 8 o'clock.
[Laughter.]
CONTROL OF TIME ON BELLMON AMENDMENT

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Oklahoma yield to me?

Mr. BELLMON. I yield.
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, on the

Bellmon amendment, I ask unanimous
consent that the time in opposition
thereto be controlled by the Senator
from South Carolina.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 857

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, this is
a brief amendment. The gist of the
amendment is contained in the first
paragraph which states:

SEC. . (a) Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, for a period of one year
prior to the closing and for a period of three
years following the closing of any military
Installation in any State, the secretary of
Defense shall, to the maximum extent prac
ticable. In awarding any contract for the
purchase of any eqUipment or service, give
preference to any contractor who agrees that,
In carrying out such contract, he wlll utilize
the faclllties at such Installation and offer
jobs to former employees who are unem
ployed as a result of the base closing.

Mr. President, like many other States,
Oklahoma has a number of military in
stallations whose operations contribute
to the size of the State's work force and

to the overall economy of the area. In
each instance, the Federal Government
has invested large amounts of money
establishing, equipping, and staffing
these installations. The resulting pay
rolls have been of major importance to
the communities of the area in which
they are located.

When new military bases are opened,
great stress is placed upon local com
munities to provide the facilities and
services the new influx of population re
quires. Frequently officials of the Federal
Government bring pressure upon local
governmental and community leaders to
provide lodging, housing, larger schools,
entertainment facilities, recreation op
portunities, and service industries. These
developments are essential to the suc
cessful operation of Federal facilities,
and local communities which meet such
needs provide a genuine service in the
national interest.

Because of varying requirements in
our Nation's defense needs, it becomes
necessary from tinle to time to make re
ductions in personnel, or to close down
an installation. When such a necessity
occurs, the resulting impact on the sur
rounding area can be calamitous. This is
especially true if the installation is in a
rural area and one in which there are no
major industries to provide employment
for a significant number of people who
are laid off.

Mr. President, just as local commu
nities and citizens have a responsibility
to provide needed services and facilities
when new Federal facilities are opened,
the Federal Government has a respon
sibility to take every reasonable step to
cushion the economic shock to local com
munities when the defense needs of the
country no longer require use of the base.

In Oklahoma at the present time, we
have such a :::ituation at Clinton-Sher~

man Air Force Base. The Air Force has
determined that it no longer has need
of this base, and has withdrawn its B
52's along with all military and civilian
personnel. The closure of this base has
created a vacuum in the economic life of
the cities and towns of the area which
will be very difficult to fill.

Mr. President, this is a situation that
is not in the best interests of this coun
try. In order to provide some means of
guarding against future occurrences of
this type, I propose an amendment to
the military procurement act to require
the Secretary of Defense to give prefer
ence in the awarding of contracts to con
tractors who will agree to utilize the
facilities' at such installations and offer
jobs to former employees who are unem
ployed as a result of a base closure.

Many who have served in the Armed
Forces know from firsthand experience
the tragic lack of civilian facilities and
services to support military base person
nel in many instances. One of the rea
sons for this unfortunate condition is
the on-again, off-again nature of mili
tary base uses, This amendment is in
tended to stabilize activity at military
bases and encourage development of
needed supporting services.

There is another reason for this
amendment. The investment by this
Government in military bases represents
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many, many billions of dollars. At the
Clinton-Sherman Airbase alone, the in
vestment by this Government amounts
to approximately $57 million. In addi
tion, among the facilities being vacated
are 900 Capehart housing units in ex
cellent condition, with a mortgage value
of around $12 million, plus a water and
sewer system, plus all other necessary
facilities for a "new town." The only
missing element is jobs, to take the place
of the 8,000 military and civilian posi
tions representing an annual payroll of
$15.1 million.

This amendment is intended to pro
vide civilian job opportunities so that
these homes can be used and so that the
present residents will not be forced into
our already overcrowded cities. This
amendment will help the Federal Gov
ernment assume its responsibility when
military bases are closed in the same
way local communities are expected to
meet their responsibilities when bases
are opened.

With the anticipated decrease in mili
tary activity it is not unlikely that a
great many communities in all parts ~f

this country will be affected. ThiS
amendment can do much to lessen the
economic blow to local communities
faced with the sudden loss of employ
ment and departure of families from
their area. This amendment can help
establish "new towns" in areas which
need and can support permanent popu
lation and can help lessen congestion.
This kind 01: preventive measure, in my
opinion, is much preferable to any kind
of effort intended to dismantle bases
which, with job opportunities, could be
come viable communities.

Mr. President, I discussed this matter
with the distinguished Senator from
South Carolina and I believe he has an
amendment he would like to suggest.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
yield myself 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from South Carolina is recognized.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, the
proposed amendment is entirely incon
sistent with the long established procure
ment principles and policies of the Fed
eral Government. It could result in the
award of contracts to less competent and
less qualified contractors. It could cause
dislocation of contractor employees in
one area as the price for hiring Federal
employees who are out of work. It could
cause the payment of higher prices for
goods and services and penalize a low
bidder solely on the grounds that he
could not afford to abandon his own
plant and people.

It would be unfair to any contractors
who have their own facilities which are
adequate to provide the equipment or
services. In effect it could place a con
tractor with less invested in facilities and
people in a favored position and defeat
the normal process of competitive pro
curement.

Incompetency, lack of experience, and
marginal financial stability all could be
set aside under this amendment. A less
qualified contractor, who under normal
standards would not win the contract,
could wind up with it because he was able

and willing to use idle facilities at closed
Government installations.

There are well established procedures,
alreadY in effect which provide for pref
erential consideration of displaced De
fense civil service employees in filling
both vacated and new jobs. This is cov
ered by Department of Defense Instruc
tion No. 1404.5 dated April 22, 1970, and
entitled "Nation-Wide Centralized Re
ferral System for Displaced Department
of Defense Employees."

This policy. is on a national basis so
that employees who lose their jobs in one
area of the country, and who are unable
to be placed in civil service jobs in the
same locale, also have preferential rights
for employment in other areas of the
country.

Mr. President, it is inconceivable that
this amendment in its present form would
be given serious consideration by the
Senate. As I have explained, its terms
are undefined. Its provisions and mean
ings are fraught with vagaries. Though I
agree completely with its objectives, to
help relocate and rehire Federal em
ployees who have lost their jobs, the
method for accomplishing this as pro
posed in the bill is not acceptable. The
impact of lower budgets and reduced De
fense spending is even greater on private
industry than on Government installa
tions. The job protection and reemploy
ment rights available to civil service em
ployees are not available to workers in
industry.

I fully sympathize with the objective
that the distinguished Senator from
Oklahoma has in mind. I wonder whether
he would consider modifying his amend
ment so that the amendment would read
as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert
a new section, as follows:
"S~c.-. (a) The secretary shall also en

courage recipients of defense contracts to
use milltary installations being closed and
to offer employment to former employees of
military installations who are unemployed
as a result of the closing of such installations.

"(b) The Secretary of Defense, in the case
of any military installation which he has
announced will be closed, shall cooperate to
the maximum extent practicable, consistent
with security requirements, in making the
facilities of such installation available for
inspection by persons interested in utUizing
such facilities after the installation has been
closed. The Secretary shall make such facil
ities available for inspection by such persons
as far in advance of the final closing of any
military installation as possible."

Mr. President, if the distinguished
Senator from Oklahoma can see his way
clear to modify his amendment in that
respect, I shall be glad to support it.

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, before
I respond to the distinguished Senator
from South Carolina, I would just like
to say that I do not accept some of the
objections that the Defense Department
has raised to the language I have pro
posed. There is nothing in this language
that would, in my opinion, require the
Defese Department to award contracts
to either incompetent or high cost bid
ders. It simply authorizes the Secretary
of Defense, to the maximum extent pos
sible, to make use of facilities that are
being closed and people who are being
put out of work because of the closing

of the installations. It was not ever the
intent of the Senator from Oklahoma
that those contracts be awarded to com
panies that could not perform or that
were asking unusually high prices.

In my judgment, relocating the workers
is not the complete answer, because it
leaves the communities in a totally im
poverished state and causes a huge waste
of investment of Federal funds in plants
that could be turned into useful and
enduring enterprises.

Also, the policy followed by the De
fense Department simply means reloca
tion of thousands and thousands of
workers from areas where there is plenty
of room, clean air, and clean water, into
our already crowded cities, where there
are already problems of congestion, pol
lution, and crime.

I believe the original language is in
many ways superior, but I believe the
language suggested by the Senator from
South Carolina will go a long way toward
accomplishing the objective I had in
mind when the amendment was offered.
I believe that if the Defense Department
will make use of the language which has
been proposed it will go a long way to
ward accomplishing the objective of
using the facilities and providing jobs
for people who became unemployed when
the facilities were closed.

Therefore, I accept the modification.
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I

appreciate the Senator's comments, and
I am pleased that he accepts the amend
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the
Senator send to the desk the modifica
tion of the amendment of the Senator
from Oklahoma in order that it may be
stated to the Senate?

The amendment, as modified, was
reaa as follows:

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

"SEC. -. (a) The Secretary shall also en
courage recipients of defense contracts to use
military installations being closed a;>d to
offer employment to former employees of
military Installations who are unemployed
as a result of the closing of such installa
tions.

"(b) The Secretary of Defense, In the case
of any military installation which he has
announced will be closed, shall cooperate
to the maximum extent practicable, consist
ent with security requirements, in making
the facilities of such installation available
for Inspection by persons interested in utiliz
ing such faclllties after the installation has
been closed. The Secretary shall make such
facUities available for inspection by such
persons as far In advance of the final clos
Ing of any military installation as possible."

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, I yield
back my time.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
yield back my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
on the amendment has been yielded
back. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Okla
homa, as modified.

The amendment, as modified, was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Chair recognizes
the Senator from New Hampshire.

Mr. McINTYRE. I have an amend-
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ment at the desk. I ask that the amend
ment may be read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read the
amendment, as follows:

On page 14, immediately above line 19,
Insert the follOWing:

"SEC. 207. It Is the sense of the Congress
that--

"( 1) an Increase In Government support
of basic scientific research Is necessary to
preserve and strengthen the sound techno
logical base essential both to protection of
the national security and the solution of
unmet domestic needs;.

"(2) a larger share of such support should
be provided hereafter through the National
Science Foundation;

"(3) to the extent that funds are not
otherwise available to provide for such In
creased support during the fiscal year begin
ning July 1, 1971, they should be provided
from funds which have been or are pro
grammed for other Federal programs for such
fiscal year; and

"(4) 1:1. Implementation of and In a man
ner consistent with these precepts the DI
rector of the Office of Management and
Budget should, In the preparation of the
Federal bUdget for the fiscal year beginning
July 1, 1971, provide for not less than a 20
per centum Increase in the amount of funds
to be made available to the National Science
2oundation over the amount made available
to such Foundation for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1971."

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that section 204 of
the committee amendment be considered
as part of my amendment so that it and
the new section 207 which I now offer as
an amendment may be considered en
bloc.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SPONG). Is there objection?

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, re
serving the right to object, what is the
Senator doing?

Mr. McINTYRE. I have asked unani
mous consent that section 204 of the
committee amendment be considered as
a part of my amendment so that it and
the new section 207 proposed in my
amendment may be considered en bloc.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. And to be
considered as an amendment to the sub
stitute.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, a par
liamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator will state it.

Mr. DOMINICK. Section 204 has al
ready been agreed to by this body.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Colorado is in error.

Mr. DOMINICK. I thought the com
mittee amendments had been agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The com
mittee amendment is an amendment in
the nature of a substitute for the whole
bill.

Is there objection to the request of the
Senator from New Hampshire? The
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered.

The amendments being considered en
bloc are as follows:

On page 11, after line 11 insert the follow
ing:

"SEC. 204. None of the funds authorized to
be a.pproprlated by this Act may be used to
carry out any research project or study UD
less such project or study has a direct and
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apparent relationship to a specific military
function or operation."

On page 14, Immediately above line 19, in
ert the folloWing:

"SEC. 207. It is the sense of the Congress
that-

"( 1) an Increase in Government support of
basic scientific research Is necessary to pre
serve and strengthen the sound technological
base essential both to protection of the na
tional security and the solution of unmet
domestic needs;

"(2) a larger share of such support should
be prOVided hereafter through the National
Science Foundation;

"(3) to the extent that funds are not oth
erwise available to provide for such increased
support during the fiscal year beginning July
I, 1971, they should be provided from funds
which have been or are programmed for other
Federal programs for such fiscal year; and

"(4) In Implementation of and In a man
ner consistent with these precepts the DI
rector of the Office of Management and BUd
get should, In the preparation of the Federal
budget for the fiscal year beginning JUly 1.
1971, provide for not less than a 20 per cen
tum Increase in the amount of funds to be
made avallable to the National Science
Foundation over the amount made avallable
to such Foundation for the fiscal year end
Ing June 30, 1971."

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, the.
Research and Development Subcommit
tee has wrestled long and hard this year
with the problems posed by section 203
of last year's bill. That section, you will
remember, provided that no Department
of Defense research funds were to be used
during fiscal 1970 for any research proj
ects or stUdies which lacked "a direct
and apparent relationship to a specific
military function or operation,"

After long deliberation, the Research
and Development Subcommittee recom
mended the reenactment of section 203.
That recommendation, as you know, was
accepted by the full committee, and what
was section 203 of last year's bill is now
section 204 of the bill pending before
the Senate.

The subcommittee recommended the
reenactment of section 203 because it
could not rationally quarrel with the sec
tion's basic thrust. Ever since the first
days of the cold war, Department of De
fense requests for funds have been
warmly received on the Hill. As a con
sequence, and as the breadth of its own
activities has increased markedly, the
Department has often undertaken re
search of equal or greater relevancy to
other mission agencies.

I think all of us could cite a number
of instances in which the Defense De
partment research program exceeded its
proper bounds. One prime example is
Project Themis, a program to establish
centers of excellence at universities pre
viously lacking in first-rate research fa
cilities and personne1. It would be hard
to argue against the long term benefits
inherent in such a program. But it would
be hard to dispute either that such a
university-development program bears
far greater relevance to the mission of
the National Science Foundation than to
that of our Defense Establishment.

There is a good example, too, in the
fiscal 1971 Rn.T. & E. budget. The sur
face effects ships program is a joint
Navy-Commerce Department venture to
develop hydrofoil technology, During the

program's early years, the funds required
were small, and both participants con
tributed equal amounts. For fiscal 1971,
however, $20 million was required and
the Department of Defense requested
funds to cover almost the entire amount.

Referring to its recommended re
enactment of section 203, the committee
coupled a $10 million reduction in the
surface effects ships program with the
following language in the committee
report:

The Bureau of the BUdget should recognize
that ... Department of Defense Support of
non-defense programs is not viewed with
favor.... The budget for fiscal year 1972
should be examined carefully ... to Insure
that such instances are not repeated.

Surely the time has come for examples
of this kind to end. How can we possibly
hope to reorder our priorities if the re
search programs of domestic mission
agencies-the source of the new technol
ogies required to solve their problems
are not able to stand on their own two
feet?

The mere reenactment of section 203,
however, might well be productive of
more problems than it solved. Ever since
its passage, the section has been sub
jected to conflicting interpretations.
Moreover, its reenactment by itself will
not make available additional research
funds for domestic-oriented programs.

I would like to come to grips with
these problems today. I would like to
make clear, first, the committee's under
standing of what the section requires.
The amendment will insure the alloca
tion of funds to domestic research goals.

Let us be clear, first, what section 203
itself requires. A good deal of misunder
standing has existed on this matter in
the past and has contributed, I feel, to
the controversy which the section has
sparked.

It has been widely assumed, for ex
ample, that only research directed to the
solution of short-term problems is per
missible under section 203, that basic
research of a long-range, €.xploratory
nature has been ruled out of bounds.

The committee rejects this interpre
tation of the section's relevancy test in
recommending its reenactment. It is a
fundamental truth that any agency
heavily dependent on science and tech
nology for the performance of its mission
must engage in basic research if it is to
perform that mission well. Consider the
alternative. If the Defense Department
were to cease its support of research on
the frontiers of science and technology
we might well suffer as a nation the fate
of the buggy-whip makers and wagon
craftsmen who kept trying to improve
their old specialties long after the inter
nal combustion engine had finally ar
rived on the scene.

It has also been argued that section
203 bars Defense Department partici
pation in any research projects which
might be relevant to domestic agencies.
This, too, is not quite right. What the
section actually requires is a project's
relevance to the defense mission. There
are clearly projects with this relevance
and domestic relevance as well. The ap
plication of military radar and computer
technology to civilian air traffic control
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functions, experimental work on hous
ing on military bases, and selected man
power training programs are only a few
examples.

The committee strongly believes that
an effort should be made, not tv bar De
fense Department participation in all
programs of dual relevance, but to max
imize the domestic fallout of the De
partment's efforts in this area. This is
essential, in my view, if our priorities are
to be reordered under current budgetary
pressures and if the many skills of our
Defense Establishment are to be en
listed in the cause.

The bill reported by the committee
makes a small beginning on this large
and long-range task. At the suggestion
of the distinguished Senator from Mas
sachusetts (Mr. BROOKE), it creates an
Interagency Advisory Council on Domes
tic Applications of Defense Research.
This council, composed of members from
eight different agencies, will attempt to
identify research projects of mutual in
terest to DOD and the other member
agencies and to coordinate work upon
them. It is the committee's hope that
as nondefense research programs expand
in coming years, sponsorship and super
vision of work begun under the coun
cil's auspices can be shifted to other
agencies.

I would like to point out, Mr. Presi
dent, that the strongest proponents of
section 203-such as our distinguished
majority leader, for example-have
never suggested that it was designed to
rule out Defense Department participa
tion in basic academic research or in
projects of dual relevance. But misun
derstandings have arisen on these points,
and I am sure that the Senator from
Montana would agree with me that a
clarification is in order at the present
time.

The Defense Department has also ex
pressed concern about the subjective
nature of the relevancy test prescribed
by section 203 and the headaches the
test has given to defense research man
agers charged with its application.

Unfortunately, there is no simple solu
tion to this problem. There is no precise,
self-applying test which could possibly
be devised. Yet some test obviously must
be prescribed if the Congress is to give
voice to its strong belief that there
should be an end to the Department's
support of nondefense research and pro
grams.

The idea of relevance is not new. I
should think that the Defense Depart
ment would be well acquainted with
the following statements that support
the principle of relevance.

First:
The foundation shall be increasingly re

sponsible for providing support by the fed
eral government for general-purpose re
search through contracts and grants. The
conduct and support by other federal agen
cies of basic research in areas which are
closely related to their missions is recog
nizable as important and desirable, espe
cially in response to current national needs,
and shall continue.

Second:
Mission oriented governmental agencies do

and should support much long-range basic

research, information from which is cal~

culated to have a direct bearing on some
aspect of their mission ... All mission ori
ented agencies need to be in close contact
With the best and most advanced research
which can apply to their problems.

The first is from President Eisenhow
er's Executive Order No. 10521 of March
15, 1954, on scientific research. This or
der still stands. It was not rescinded by
President Kennedy, by President John
son, or by President Nixon. The second
comes from the recent advice to the
President by his Task Force on Science
Policy.

It is the committee's belief that the
overwhelming majority of research proj
ects now in the Defense Department's
budget do meet the relevancy test in
section 203. The project review necessi
tated by the section, plus the bUdget cuts
of recent years, have gone a long way
toward setting its house in order.

No formal Defense Department review
of existing research projects-to deter
mine their compliance with section
203-is contemplated by the committee
in conjunction with the section's reen
actment. But its continued presence will
serve two goals.

First, it wiII serve as a directive to de
fense research managers, in considering
proposed projects for Department sup
port, to heed the principle of relevancy
which section 203 lays down. It is the
committee's hope that projects of all but
the highest relevancy will be turned
down by the Department and directed
to alternative sponsors, consistent with
the availability of alternative research
funds.

Second, the continued presence of sec
tion 203 will serve as a warning to de
fense research managers that the Hill's
green light for unrelated defense re
search has turned red, and that clearly
irrelevant proposals will be afforded a
hostile reception if included by these
managers inthe Department's submitted
bUdgets. Naturally, the judgments of
these managers, as the men most aware
of a given project's ramifications, will
be carefully considered if and when the
relevancy of future projects becomes an
issue.

While some of the controversy which
section 203 has sparked has been due
to misinterpretations and to the sub
jective nature of its relevancy test, even
more has resulted from there being
ascribed to the section by its supporters
a far broader function than the one I
have just outlined-one broader, in fact,
than the words of the section permit.

Judging from remarks on the fioor
dming the past year, it is clear that
section 203 was intended by its support
ers not merely to weed out nondefense
research projects in the Department's
budget, but to correct what they regarded
as a serious structural imbalance in
Government support of basic research in
the United States. It was their hope that
the new section would produce large
scale reductions in Department of De
fense research programs and that these
reductions would be offset by correspond
ing increases in the research budgets of
the National Science Foundation and
domestic mission agencies.

Such a restructuring was deemed espe
cially important, by the amendment's
Senate supporters, within the academic
community, where Department of De
fense research suppOrt has until very
recently exceeded that of the National
Science Foundation. As our majority
leader, the distinguished Senator from
Montana (Mr. MANSFIELD) explained on
the fioor last year:

A reasonable goal to be obtained through
the working of this new provision could be
to reduce DOD funding of academic research
to no more than 25% ot that funded by the
National Science Foundation by the end of
flscal1971.

Things just have not worked out that
way.

In the first place, the Defense Depart
ment's review of its entire research pro
gram resulted in the identification of
only $8.2 million worth of projects on
which work had to stop because of section
203. This was an amount, needless to
say, far less than supporters of section
203 had intended and far less than that
required for a structural reallocation. In
fact, the $8.2 million cut occasioned by
section 203 was itself subsumed in the
much larger $64 million reduction im
posed directly by the Congress on the
Department's research bUdget.

At the same time, reductions were also
imposed last year on the research budg
ets of most domestic mission agencies.
Faced with budgetary restrictions, these
agencies responded in time-honored
fashion, cutting back on research in def
erence to ongoing programs.

The academic community was saddled
with most of the final burden. Agencies
could reduce their in-house research ef
forts only minimally if efficient ut;iliza
tion of their facilities was to be main
tained. And since too few dollars were
available at the National Science Foun
dation to pick up the resulting "drop
outs," many academic investigators have
found themselves cut off from the re
search support necessary if their investi
gations are to go on.

In retrospect. these results are not
surprising.

To begin with, section 203 was an im
proper vehicle for use in effectuating a
major reallocation of Government re
search support. Legislation so imprecise,
if given such a function, will inevitably
be subjected to confticting interpreta
tions, with the result a war of words but
a stalemate in the sphere of action. In
fact, the reallocation function attributed
to section 203 only served· to heighten
the difficulties inherent in application
of its relevancy test.

Moreover, the section's supporters have
seemed at times little more clear than
the section itself as regards the nature
and mechanism of the reallocation they
hoped it would achieve. How many
Department of Defense research dollars
were to fall out en route to the new aline
ment? How were these dollars to be off
set with increases elsewhere in a period
of dollar shortages when most govern
mental agencies-and most congressional
committees, too-saw research as the
place to cut? And how could the insti
tutional base needed to support the new
structure possibly be built in 2short fiscal
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years? Not only was the legislative ve
hicle deficient. With questions like these
unanswered-some indeed unanswer
able-its route was ill defined.

Similar criticisms cannot be leveled,
however, at the basic policy goal of re
allocating Government support of re
search in the United States. For too long
a time, too few of our total research as
well as operating dollars have been chan
neled into domestic-oriented areas. How
can we hope to end pollution and to meet
the whole range of unmet domestic needs
unless we develop the kinds of technology
requisite to meeting them?

And it is especially important in my
view that new patterns of research sup
port be developed for our academic com
munities all across the country. I think
that an excellent goal, not for the coming
year but for the relatively short-term
future, would be the goal sighted by the
distinguished Senator from Montana
(Mr. MANSFIELD) in discussing section 203
last year-a level of funding for the Na
tional Science Foundation four times as
large as the basic research budget of the
Defense Department. There are several
considerations in favor of such a goal.

One is nothing more than the preser
vation of a viable relationship between
the academic community and the Defense
Department itself. At present, many uni..
versity administrators are under extreme
pressure from activist student elements
to end all "war-related research" on the
campuses. Such pressure faces university
administrators-and the Defense De
partment--with a rather unpleasant
choice: They must end their long and
mutually beneficial association or other
wise run the risk of growing strife on
campus.

A larger National Science Foundation
role on campus would help to diffuse the
tension. In the short run, it would enable
the most sorely pressed university ad
ministrators to temporarily sever their
relationship with the Defense Depart
ment with minimal ill effects for both.
These universities and their investigators
could turn to the Foundation as an alter
nate source of funds, while the Depart
ment would be insured that the needed
work somehow got done. Foundation of
ficials have made it quite clear to me that
a large number of any projects dropped
by the Defense Department would win
Foundation support in open competition
with all other projects proposed.

Over the longer term, a larger Founda
tion role might help to dissipate the
present unrest itself. Most r;tudents, if
pressed, would openly acknowledge the
importance of a continuing link between
our universities and the Defense De
partment. On refiection, they would not
dispute that traditional research support
links are an eminently practical means
for bringing the advice and criticism of
experts in the academic community to
bear on the Defense Establishment.

What stops them from espousing such
a view just now is their deep alienation
from present national policy-the war
in Vietnam, the gigantic military budg
et, and our unmet needs at home. A
larger role for the National Science
Foundation would itself be an indica-

tion that our policies were changing, that
our system was being responsive.

A larger Foundation role would have
several other implications.

It would enable the Foundation to
bring to academic research some of the
central policy coordination so sorely
lacking to date. The horizons of individ
ual mission agencies are quite properly
limited by their own functions and op
erations. They have neither the resources
nor the responsibility to assess our re
search needs from a truly national per
spective. The Foundation, on the other
hand, would be able with increased re
sources to step up its development of a
national science policy, channeling re
sources and creating new pools of talent
in areas neglected for the most part till
now.

Moreover, while increased research ef
forts by domestic mission agencies are
also needed, these ag'lncies are not al
ways the best of research sponsors, even
within their areas of interest. They quite
properly define individual projects so as
to maximize the potential for short-term
practical solutions, often to the detri
ment of breakthroughs around the cor
ner. And there is a related considera
tion' also. It is not unheard of for an
agency to favor research which extends
rather than undermines its ongoing pro
grams, and therefore not to fund a re
search project calling these programs
into question. So even as regards short
term, pragmatic solutions to problems,
the Foundation, by encouraging truly
free inquiries, would have a vital con
tribution to make.

A larger Foundation role would be
helpful also in times of budget strin
gency, such as the present. The time
honored tendency, in such periods, is
for mission agencies to cut back on their
research dollars. The Foundation, as an
institution devoted to basic research sup
port, would not be subject to such pres
sures internally. And it would be better
able to resist such cuts on the Hill, by
arguing the necessity of support for its
program because other research efforts
were already being cut back. A larger
Foundation role would thus help to in
sure the academic community of steady,
long-term research support.

Indeed, it is the absence on such steadY
support at present which makes a rath
er prompt increase in the Foundation's
bUdget imperative. The experience of the
past year is instructive in this regard.

Due to bUdgetary stringency, virtual
ly all mission agencies have been forced
to cut back sharply on their own re
search programs. Some of the reductions
have been absorbed in-house, to the ex
tent consistent with efficient utilization
of existing facilities. But there have been
quite substantial cuts in the funding of
outside performers.

As a reSUlt, many investigators have
found themselves cut off from former
funds. Such cuts have in fact been so
severe that over $60 million worth of
terminated research projects have been
or are likely soon to be presented to the
National Science Foundation for support.
Many of these projects merit support,
but the funds are just not available.

The Bureau of the Budget was aware of
this problem in the preparation of the
Foundation's fiscal 1971 budget, but it
allocated only $10 million for use in
meeting it.

Already recent science graduates are
finding it impossible to find employment
in either research or education. If the
situation continues, the damage could be
severe. For while established scientists
will win out in any scramble for limited
funds, it is on the newcomers in major
fields that our long-range future de
pends.

It is for reasons such as these, Mr.
President, that I share the commitment
of the distingUished Senator from Mon
tana to an increased role for the Na
tional Science Foundation.

The amendment I am introducing to
day will provide for such an increase. It
will explicitly direct the executive branch
to do what the Senator from Montana
hoped it would do in response to section
203.

My amendment calls upon the Office
of Management and BUdget, in its prep
aration of the fiscal 1972 Government
budget, to provide for a 20-percent in
crease over the congressionally approved
fiscal 1971 level in the budget of the Na
tional Science Foundation.

The Foundation's fiscal 1971 bUdget is
$513 million. My amendment would thus
provide for an increase of approximate
ly $100 million.

This increase would constitute an im
portant first step toward the goal of a
$1 billion National Science Foundation
bUdget recently endorsed by the Presi
dent's Task Force on Science Policy. It
would greatly alleviate the present
"dropout" problem and also permit ini
tiation of important new Foundation pro
grams.

I do not believe that this increased
funding for the National Science Foun
dation should be sought, however, at the
expense of the remaining research funds
of the Department of Defense or other
mission agencies. I believe that the re
structuring of research support envi
sioned by my amendment must be
achieved through the channeling of in
creased funds to the National Science
Foundation, not through the shuffling of
existing research dollars. I say this for
several reasons.

To begin With, such shuffling could be
disruptive of existing research projects
and would only compound the present
"dropout" problem.

More significant is the fundamental
importance of research to the solution of
our present problems, both defense
related and domestic. Many of our prob
lems-in the field of pollution, for ex
ample--can be solved by technological
breakthroughs, but these breakthroughs
will not occur unless SUfficient research
funds are continually available.

In illustration of this point, the minois
Institute of Technology's Research In
stitute not long ago did a series of case
studies on products which today are hav
ing a major socioeconomic impact on the
Nation and the world. The institute found
that the last 50 percent of the significant
research events that led to development
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research bUdget. I ask unanimous con
sent to do so.

There being no objection, the ma
terial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

6.1 RESEARCH
lin millions of dollarsl

from 6.2, 6.3, 6,4 and 6.5, as well as from the
operational development programs.

An example of a contractor-operated in
stallation is the Eastern Test Range in Flor
ida which is operated and maintained by
Pan American Airways with Radio Corpora
tion of America as the major subcontractor.

2.. Industry-This is the largest category
and includes contractual effort from all areas
and programs u,nder the RDT&E appropria
tion. The major dollars are for 6.2, 6.3, 6.4,
6.5, and operational developments. The 6.1
effort is primarily for contracts With indus-

Army_____.. ____ ._ . __ 88.9 76.4 80.1 76.3Navy_____ . __________ 130.3 117.9 118.9 116.6Air Force___ ._.__•___ 95.9 85.0 83.3 83.3ARPA_. ______ .._____ 43.6 43.2 42.7 36.7OASA_ •.• ____ . ______ 45.5 46.0 44.6 44.6

TotaL. ______ . 404.2 368.5 369.6 357.5

By scientific area:
31. 8 __ . _______General physics__ . __ 39.7 33.6

Nuclear physics.. __ 34.7 33.4 28.5 ___ ..__ .._
Chemistry___ • _____ 14.7 13.2 13.5 __ ...__ . __
Mathematical

sciences••.______ 43.7 42.6 35.9 __________
Electronics_.____ . __ 31.6 27.7 29.5 ____. _____
Materials research._ 42.8 38.4 49.2 ._... _____
Mechanics. ___ ""_ 31.7 30.3 30.9 _._. ____ ..
Energy conversion._ 16.7 14.1 15.5 . __ . __ ._..
Terrestrial sciences. 13.7 12.6 14.0 ..___._. __
Atmgspheric

31.1 31.1 32.6 __ . __ .. __ .sClences_________
Biological and

44.2 38.3 39.2 __..______medicaL ________
Behavioral and

sociaL._ • ___ •___ 16.3 12.9 13.1 I 12.9
Oceanography_..... 32.1 30.0 28.7 _. _____ ._.

stronomy and
11.1 10.3 7.2 •______ . __astrophysics ____ ..

TotaL._..______ 404.2 368.5 369.6 1357.5

I The $12.1 million cut recommended by the committee is to
be made at the discretion of DOD, except in the area of social
and behavioral sciences, where $200,000 of the cut has been
mandated.

(In millions of dollars)

Fiscal year 1971

337.2 ...... ..
153.2 .. _

1,826.5 ...... _.. __ .. _

44·4 ------ .
4,151. 3 __ .. __ .. _

144.1 .. _.-- .. --- .. -71.5 .. .... _

7.4 . .. ..
213.1 .. .. _

11.1. .. ..
325.4 _

2.0 .. _ ._._.
1. 0 .. _ _

7.4 .. _ _...
50.0 50.0
56. 0_ .. _.. _.. _....

7,401. 6 7, 016. 5
(369.6) (357.5)

(7, 032. 0) (6,659. 0)

Recommended
ReQ uested by SAS3--

Fiscal year 1971

Recom
mended

Re- by
1969 1970 Quested SASe

1970

12.5
359.0

Fiscal year-

44.5
4,130.4

143·7
79· 4

5.8
2iO.7

341.3
154.5

1,873.3

1969

12.2
369.9

Fiscal years·-

329.5
169·1

1,861.3

44.3
4,481.3

160.9
80.4

5.2
225.9

By Agency

SOURCE OF FINANCING

1. In-Hause-This pays for the cost of
operating and maintaining all of the Depart
ment of Defense activities engaged in re
search, development, test and evaluation. The
6.1 Research funds relate specifically to
laboratories which are engaged in conduct
ing in-house research and whose people
monitor research contracts and grants. This
category does not include the funds for re
search contracts and grants, and these are
distributed among the other categories as
indicated. This category also Includes funds

I. In·House:
Government owned, contractor operated.. . . ._
Government owned, government operated 6.t research_ .. _.
Other__ ... __ .. ..

2. Industry: .
6.1 Industrial Research Laboratories_ .. _
Other. .. __ . .. .. _

3. Universities and colleges:
6.1 research.... _.. _
Other.___ _ _

4. Federal Contract Research Centers:
6.1 research_ ... -- -- .. -__ ..... -- -_ -__ .. _
Other _. .. .. __ .. .. ..

5. Other nonprofit research institutions:
6.1 research_._ ..... ._ .. __ .. __ .. __ ... .. ...
Other. __ .. .. . ... .. '" ..

6. Foreign performers:
6.1 research_ .. _.. .. _. __ ... . 6.0 2.4
6.2 exploratory developmenL .. __ ..... __ , __ ._....... 3.2 1. 3

7. Hospitals, State IOshtulions, and other mIscellaneous: 6.1

~: ~i~;:y:e~~11Yti~~iz:a:t;~,;:::::::::::: ::: :::: ::::::::::::::::::: ::::::: :~': ~: _. _.. _. __~~:_ ~_
Total R.O.I. & L program .... _. __ .. __ .. 7,755.7 7,438.9
6.1 research __ .. ........ _.. _.. __ (404.2) (368.5)
Other .. .-- .......... __ .. _.. .. _.. (7,351.5) (7,070.4)

corresponding reduction in other pro
jected programs.

This requirement is included, Mr.
President, not only to demonstrate a
sense of fiscal responsibility. Its purpose
is to make clear that the increase called
for-a very small amount in relation to
our total budget-is not to be rejected on
grounds of inadequate funds, that re-
search should not be the target of any
adjustments which may be required.

Mr. President, the Research and De
velopment Subcommittee has wrestled
long and hard this year with the prob
lems posed by section 203.

The distinguished Senator from Mon
tana deserves our gratitUde for introduc
ing that section and for bringing the is
sues it has raised to our attention. I
believe that the section has had a con
tructive influence during the past year
and that it will continue·to have such an
influence if interpreted along the lines 1
have outlined.

I also believe, however, that the
broader restructuring of Government re
search support which the Senator en
visaged as a result of section 203 can best
be achieved through the amendment I
am offering today and executive branch
action pursuant to that amendment. I
sincerely hope that he will join with me
today in support of my amendment.

Mr. President, this conclUdes my re
marks on my amendment. I think it
might be usefUl, however, to place in the
RECORD at this point a detailed analysis
of the Defense Department's 6.1 or basic

R.D.I. & L AUTHORiZATION BY PERFORMER

of magnetic ferrites, now widely used in
computer memories, telecommunications,
and small electric motors, occurred in a
period from 1946-59; those that pro
duced the video tape recorder produced
in 1956 started in 1927: the last 50 per
cent of events leading to "The Pill" in
1960 began in 1936; and those that ended
in the electron microscope in 1940 started
in 1910.

Indeed it might be dangerous not to
provide the steady large-scale research
funding needed to insure similar break
throughs in the future. Unfortunate
though it may be, we are in competition
today with an economic system which
emphasizes the benefits of long-range
planning.

I am in fact troubled by the trend
which has developed over the past decade
as regards Soviet and American research
programs. Soviet research and develop
ment in all areas has been growing at a
rate of about 10 percent a year, while
our own research expenditures across the
board have essentially leveled off.

I need not remind this body of the fact
that three of the most significant
scientific and technological developments
of the century-nuclear fission, radar,
and jet propulsion-were all based upon
fundamental work done mainly from
abroad. Our security might be jeopard
ized should future breakthroughs of simi
lar magnitUde again occur abroad.

Yet Soviet-American research trends
are especially disturbing in the areas of
military, atomic energy, and space work.
During the 1960's, Soviet military re
search and development expenditures in
creased by about 60 percent, while our
own expenditures increased by roughly
30 percent. And estimates for 1970 show
the Soviets are now leading by more than
20 percent in absolute dollar terms.

Under these circumstances, and in
light of the large-scale reductions which
the Armed Services Committee has made
in the Defense Department's research
program during the past 2 years, further
broad cuts in this area are not war
ranted. We would be ill advised not to
couple our continuing cutbacks in de
fense procurement and hardware reduc
tion with the strong research and de
velopment program needed to advance
our technological base.

I wonder how many of my colleagues
perceive how significant a cutback in De
partment of Defense funding of aca
demic research has already occurred in
the past 2 years. Actually, there has been
a decline during this period from a level
of $247.3 million in fiscal 1969 to $215.6
million in fiscal 1971. Measured in con
stant dollars-accounting for the impact
of inflation and of increasingly costly
technology per se--that represents a de
crease in research effort of almost 25
percent in a very short time.

But while my amendment does not call
for a reduction in other research pro
grams to offset the increase provided by
it for the National Science Foundation, it
does recognize that some offset may be
needed. It calls upon the Office of Man
agement and BUdget, should the budg
etary requirement exist, to make some



August 28, 1970 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE 30371

trial research laboratories, examples of which
are listed separately. ..

3. Universities and Colleges-'-The pre
ponderance of funds which go to these ac
tivities is provided by contract and grant
from 6.1 Research funds. The remaining
funds largely are provided from 6.2 and some
from 6.3. .

4. Federal Contract Research Centers
Most of the funds are provided from ·6.2, 6.3,
6.4, 6.5 and operational developments. A
small portion Is prOVided from 6.1 Research.

5. Other Non-Profit Research Institu
tions-A small fraction of these funds comes
from 6.1 Research. Most of the money comes
from 6.2, 6.3, 6.4, 6.5 and operational devel
opments. Typical Institutions are listed sepa
rately.

6. Foreign performers-As Indicated in
the table, 6.1 Research and 6.2 Exploratory
Development are the two program sources of
funds.

7. Hospitals, State Institutions, and
Others-This Is supported entirely from 6.1
Research. Typical organizations are listed
separately.

6.1 Research.
6.2 Exploratory Development.
6.3 Advanced Development.
6.4 Engineering Development.
6.5 Management and Support.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I sup
port the amendment of the Senator from
New Hampshire.

There is today a crisis in support for
basic research. In fiscal 1970vmission
oriented agencies such as DOD, NASA,
AEC, and HEW reduced their expendi
tures for academic research by at least
$60 million. The National Science Foun
dation was given only $10 million to take
up the slack. As a result, university
science programs are in disarray. Bril
liant graduate students do not know if
they will ever be able to make use of
their excellent education. Undergradu
ates are turning away from science to
other fields of endeavor.

Basic research is crucial to our Na
tion's future. Our economic leadership
depends upon it, as does our ability to
overcome the adverse side effects of eco
nomic growth. We look to basic research
also to improve the health of our citi
zens--to fight heart disease, cancer, and
mental illness.

SCientific research needs to be funded
in an orderly manner. It cannot be turned
on and off like a faucet. Expensive equip
ment cannot be purchased one year and
left idle the next. First-class research
teams cannot be organized and disbanded
at will.

When basic research is left in the
hands of mission-oriented agencies, con
stant fluctuations in funding levels are
almost inevitable. In times of budgetary
belt tightening, the mission agencies will
always sacrifice their long-term research
projects to more immediate concerns.
What is needed therefore is an ade
quately funded agency whose primary
concern is basic research.

The National SCience Foundation was
suppOsed to be that agency. It was sup
posed to insure that academic science
was supported in an orderly fashion. But
the National Science Foundation has
never been given enough funds to per
form that task. For many years it lived
in the shadow of the mission agencies,
particularly DOD.

Senator MCINTYRE'S amendment is a

first step toward enabling the National
Science Foundation to play its proper role
in the support for scientific research. I
hope that the Senate will accept the
amendment and that the administration
will heed our voices and begin to formu
late an intelligent science policy.

I would like to add that I come from
the State bordering on the distinguished
Senator's own State of New Hampshire
and one of the things that impressed
me traveling around my State is that
there are so many defense-oriented in
dustries which are interested in trying
to utilize their personnel and their tech
nical know-how to address many of the
critical domestic and social needs of this
country; but they find that there is no
institution that could help them to de
velop alternative products which might
be consumer oriented or meet social
needs.

I believe that there is a sound move
ment taking place within Congress which
recognizes the responsibility of Congress
to try to assist private industry, uni
versities, and technical and scientific
personnel to utilize their enormous skills
to meet our domestic needs. The Con
version Research and Education Act,
which I have introduced, is part of that
movement.

The Senator from New Hampshire. as
I understand the thrust of his remarks,
is trying to jar this body into confronting
this problem, and I want to commend
him for raising this issue before the Sen
ate, and to thank him. He has chaired
the hearings on research of the Armed
Services Committee and has a broad un
derstanding of the needs in that area.

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, I want
to thank the distinguished Senator from
Massachusetts for his kind statement
concerning the work of the subcommit
tee. He is exactly right. We find solu
tions to problems of this kind on the
R. & D. Subcommittee extremely diffi
cult. We are trying to jar the Senate into
thinking about reordering its priorities
in the field of basic research. Hopefully,
we can begin to get some assistance from
the executive branch.

Let me make it clear that the sub
committee's thinking at the present time
is that after reducing Defense Depart
ment basic research $75 million to $80
million in the past 2 years, that program
itself should not go any lower. But the
National Science Foundation's own ef
forts must be increased, for the long se
ries of reasons I cited. Thus, I appreciate
very much the support of the Senator
from Massachusetts. He has a wide
knowledge indeed of this subject.

Mr. KENNEDY. As I said, the National
Science Foundation can play an ex
tremely important role here. What we
must try to do, partiCUlarly as we cut
back defense expenditures. and as this
results in loss of employment among
many scientific and engineering per
sonnel, is to develop within the Com
merce Department, the Small Business
Administration, and other agencies of
the Government, as well as the National
Science Foundation, the ability to redi
rect the energies of the scientific com
munity so that they can come to grips
with our domestic needs.

We in this body will have to try to
meet the present challenge and find ways
to help industry and the scientific and
engineering professions to find it worth
their while to devote their talents to
meeting the social needs which exist in
this country.

The Senator from New Hampshire has
performed an extremely useful service
in helping to crystallize some of the
thinking on this matter.

Mr. McINTYRE. I thank the Senator
from Massachusetts and urge his con
tinued interest in what we consider to be
a difficult problem. His help will cer
tainly be needed if the goals of my
amendment today are to be realized.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I was
most interested in listening to the col
loquy between the Senator from Massa
chusetts and the Senator from New
Hampshire. All too often we in the Sen
ate and the public at large forget the
benefits which have accrued to society
as a whole by virtue of some of the mili
tary defense spending which has gone
on in the past.

For example, we had not only the re
search previously funded before the
amendment of the Senator from Arkan
sas (Mr. FuLBRIGHT) was agreed to, that
puts us in a bind, to which the Senator
from New Hampshire is now addressing
himself, but we have the fallout from
rapid education developments, lan
guage schools, new techniques in medi
cine and surgery, and a great many other
progressive steps of this kind which,
generally speaking, have been totally
overlooked in the fleld of public aware
ness, and often-much too often, it
seems to me-in the debates in the
Senate.

Mr. President, I have looked at the
amendment with some care because of
the fact that it operates on an authoriz
ing level for fiscal 1972. Both the Sen
ator from New Hampshire and I serve
on the Armed Services Committee. I also
serve on the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare. The responsibility for
determining the authorizing level for the
National Science Foundation comes
within the jurisdiction of the Committee
on Labor and Public Welfare.

I spoke to the chairman of the com
mittee, the Senator from Texas (Mr.
YARBOROUGH), and we read this over
again. As I said, the authorizing limits
for the National Science Foundation do
come within the jurisdiction of the Com
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare, and
obviously we have not had any hearings
or any evidence as to what it would be,
and so forth, for fiscal 1972, because we
are simply not on that level.

I notice that the amendment is writ
ten as a sense of Congress amendment.
In other words, what the Senator is say
ing here, as I understand it, is that it is
the feeling that if this could be done
within the budgetary process, we should
"'ork towards that end. Is that correct?

Mr. McINTYRE. That is correct. The
amendment states it to be the sense of
the Congress that action by the Office of
Management and Budget is required
soon-in preparing next year's bUdget-
if we are to meet this urgent problem.
The Senator realizes that what we are
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trying to do is to focus attention on the
problem, so that the Office of Manage
ment and Budget can act and so that
domestic mission will be aware of the
fact that they too, should be picking UP
the cudgels on behalf of their own re
search and development programs. That
is the thrust of the amendment.

Mr. DOMINICK. I am delighted to
have the Senator from New Hampshire
verify my understanding, and also the
understanding of the Senator from
Texas (Mr. YARBOROUGH). This elimi
nates, obviously, any jurisdictional prob
lem we might have had, and is also try
tng to put back into focus the fact that
the amendment of the Senator from
Arkansas (Mr. FULBRIGHT), which the
Senate has agreed to and is a provision
of the bill, has created a substantial cut
back in the scientific community through
the universities and the ability to pro
ceed with scientific research.

I think it is extremely important. I
certainly hope that we can get around
the results of that by the initiative taken
by the Senator from New Hampshire.

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, I
thank my good friend, the Senator from
Colorado, who is a member with me of
the Armed Services Committee, for his
attention to this matter. As the Senator
has already pointed out, it is his com
mittee that has jurisdiction of the Na
tional Science Foundation. His commit
tee's help could be extremely impOrtant
as we try to change the whole thrust of
Government research support around.

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

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
yield 1 minute to the Senator from Mon
tana.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
support the McIntyre amendment, sec
tion 207, since it specifies the direction
in which I believe Federal spOnsorship
of science should proceed. It elaborates
and complements the expressed inten
tion of section 203 of the present law. It
specifies the congressional intent to
channel more resources through the Na
tional Science :F'oundation, while insist
ing that the Department of Defense
maintain a program of basic research. I
support fully this policy.

I believe the enactment last year by
the Congress of section 203 has focused
much needed attention on the whole
issue of this Nation's science policy and
the methods through which the Federal
Government makes its contribution to
the research community. I would hope
that the Senate will express overwhelm
ingly its support for the basic thrust of
203 and back fully the Armed Services
Committee in its recommendation of its
reenactment.

I was invited by Congressman DAD
DARIO to testify before his House Sub
conunittee on Science, Research, and
Development with respect to the use of
public resources for basic science and the
rechanneling of these resources through
civilian agencies. I ask unanimous con
sent that my statement before his sub
committee on August 11 be printed at
this point in the RECORD. It fortifies the
statement made today by the distin
guished Senator from New Hampshire

(Mr. McINTYRE) , who has done such out
standing work in this field as the chair
man of the pertinent subcommittee of
the senate AImed Services Committee.
I congratulate him.

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
RECHANNELING THE PUBLIC RESOURCES FOR

BASIC SCIENCE THROUGH THE CIVILIAN
AGENCIES: A NEW GOAL FOR NATIONAL
SCIENCE POLICY

(Statement of Senator Mike Mansfield)
I have been asked to comment on the gov

ernment's r.>!e regarding the support of re
search. I appreciate this invitation by the
Ohairman of the Subcommittee on Science,
Research and Development. Specifically, I
suppose the question really Is whether ade
quate government support of science can be
carried on if there is a permanent shift away
from the role of the military in the conduct
of research. What must be considered is the
relationship of the Department of Defense
and other mission agencies to the matter of
research; what part research plays In their
overall functions and as a related matter,
Whether strong ties should be continued be
tween the Pentagon and our universities. The
answer to these questions by and large will
determine this nation's entire science policy
for the years ahead.

At the outset I should say that the quality
of life on earth tomorrow wlll be determined
in large part by the measure of the scientific
research undertaken today. There Is thus a
significant public responslbllityto sponsor
research in the various scientific disciplines
and to keep the way clear to follow up on
new discoveries. Determining the emphasis,
however, Is a most delicate responslblllty. To
a great extent the emphasis Is determined by
the size of the resource devoted to the various
disciplines.

Since the end of World War II, the Govern
ment's contribution to research, development
and the supporting facilities has reached
nearly $200 blllion. Where and by whom that
money was spent has determined not only
the science policy of this nation but the en
tire emphasis in science educatlon and train
Ing. During this time well over half of the
government's contribution to science has
been channeled through the Department of
Defense. It must be clearly understood that
most of this money. purchased research of
the highest quality. However, not nearly so
clear is the rationale that dictated that the
Department of Defense should be the prin
cipal sponsoring agency for much of this
vi tal research.

For the past 25 years the Pentagon has
sponsored research In almost every scientific
discipline imaginable. From the most esoteric
examinations of ornithology to the stUdy of
broad social movements in foreign countries,
the Pentagon has run the gamut In Its re
search endeavors. By necessity, therefore, the
Pentagon assumed a Significant role In deter
mining the nation's science policy. The de
sirability of such a large role for this mission
agency Is the ba::;ic Issue confronting us.

It is not diffiCUlt to understand how we got
where we are today. The phenomenon of
channeling so much of our researcr" money
through the Defense Department developed
over the years not only from normal bureau
cratlc urges to grow but because the science
community and the Congress acquiesced in
that growth. So the question Is not how we
got here. It is Why. To put it simply: Why
should the Defense Department be the prin
cipal government agency through which Is
funded the federal research that has no ap
parent relationship to the security needs of
this nation?

To reply by saying that the research com
munity has found that funds simply were
more readily available at the Defense Depart-

ment rather than at other clvlUan agencIes
states a fact. But It Is not an answer. Nor Is
It sutllclent to say that Pentagon requests
for funds receive less Oongresslonal scrutiny
than those requested by non-mllltary agen
cies. Too often in the past prevaIlIng attitUde
has been expressed by the question: Are we
giving you enough? Perhaps it should have
been: Why do you need so much? In part the
historical answer lies in the fact that the
cloak of national securIty lined with the In
ternational threat of communism Simply pre
vented a close scrutiny of Defense requests
Including requests for research and develop
ment. In part, the answer Is that Defense
spending requests b€{:ame so large that even
billions for research and development seemed
dwarfed. As a result the scientific community
came to rely upon the immunity of Defense
funding from close scrutiny and occasional
bUdgeting squeezes. For years Defense fund
Ing prOVided a very stable source of research
money. It was the easiest path for research
community to follow.

It wasn't long before many of the most able
members of the science community gravita
ted to this source of funds. It became ap
parent, too, that although only a relatively
small fraction of the federal research dollar
was spent on university campuses. that
money was very Important to those univer
sities in maintaining their status. The sal
aries paid by the research grant paid In ef
fect the salary of the faculty member and a
good share of the institution's overhead as
well. The universities were not prepared to
accept direct subsidies for fear of losing their
autonomy-but they were apparently pre
pared to accept such a dependence Indirectly
with no questions asked.

Two years ago during Senate debate on
the Defense appropriations bill for fiscal year
1969, I offered an amendment which would
have limited the payment of Indirect costs
for a research grant or project to 25 percent
of the direct costs.! From my preparation
for this measure and SUbsequent debate, I
saw the grave financial difficulties faced by
our universities tOday and noted the dis
turbingly heavy dependence of virtually all
of our leading universities upon hidden
subsidy via Indirect costs. A total of 620 aca
detnk Institutions In fiscal year 1968 re
ceived federal support for research and de
velopment totaling $1.4 billion. Of this the
Department of Defense accounted for $243
million and the National SCience Founda
tion, $212 million. This money largely bene
fited only a few Institutions. The top 100
accounted for 87 percent, or $1.2 bUllon.'
Even under the limitation of my amendment,
these top 100 would have received $300 mil
lion for Indirect costs; money that the indi
vidual scientists would never see but which
would go Into general university funds. Of
this, In turn, 20 percent would have come
from the military appropriations. And since
overhead charges by many institutions were
higher than the 25 percent limit I proposed,
the Defense Department In 1968 was sup
plying more than $60 million to the Indirect
cost accounts of leading universities. Under
these circumstances, I conclUded that the
situation was most unhealthy. To better
gauge the ramifications of the federal sub
sidy to universities through overhead pay
ments, I wrote to Philip Handler, then
Ohairman of the National SCience Board and
now President of the National Academy of
Sciences. In a frank reply, he pointed out
that of $1,671 million of federal funds for
research at universities for fiscal year 1967,
only about $426 million were utilized to

1 Congressional Record, vol. 114, pt. 22, p.
29322.

2 "Federal support of research and develop
ment at universities and colleges and se
lected nonprofit institutions, fiscal year
1968." National Science Foundation report
NSF 69-33, 1969, pp. 3 & 14.
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support research in the most immediate
sense. The remainder found its.' way into
institutional funds and' departmental
funds."

Subsequently the National Science Board
proposed to the President that. this. sltua
tlonof a hidden and unhealthy sUbsidy be
corrected through grants to the universities
so that future proposals for research would
need cover only the direct and out-of-pocket
c~ts of the work. I hope that the silence
Which greeted this recommendation within
the Executive Branch will not be permanent
and that Congress will assess Its practica
bility as a way to establish more honest
relations between the universities and the
agencies of the federal government that fund
on-campus research and higher education.

A contributing reason for the expansion of
defense Interests Into almost each Imaginable
field of research In my opinion Is the past
and present Inadequate Information about
what kind of research is being done by whom
and where.

It has often occurred to me, and to other
Members of Congress, that" because many
federal departments and agencies fund so
many research projects, there Is a real pos
sibility of overlap and duplication simply be
cause "the word" does not pass between fed
eral research administrators. Note that I am
not speaking of research that one scientist
deliberately carries out to confirm or refute
the discovery of another, for this Is an essen
tial part of the sclen,tific process. Rather, I
have been and am still concerned with the
probability that needless and unwitting dup
lication of work occurs which could be mini
mized if sclentlsts and administrators had a
current, reliable and complete source of in
formation about who Is doing what research
with federal funds. So I asked the agencies to
supply me with a list of current research
projects. Having little success with the direct
request, I arranged for the Bureau of the
Budget to ask the agencies to comply.· When
all of the replies finally trickled In, It was
evident that whatever the agency project in
formation systems may be, they are simply in
capable of readily prOViding summary Infor
mation on research. Eight departments and
agencies finally responded. Five separate re
plies were sent by Defense and six by the De
partment of Health, Education and Welfare,
bringing the total number of projec,t infor
mation readouts to 17. Eight replies appeared
to be print-outs of computer systems, With
the rest manually prepared. Two defense
agencies submitted computer products and
three manual ones. Later it was reported to
me Informally that project information had
been taken from the computer-based systems,
edited and put back in before being printed
out for transmittal. Three of the agencies of
HEW and four other agencies used the science
classification system specified by the Bureau
of the BUdget in Its Circular A-46. The re
mainder employed their own systems for
Identifying fields of science. The system used
by the National Science Foundation, presum
ably the lead agency for federal Information
on science and technology, was different from
that specified by the Bureau of the Budget.

Parenthetically, considering the many
computers and elaborate information sys
tems of government agencies, this simple
request should not have produced the ad
ministrative convulsions that it did. The ad
ministrative entanglement indicated to me
that each department goes its own way in
research with little attention to that funded
by others. There simply does not exist a sys
tem capable of qUickly and easily informing

"For the text of Mr. Handler's letter, see
the Congressional Record, vol. 114, pt. 22,
pp.29338-9.

• c.f, Bureau of the Budget Bulletin No. 69
8, dated December 3, 1968, Subject: Listings
of Federal Government contracts and grants
for support of research.

research administrators in one department
of what research of potential interest or use
to them is currently funded by another fed
eral agency. While coffee-break exchanges
among scientlsts have their value, they are
not an adequate substitute. It Is well over a
years since I InqUired into this matter. Yet
the Office of Science and Technology has
not decided what current information about
research projects should be collected, who
should do the collecting, how It should be
collected and who can have access to It. Per
!:laps we need some one to tackle this Issue
with the vigor of past efforts when the re
lated question of cataloging and making
available theresults of research already done
was exhaustively considered. Perhaps the re
organized Office of Management and Budget
can give this a priority among Its manage
ment functions.

My experience in trying to get current in
formation on research confirmed yet again
my observation that bureaucracies must
often be kept after to obtain improvements
In the administration of government-funded
research. These improvements are all the
more necessary In a time when the. dominant
question has changed from: "What can we
spend our Increasing research appropriations
on?" to "How can we best spend the available
appropriations for research?"

In this connection, to overcome the inertia.
to get out of comfortable, well-worn ruts
sometime require heroic measures.

It was during the Senate's appropriation
hearIngs In 1968 that I asked Dr. Foster of
the Defense Department about duplication
of research and about the relatIon of De
fense-sponsored research, partiCUlarly its
ba~c research, to that of other agencies. It
was ,abundantly clear in his response that
the Pentagon then believed all fields of sci
ence and technology were open to it, that
it saw no inconsistency in funding basic
research In fields already funded by civil
agencies, and that all research projects It
sponsored were somehow relevant to Defense
needs. The Defense Department was adamant
In Its position that it must continue the
full spectrum of research then being under
taken, even though by definition the out
come of much such research can neither be
predicted nor its possible relevants to mili
tary science known. This testimony rein
forced the conviction that research funded
by the military appropriations had built up
an enormous momentum, and that only the
most forceful efforts by Congress could ef
fect change in the direction of rechanneling
federal responsibility for the funding of
basic research. At the time, It seemed clear
that there was not a national policy that
viewed the nation's long-term interests.
What to do about It was another question.

During the fioor debate on the m1litary au
thorization bill (PL 91-121) for fiscal year
1970, I added a rider which appeared as
Section 203. It reads as follows;

"None of the funds authorized to be ap
propriated by this Act may be used to
carry out any research project or study un
less such project or study has a direct or
apparent relationship to a specific military
function or operation."

That provision became law and the same
provision now appears as section 204 of the
mllltary authorization bill reported to the
Senate for fiscal year 1971, but does not ap
pear in the bm reported In the House.

I believe section 203 is a necessary and
practicable step towards the goal of reducing
the heavy dependence of American science
that has bullt up since the early 1950's.
Properly and imaginatively administered, It
can also lead to a strengthening and a re
building of the foundation for the future
of much of American science.

The intent of the provision is clear. It is
a mandate to reduce the research commu
nity's dependence on the Defense Depart
ment when It appears that the Investiga.

tion under consideration could be sponsored
more reasonably by a c!\'ilIan agency. After
all, the NatIonal Science Foundation was
created by Congress back in 1950 specifi
cally to channel federal funds into basic re
search. Since Its creation, it has been the
orphan child of the federal government's
science policy. Since 1955 NSF has been
given $2 billion to sponsor basic research.
During this same period, Pentagon spending
has been $3 billion on this same type of re
search; it has spent 50% more for the funda
mental Investigations-in addition to the
many billions on advanced research and de
velopment of specific military needs-than
has the agency set up for this sole purpose.

The addition of Section 203 to the military
authorization law thus sou<7ht to set in mo
tion a realignment. The l':.nguage was in
tentionally Imprecise In an effort to afford
the Executive Branch an opportunity to
start a process that would lead to the trans
fer of resources from the Defense Department
to the clvillan agencies-primarily to the Na
tional Science Foundation.

Clearly, Congress does not exist to operate
the daily workings of the Executive. By law,
however. Congress does have a responsibility
together, with the President, to establlsh
broad policies. Congress has a right to as
sume that policIes so established will be
followed. Much progress has already been
made since Section 203 became law in the
face of the resistance that has lingered in
some quarters. The authorization for NSF
funding for this coming fiscal year has been
increased by about $75 mlllion over last
year. By comparison, this year the Defense
Department's share of basic research funds
will be $50 millIon less than that of the Na
tional Science Foundation.

By no means, however, does Section 203
intend to cut off the Defense Department
from research that it needs. It is neither
antI-military nor anti-research, Whether the
language chosen is interpreted strictly or
loosely, It Is hoped that the Ultimate reSUlt
of this whole endeavor will be a continued
high level of basic research funding by the
federal government. Hopefully, we wlll see
In the near future that the civilian a<7encles
under the leadership of the National Science
Foundation wlll develop as the primary
source for these research funds. The respon
sibility of the civilian agencies to fund
an appropriate share of basic research is
in no way diminished by Section 203. The
Pentagon will continue to have a respon
sibility for research-even basic research
one that allows those entrusted With mill~
tary defense to maintain a fUll and necessary
exchange with the researchers at the
frontiers of science. The role of the Defense
Department In sponsoring basic research,
however, is intended to be incidental rather
than predominant.

Turning now to the DoD response to
Section 203, I believe that the review of re
search by DoD could have benefited from
guidance and criteria issued by Its top man
agement. That did not happen. Instead, all
that the Defense Department did was to send
a memorandum to its constituent agencies
informing them of Section 203 and telling
them to comply.

When I InqUired of DoD about theIr fol
low-through on this provision, Deputy Secre
tary of Defense Pacl~al'd replied in part that
the Department had contacted the National
Academy of Sciences and invited them to
consider carrying out an examination of
all projects which might be affected. I
thought this a constructive idea and wrote
to Dr. Handler on December 5, 1969, to sup
port this participation by the Academy. To
my disappointment, Dr. Handler replled on
December 12 that he must decline to Involve
the National Academy of Sciences directly
In the review. He did volunteer to offer the
Academy for any follow-up review. More
important, he agreed it would be useful for
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the Academy to do two things. First, to
formulate principles which mlght gUide the
administration of Section 203. Second, to
undertake a projection of the impllcations
and consequences of Section 203 with respect
to the future of federal research pollcy and
the national welfare. Whlle I did not ask the
Academy to do so then, experience with sec
tion 203 indicates that it should do so now.

To date, there have been differences in
application within the Department of De
fense. On the one hand, for example, the
Advanced Projects Research Agency asserts
that none of its projects fail the test of Sec
tion 203. even though the General Account
ing Office has singled out some as question
able in terms of this legislation and as more
properly supportable by the State Depart
ment than by mllitary appropriations. On
the other hand, the Department of the All'
Force has seized upon Section 203 to termi
nate research funded from appropriations
prior to fiscal year 1970, with the excuse that
they were carrying out the "Mansfield"
phllosophY·"

Of the 6,600 research projects that were
reviewed, 220 were found affected by Section
203 which involved fiscal year 1970 funds
totalling $8.8 million. This is about 4 percent
of the $223 ml1lion that DoD obligated dur
ing this fiscal year for research at colleges
and universities, and less than 1 percent of
the $1,295 mlll10n of federal funds for uni
versity research and development estimated
by the Bureau of the Budget for fiscal year
1970.

By comparison, the general tightening of
the Defense research budget for fiscal year
1970 caused a reduction of $64 million, not
withstanding Section 203.

Recently, the Secretary of the Air Force
testified that approximately 7 percent of the
research projects, representing 3 percent of
the Air Force research program, falled to pass
Section 203. In comparison, tightening funds
required a cut of over 10 percent.

Of course, Section 203 goes beyond the 220
projects immediately affected. Research proj
ects funded from prior years' funds that do
not meet the test of this legislation will be
affected as they come up for renewal. The
comptroller General was unable to prOVide
us with an estimate of the number of projects
in this category or their total funding. None
theless, in my judgment, such projects
should continue to their normal expiration,
which wlll provide time for coordinated re
view by the Department of Defense with the
civil agencies and for leadership and initia
tives from the Office of Science and Technol
ogy. Despite its limited reaction to date, I
still look to the Office of Science and Tech
nolog;y to provide the leadership necessary
so that research affected by Section 203 which
should be continued in the national interest
will have a fair chance at the available basic
research funds.

All that is required under Section 203 is
relevance, which is not a dirty word as some
critics of the Section sometimes seem to
suggest. Relevance does not preclude agencies
from funding basic research. Section 203 does
not forbid the Defense Department from
funding any and all research at colleges and
universitles. Had that been our purpose, we
would have so written this legislation. What
Section 203 does is to begin to close out a
second and a backdoor National Science
Foundation which has grown up in the
Department of Defense.

It seems to me that the Defense Depart
ment can readily identify and justify many
fields of fundamental research about which

5 In his letter to Rep. Daddario of June 5,
1970, Secretarv Seamans wrote of Section
203: "We have"attempted to meet the intent,
as we understood it, rather than merely the
letter of Section 203. Accordingly, we made
no distinction between fiscal year 1970 or
prior year funded research in cur review...."

enough is known to judge their relevance to
defense needs now and in the foreseeable
future. Research funded in such fields as a
result of announcement and publication of
such DoD interests should produce pro
posals for research that would permit scien
tists to explore aspects of science which add
to understanding in fields reasonably re
lated to Defense needs.

The idea of relevance is now new. I should
think that the Science Adviser to the Presi
dent would be well acquainted with the fol
lowing statements that support the prin
cipie of relevance.

First:
"The Foundation shall be increasingly re

sponsible for providing support by the fed
eral government for general-purpose re
search through contracts and grants. The
conduct and support by other federal agen
cies of basic research in areas which are
closely related to their missions is recog
nizable as important and desirable, espe
cially in response to current national needs,
and shall continue."

Second:
"Mission oriented governmental agencies

do and should support much long-range
basic research, informa.tion from which is
calculated to have a direct bearing on some
aspect of their mission.... All mission
oriented agencies need to be in close con
tact with the best and most advanced re
search which can apply to their problems."

The first is from President Eisenhower's
Executive Order No. 10521 of March 15, 1954,
on scientific research. This order stll! stands.
It was not rescinded by President Kennedy,
by President Johnson or by President Nixon,
The second comes from the recent advice to
the President by his Task Force on Science
Pollcy.

Section 203 opened to the Administration
a unique opportunity to set in motion a re
balancing of the responsibillties of federal
agencies for the funding of basic research,
The section became law on November 19,
1969. Yet the bUdget for fiscal year 1971 does
not indicate that this opportunity has been
taken. There Is no indication of a shift of
basic research unrelated to defense needs to
tho National Science Foundation or other
agencies and, at the same time, a corre
sponding reduction in Defense funding.

In short, timeiy arrangements have not
been made for orderly decisions...pursuant to
Section 203. I wrote last fall to the Director
of the Budget Bureau and to the Cabinet
officers of Departments and other agencies
concerned on that point. The letters have
had no appreciable effect. The Research
Management Advisory Panel to your Sub
committee recommended that the Section
be administered so as to produce an orderly
shift in sources of researcll support. What
has happened to that recommendation? In
the meantime, where is the contribution of
the interdepartmental system for coordina
tion in research to which reference is always
made when Congress starts to talk about
improving the administration of federal ap
propriations for research? What has it done?

All that is heard are requests for the aboli
tion of Section 203. Indeed, there seems to be
ahnost a wlllingness to risk the wreck of
the whole DoD basic research program rather
than take an innovative and imaginative
response to the law. Again, however, what
may be involved is the bullt-in inertia of
bureaucracy.

To carry out the intent of Section 203 wlll
require new ventures in Interagency coordi
nation. That is the responsiblllty of the re
orga.nized Bureau of the Budget and the Of
fice of Science and Technology under the
President. Thus far, unfortunately, the
White House science office apparently sus
taillS the rigid opposition of the agencies
to Section 203. That is most unfortunate
because if there are to be improvements in
coordination and a shift in the emphasis of

federal policy with regard to support of basic
research, it is going to take a joint effort
by the President and the Congress.

To sum It up: We are in dire need of a new
national policy on the federal role in science.
Whether technological progress depends
upon basic research is no longer an issue.
That was agreed upon years ago; and I am
sure it Is the conviction of Congress that
maintenance and hopefully growth in
scientific activities are essential to the public
welfare and the nation's future. But the po
licies of the 1950's and 1960's are not suit
able for the already perplexing 1970's. Too
much is at stake to depend upon fortune,
upon luck, upon happenstance. Our policies
must be soundly and thoughtfully conceived
and gUided.

If the Executlvve Branch is thinking about
policy in these terms, no evidence of it has
yet appeared in the public press despite re
cent inputs from the President's Task Force
on SCience Policy and the National Goals
research staff.

I hope we can look to the scientific com
munity for advice. Yet I recall that this com
munity speaking through the National
Academy of Sciences in 1965 was unable to
answer the questions on how much money
should be spent for research and how it
should be divided up.

Recognizing the risk of oversimplifying,
it would be my JUdgment that we can no
longer rely for guldance upon an uncoordi
nated, unplanned colleotion of laws, orders,
statements, understandings, and traditions.
These all have their place. But we must now
bring them together, which is what the In
quiry of the Subcommittee is all about. I
would hope that the Subcommittee on
Science, Research and Development will con
tinue its role of Congressional leadership
and stimUlate enough interest so that our
lead~rs of government and science wll1 sit
down together and work out the principal
outline and cantent of the kind of policy
that Is needed. It is up to Congress to assert
its long-neglected responsiblllty and set forth
a national polley for science. It is long
overdue.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
yielded to the Senator from Colorado has
now expired. The only remaining time in
the hands of the Senator from South
Carolina.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, how
much time remains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Twenty
five minutes remain to the Senator from
South Carolina.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
yield myself 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from South Carolina is recognized
for 5 minutes,

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
support the amendment of the distin
guished Senator from New Hampshire.
My interpretation of the amendment is
that the purpose is not to reduce re
search and development for critical
weapons which are essential to our na
tional security. It is simply to provide
more funds to the National Science
Foundation for basic research.

Basic research is essential. We should
go forward in this field. The develop
ments we have had and the inventions
that have come to t..l1is country have
come from basic research.

It is very important that we not re
duce funds. It is important that we con
tinue to go forward in that field.

I want to say, however, that the sur
vival of this country is not only depend
ent upon that basic research but is also
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So Mr. McINTYRE'S amendments were
agreed to en bloc.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, earlier
today, the Senate voted, as I understand
it, by a 42-to-31 vote to reject an amend-
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Scott
Smith, Maine
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Yarborough
Young, N. Oak.
Young, Ohio
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Packwood
Ribicoff
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Inouye
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Long
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McGovern
Miller
Montoya
Moss

Anderson
Bayh
Cannon
Cotton
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Fannin
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Allen
Allott
Baker
Bellmon
Bennett
Bible
Boggs
Brooke
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from Utah (Mr. Moss), the Senator from
Connecticut (Mr. RIBICOFF), the senator
from Georgia (Mr. RUSSELL), the Sen
ator from Mississippi (Mr. STENNIS) , and
the Senator from Maryland (Mr. TYD
INGS), are necessarily absent.

I.further announce that, if present and
votmg, the Senator from Connecticut
(Mr. RIBICOFF), the Senator from
Alaska (Mr. GRAVEL), and the Senator
from South Dakota (Mr. McGOVERN),
would each vote "yea."

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from New Hampshire (Mr. COT
TON), the Senators from Arizona (Mr.
FANNIN and Mr. GOLDWATER), the Sena
tor from Hawaii (Mr. FONG) , the Senator
from Florida (Mr. GURNEY), the Sena
tor from California (Mr. MURPHY), the
Senator from Ohio (Mr. SAXBE) , and the
Senator from Illinois (Mr. SMITH) are
necessarily absent.

The Senator from Oregon (Mr. PACK
WOOD) is absent on official business.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
MUNDT) is absent because of illness.

The Senator from New York (Mr.
JAVITS), the Senator from Iowa (Mr.
MILLER), and the Senator from Texas
(Mr. TOWER) are detained on official
business.

If present and voting, the senator
from Arizona (Mr. FANNIN), the Sena
tor from Florida (Mr. GURNEY), the Sen
ator from New York (Mr. JAVITS), the
Senator from Iowa (Mr. MILLER), the
Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
MUNDT), the Senator from California
(Mr. MURPHY), the Senator from Ohio
(Mr. SAXBE), the Senator from !illinois
(Mr. SMITH), and the Senator from
Texas (Mr. TOWER) would each vote
"yea."

The result was announced-yeas 68,
nays 0, as follows:

[No. 277 Leg.]
YEAS-58

Fulbright
Goodell
Griffin
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Hart
Hatfield
Holland
Hruslm
Hughes
Jacltson
Jordan, N.C.
Jordan, Idaho
Kennedy
Magnuson
Mansfield
Mathias
McClellan
McGee
McIntyre
Metcalf
Mondale
Muskie

NAYS-O
NOT VOTING-32

expenditures on sophisticated armaments,
we must meet that threat until we can dis
arm it.

Whether we should at the same time
achieve a particular level of social services
within our society is a question for the
citizen to ponder. But we should be clear
headed about the different nature of these
programs. In priority, they come after na
tional security.

Mr. President, I feel that we must re
member that the weapons and planes
and armaments we have today to pro
tect the people of this Nation are the
result of research and development that
was done 5, 10, or 15 years ago. It is
essential that we do go forward and pro
vide the necessary research and develop
ment for the Defense Department in
order to maintain our national security.
Without national security, as I have just
stated, we have nothing. Our people, if
they are to survive, must be protected by
the Defense Department.

I am in favor of the various pi'ograms
we have today, but if we have to choose
between research and development for
the Defense Department and other pro
grams, there should be no question in
the minds of the people of America which
they will choose.

I repeat, national security means our
survival.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yield~me?

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
yield back my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has been yielded back.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re
quest has been made for the yeas and
nays. There is not a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were not ordered.
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I

suggest the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk

will call the roll.
The legislative clerk proceeded to call

the roll.
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask for the yeas and nays on the
pending amendment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time

on the amendments having been yielded
back, and the yeas and nays having been
ordered, the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.
Mr. KENNEDY. I announce that the

Senator from New Mexico (Mr. ANDER
SON), the Senator from Indiana (Mr.
BAYH), The Senator from Nevada (Mr.
CANNON), the Senator from California
(Mr. CRANSTON), the Senator from Con
necticut (Mr. DODD), the Senator from
Tennessee (Mr. GORE), the Senator from
Alaska (Mr. GRAVEL), the Senator from
Indiana (Mr. HARTKE), the Senator from
South Carolina (Mr. HOLLINGS) , the Sen
ator from Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE), the Sen
ator from Louisiana eMr. LONG), the
Senator from Minnesota (Mr. MCCAR
THY), the Senator from South Dakota,
(Mr, McGoVERN), the Senator from New
Mexico (Mr, MONTOYA), the Senator

dependent upon the research the Defense
Department does with our critical
weapons.

In this connection, I want to read from
an article by Gen. Thomas Lane, a re
tired Army general. This article is en
titled· "Survival Is First Priority."

General Lane says:
Citizens who follow discussion of the fed

eral budget wlll frequently encounter the
cry for new national priorities. The usual
ploy is for a Senator or a lobbyist to cite
the needs of education, medicine or hous
ing, then mention the cost of new m1lltary
.~,ircraft, and say, "We must revise our
pr;:-ritles I"

It is revolting to note the frequency with
which pUblic officials or prominent intellect
uals resort to this tactic. It is revolting be
cause the cry reveals an ignorance and con
fusion which ill become men bearing pub
lic responsib1llty.

In our society, the increasing mastery of
machine technology is reducing the propor
tion of society engaged in essential work.
From top scientists to factory workers we
have the producing elements of society. The
rest of the people enter occupations reflect
ing the leisure opportunities of our econo
mic system. On the intellectual side, they
used to be called philosophers; but now that
the numbers have greatly increased and
philosophy is too difficult, they call them
selves social scientists.

Although the field includes some social
scientists who are soundly trained in philos
ophy and are broadly educated in reiated
disciplines, the common aspect of the social
scientist who gains pUblic attention is that
of a narrow-minded zealot absorbed in his
craft and oblivious to other values. He is an
educator who lacks the most elementary
comprehension of sound pUblic policy. He is
a doctor with his flst in the pUblic purse.
He is a welfare worker who thinks govern
ment has an obligation to tax the workers
to sustain the drones. In the federal Depart
ment of Health, Education and Welfare, his
number is legion.

Each of these specialists considers his
work essential to the welfare of the United
States. As he looks at the federal budget and
notes the cost of a new airplane or of an
ABM system, he drools to think what he
could do with that kind of money. He argues
that we are wasting money on weapons of
destruction instead of investing it in his
constructive service to mankind.

It is dangerous to have such mistaken
ideas rampant in our society. Every citizen,
whatever his occupation, should understand
that national survival must be our first
priority. All other activities depend upon the
success of our security effort. If it fails,
there will be no health, no education and no
welfare. There will be only the kind o'f
enslavement we see behind the iron curtain,
a slavery which thousands have risked their
lives to escape.

Security is worth all our resources, if they
are reqUired for success. And it is not due
one cent more than the minimum reqUired
for success.

This country has always put its security
first. We have no problem of priorities. Our
problem is to define the security req1.ure
ment.

Security requirements are determined by
the threats which hostile powers and prin
cipalities pose to our existence. Our domestic
health and morale are indeed vital factors
in meeting the hostile threat and are to
this extent allles of national security. But
health education and welfare have no inde
pendent value which takes precedence over
national security.

Security requirements are in their nature
necessities, not preferences. We must do
what must be done and no more. If the
threat of SOviet aggression now requires vast
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ment that Senator MATHIAS and IotIered
which would have provided a ceiling on
the amount the Defense Department
could expend in this fiscal year. I think
the significance of that vote is very
great. We lost that voti!. However, I point
out that the vote itself represents re
markable progress. A few years ago, on a
similar proposal, only t\'1O Senators voted
to limit defense spending. That was a
motion to limit it by 10 percent. Those
two Senators were the distinguished
Senator from South Dakota (Mr. Mc
GOVERN) and the distinguised Senator
from West Virginia (Mr. RANDOLPH). I
voted against that proposal.

I am gratified for the active support
of this amendment by the senior Sena
tor from West Virginia (Mr. RANDOLPH).
At that time, he stated that we could
eliminate billions of dollars from the
military budget. He stressed that it was
essential to apply these savings to prior
ity domestic programs. This is the rea
soning of many today. But in 1963 the
Senator from West Virginia was practi
cally alone in the cause at the time-on
the roll call only two Members voted for
the amendment. So the Senator from
West Virginia was one of the earliest ad
vocates of a reasonable defense budget
and of the need to reorder our national
priorities.

I think many of us have had an
awakening in the last 2 years. I say that
because there is going to be another op
portunity for us to otIer similar action
when the appropriation bill comes before
the Senate.

The principal arguments I have heard
against this amendment-and I sat
through the entire debate-were these:
No.1, it was the wrong bill. We should
have amended the appropriation bill. No.
2, because we limited spending instead of
obligational authority, we put the Penta
gon in the position where they would
actually have to cut back by the full
force of expenditures in the next fiscal
year without any flexibility. If we act to
limit the appropriation bill, on the other
hand, we atIect obligational authority.
We do not directly limit the spending
itself. They would be free to expend sums
that have been obligated in the past, so
the cut would not have as drastic or
immediate an etIect.

With that in mind, Mr. President, I
think there is every likelihood, every real
posibility, that we can pick up five, six,
or seven votes next month, which is all
we apparently need in order to provide
an etIective reduced limit of defense
appropriations.

I might add that the House Appropri
ations Committee, which last year cut
approximately $5 billion from the De
fense appropriation proposal made by
President Nixon. has yet to act; and
after that House action last year, the
Senate cut even further below the Nixon
requests.

So I do hope that the Members of the
Senate and those in various organiza
tions who so enthusiastically and faith
fully supported us in talking to Senators
on this matter will not lose heart. I think
\ve have every real chance for effective
action in this session, \'1itllin the next
few weeks.

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President. the
Vietnam war continues. That is the one
clear, unmistakable fact that we must
all recognize. After two decades of Amer
ican involvement; after 10 years of
American men fighting in. Southeast
Asia; after $140 billion has been spent;
after dropping more bombs on North and
South Vietnam than the total of all
bombs dropped during World War II and
the Korean war; after 43,000 Americans
have been killed and 285,000 wounded;
after more than 122.000 South Vietnam
ese soldiers have died and more than
295,000 casualties; after an estimated
300,000 civilian deaths; after 1 million
civilian casualties; after 4 million have
lost their homes; after an estimated 620,
000 North Vietnamese and Vietcong
soldiers have died, the war continues.

Despite 27 months at the Paris nego
tiating table; despite halts, resumptions,
and halts, in the bombing of the North.
Despite programs and plans for Viet
namization-despite all this the Vietnam
war continues. And it will continue.

Americans will continue to die there.
Vietnamese will continue to die. The
country will continue to be torn apart
by bombs. Civilians will continue to be
maimed and slaughtered. America's re
sources will continue tl) be drained. Our
young men will continue to be alienated,
and our position in the eyes of all the
world will continue to erJde.

So I ask my colleagues-what is their
plan, what is their way, what is the
method that they prescribe to bring this
conflict to an end? How is it all going
to stop? Tell me the way that will bring
this unfortunate chapter of our Na
tion's history to a close.

Vietnamization-that is what we most
often hear proposed. Vietnamization is
put forth as a plan for ending the war.
But it is nothing of the sort. Vietnami
zatlon means that South Vietnamese will
flght and die in increasing numbers in
stead' of Americans. Eventually Ameri
cans will fire the artillery and fly the
planes and drop the bombs, but the South
Vietnamese will shoot the rifles. Viet
namization is not a plan for ending t~
war in Vietnam. At best, it is a plan
designed to reduce American casualties
and to enable fewer American troops to
be in Vietnam while still pursuing the
same goals that have been guiding our
policy over the past decades.

Let us examine what we really mean
when we talk about Vietnamization. We
constantly hear about the numbers of
completed and proposed troop withdraw
als from Vietnam. Seldom, however, do
we recognize the number of present and
projected troops that remain in Vietnam.
The President's announced reduction of
150,000 additional troops by April 1971,
will leave approximately the same num
ber of Americans in Vietnam as there
were in the summer of 1966. It is not
clear exactly what will be our policy re
lating to troop withdrawals beyond that
time. Some reports suggest that we will
never be able to reduce our forces below
about 200,000 men. Other reports have
suggested that the intention is to bring
American forces eventually down to a
lower level-perhaps 20,000 to 50,000 re
maining as a residual force.

many event, the details of our policy
beyond this time are not known. But it is
clear that we do intend to retain a spe
cific military presence in that country.

The President has announced three
criteria which shall guide the progress
of our troop withdrawals. The first is the
progress of negotiations in Paris. I would
speak to this point in further depth later,
but now I will only point out that after
27 months and 81 meetings there has
been no progress.

The second criterion announced by the
President to guide the rate of troop with
drawals is the level of enemy activity.
I assume that what is meant by this fac
tor is that as long as the enemy stops
fighting, then we can withdraw our
troops. That, of course, is perfectly rea
sonable. But it is true that as long as
Americans are present and fighting in
Vietnam, the enemy has absolutely no
intention of suddenly laying down his
arms.

Thus the level of enemy activity otIers
no hope for troop withdrawals unless
one assumes that we can militarily crush
the enemy into surrender-a goal which
the administration has repudiated in its
own statements.

And so, the war continues.
The third factor governing the rate of

our withdrawal from Vietnam according
to the administration, is the ability of
the South Vietnamese to take over the
fighting on their own. As Vice President
ACNEW Stated on August 20, 1970, "With
drawal-from Vietnam-will take place
only as the capability of the South Viet
namese becomes able to take up the
slack." In other words, if the South Viet
namese become better able to fight and
to win without our assistance, then we
will find it possible to withdraw added
numbers of our troops. But the opposite
is also clear. If the South Vietnamese are
unable to maintain an etIective military
position against their opponents, then
our troops will remain. We never would
have sent more than 500.000 Americans
to Vietnam if the South Vietnamese
could successfully fight their own war.

Nevertheless, assume for a moment
that you accept the basic premise of Viet
namization; namely, that the war can
continue but that the South Vietnamese
should be responsible for the fighting.
The question then becomes this: When
would be a reasonable time for the South
Vietnamese to go it on their own? Viet
namization as such is really nothing new.
We have been trying to give them the
ability to defend themselves on their own
since the time the first American dollar
and first American soldier arrived. So the
South Vietnamese have had the direct
benefit of our presence and equipment
and training for' more than 10 years
and our indirect assistance for a decade
before that. We have given them more
than $6.6 billion worth of direct military
aid since 1950.

All this etIort-I suppose-has been
successful in some ways. The South Viet
namese now have armed forces number
ing more than 1 million men. If you
add to this the size of the local police and
security forces which provide defense,
you then have another 250,000 men.
ThUS, they now have a strong and for-
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midable force. What is the size of the
enemy whom they fight against? At pres
ent, it is estimated that there are 240,000
North Vietnamese and Vietcong whom
they fight against in the South. The Viet
namese have approximately an additional
400,000 soldiers in their total army in
the north whom they have never com
mitted to the south. It is doubtful they
could ever commit that total number.
According to the Defense Department,
620,000 of the enemy troops have died in
battIe. With enemy forces so reduced.
with all the assistance and aid we have
given them and wouJd, in the foreseeable
future, always hold a very decisive
advantage.

And so, what does it really take to en
able them to defend themselves on their
own? The question is, will they ever be
able to? If one accepts the basic premise
behind Vietnamization, and if one be
lieves it should at least be given a chance,
then let me ask thisc.-is it reasonable to
give Vietnamization another year, or
even more than a year, another 15
months to see if it will succeed? Now is
not that a reasonable approach? Let us
say you believe that, for some reason, a
force of 1.2 million men cannot now ef
fectively defend themselves against a
force of 225,000 of their fellow country
men. And that, given enough time and
preparation and materiel and support
this force of more than a million men
eventually will be able to effectively de
fend themselves against their opponent.
Well, then, let us see if they are able to
do that in the next year or so. Let us say
that we will do everything we can
continue to give them all the manpower,
all the training, and all the support of
our own troops that they require until
the end of 1971-let us propose that. And
let us see if then they can finally be able
to defend themselves on their own. And
if they cannot effectively defend them
selves by the end of 1971, then I would
submit they will never be able to effec
tively defend themselves.

Vietnamization has currently been de
fined to mean this: We will continue to
fight for the Vietnamese as long as they
cannot fight on their own. That may take
2 years, or 4 years, or 8 years, or 10
yearsc.-or never. That sort of policy is
nothing more than a rationalization for
maintaining American military involve
ment in the Vietnam war. But let us in
terpret Vietnamization in a different
way, in a more reasonable manner. Let
us say that we will give them all that
they need-give everything that we
have-offering the South Vietnamese ev
ery opportunity to fight on their own, and
devote the next year to that end. We will
announce that by the end of that year
they will then have to continue the con
flict, if they so desire, without the as
sistance of American military forces.

That is what our amendment proposes.
It knows that the South Vietnamese will
never be able to fight on their own as long
as they are never told that they will have
to do so. It knows that the South Viet
namese will never prepare themselves in
earnest for fighting Without the help of
American Armed Forces so long as they
are told that Americans 'will give them
help as long as they need it. By linking
our withdrawals to the ability of the

South Vietnamese to fight on their own,
we have a formula for a never-ending
Ame11can involvement.

If we truly want to give the South Viet
namese the ability and the opportunity
to carry on this struggle independently
of our military forces-if we truly are
seeking that aim-then we must tell them
in no uncertain terms that they must
become militarily independent of our
manpower. And why should that be so
startling, so threatening-particularly
when they have more than a year to pre
pare for that circumstance. Why should
they feel nervous, or threatened, about
having to fight on their own against a
force currently only one-fifth the size of
their own? Why should they be resisting
every American word that mentions in
creasing the pace of American with
drawal?

The conclusion one is tempted to draw
is that they doubt whether they possess
what is truly necessary to carry out their
aims-that they doubt they have the
necessary determination, the necessary
commitment, the necessary will to
achieve their goals. But if this is the
case-if they are lacking in those essen
tial qualities, then no degree of American
involvement ever can or ever will achieve
those ends for them.

Most serious of all, Vietnamization
simply does not provide for a stable polit
ical settlement of the conflict; rather, it
is a formula for a continuing, protracted
war. President Nixon has stated on
April 20, 1970, that "a political settle
ment is the heart of the matter." And
yet, if we rely solely upon Vietnamiza
tion of the war, there will be no political
accommodation between the antagonists
in Vietnam. Vietnamization merely
changes the nature of the conflict; it does
not resolve political differences; it does
not halt the loss of life; and it perpetu
ates the very political instability which
dragged us into Vietnam initially.

And so, Vietnamization alone is simply
not the way out. It does not provide for
the complete withdrawal of American
troops; it is a military strategy which
fails to deal with the political roots of
the war: it does not achieve peace but
only changes the identity of some of
those who die. And the war continues.

The President's alternative to Viet
namization has been progress at the Paris
peace talks. However, those talks have
been stalemated since they began. On
June 30, 1970, President Nixon stated
that when his administration took office:

The United States had been negotiating at
Paris for ten months but nothing had been
agreed upon other than the shape of the
bargaining table.

And in his Vietnam "up-date" report
on April 20, 1970, he candidly admitted
I must report with regret that no progress
has taken place on the negotiating front.

Some have charged that this amend
ment would undermine Ambassador
Bruce and destroy any chance for a
negotiated settlement at Paris. A com
plete Withdrawal, they maintain, would
eliminate any incentive for the North
Vietnamese and the Vietcong to negoti
ate because they will have achieved the
primary purpose of their negotiations
the withdrawal of American troops.

And yet, it must be pointed out that
the real difference here is the pace of
withdrawal, not withdrawal itself. The
President has already wisely committed
us to a withdrawal of some Anlerican
troops. We seek to speed that with
drawal, to disengage militarily with
honor and order and safety.

Apparently even the administration
does not believe that withdrawal of
American troops would undermine the
Paris negotiations. If so, they would ap
pear to be working at cross purposes.
Vice President AGNEW himself has de
fended the withdrawal of troops while
we negotiate. On May 3, 1970, on "Face
the Nation,'; Peter Lisagor asked him:

Why shOUld (the North Vietnamese) come
to Paris and negotiate seriously. Mr. Vice
President, if we have already proclaimed ...
that we are withdrawing from South Viet
nam? What Is the inducement for them to
negotiate?

Vice President AGNEW responded:
They are not only negotiating with us,

they are negotiating wIth the South Viet
namese. and the South Vietnamese are go
ing to be there a long time.

This is precisely the point. Any true
resolution of differences in South Viet
nam, any political accommodation, must
come from the South Vietnamese them
selves. Our withdrawal will not under
mine those negotiations; they will not
eliminate the possibilities for a political
settlement to what is essentially a politi
cal conflict.

In fact, we have every reason to be
lieve that a stated withdrawal of all
American troops more than 15 months
from now would initiate the first real
breakthrough in the stalemated negoti
ations. Saigon has demonstrated little or
no interest in a negotiated settlement of
the war, and as the course of Vietnamiza
tion, with the continued American pres-
~e in South Vietnam, has become more
clear, President Thieu has grown increas
ingly intransigent.

On July 28 Thieu announced confi
dently that he expected total military
victory in 3 years, that he would "never
accept a Government coalition with the
Communists," and that-
If the Communists do not want peace, peace

wlll certainly come With our victory.... If
they wish to continue fighting, we wlll ellm
inate them. (Washington Post: July 30, 1970).

Within days the administration un
fortunately chose to support such a rigid
position, declaring on July 31 :

We are opposed to a coalltion government.
negotiated or imposed. (Washington Post:
August 1, 1970).

As long as Americans remain in Viet
n&.m, as long as we continue to shore UP
Thieu and his clique in Saigon, he has
no reason to take negotiations seriously
or to begin to make concessions and com
promises necessary to unite the disparate
factions in his country. And the war con
tinues.

If, however, for the first time, we an
nounced publicly and openly that Ameri
can troops would not remain indefinitely
in Vietnam, if we declared our intention
not to remain there beyond December
31, 1971. then Thieu and the Saigon gov
ernment would be compelled to confront
the political realities of South Vietnam.
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We might then be able to achieve the
concessions which we need and desire to
achieve a stable and durable peace. For
the first time, it could be possible to ne
gotiate effectively the release of prison
ers-of-war; a cease-fire and deescalation
could be instituted to secure the safety of
American troops during withdrawal; the
level of conflict in Laos and Cambodia
could be reduced; and the political im
passe in South Vietnam might at last be
penetrated.

A fixed withdrawal date at the end of
1971 will not, as Vice President Agnew
has charged, deal "a lethal blow" to the
Paris talks. Rather, the illusion of real
negotiations threaten to provide a ra
tionalization for continuing the war in
definitely, not ending it.

Furthermore, the entire history of our
involvement in Vietnam demonstrates
that concrete results cannot be achieved
by exerting only military leverage. This
is the case for the United States; it was
true also for the French. The North has
shown every indication that it will fight
a protracted war or it will seek a politi
cal settlement once a definite timetable
for the withdrawal of all American forces
has been established.

The real "lethal blow" to the Paris
peace talks would be an escalation of
military activity or another invasion of
Cambodia. Secretary of State Rogers
stated the candid truth when he said that
the chances for a negotiated settlement
of the war had deteriorated since the in
vasion of Cambodia. On July IS, he said
that North Vietnam and the Vietcong
would "not be inclined' to negotiate"
after the setbacks they suffered in Cam
bodia and this meant that the prospect
for the negotiations "in the next couple
of months are not too bright." He also
stated that the Vietnam war might very
well end with "no war and no peace."

This amendment is not a desertion of
one commitment to the South Vietnam
ese people or their Government. Our sac
rifice of American lives, our provision of
arms, and money, our support for more
than two decades speak eloquently of our
concern for the people of South Vietnam

We have no desire to abandon the
South Vietnamese now or even 15 months
from now. The amendment stipulates
that military aid, including operations,
may continue until December 31, 1971.
After that date, if American troops are
still needed in South Vietnam, all the
President must do is come to the Con
gress and explain why. By congressional
action, South Vietnam could continue to
receive the aid of our Armed Forces but
the need and necessity must be estab
lished.

The destruction of Vietnam during
this war has been so great that they will
need aid and support for many years to
rebuild their shattered society. Part of
that aid might mean the supply of ad
ditional weapons and materiel to pro
vide security and continued military aid
to the South Vietnamese Army; part of
that aid might be money and assistance
to reform and transform the wreckage
of the war. We are not deserting our al
lies; they have fought with us and died
with us, but we cannot send Americans
to die for them forever.

There simply comes a time when al
lies must become true allies and not de
pendents. Our commitment to South
Vietnam has never been unlimited, and
a stipulated withdrawal date 15 months
in the future would serve notice to Sai
gon that the time has corne for it to con
front the conflicts which have destroyed
the fabric and quality of Vietnamese life
for so long.

And so, unless this amendment is
passed, we are confronted with the in
definite commitment and maintenance of
American troops in Vietnam, with a con
stant loss of American lives, and with
support for a government which has
made little effort to win the allegiance of
the people it governs. The war continues
now, and unless this amendment is
passed, the war will go on with no definite
end in sight.

This amendment provides the United
States with an honorable and orderly
way out. First, it merely stipulates that
the present withdrawal rate already an
nounced by the President would be put
into legislative form. The administra
tion has already stated that these with
drawals are irreversible, so this provision
expresses congressional support for the
President's policy. Thus, this provision
~uthorizes a troop level of no more than
2~O,OOO men in Vietnam by April of 1971.

If, of course, the administration found
it necessary to change its policy and not
meet this withdrawal rate because of
some unexpected contingency, Congress
would simply be called upon to approve
a differing authorization.

The second provision of the amend
ment concerns itself with those policies
beyond April of 1971; it states that funds
appropriated after that time for use in
Indochina should be used for the fol
lowing objectives:

First, the orderly termination of mili
tary operations there and the safe and
Systematic withdrawal of remaining
armed forces by December 31, 1971;

Second, to secure the release of pris
oners of war;

Third, the provision of asylum for Viet
namese who might be physically endan
gered by withdrawal of American forces;
and

Fourth. to provide assistance to the Re
public of Vietnam consistent with the
foregoing objectives.

We do not know if this is inconsistent
with the policies of the administration.
They have chosen not to reveal their
course of action beyond April of 1971.
But we do believe it to be a sound and
reasonable approach for the administra
tion to follow. If, however, the President
finds that either circumstances or poli
cies prohibit him from withdrawing all
armed forces by the end of 1971, and if
this poses any danger to our military
forces at that time, then he has the
option of extending this timetable by 60
days. Further, if the President decides
that armed forces should remain in
Vietnam beyond this period of time. then
he would be required to come to the Con
gress and set forth his recommendations
and deadline for their \':ithdrawal sub
ject to the approval of the Congress.

Therefore, this amendment is an over
ture to the administration. We are seek-

ing an approach which we believe will be
most reasonable to all parties concerned.

We are giving the administration full
authority to carry out its withdrawal pro
gram, to be completed by the end of
1971. If the administration differs with
the course of action, then they need only
to justify an alteration of the timetable
to the Congress.

I do not know why the administration
should find this to be an unreasonable
proposal.

In my view, it certainly would be un
reasonable to propose that the adminis
tration be given full authority for any
course of continued military activity in
Vietnam without congressional approval
beyond 1971.

Therefore, I would hope that the ad
ministration will carefully considel' this
revised amendment with an open mind.
In my view this represents a most sensible
approach for guiding our future course
of action in Vietnam; it is the responsible
way for the legislative executive branches
to cooperate together in this process.

There is no excuse for men of reason
able minds to reject such an overture.

The primary purpose of all these pro
visions is the preservation of human
lives-South Vietnamese and American.
Some have objected that the amendment
would tie the hands of the President as
Commander in Chief. I categorically deny
this.

The President himself stated on July I,
1970, that
the right of the President c·f the United
States under the Constltutlcn (is) to pro
tect the lives of American men.

This amendment in no way interferes
with the power of the Commander in
Chief to protect the lives of American
men. It assures the safety of American
men and enables the President to protect
American troops during an orderly with
drawal.

A withdrawal by December 31, 1971, is
the best means of holding down the num
ber of American deaths and casualties in
Vietnam. This is the conclusion of studies
projecting American casualties in Viet
nam prepared by two former staff mem
bers of the Office of Systems Analysis in
the Department of Defense. We have no
assurances that the present rates of With
drawal will continue, but assuming they
would continue until all American troops
had departed, we would be out of Viet
nam by approximately September 1972.
Compared w:-lh this plan, a December 31,
1971, withdrawal date would mean 1,600
fewer American deaths and 14,000 fewer
casualties.

If, however, current withdrawal rates
continue leaving a residual force of 50,
000 Americans in Vietnam until 1975, a
withdrawal by the end of 1971 would
mean 3,600 fewer deaths and 31,550
fewer casualties. Some plans call for a
residual force of approximately 200,000
in Vietnam until 1975, and compared
with this prospect, the amendment with
drawal date would save 10,900 American
lives and prevent more than 96,000 cas
ualties.

All this assumes that the present level
of fighting would persist, as it gives every
indication it will. It also assumes that
there will be no cease-fire or reduction
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in the level of combat once a fixed with
drawal date of December 31, 1971, is de
clared. However, once we make it clear
that \ve are withdrawing and will depart
by a fixed date Hanoi and the Vietcong
would have good reason to negotiate a
cease-fire or reduce the level of fighting
in order to assure a withdrawal by the
end of next year.

In providing a way to reduce Ameri
can casualties, the amendment can
hardly be construed as restricting the
President's powers as Commander in
Chief only of those forces which have
been raised and supported by the Con
gress. The framers of the Constitution
strongly intended that the Commander
in Chief should direct our military forces
into war with other nations only when
war had been declared by the Congress.

The wisdom of the separation of pow
ers, therefore, applies to our Nation's
policies of defense and foreign affairs
just as clearly as it applies to domestic
issues. It is no infringement upon the
President's constitutional duties as Com
mander in Chief for Congress to exercise
its own judgment over the support of
armies for specific purposes.

For too long the Congress has given
the President almost sole responsibility
for the war; this must be changed. I
want to see the Congress reassume its
proper constitutional responsibility. The
American people hold us accountable for
what this Government does; we must
answer to them.

The American public supports a with
drawal from Vietnarnby the end of 1971.
The Harris poll of August 17, 1970, indi
cates that 44 percent of the American
public favor a withdrawal by the end of
1971 while 35 percent oppose it. This
sentiment is further evidenced by an
earlier Gallup poll during the last week
in May which indicated that 48 percent
favored a withdrawal by July 1971, or
before, while only 31 percent favored the
President's policy of timing withdrawals
on the ability of the South Vietnamese
to handle the fighting.

As elected representatives oi the peo
ple, we must listen to them. They favor
an orderly and rational withdrawal of
American troops by the end of 1971, and
the approval of this amendment will
testify to the Senate's ability to respond
to the will of the American people.

While saving lives, a December 31, 1971,
withdrawal would also conserve billions
of dollars needed desperately for domes
tic needs. The amendment would save
nearly $5 billion compared with the pres
ent withdrawal rate, if it continues. As
suming that a residual force of 50,000
were maintained in Vietnam until 1975.
this amendment would save nearly $11
billion. Furthermore, if 200,000 troops
are stationed in Vietnam until 1975, more
than $46 billion would be saved.

The war continues to be the single
greatest source of inflation in the econ
omy. This amendment would be a de
cisive move in checking the rising prices
and soaring interest rates which are
Victimizing every American.

These are the consequences of the
amendment which is before you. It offers
us a chance of peace, a responsible with
drawal from a war which has killed our
young, alienated our youth, drained our

resources, and earned us the disaffection
of people across the globe. The war con
tinues, but we have a chance, an oppor
tunity to end it and the tragedy it has
brought.

And yet, some have obscured both the
intent and consequences of the amend
ment with insinuations and specters of
disaster. Some have charged that a
"bloodbath" will follow in the wake of
our departure from Vietnam. If this is
in fact the case, the amendment states
that asylum will be provided "for Indo
chinese who might be physically endan
gered by the withdrawal of United States
forces."

Some may seek such asylum, but the
facts indicate that this bloodbath argu
ment is fallacious. It ignores the loss
of life which is continuing in Vietnam
today and which will continue until this
war is stopped. According to casualty
projections, the current withdrawal rate,
should it continue, would result in 10,000
more South Vietnamese deaths, com
pared with the December 31, 1971, with
drawal date. If present withdrawal rates
continue, leaving a residual force of 50,
000 men in Vietnam, 65,000 more South
Vietnamese would lose their lives in bat
tle. And if a force of 200,000 Americans
remained in Vietnam' until 1975, 135,000
more South Vietnamese soldiers would
be killed.

The bloodbath theory simply does not
hold. By withdrawing American troops
from Vietnam, both American and Viet
namese lives will be spared.

Furthermore, more than 15 months
will provide both Americans and South
Vietnamese to establish conditions in
which repressions could be prevented.
According to the Rand Corp. report, any
government developing after an Amer
ican departure would have compelling
reasons for not instituting a program of
assassination and terror. Such a move
would only further alienate and divide a
people looking for a government to sup
port.

Today the South Vietnamese Army is
four to five times larger than all enemy
troops in South Vietnam. Presumably,
such a force is capable of preventing the
deaths of the citizens whom they protect.
If they are not prepared to do so now.
15 months provides ample time to train
and equip such troops. If they cannot
protect the people 15 months from now,
When, may I ask, will they be ready?

At the basis of this issue is the political
reality that only a government which
wins the allegiance of the people can
prevent repression and reprisals. After
all the men and money and equipment
the United States has provided, Saigol1
must now provide for the safety and wel
fare of its citizens.

Critics of this amendment often in
voke the well-worn domino theory to ex
plain why this amendment is dangerous
and ill advised. Whenever I hear some
one defend U.S. polley in Vietnam with
the domino theory, I recall the wise words
of President Eisenhower. who said:

I never played domInos, and I never took
much stock In short labels to descrIbe a com
plex sItuatIon untIl I felt that everybody
know what the label meant.

Vietnam is a complex situation and
one which simply cannot be described in

the simplistic terms of the domino
theory. It ought to be apparent by now
that in Vietnam we are not dealing with
a monolithic Communist movement
sweeping across border after border.
China and Russia are not unified, and
Hanoi has consistently and skillfully
played one off against the other. Hanoi
is an intensely nationalistic regime.
though communism is its political phi
losophy, and its support from the people
arises from its appeal to nationalistic
fervor. It is little wonder that they are
able to lump together the United States,
France, and China as the hated invaders
of their country.

The real purpose of the domino theory,
as Joseph Kraft has written. is "not to
describe the situation in Asia but to ra
tionalize the Vietnamese war for Amer
ican public opinion." The truth is that
our continued intervention in Vietnam,
and our perpetual military involvement
there, are having exactly the same effect
which the domino theory describes. We
are driving Hanoi into greater and
greater dependence upon Russia and
China. Most alarming, however, is the
growing disaffection among neutral
countries throughout Asia who deplore
and resent the potential threat of an
ever-widening war in Indochina.

President Nixon has told us to talk to
the dominos who would be affected by
the withdrawal of American troops from
Indochina. and yet former Ambassador
to Japan Edwin O. Reischauer has main
tained that Vietnam is the central issue
undermining our critically important re
lationship with Japan:

The relationshIp between the United
States and Japan,

He has stated-
Is being eroded by VIetnam strains and
stresses.

A withdrawal of American troops from
Vietnam and the establishment of politi
cal stability in Indochina will do more
to check the expansion of communism
throughout Asia than anything else we
can do at this point in history.

If this domino theory were valid, if
the Asian countries were concerned about
the threat of communism spreading
throughout Asia, then they, too, would
have a stake in guaranteeing a non-Com
munist government in South Vietnam.
Presumably their concern would be so
great that they, too, would supply men
to fight in common cause with the South
Vietnamese. However, the only Asians
fighting in Vietnam are those paid by
the United States as mercenaries. And so,
it would appear that it is more important
to watch what dominos do than what
they say.

The fundamental lesson of Vietnam is
simply this: We cannot fight wars, even
those involving avowed Communists, un
less the people themselves wish to re
sist the growth of communism in their
country. This is as true for all the South
east Asian countries as it is for South
Vietnam. The test of their strength as
viable governments is their ability to
deal with the forces within their own
countries which threaten to disrupt and
disturb the government's authority.

President Nixon himself has given ex
plicit recognition to this fact in his Guam
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doctrine. American strategic interests
are not at stake in Vietnam, and unless
the South Vietnamese people have the
desire and will to establish a democratic
government, we cannot provide it for
them.

If we withdraw from Vietnam by the
end of next year, if this amendment is
passed, and if we declare that our com
mitment to South Vietnam is not un
limited, our credibility in Southeast Asia
and around the world will be improved
not impaired. Today we suffer the scorn,
the revulsion, the resentment of people
throughout the world who are offended
by the immorality and futility of this
war. A withdrawal from Vietnam offers
the United States the opportunity to re
claim the moral leadership for peace in
a divided world.

Some have accused the supporters of
this amendment as being isolationist, of
seeking to establish a "fortress America."
We want no isolation from the harsh
realities of the world. With the massive
power and influence of the United States
comes great responsibility for using that
power prudently and humanely. Con
tinuing to fight a war which few wish
to defend, maintaining a presence in
Vietnam which is resented by many
Vietnamese and Americans alike, has
drained our resources and sapped our
strength. To regain our prestige, influ
ence, and power in international affairs
requires a prompt, orderly withdrawal
from the conflict.

During recent weeks those who have
opposed the amendment have charged
that our amendment would represent a
surrender to Hanoi. But I ask-is it dis
loyal to America to vote for the preserva
tion of American lives? Is it wrong to
vote for a withdrawal from a war in
which victory is not the goal?

The issue, I repeat again, is not one
of Withdrawal or no withdrawal. Even
the President is committed to the ex
trication of some American troops from
Vietnam. The issue is not one of victory
or defeat, success or surrender. The ad
ministration is pursuing a policy to re
duce our stake in the war; this amend
ment simply withdraws all American
troops from participating in the con
flict. We cannot win or lose this war;
only the South Vietnamese can do that.
For years we have provided men and
materiel, arms and aid, to the South
Vietnamese, and I submit that it is now
reasonable to say that 15 months from
now we will no longer sacrifice American
lives. We have done our best; we have
given our best-to suffer and die in
Vietnam.

Our policy in Vietnam has never been
total victory. Instead, as President Nixon
stated on July 1, 1970, a just peace in
Vietnam means-

Simply the right of the people of South
Vietnam to determine their own future
without having us impose our will upon
them, or the North Vietnamese or anybody
else outside impose their win upon them.

Then the President asked-
When we look. at that llmltedobjective,

I am sure some would say, "Well, is that
really worth it? Is that worth the efforts
of all these Americans fighting in Vietnam,
the lives that have been lost?"

That is a disturbing question; it is
agonizing indeed to ask whether the
suffering and pain and death of this war
have any meaning, purpose, or signi
ficance. There are those who have said
and will continue to say that those lives
were lost in vain. But such a judgment
is filled with ambiguities which only his
tory will make more clear for us to un
derstand.

I will not say that the deaths of 43,000
Americans have no meaning. But I do
say this. We have tried to strengthen
the South Vietnamese Government; we
have provided aid to the people; during
the next 15 months we \ViII provide more
funds and support to create a stable
society and open the door to peace. But
they must make it orr their own. Let us
give the South Vietnamese, strength
ened by our assistance and support, the
freedom to choose their own future, to
make their own peace.

Let there be no mistake. This amend
ment is not peace at any price; it is not
cut and run; it is not an immediate, pre
cipitate withdrawal. Rather, this amend
ment provides for a rational, safe, order
ly withdrawal of all American troops
more than 1 year from now. It pre
serves all the constitutional powers of
the President as Commander in Chief;
it reasserts congressional responsibility
for the conduct of the war; it offers a
hope for the achievement of oUl' policy
objectives; it offers us and the Vietnam
ese people the possibility of peace.

By passing this amendment the Con
gress will declare clearly its intention to
participate in the judgments which
guide the course of the war in Vietnam.
Respect for our Constitution and rev
erence for rule by law and not men de
mand that the Congress accept this re
sponsibility for the tragic and prolonged
conflict-in Southeast Asia.

The constitutional balance between
Congress and the President for conduct
ing the war must be reestablished. In
the wisdom of the framers of the Con
stitution, the power of the Executive to
wage war was checked by the Congress.
As Lincoln clearly saw more than a cen
turyago:

The provision of the Constitution giving
·~he war-making power to Congress was dic
tated, as I understand it, by the follOWing
reasons: Kings had always been Involving and
imperishlng their people in wars, pretending
generally, if not always, that the good of the
people was the object. This our convention
understood to be the most oppressive of all
kingly oppressions, and they resolved to so
frame the Constitution that no one man
should hold the power of bringing oppres
sion upon us.

This is not Nixon's war; it was not
Johnson's war; it should be seen as
America's war. This is your war-it is
mine. We must not shirk our constitu
tional responsibility; we must not allow
these decisions to be borne alone by the
President. The responsibility for waging
a war is too great a burden for anyone
man to bear; Congress must make its
own judgments, reach its own conclu
sions, and struggle toward its own deci
sions. Together, sometimes in concord,
sometimes in disagreement, the Con
gress and the President will express the

will of the people and govern our Nation
wisely.

This amendment will give us the op
portunity to create that constitutional
balance and will set the method by which
the legislative and executive branches
together can exercise their shared re
sponsibilities. We may not be able to
withdraw all American troops from In
dochina by the end of 1971; then the
President has the option of extending
this time, in order to insure the safety
of the troops, by 60 days. Furthermore,
if the President believes it is necessary to
maintain troops beyond December 31,
1971, he need only come to the Congress
and explain why it is necessary to main
tain them there, setting a deadline for
their withdrawal for the Congress to
approve. South Vietnam and other coun
tries may need additional aid after 1971;
such aid would simply require congres
sional authorization. Through the es
tablished legislative procedures, the need
and necessity of future involvement in
Indochina can be studied and determined
under the provisions of this amendment.

This amendment stipulates a constitu
tionally proper means of sharing re
sponsibility for the conduct of the war
with the Executive and for achieving a
safe, orderly, rational withdrawal from
Vietnam. The time has come for the
Congress not only to debate, to discuss,
and to agonize with the country over
this war, but to use its best wisdom and
exercise its inherent responsibility to en
able an honorable resolution of our tragic
involvement in this conflict.

The conflict in South Vietnam must
cease; it has brutalized our people and
created strife and enmity between neigh
bors. More than 50 years ago, during the
First World War, Walter Lippmann ob
served:

There is in America today the beginning
of that very military arrogance which we are
being told this war is being fought to
abolish. It shows itself in contempt for all
efforts toward peace, in programs of arma
ment which are vistas of a nightmare, In
denunciation of the virtues that make a free
and tolerant people, In a hatred of other
points of view, In the attempt to haze and
ostracize those who have dllferent opinions,
and In the assertion of a brittle, touchy im
patience at the thought that anything can
be adjusted without slamming the table or
rattllng the windows.

Which position requires courage and which
requires nothing but the willingness to drift
with the current ...1 At a dinner table, in
a drawing room, on the stump, in the Senate,
the easy attitude is to follow the loudest
declaration, to go with, and not against, the
violence of the tribe. It usually involves no
risk, and it is almos'; a cheap way to
approval.

Yet there is no guarantee that the fibre of
a people is sound because no one appears
who is willing to risk the sneers of the
angriest. It may be that the people who are
ready to sacrifice popularity, to face ridicule,
to stand out for reason and adjustment, are
the people who really have the bravery that
freedom requires.

Those words might have been written
today. We need the bravery that freedom
requires, to preserve human life, to make
our Government sensitive to a people
tired of war, to move our country toward
peace. This amendment offers us that
opportunity,
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The war continues. But it need not

continue indefinitely. We are not power
less; we are not without responsibility.
Let us take our responsibility and pass
this amendment to withdraw our troops
orderly and safely.
WASHINGTON POST ENDORSES AMENDMENT TO

END THE WAR

Mr. President, it was with a feeling ap
proaching unalloyed pleasure that I read
this morning's Washington Post to dis
cover that, at long last, the amendment to
end the war, sponsored by 25 U.S.Sen
ators, has found favor in the sight of the
editorialists of that fine newspaper.

This demonstrates a laudable open
ness of mind and a willingness to listen
to the reasonableness of the proponents
of the amendment, who have argued for
setting a definite timetable for the with
drawal of our troops from Vietnam, and a
proper regard for the constitutional re
sponsibilities of the Congress.

I ask unanimous consent to have the
editorial printed in the RECORD, and
should like to express my appreciation to
the Washington Post editors for their
support. I am hopeful that it will be read
-and taken into consideration by Mem
bers of Congress who are yet to be con
vinced of the merit of the amendment.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

A NATIONAL POLICY TO END THE WAR

The Senate has an opportunity during the
next few days to write a rational and respon
sible policy for ending the war in Vietnam.
For many months the Senate has been itch
ing to reverse its 1964 endorsement of a blank
check to President Johnson to initiate and
carryon that war. It adopted the Fulbright
resolution designed to give Congress a voice
in futuro national commitments, and a few
weeks ago it attempted to forbid widening of
the war to Cambodia through the Cooper
Church amendment, although the language
got pretty muddy before the final action came
and the House would have none of it. Now the
Senate has a chance to go on record for an
orderly and timely liquidation-an objective
that is earnestly sought by an overwhelming
majority of the American people.

This issue has been distorted in the past by
the simpllstic manner in which some sen
ators sought to hasten the withdrawal from
Vietnam. A scuttle-and-run pollcy was said to
be the only alternative to a declaration of
war. Widespread opposition to any action by
Congress on the war was aroused by the
argument tha.t it could be, and should be, cut
off by a snap of the congressional fingers.

As the issue is now being debated in the
Senate, however, it assumes a very different
posture. No longer is there any effort to say
that American troops must be out of Vietnam
within six months. In its present form (the
text is presented, for the record, elsewhere
on this page today) the amendment to the
milltary procurement blll originally offered
by Senators McGovern and Hatfield would
now require the Withdrawal of American
armed forces by Dec. 31, 1971-leaving a
llquidation period of 16 months. If any emer
gency should arise, the President would be
authorized to extend this period by 60 days,
and If that did not allow enough time for safe
evacuation of Southeast Asia the President
would so report to Congress within 10 days so
that Congress could authorize a further ex
tension.

Rigidity has thus given way to. flexibllity.
As reshaped by the Foreign Relations Com
mittee, this is quite a different proposition,
which would have the great virtue of enact-

ing a natIonal pollcy for termination of the
war without putting the President into a
straitjacket. In effect Congress would enact
the President's Withdrawal formula as a
sound national objective, without sayIng that
it would have to be carried out in any and all
circumstances. This achievement of firmness
in the statement of a national policy, along
with elbow room in actually carrying it out, is
a tribute to the good jUdgment of all those
who have contributed to it.

Up to now, the administration has re
mained in opposition to any congressional
actIon in this sphere. In part this may be at
tribute to the sound objections raised
against earller versions of the McGovern
Hatfield amendment. No doubt it also reflects
an automatic White House preference for a
free hand. In this case: however, the White
House as well as the country has an enor
mous interest in haVing the Congress on
record for termination of the war in an or
derly and responsible fashion. If the outcome
should turn sour-by no means a remote POS
sibility-it would be much better to have the
President and Congress jointly responsible.

In our view, the White House could well
regard this proposal before the Senate as a
fortUitous opportunity to put Congress on
record in favor of the Nixon withdrawal
polley or something close to it. The requlre
ment that our Vietnam troop-level be re
duced to 280,000 men by next Aprll 30 and
that the remaining forces. be brought home
by the end of next year is specifically recog
nized in the language of the amendment as
a reflection of the President's own state
ments. Unless the President wishes to deviate
from this withdrawal policy, there are com
pelllng reasons why he shOUld welcome.a con
gressional reaffirmation of it.

The President has, to be sure. opposed past
efforts to set a date for the windup of the
Vietnamese affair. He has feared that the
fiXing of a date would take pressure off the
North Vietnamese to negotiate an end of the
war. But if Congress fixes a date which the
President could postpone or even ellmlnate
with the consent of Congress, when the time
came, the North Vietnamese WOUld, as the
Foreign Relations staff memorandum notes,
have no assurance that mere stalllng would
redound to their advantage.

In any event, it seems to us that the ad
vantages of having a congressional with
drawal polley on the books greatly outweigh
any disadvantages that might be encoun
tered at the negotiating table. Such legisla
tion would put the President under pressure
to carry out the evacuation at the earliest
feasible date. It would put our mllitary
leaders-and our diplomats, as well--on
notice that the national polley is irreversible.
Saigon also would have a clearer understand
Ing of what the score is and would be able to
adjust its policies accordingly. So long as
there is hope that the President may change
his mind under pressure the Thieu govern
ment is more likely to avoid the hard de
cisions that are essential to a future for South
Vietnam without American manpower for its
defense.

Behind il.ll the arguments for and against
this amendment is the even more vital fact
that the Senate is making a bid to get back
Into the policy-making arena in regard to
war and peace. We think the President should
welcome that eifort as a bed-rock imperative
of American democracy. If the present amend
ment is not satisfactory to the administration
in all particulars, amendments can always
be suggested. But it would be tragically short
sighted for the administration to take an
arbitrary stand against congressional action
designed to underscore and give congression
al support for the President's own polley.
Orderly termination of the war as soon as
feasible ought to be the joint polley of the
two polltical branches, and it is doubtful that
there will be a better opportunity than the
present to make it so.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, the de
bate we begin today marks a singular
moment in the history of the Senate.

As so often when decisions in this
Chamber are most grave, the issue itself
is most clear. The Hatfield-McGovern
amendment represents, as many of my
distinguished colleagues have pointed
out, a reassertion of congressional au
thority in the fateful choices of war and
peace-a reassertion so plainly required
by the Constitution and so long overdue.

But beyond the momentous question of
the balance of powers in our Govern
ment, the purpose of this amendment is
still more simple and fundamental.

My colleagues and I rise today to stop
at last the killing and maiming of Amer
icans in Vietnam.

The historic melit of this amendment,
Mr. President, is the unmistakable mes
sage it would carry from the Congress to
the Nation and the world.

To the American people, unanimous in
their yearning for peace, it would af
firm that the years of illusion and mis
direction and terrible sacrifice in this war
are finally coming to an end.

It would express that large measure
of the public will, particularly among our
young, for a rapid and total withdrawal
of U.S. forces.

Moreover, it is a special strength of
the present amendment that it has been
expanded to meet also the deep and le
gitimate concern of many Americans
that withdrawal could mean the expo
sure of our dwindling forces to enemy
attack. There can be no real argument
that this legislation somehow ties the
President's hands in defending our men
in Vietnam. On the contrary, by provid
ing the President explicit authority to
defend our forces as he judges necessary
to secure our withdrawal, this amend
ment would bring our men home safely
and honorably as well as soon.

I should point out in particular, Mr.
President, that the amendment also pro
vides full autt.ority to the President to
do all he can to secure the release of our
prisoners of war in North and South
Vietnam. The barbaric treatment of
those men and the anguish of their loved
ones here at home is an enormous trag
edy of this war. The Hatfield-McGovern
amendment recognizes the constant ob
ligation of the Congress as well as the
Executive to work toward the liberation
of our men as rapidly as possible.

Yet this act of Congress would speak
not only to the hopes of America. Its
message would be equally clear to friend
and foe in Vietnam.

To South Vietnam, whose responsibili
ties we have borne too long, we would be
serving fair notice that finally-after the
hollow rhetoric of two administrations
Asian boys are indeed going to have to
fight Asian wars.

The lessons of the last 16 years are
vivid. Nations-much as men-are stifled
by patronage and strengthened by chal
lenge, If the Army of Vietnam is to be
truly effective, if the democratic ele
ments of the country are ever to pull
themselves together, if an independent
nation is in fact to be built in South Viet
nam, the best incentive we can p~ovide is
the sure knowledge that the time has
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come for them to shoulder the primary
responsibility of their own defense.

To Hanoi, this amendment also con
veys a challenge and an incentive which
might well be decisive in reaching a ne
gotiated settlement.

For months, the North Vietnamese and
their supporters have been telling us that
the first imperative of successful negoti
ations, and the key to departure of their
own troops from South Vietnam, would
be a specific commitment to the with
drawal of U.S. forces. This amendment
calls that hand for all the world to see.

Nor can Hanoi find ready advantage
in this amendment for their own position
on the ground. To lie and wait insures
them nothing when the President, with
consent of the Congress, can adjust our
withdra\\;al to meet any contingency.
And how confidently can Hanoi ignore a
settlement now when the notice of our
withdrawal is likely to galvanize the non
Communist forces of South Vietnam as
never before? The shrewd men in Hanoi
could well conclude that the price of a
settlement today would be less than what
they might pay for the risky months of
waiting.

The administration has often argued
that uncertainty is the greatest strength
of its policy-and that this amendment
will eliminate that tactic.

Indeed it will, Mr. President, and that
is perhaps the ultimate virtue of the
amendment. For the cost of calculated
obscurity in our Vietnam policy has been
far too high.

A Hanoi uncertain of our objectives
has been intransigent at the conference
table and unremitting on the battlefields.

A Saigon uncertain of our policy has
been slow to gather the strength, as it
must, to stand on its own feet.

And most important, an America un
certain of our course has been as tragi
cally and dangerously divided as at any
moment since the Civil War.

President Nixon has told us again and
again that the heart of the matter is not
whether we end this war, but how we
end it.

And that is true. We have a clear choice
of paths to follow.

We can continue the equivocation
which passes for diplomacy, the improv
isation which passes for a plan, the bluff
and lashing out-as in Cambodia-which
passes for strength and manly purpose.

Or we can make good on the pledge for
peace we all avow. We can undertake a
trUly national policy to end this war.

That alone will speed the return of
our men held prisoners.

That alone will flush out an elusive
enemy.

That alone will insure our accomplish
ments in Vietnam.

That alone will redeem the pledge
made by President Nixon in his campaign
to bring America together.

So what we are about in this legisla
tion, Mr. President is nothing less than a
test of the long-professed commitment
of the Congress and Executive alike.

We face the choice squarely. The Sen
ate can share with the President the awe
some burden of making peace with Viet
nam and ourselves. Or we can spurn once
more our constitutional obligation.

No more fateful choice has confronted
the Members of this body.

A~1ENDl\IENT NO. 814

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to call up my
amendment No. 814.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read the
proposed amendment, as follows:

On page 14, between lines 18 and 19, insert
the following:

SEC. 206. (a) NotWithstanding any other
provision of law, beginning with the fiscal
year beginning July 1, 1971, no funds appro
priated to or for the use of the Department
of Defense for any fiscal year may be ex
pended for carrying out research or study
projects involVing foreign affairs, foreign
areas, or related matters except to the extent
that the total amount expended for such
purposes in such fiscal year does not exceed
an amount equal to the total amount ex
pended by the Department of State in the
immediately preceding fiscal year for research
and stUdy projects (involving foreign affairs,
foreign areas, or related matters) which were
conducted for the Department of State by
persons or organizations outside such De
partment. The total amount expended by
the Department of State In any fiscal year
for such projects shall Include amounts
transferred to the Department of State from
other departments and agencies for the pur
pose of having such projects carried out un
der the direction of the Department of State.

(b) The head of any department or agency
of the Federal Government shall, In response
to any request made to him in writing by a
committee of the Congress, promptly sub
mit to such committee a copy of any report,
stUdy, or investigation requested by such
committee If the report, study, or Investiga
tion was financed in whole or in part with
Federal funds and was made by a person
outside the Federal Government, except
that this requirement shall not apply In the
case of any report, study, or Investigation
with respect to which the President exercises
the right of executive priVilege.

Mr-. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, it is
a simple amendment and I hope that the
managers of the bill will accept it. The
amendment would:

First. Limit the Defense Department's
spending for research by outside orga
nizations on foreign affairs matters to
not more than the amount appropriated,
or transferred by other agencies, to the
Department of State in the preceding
fiscal year for such research; and

Second. Insure that congressional com
mittees are given access to Government
financed research studies carried out by
private individuals or organizations un
less "executive privilege" is invoked.

In the last fiscal year the Department
of Defense spent $9 million for outside
research on foreign affairs matters, 72
times the $125,000 appropriated to the
Department of State for its entire ex
ternal research program, including con
tracts, consultants, and conferences.

In its report on the Defense authoriza
tion bill last year, the Senate Armed
Services Committee wisely urged that $4
million of Defense funds for research on
foreign affairs matters be transferred to
other Government agencies, particularly
the Department of State. In doing so
the committee stated that:

Defense Department activities In these two
categories ("foreign military security en-

vironments" and "policy planning studies")
have grown up to fill a void caused by lack
of Information in this area available from
agencies which may be more directly respon
sible.

But the Defense Department's re
sponse to the committee's directive was
to transfer only $483,000 of its $9 million
budget to the State Department in fiscal
1970. And that came about only last
June, as the fiscal year was ending, in an
obvious attempt to show that it had not
ignored the Committee's request entirely.

The situation is little better this fiscal
year. The Defense Department's bUdget
request for foreign affairs research is
$9.9 million. And the State Department's
request for external research is $350,
OOO---of which only $241,000 is slated for
contract research. The Armed Services
Committee is to be commended for
recommending a 30-percent reduction in
the Defense request-to $6.8 million. But
this cut will still leave a situation where
the military is spending nearly 20 times
as much on foreign affairs research as
the agency assigned the primary re
sponsibility for conduct of the Nation's
foreign policy.

For the information of the Senate let
me list a few of the titles of foreign
affairs research projects carried out
by the Defense Department in fiscal
year 1970 which are proposed for con
tinued funding in fiscal year 1971. Un
fortunately the amounts planned for
fiscal year 1971 are classified but I can
assure the Senate that they are sub
stantial:

FISCAL YEAR 1970-TITLE AND AMOUNTS

Strategic Analysis of North Africa,
Middle East, and South Asia, $139,000.

U.S., U.S.S.R., CPR Strategic Inter-
actions and Response Patterns, $325,000.

Soviet Military Policy, $255,000.
European Security Issues, $76,000.
Asian Security Issues, $312,000.
Dimensions of International Conflict

for Long Term Prediction, $200,000.
World Event/Interaction Survey for

Short Term Conflict Prediction, $112
000.

Forecasting International Defense Al
liances and Alinements, $100,000.

Asian Regional Arrangements, and so
forth, $325,000.

Base StUdies, and so forth, $400,000.
My amendment would limit the De

partment of Defense's spending for for
eign affairs research, such as these proj
ects' to not more than that spent by the
Department of State in the last fiscal
year for external research of this na
ture, including its own funds and any
funds transferred to State by the De
partment of Defense or other Govern
ment agencies. It would not only encour
age Defense to transfer additional re
search funds to the State Department,
as the committee has urged, but it would
also give the State Department leverage
for obtaining additional allocations dur
ing the budgetmaking process. In ex
plaining the committee's 30-percent re
duction in this activity to the Senate,
Senator McINTYRE stressed the need for
transferring responsibility for this re
search to State. He said:

It is the Committee's expectation that Its
action this year will underscore the need
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for additional such steps both within the
State and Defense. Department themselves
and at the Bureau of the Budget.

My amendment will help to carry out
the committee's intent.

Although the amount of money in
volved here is dwarfed by the size of
other authorizations in this bill, the
principle involved is important. Over the
years the Department of Defense has
m.oved into this and many other areas
which are the proper responsibility of
the State Department solely because it,
and not the State Department. could get
the money from.. the Congress. This
amendment will help restore the proper
relationship between the responsibilities
of the two Departments and insure that
requests for financing this type of re
search will be given closer scrutiny than
has been the case in the past.

The second part of the amendment
would require Government agencies to
make available to congressional commit
tees, upon request, any study or report
prepared outside the Government which
was financed in whole or in part by the
sponsoring agency. The purpose is to in
sure that the Congress is given access
to research studies performed by the so
called think tanks. the universities. or
individuals whose work is paid for by
the taxpayers. The amendment recog
nizes the right of the President to with
hold "privileged" information from the
Congress, and it also specifies that the
mandate applies only to work performed
outside the Government.

This amendment is the outgrowth of
many efforts by the Committee on For
eign Relations to obtain a study prepared
by the Institute for Defense Analysis re
lating to the 1964 Gulf of Tonkin inci
dent. It is my understanding that the
study contains a review of what happened
in the Gulf of Tonkin, how communica
tions were handled, and in general how
decisions were made. The purpose of the
study, I was informed, was to determine
what lessons could be learned for future
crisis situations. I think that my col
leagues will agree that there is much that
all of us can learn from that incident
and its aftermath. The committee has
attempted a number of times to obtain
this study from the Department of De
fense, but has been refused each time.

The Institute for Defense Analysis re
ceives virtually all its funds from the
Department of Defense. In the 1970 fiscal
year this organization received $10,130,
000 from the Department of Defense and
the Department proposes to give them
$10,650,000 in 1971.

I believe that the Congress, which im
poses the taxes on the public to finance
this organization, and which authorizes
and appropriates the money for it, should
have the right to see how that money
is being spent. The issue here is far more
important than this one study-it is a
question of whether the Congress has the
power to obtain information, prepared
outside the Government with tax money,
for which no claim of executive privilege
has been made.

The Senate is beginning to reassert
its Constitutional prerogatives and to
restore the proper balance to our politi
cal systein. Passage of this amendment

will be one small, but positive, step in
that direction.

Mr. President, I recognize that these
practices have grown up over the past
several years during a period of wartime.
I sincerely hope that we are beginning
to wind down the war and that before
too long we will return to a period of
more normal civilian control and par
ticipation-especially participation by
Congress-in decisions involving our na
tional security.

I hope that this amendment will be ac
cepted by the distinguished Senator from
New Hampshire. He has been very co
operative on this matter, last year, and
this year.

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, in dis
cussing the amendment offered by my
good friend, the Senator from Arkansas,
I would like first to address myself to
that part of amendment No. 814 which
is labeled section 206(a).

Mr, President, I have listened with in
terest to the remarks of my distinguished
colleague from Arkansas (Mr. FUL
BRIGHT). I must admit in all candor that
I share his commitment to an increased
role for the State Department in foreign
area research, an endeavor in which it
has lagged almost to the point of delin
quency.

Let me review briefly the action which
the Armed Services Committee has taken
in the past 2 years in this foreign re
search area to reduce DOD's role and in
crease State's.

The Defense Department's foreign area
research program has always repre
sented only a small part of its work on
the behavioral and social sciences. The
great bulk of its effort has been expended
in the areas of: First, human perform
ance-studies of the performance of men
under stress; second, manpower selec
tion and training-studies of the best
methods for training men for various po
sitions in the Armed Forces; and third,
human factors engineering-studies to
insure that military hardware is designed
for safe, efticient, and effective use under
battlefield conditions. The foreign area
research budget of the Department is it
self divided into two components-for
eign military security environments and
policy planning studies. Mr. President, as
background to my discussion, I ask
unanimous consent to have plinted in
the RECORD at the conclusion of my re
marks a table of Department of Defense
funding of social and behavioral science
research for fiscal years 1969-71.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, last
year the Department's foreign area re
search bUdget request was $13.3 million.
The committee recommended a reduc
tion of $1.5 million and coupled this re
duction with the following language in
the committee report:

The Committee believes measures should
be taken to transfer a number of these ef
forts to other agencies for future fiscal years
and that during the coming fiscal year the
management of certain projects of interest
to the Department of State. the Arms Con
trol and Disarmament Agency, the National
SCience Foundation, and other agencies

shOUld be taken over by those agencies, par
tIcularly the Department of State. Thls
should be with the understanding that any
subsequent requests for funding authority
wlll be made by these other agencies in their
future budget presentations whIch Congress
should be prepared to consider carefUlly In
!lght of this suggested change. The Depart
ment of Defense should actively seek agree
mentS for transferring approximately $4 mil
!lon of ... fiscal 1970 funds (earmarked for
foreIgn area research) to other agencies.

It should be clear to my colleague that
the Armed Services Committee intended
that the shift from Defense Department
support to other agency support be ac
complished in an expeditious but orderly
manner.

However, as the result of a successful
floor amendment introduced by the Sen
ator from Arkansas last year, the De
partment's program was subsequently re
duced another $2.8 million, from $11.8
million to $9.0 million. One effect of this
additional reduction was to wipe out
almost 70 percent of the funds earmarked
by the committee for transfer to other
agencies.

Despite this loss of funds, efforts were
made by the Defense Department to ini
tiate not a transfer of additional funds to
the State Department directly, but the
allocation of some funds to a collabora
tive State-DOD research program. Less
than 2 months ago an agreement was
finally reached whereby $483,000 of flscal
1970 funds were made available for such
work.

The fiscal 1971 Defense Department
budget included a request of $9.9 mil
lion for foreign area research. In light
of the Department's reluctance to ap
prove outright transfers of funds to the
State Department and in light of the
policy expressed in section 203 of last
year's bill, the committee subjected this
request to a thorough, almost painstak
ing examination. As a result of this ex
amination, it recommended a reduction
of $3.1 million-over 30 percent-from
the Department's proposed bUdget,
bringing it to a level of $6.8 million. This
reduction was directed primarily to work
in counterinsurgency operations and
work proposed by the military services
but deemed more appropriate either to
the State Department or the Interna
tional Security Affairs Oftice of the De
partment of Defense. The remaining
funds are earmarked for projects which,
while of interest to the State Depart
ment, bear a clear relationship to the
Defense Department's own mission.
Plans for a jointly-staffed State-DOD
foreign area research coordinating com
mittee under National Security Council
auspices are well underway. The com
mittee should be established soon, after
which funds for those remaining foreign
area research projects in DOD's bUdget
which are of interest to State also will
be made available to the committee and
the projects conducted on a collabora
tive basis.

I submit that the committee has done
all it can in the past 2 years both to
eliminate Defense Department involve
ment in foreign area research not rele
vant to its own mission and to increase
the State Department's participation in
this work. I agree that the latter goal
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has not yet been realized to an appro
priate extent, but I feel that future pres
sures toward this end should be applied
not to the Defense Department but to
State itself and to the Bureau of the
Budget as the agency with overseeing
responsibility as regards the composi-

tion of State's budget. As for the Defense
Department itself, its foreign area re
search budget has now declined from
$16.1 million in fiscal 1968 to a commit
tee-recommended fiscal 1971 budget of
$6.8 million, an overall reduction of 58
percent.

I would like to ask my colleague, as
chairman of the Foreign Relations
Committee, what actions he has taken
to increase State's own foreign area re
search budget in recent years, and just
what he feels has to be done by the Con
gress to get State moving in this area?

EXHIBIT NO.1

BEHAVIORAL AND SOCIAL SCIENCE

[I n thousands of dollars)

Fiscal year 1971

Budget Actual Re· Recom·
1969 1970 1970 quested Change mended

1,500 1,100 1,100 -400
700 600 500 -200

1,900 1,000 1,000 -300
2,300 1,600 1,600 -400

6,400 4,300 4,200 -1,300

1,700 700
800 300
L~ ~
2,000 1,200

~~ ~~

2,600 2,900 1,900 2,90n -1,300 1,600
300 300 200 200 __ __ __ __ __ 200

Ugg U~~ ---"2,'600--""2,'600 --:..:500.. ----2;ioo
7, 200 6,900 4, 700 5, 700 -1, 800 3, 900

Fiscal year 1971

Budget Actual Re- Recom-I1969 1970 1970 quested Change mended

Human performance: Foreign military security
Army. _____________ . __ 400 600 500 1,000 -300 700 I environments:
Navy ______ . __________ . 2,400 2,500 1,000 1,000 __________ 1,000 Army __ .. __ '" ____ . ___
Air force ________ .... __ 500 700 300 200 __ .. __ . ___ 200 I Navy. __ .... __________
Defense agencies__ ... __ 3,600 2,500 2,700 2,700 -200 2,500 I Air Force.. __________..

Defense agencies. ______
Total. ________ .. _____ 6,900 6,300 4,500 4,900 -500 4,40D

TotaL.. ___ . ____ '"
Manpower selection and

I

training: Policy planning studies:
Army_. _____ . _________ 5,700 6,100 4,600 5,500 -500 5, 000 \ Army. _______ .. _______
Navy ___________ . ______ 9,900 10,800 8,200 9,000 -700 8,300 Navy_______ .. __ . ____ ._
Air Force _____ ... ____ .. 3,500 5,100 5,200 8,900 -700 8,200 Air Force.. ____________
Defense agencies __ •.. __ 2,400 3,300 3,400 3,800 -200 3,600 Defense agencies .. _... _

Total. __ . __ .._. ______ 21,500 25,300 21,400 27,200 -2,100 25,100 TotaL.. ___________ ._
------- ----------

Human factors engineering: Summary:
Army ______ .. _________ 1,800 2,100 1,500 1,800 - - - - - ---~ ~

1,800 Army__________ .. ___ ._ 12,200 13,200 9,600 12,300 -2,500
Navy. ________ . _" ____ 1,200 1,300 900 1,200 -------_.- 1,200 Navy_________ . __ ._ ... _ 14,600 15,600 10,900 11,900 -900
Air Force _____ .. _. __ •__ 300 300 200 200 ---------- 200 Air Force ____________ ._ 7,300 9,100 6,700 10,300 -1,000
Defense agencies________ --- ----------------.--_.-._--------._-------------------.- Defense agencies.... ___ 1l,200 lJJ,700 10,300 10,700 -1,300

Total ____ • _______ .0_ 3,300 3,700 2,600 3,200 ---------- 3,200 Total.______ .. _______ 45,300 48,600 37,500 45,200 -5,700
==-===::--------

9,800
11,000
9,300
9,400

39,500

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, the
only concrete action was the action that
the Senator from New Hampshire coop
erated in. That was the principal effec
tive agent.

This was one of the reasons I liked
that approach. I do not know how to
inspire the State Department to assert
its responsibility in this area. The State
Department has not in recent years had
very much influence in the bUdget
process. Matters that are clearly within
the State Department, such as the ex
change program, have been restrained
very severely through the budget and by
action of the Appropriations Committee.

As a matter of fact, the Senator knows
that all agencies other than the Depart
ment of Defense have great difficulty
when it comes to getting money.

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

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The State Depart
ment has had other pressing bUdget
problems and they have not tried very
hard, apparently, to get more money for
research. I have counseled that they do so
but there have been no effective results.

Mr. McINTYRE. The Senator just sup
ported the amendment I offered, which
.is an outgrowth of section 203, which is
the application of the relevancy test,
which has given US quite a few problems
in connection with the defense bUdget.
This amendment is an attempt to bring
the National Science Foundation into
this picture more clearly as an institution
solely devoted to research, When there is
budget stringency and a need to cut, the
cut is too often at the research end. This
amendment points one direction in which
we have to go. But there have to be in
creases, too, in the research budgets of
other mission agencies. The State De
partment is one of these.

It is said the Department of Defense is
doing too much in research. The Depart
ment of Defense will meet that argument
by saying, "Those areas where we are
carrying on research may well go to the
National Science Foundation and to the
State Department, but we think these
areas of research are important and
should be done, and no one else is now
doing them. So we will need the Senator's
cooperation, as chairman of the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations, to bring
about this reordering of research within
the Government today,

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I appreciate what
the Senator has said. and I congratulate
him on what he has accomplished. With
out his efforts it could not have been
done.

I do not profess to set myself up as a
final judge on what is necessary for the
defense of our country in the way of
research involving foreign matters, but
many of the research activities of the
Defense Department, it seems to me,
were related to a particular view of the
world situation and our role in the world.

To put it another way, much of the
research was based on a false assumption
as to the need for such studies, for ex
ample there were the research projects

or counterinsurgencies in countries like
Chile.

I thought Project Camelot and other
research of this nature, should not have
been financed for two reasons. First, that
it should not have been done by the De
partment of Defense, and second, that
it should not have been done by any
agency. It was a frill. If a private insti
tution having nothing to do with its
money wanted to do that kind of work,
it would be all right, but we should not
be paying for this kind of thing with the
taxpayers money.

What we are now talking about is
transferring research which I, and the
Senator from New Hampshire agree
should be done, but not by the Depart
ment of Defense,

Mr. McINTYRE, What I am trying to
say to the Senator is that it is not enough
for the senator from Arkansas to take
the position that some of the foreign area
research by the Department of Defense
should not have been done by that De
partment, That is not enough. The Sen
ator deserves a great deal of credit for
his alertness in focusing light on this
matter. The Committee on Anned Serv
ices has focused attention on this matter.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator is
correct.

Mr. McINTYRE. But this is not
enough. We must also get the work done
elsewhere, when it should be done.

With respect to the State Department,
it seems to me that there are many for
eign area research projects which should
be looked into by some of their best
minds, projects that would be of interest
to the Senator as chairman of the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations. All I am
saying is that the Defense Department's
research program in this area has been
cut back properly and that in the future
we must work together to increase State
Department Foreign area research
efforts.

I am saying we need the Senator's help,
whether it is an on-going stUdy on the
Soviet Union, or the Red Chinese, or
something else. The Senator should be
pushing for these studies,

Mr. FULBRIGHT. When the Senator
referred to on-going studies of the Red
Chinese and Russia. that is an area I
agree shOUld be pursued,

Mr. McINTYRE. Can the Senator tell
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me if the State Department is actually
conducting such a study?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I do not know. They
have a policy planning staff and they
have a research. bureau, but both are
quite small. The funds for outside re
search are very limited, as I have stated.
If the operation were given more atten
tion by the head of the state Department
they could do a better job.

The Senator also knows the State De
partment has suffered a considerable de
crease in responsibility with the develop
ment of the White House National Se
curity Council staff.· I think it has suf
fered a decrease in its own assurance
capacity to exert itself. It is not a new
development. In the preceding adminis
tration there developed the idea that
the State Department is not· as effective
as it should be. I think many people over
there felt they were being bypassed.

If one reads the press today it is com
mon gossip among many journalists that
Mr. Kissinger is really the Secretary of
state and that he and his staff are the
ones who are really consulted and who
playa major role and that the state De
partment really survives by sending am
bassadors abroad and giving receptions,
and so on. I do not subscribe to that
theory.

I have great respect for the Secretary
of State, although I do not know how
his influence compares to that of Dr.
Kissinger. I do not wish to go off on a
tangent.

But there is a research agency in the
State Department and it is the office
which should have the responsibility and
the funds for carrying out this type of
research. It is the agency that is respon
sible to Congress, contrary to Mr. Kis
singer's operation at the White House,
which takes the position that they are
immune to coming before Congress and
talking about or discussing foreign pol
icy.

So we have a situation that is very
serious. I would like to rebuild the pres
tige and the functions of the State De
partment. I think what the Senator
suggested goes in that direction. His
attitude has been highly sympathetic to
that in the past. I think it is very im
portant that the civilian aspect of our
foreign policy be emphasized. That is
what this amendment is all about.

I appreciate what the Senator has done
and his openminded attitude about the
problem.

I would hope that as a result of this
discussion and what has happened, the
State Department would reemphasize the
position of the research operation and
the policy planning staff, and give them
more money, as the Senator suggests.

The Senator and I are in complete
agreement. I, too, hope that the State
Department will begin to expand its
activities in this area.

I see the Senator from Mississippi is
here. I would like to turn to section (b)
of the amendment. It was my under
standing that the chairman of the full
committee was agreeable to accepting
this part of the amendment provided
some minor modifications were made.

Mr. President, I yield at this time to
the Senator from Mississippi (Mr. STEN-

NIs) on section (b) of the amendment
with which he is familiar.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, if the
Senator from Arkansas will yield to me;
is this his modified amendment No. 814?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is correct.
Mr. STENNIS. This is the amendment

we discusSed a few weeks ago?
Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is correct. I

confined it to the two committees that
the Senator referred to.

Mr. STENNIS. Yes. As I understand it,
the Senator has plainly excepted from
the requirement anything about the
President's exercising the right of execu
tive privilege. That. is what the Senator
intended to do?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Yes; that is explicit
in the language.

Mr. President, while the Senator is
considering that, I wanted to add a few
words about the second section. It has
become almost impossible to obtain the
result of much of the research for which,
as I have said, the taxpayers have paid
Just recently I received a letter from a
man in Thailand who said:

I am writing to suggest that the work of
the Committee on Foreign Relations might
be assisted by reading a stUdy prepared for
OSD/ ARPA by the Research Anaiysls Cor
poration of McLean, Virginia, tltied "A His
tory of Insurgency and Counterinsurgency In
Thailand." The report Is class1fied Secret. It
Is my strong belief that more Informed pol
Icy-makers make more informed policies, and
therefore I feel it would be very much In the
national interest of the United States for
your committee to study this report. I men
tion this only because of the possibility that
through some oversight members of the Ex
ecutive Branch may have failed to bring this
very detailed and extensive study to your
attention.

He goes on to say:
May I In return ask for one small accom

modation, namely that my name not be used
In connection with your request for this doc
ument (assuming you have not seen It). The
title of this document is unclassified, so there
is no reason Why I should not mention it to
you in an open letter. However I have noted a
certain sensitivity In Washington, Saigon and
Bangkok when your name comes up.

I think two things are to be said about
the letter. First, this man, obviously an
honest man, no longer feels free to speak
openly, because of possible retaliation
that he may suffer. So I feel constrained
not to give the man's name in public, al
though the Senator from New Hampshire

. is free to see the letter. I just do not want
to prejudice the writer in any way.

We made a request to the Defense De
partment for the stUdy, which was paid
100 percent by the taxpayers' money. In
response to that request we received a
letter from Dr. Foster saying "no" which
was classified "confidential." I do not
know how absurd one can get. They have
gone so far as to classify a letter that
says, "No, we will not give you the re
port," That is what it says here. It says,
"This is a r~port which is limited to in
ternal distribution," and then they mark
that letter "confidential."

I do not know how much more absurd
one can get in abusing the power of
classification than to classify a letter say
ing "No, you cannot have the document,"
but which I think, under any democratic

processes, ought to be made available to
my committee.

That is what the second part of the
amendment which the Senator from
Mississippi is considering deals with. I
think they have carried this matter to an
absolute absurdity. I do not see how the
committees of the Congress can be ex
pected to function effectively if all these
papers that are considered research
papers are unavailable for the considera
tion of the Senate or the committees.

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, the
chairman of the Committee on Armed
Services and I find ourselves in sympathy
with that portion of the amendment of
fered by the distinguished Senator from
Arkansas provided that it can be re
stricted so as to apply to the Armed Serv
ices Committee and the Committee on
Foreign Relations of the Senate and the
Armed Services Committee and the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs of the House.
n the Senator from Arkansas is willing
to modify the amendment to that ex
tent, it is my understanding that we are
willing to accept the amendment as
modified.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
send to the desk a modfication of my
amendment No. 814 and ask to have it
stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment, as modified, will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read the
modified amendment as follows:

Strike out subsections (a) and (b) of the
amendment and Insert a new subsection (a)
as follows:

"SEC. 206 (a) The head of any department
or agency of the Federal Government shall,
in response to any request made to him in
writing by the Senate Committee on Armed
Services, the Senate Committee on Foreign
Relations, the House Committee on Armed
Services, or the House Committee on Foreign
Affairs, promptly submit to such committee
a copy of any report, study, or Investigation
requested by such committee if the report,
stUdy, or Investigation was financed in whole
or in part With Federal funds and was made
by a person outside the Federal Government,
except that this requirement shall not apply
in the case of any report, study, or Investiga
tion with respect to which the President ex
ercises the right of executive priVilege."

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield to me?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield.
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I have

always thought it was our duty to protect
the right of executive privilege. I think
it is the duty of the Executive to respect
our privileges. I think that privilege is
spelled out in the amendment for the
committees that have direct jurisdiction.

We discussed this matter last year
with the Senator from Arkansas and
worked on it somewhat then. I think we
ought to accept the amendment and take
it to conference and see what we can
work out on it with our conferees from
the House. I am delighted to do that.
That is my studied opinion of it.

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Arkansas yield?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield.
Mr. McINTYRE. It is also my under

standing that the modification would
delete that section marked (a) in the
original amendment. Is that correct?
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Mr. FULBRIGHT. It does.
I want to thank the Senator from Mis

sissippi and the Senator from New
Hampshire. I think this may be a small
part of the overall effort of Congress to
play a more significant, and I would
think more constructive, role in the for
mulation of our national policies, espe
cially in the field of foreign affairs.

We are subject to criticism in the
press all the time to the effect that
"Congress does not do this" and "Con
gress does not do that," but I assure
Senators that Congress cannot perform
its functions when we are not allowed to
get the basic research-and it is about
the only basic research that is being con
ducted, as the Senator has already
said-but are met with a classification
of documents which I do not think have
the slightest thing to do with military
affairs. I refer, for example, to the stUdy
that Dr. Foster just refused to let us
have. Apparently we were turned down
on the pretext of protecting the sensitivi
ties of some people with whom we have
relations. But, after all, Congress has
some responsibilities.

So I appreciate the attitude of the
Senator from Mississippi, and I hope he
will insist upon this amendment in con
ference.

Mr. President, I am ready for the vote.
I move the adoption of the amendment,
as modified.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment, as modified.

The amendment, as modified, was
agreed to.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
have another amendment which I did
intend to offer today, but, by agreement
with the various people concerned, the
Senator from Mississippi and others, I
shall not offer it until next Tuesday, at
which time the Senator from West Vir
ginia has informed me that he has re
served the time for a vote on it, with a
40-minute limitation. Is that correct?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. If the
Senator will yield, let me get that re
quest in right now.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I do wish, very
briefiy, to explain what it is, after the
Senator--

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I will
make the request later, then.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. All right. I will just
make the statement now, and the Sena
tor can make his arrangement a little
later.

This is a very brief amendment, and
I wanted to explain at this time what it
is intended to do. The amendment con
cerns section 501 of the bill.

I ask unanimous consent that I may
yield to the Senator from West Virginia
without losing my right to the fioor.

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

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, I have cleared this request with
the principal parties involved-the au
thor of the amendment, the manager of
the bill, the assistant minority leader,
the majority leader-and other inter
ested Senators.

I ask unanimous consent that, on

Tuesday next, the controlled time on the
Muskie amendment be limited and re
duced from 3 hours to 2% hours. begin
ning immediately follo\lJing the vote on
the Proxmire amendment with regard to
draftees; and that, at the conclusion of
the vote on the Muskie amendment, the
amendment to be offered by the able
Senator from Arkansas (Mr. FuLBRIGHT)
be laid before the Senate and made the
pending business, and that there be a
time limitation on the Fulbright amend
ment of 40 minutes, to be equally di
vided between and controlled by the au
thor of the amendment and the man
ager of the bill; and that, at the con
clusion of the 40 minutes, a vote occur
on the amendment to be offered by the
Senator from Arkansas (Mr. FUL
BRIGHT) .

That, immediately following the vote
on the amendment by the Senator from
Arkansas (Mr. FuLBRIGHT) the vote oc
cur on the committee amendment, as
amended, after which the bill be read
a third time and there be one-half hour
of controlled time on the bill, at the con
clusion of which the vote on passage of
the bill occur.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object-and I shall not ob
ject unless I have to-may we know from
the Senator from West Virginia whether
the door is not left open to anyone else
who might have !ill amendment? You
never know, until the end of the road,
whether someone does or not. Would this
arrangement cut off any right to offer an
amendment?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. It would
not cut off any right to offer an amend
ment to the amendment. An amendment
could be offered at the expiration of the
40 minutes, but there would be no time
on an amendment to the amendment.
The vote would occur immediately.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I do not
think that is fair. In other words, the
Senator, without any notice to the Sen
ate, is foreclosing debate even on amend
ments which are at the desk.

I think it would be better if the Sena
tor would make some modest provision,
such as 10 minutes on the side, for any
thing else that might come up, just to
protect Senators against that contin
gency.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for an observation?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I yield.
Mr. GRIFFIN. I think the Senator

from New York makes an important
point. It is a fact, however, that during
the remainder of the afternoon today
and on Monday, I think any Senator
does have an opportunity to offer an
amendment. It would probably have to
be by unanimous consent if it were taken
out of time already allotted, but it could
come at the end of the day, and there
is no particular problem, nor does there
have to be, in my experience, in having
other amendments brought up.

One of the problems we have is that
we have already set a final time for vot
ing, and there would have to be a modifi
cation of that agreement; is that
correct?

Mr. JAVITS. What is the final time for
voting, if I may ask the senator?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Well, it
is a little uncertain. There can be no
specific time stated for the final vote
under the order previously agreed to.

Mr. JAVITS. The Senator from Mich
igan said we have already set a final
ti::ne.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. We have
set a limitation on time, but we have not
said the vote will occur at X hour.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I stand
corrected. The Senator from West Vir
ginia is correct.

Mr. JAVITS. I understand the force of
the problem. I know Senators are
anxious to get away, and I am, myself.
I am not pleading otherwise.

But I do think that to lock up this
bill with third reading, without giving
any Senator who may decide he wishes
to offer an amendment the opportunity
to do so, is just not right.

I would therefore respectfully suggest
that either on Monday or Tuesday-let
us say on Monday, at the conclusion of
Senator MCGOVERN'S time; or, what
would even be fairer, because we do not
know what is going to happen on these
various elements of the bill, it really
ought to come at the end of the vote
on the Muskie amendment on Tuesday.
At that time, if any other Senator has
an amendment, he ought to have 10
minutes on each side.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Does the
Senator have reference to an amend
ment to the amendment?

Mr. JAVITS. I mean any amendment.
Do not have third reading until any Sen
ator who wishes to propose anything can
do it, with 10 minutes on the side. Then
lock it up.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.

President, I have the fioor. An order
respecting third reading has already
been locked up. It was agreed to on
yesterday. May I say to the Senator from
New York that I am very sympathetic to
his request with regard to an amend
ment to the amendment offered by the
Senator from Arkansas. But believe me,
many hours of effort have been ex
pended, bases have been touched and re
touched in attempting to conclude these
various agreements. Now, if we are to
open this up to any amendment which
might be brought in here on Tuesday
next by any Senator, I shall be forced to
withdraw this request and object to any
other. But I am perfectly willing to re
vise my request to include the proviSion
that there be a limitation of 20 minutes
on any amendment to the Fulbright
amendment, to be equally divided.

Mr. JAVITS. Or substitute therefor?
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Well, that

is also considered as an amendment.
Mr. JAVITS. Could the Senator, then,

provide that on Monday, after the time
has expired on the· McGovern amend
ment, if any Senator wishes to propose
an amendment, there will be 20 minutes,
equally divided? Then other Senators
will be protected.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi_
•dent,I revise my request in this man
ner, with respect· to the amendment to
be offered by the Senator from Arkansas
(Mr. FULBRIGHT):
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That time on any amendment to the
Fulbright amendment be limited to 20
minutes, to be equally divided between
the author of the amendment and the
Senator from Arkansas (Mr. FULBRIGHT),
or, if Mr. FULBRIGHT is not opposed there
to, then the time in opposition to be
under the control of the able manager
of the bill (Mr. STENNIS) .

Mr. JAVITS. And any amendment
means a substitute as well.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Yes.
Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, reserv

ing the right to object-and I shall not
can this amendment be further identi
fied?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, if
the Senator will yield-'--and I wish to
make an observation, too---

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I yield for that purpose.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. This amendment is
intended to preserve the legal and proper
jurisdiction of the Committee on Foreign
Relations, over the foreign military sales
matters. I was going to explain it in a
few minutes. Its effect is--

Mr. GRIFFIN. It is not printed, I take
it, at this point?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I have a copy here.
It has not been--

Mr. GRIFFIN. Numbered?
Mr. FULBRIGHT. Printed. A copy is

available. I had intended to bring it up
this afternoon, debate it, and have a
vote on it. I was requested to follow this
procedure of putting it off until next
week because, I understood, the Senator
from Montana and others did not wish
to deal with it this afternoon.

The effect of it would be that the so
called Jackson amendment would be ef
fective only if the military sales bill or
similar legislation does not become law.
If that bill, which is now in conference,
does become the law, of course, it would
authorize funds for the same purpose
covered by the Jackson amendment.

If for any reason it fails to become the
law, then this provision in the bill would
go into effect.

In other words, I am trying, actually,
to protect what I believe to be the legiti
mate jurisdiction of the Committee on
Foreign Relations. As everyone knows,
certain committees, the Committee on
Government Operations and others, in
cluding the Armed Services Committee,
have become involved in matters prop
erly under the jurisdiction of the For
eign Relations Committee. I feel that it
is my duty to resist such moves. I do not
think that I should voluntarilY allow the
Foreign Relations Committee to be de
prived of its basic jurisdiction. That is
the only purpose of the amendment. It
has no other purpose.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I thank the Senator for
giving us a description of the amend
ment..

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is all it is
about. It does not deal with amounts. It
does not try to cut down or enlarge or
change the amounts involved.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, if the Sen
ator will yield, the amendment will be
directed to section 501, at page 18, lines
7 to 21, inclusive.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is correct.
Mr. JAVITS. And the thrust of it will

be to retain this provision in this bill
only if the Military Sales Act does not
become law.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is correct.
Mr. JAVITS. And the operation of this

section would be suspended until that
question is determined.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. If it does not be
come law, then this is operative.

Mr. JAVITS. In other words, this
would not be operative on that basis un
til December 31, 1970, if operative at all.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. It would be 15 days
after the adjournment of Congress. If
Congress adjourns, say, October 15, it
would be effective November 1, approxi
mately.

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Senator.
Mr. FULBRIGHT. The President must

be given time to sign a sales bill, of
course.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield, I am not .going to
object to any reasonable request for
time; but if we could get to it--

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I have to object.
For example, if the Senator wishes to
offer the Military Sales Act devoid of
some of the amendments as an amend
ment to this, I could not accept an agree
ment that would make the Senate vote
on that kind of amendment in 10 min
utes. We spent weeks on the Military
Sales Act; it is .in conference. If it !11eans
that, I could not accept that kind of
agreement.

Mr. JAVITS. Frankly, I might say to
the Senator, speaking only for myself,
that I have no idea what I would do on
even the Senator's amendment. After all,
I am a member of the Foreign Relations
Committee, and I am also deeply inter
ested in the Jackson amendment, and I
would like to retain it. So I have to
worry about it. I cannot tell the Senator
what I would move. I think the Senator
knows me personally well enough to know
that I will move heaven and earth to
respect the time problems and the feel
ings of the Senator as to this issue; and,
probably, if I am against him, I will just
challenge him on his amendment.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Of course, the
amendment might be rejected. I cannot
have any protection about the adoption
of an amendment. I want protection
against bringing in that kind of amend
ment-for example, if Senator X offers
the text of the Military Sales Act as an
amendment.

Mr. JAVITS. To shut off amendments
of substitutes is really impossible in situ
ations such as that.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I was going to call
up the amendment this afternoon. It
was not mj' request that it go over.

Mr. JAVITS. That will not shut off
amendments to it, and if you shut it off
this afternoon, Senators could talk as
long as they Wish.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is correct.
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres

ident, may I have the Chair propound
the unanimous-consent request as re
vised? Or would the Chair like me to
repeat the request?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the
Senator from West Virginia would re
peat the request as revised, the Chair
would be very grateful.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, I restate my request as follows;
I ask unanimous consent that on Tues
day next, the time which will begin run
ning on the Muskie amendment, at ap
prOXimately 12 o'clock noon, be limited
to 2Y2 hours instead of 3 hours, as origi
nally proposed; that at the expiration of
the time allotted, a vote occur on the
Muskie amendment, following which
vote, the amendment to be offered by the
able Senator from Arkansas (Mr. FuL
BRIGHT) be laid before the Senate and
made the pending business.

Mr. STENNIS. After the vote.
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Follow

ing the vote on the Muskie amendment,
the amendment to be offered by the Sen
ator from Arkansas (Mr. FULBRIGHT) be
laid before the Senate and made the
pending business, the time thereon to be
limited to 40 minutes, to be equally di
vided and controlled between the author
of the amendment, Mr. FULBRIGHT, and
the manager of the bill, Mr. STENNIS;
that any amendments thereto be limited
to 20 minutes, the time to be equally
divided and controlled between the au
thor of the amendment to the amend
ment and the author of the basic amend
ment, or, if Mr. FULBRIGHT is not opposed
thereto, the Senator from Mississippi,
the manager of the bill, or, if he is not
opposed thereto, the minority leader or
his designee; that follmving the vote on
the amendment to be offered by the Sen
ator from Arkansas (Mr. FULBRIGHT),
the vote occur on the committee amend
ment as amended, after which the bill
be read a third time; that time on final
passage be limited to 30 minutes, to be
equally divided between and controlled
by the manager of the bill and the able
minority leader or his designee.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President reserv
ing the right to object, may it b~ under
stood that the request of the Senator
from West Virginia does not preclUde
the possibility of motions being made
which are not debatable, prior to the
vote on the Fulbright amendment, such
as a motion to table?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. In other
words, the Senator does not wish to ex
clUde a motion to lay on the table the
amendment to be offered by the Senator
from Arkansas?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is at the
end--

Mr. GRIFFIN. At the expiration of the
time.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, if the Sen
ator will yield, is it the understanding
now with the leadership-this is not part
of the unanimous-consent request-that
on Monday, after the debate on the Mc
Govern amendment, which has 5 hours,
they will go as long as necessary to ac
commodate Senators who wish to in
troduce other amendments, on a basis of
20 minutes total, 10 minutes to a side?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President. I would want the able manager
of the bill to be agreeable to this request,
the request being that at the expiration
of the time which has been allotted on
the McGovern amendment on Monday
next, which is 5 hours, any amendments
offered by any Senator be limited each
to 20 minutes, the time to be equally
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divided and controlled between the au
thor of the amendment and the manager
of the bill.

Mr. STENNIS. For how long? For just
Monday?

Mr. JAVITS. Monday.
Mr. STENNIS. I have no objection.
Mr. President, if the Senator will yield,

I feel that gives everybody a chance,
without locking anyone in-it does lock
up the bill-and I hope that will be the
end.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair wishes to inquire of the Senator
from West Virginia, to be perfectly clear,
whether the last suggestion was a sug
gestion only and not a part of the agree
ment.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, if the Sen
ator will yield, as I understand it, if the
Senate stays in session after the 5 hours
have expired, any business can be han
dled. Therefore, whether or not the Sen
ator makes it a unanimous-consent re
quest is entirely in the discretion of the
leadership. I am satisfied to trust the
good faith of the leadership. If it com
mits itself, it will do it.

I will say to the Senator that if he
wants me to limit the debate on such
amendments to 20 minutes, it would have
to be included in the unanimous-con
sent request.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I in
tended to do that, but I wanted to be sure
that the manager of the bill was agree
able.

There is now another complicating
factor which has been called to my at
tention, Mr. President. I think we are
about to reach an agreement on the sec
ond phase, which has to do with Mon
day. May we have the first part of my
request, dealing with Tuesday, agreed
to, with the understanding that if some
thing happens to the second part of the
request, we can vacate the first?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
MATHIAS) . Is there objection to the initial
request of the Senator from West Vir
ginia? The Chair hears none, and it is so
ordered.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, that was with respect to Tuesday
next.

Now, I ask unanimous consent that
immediately following the expiration of
the 5 hours allotted on the McGovern
amendment on Monday next, the
Senator from Illinois (Mr. PERCY) be
recognized for not to exceed 30 minutes,
following which Senators may offer
amendments with time on any amend
ment to be limited to 20 minutes, the time
to be equally divided between the mover
of the amendment and the manager of
the bill.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Arkansas will state it.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Does this mean that
the amendments have to be germane to
the bill? Can we bring in nongermane
matters?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. No, there
is no rule requiring germaneness in this
context.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair would advise the Senator from

Arkansas that there are no germane re- '
quirements.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. So, an amendment
on any SUbject, civil rights, pollution,
nutrition, anything, is in order with 20
minutes debate. Is that right?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. That is
right, but I do not see any problem there.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. There used to be
those who saw problems. Perhaps there
is not. I am not raising any. I was just
inquiring.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I think
that any senator would exercise-

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President---
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres

ident, who has the fioor?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from West Virginia has the fioor.
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I am sure

that any Senator would reserve his right
to move to table such an amendment. I
feel confident that the leadership could
be relied upon to support a tabling mo
tion on any dilatory amendment.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I was merely in
quiring as to what the intention was.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the second unanimous con
sent request of the Senator from West
Virginia? The Chair hears none, and it is
so ordered.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I thank
all Senators concerned.

The unanimous-consent agreement,la
tel' reduced to writing, is as follows:

Ordered, That during the further con
Sideration of H.R. 17123, military procure
ment bill, debate on various amendments
thereto be limited as follows:

Debate on the amendment by the Senator
from South Dakota (Mr. MCGOVERN) and
others, the so-called "end-the-war" amend
ment, numbered 862, to be limited to 6 hours
of controlled time. with a vote coming at 10
o'clock a.m. on Tuesday, September 1. Five
hours of the controlled time wlll begin at
12 o'clock noon on Monday, August 31, and
the other hour wlll occur on TueSday, Sep
tember 1 between 9 o'clock a.m. and 10
o'clock a.m., with all of the controlled time
to be equally divided and controlled by Mr.
MCGOVERN and the manager of the blll, Mr.
STENNIS. Any amendments to the amend
ment or motions or appeals relative to the
amendment (except a motion to table, if of
fered) shall be limited to 30 minutes, to be
equally divided and controlled between the
proponents and Mr. MCGOVERN; if Mr. Mc
GOVERN is not opposed to any such amend
ments, motions, or appeals, the time in op
position wlll be controlled by Mr. STENNIS
or the Majority Leader or his designee.

Debate on an amendment by the Senator
from Wisconsin (Mr. PROXMIRE) on draftees,
numbered 754, Will become the pending
business on Tuesday, September 1, follow
ing the disposition of the so-called "end-the
war" amendment numbered 862, by Mr. Mc
GOVERN, with the time to be limited to 1
hour, to be equally divided and controlled
by Mr. PROXMIRE and Mr. STENNIS; debate
on any amendment to the amendment shall
be limited to 20 minutes to be equally divid
ed and controlled by the mover of the
amendment (Mr. PROXMIRE) or Mr. STENNIS
if Mr. PROXl\URE Is not opposed to the amend
ment.

Debate on an amendment to be offered by
the Senator from Maine (Mr. MUSKIE) num
bered 811, Will be limited to 4Y:z hours of con
trolled time. The first two hours of controlled
time wlll be from 10 o'clock a.m. to 12 o'clock
noon on Monday, August 31. The other 2~~

hours of debate wll be on Tuesday, Septem-

bel' 1 following the vote on ,the amendment
by Mr. !'ROXMlIlE on draftees numbered 754,
with all the controlled time on the Muskie
amendment (No. 811) to be equally diVided
and controlled by Mr. MUSKIE and the man
ager of the blll, Mr. STENNIS. Any amend
ments to the Muskie amendment or motions
or uppeals relative thereto shall be limited to
30 minutes, to be equally divided and con
trolled by the mover of the motion or
amendment and Mr. MUSKlE, and such
amendments or motions shall be in order at
any time during the consideration of the
Muskie amendment, which, If offered, will
be taken from the 4~2 hours allotted to the
amendment, numbered 811.

On Monday, August 31 following debate on
the McGovern amendment numbered 862, the
Senator from Illinois (Mr. PERCY) wlll be
recognized for 30 minutes, after which debate
on any amendment offered will be limited to
20 minutes to be equally divided and con
trolled by the mover of such amendment and
the manager of the blll, Mr. STENNIS.

Debate on an amendment to be offered
by the Senator from Arkansas (Mr. FUL
BRIGHT) immediately after the vote on the
Muskie amendment will be limited to 40
minutes, to be equally divided and controlled
by Mr. FuLBRIGHT and the manager of the
blll, Mr. STENNIS, with debate on any amend
ment to the amendment limited to 20 min
utes to be equally divided by the mover and
Mr. FULBRIGHT, or Mr. STENNIS if Mr. FUL
BRIGHT is not opposed to the amendment.

Immediately following the vote on the
Fulbright amendment, the vote wlll occur
on the committee amendment, as amended,
after which the blll be read a third time, after
which wlll be V. hour of general debate
on the final passage of the bill, as amended,
to be equally divided between the manager
of the blll (Mr. STENNIS) and the Minority
Leader or his designee, and that a vote occur
on the final passage of the bill at the ex
piration of that time.

AMENDMENT NO. 868

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that there be printed
and lie on the table the amendment to
Which I have already referred.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be received and printed
and will lie on the table, as requested.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, this
is a simple amendment concerning sec
tion 501 of the bill.

Section 501 would do two things. It
would have the Congress go on record
with a policy statement concerning the
dangerous and delicate situation in the
Middle East. And it would give an open
ended authorization for the sale to Israel,
on credit, of any amount of arms that
"may be necessary to counteract any
past, present, or future increased mili
tary assistance provided to other coun
tries in the Middle East." The provision
clearly deals with policy and substantive
matters wihin the jurisdiction of the
Foreign Relations Committee. If this
section were introduced as a bill, there
is no question but that it would be re
ferred to the Foreign Relations Commit
tee for consideration.

I am well aware of the strong senti
ment in this body that the United States
provide additional arms to Israel. The
foreign military sales bill, H.R. 15628,
which was the subject of nearly 8 weeks
debate in tllis Chamber, contains ample
funds for that purpose, if the President
decides that it is in our national interest
to do so. The program that would be ex
tended by that bilI is the traditional
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method for financing arms sales on
credit to Israel and other foreign
countries.

That bill is still in conference and is
very much alive. I have no doubt that
the conferees will meet again shortly
after the House returns from its recess.
For the Senate to approve section 501 as
written under these circumstances would
be both premature and a direct invasion
of the jurisdiction of the Foreign Rela
tions Committee. It would also be most
untimely in view of the long sought
cease-fire and the negotiations now
underway;

The amendment I have offered would
not strike section 501 from the bill nor
would it diminish the authority it con
tains. It would merely make the author
ity conditional on the Congress failure
to pass a military sales bill before ad
journment. And it would insure that the
inclusion of a military sales item in this
bill will not be considered as a precedent
for the handling of future military sales
legislation, so that the traditional juris
diction of the Foreign Relations Com
mittee over this subject will be pre
served.

The 90-day cease-fire in the Middle
East will not expire until November 5,
long after the Congress has adjourned
sine die. Hopefully, there will be an ex
tension of the agreement, if a settlement
has not been reached by then. Certainly
the President will not decided to ship
additional arms to Israel as long as the
cease-fire is in effect. So as a practical
matter, there is no need for arms sales
authority until well after the time when
it will be known definitely whether the
conferees on the military sales bill can
reach agreement.

In summary, this amendment does not
affect the basic authority in section 501.
It only holds that authority in abeyance
and makes it conditional on Congress
failure to pass a military sales bill. And
it specifically states that the enactment
of the provision shall not be a precedent
for future congressional consideration of
such matters.

I hope that the amendment will be
adopted.

Mr. President, just by way of comment,
I want to assure the Senator from New
York that the purpose of the amendment
is in no way to deal with the merits of
the subject matter, which is dealt with in
the amendment. It is intended to protect
what I believe to be the legal and proper
jurisdiction of the Committee on Foreign
Relations. That is why I am offering it.
It is not to try to pass judgment upon the
substance of the problem which is in
volved here.

Mr. President, I thank the Senator
from Mississippi,

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I ask for
recognition.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Mississippi is recognized.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I be authorized
to yield to the Senator from Kansas (Mr.
DOLE) for 10 minutes without losing my
right to the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the senator from Kansas is
recognized for 10 minutes.

THE FIFTH VERSION OF THE SO-CALLED "END THE
WAR AMENDMENT"

~:M?·"'D-O--Lc-E-.-M";';·i\president:""Ihave-read
the original so-called "end the war
amendment"-more appropriately, the
"lose the peace amendment"-all the in
termediate changes and versions, and
now the latest, the fifth edition, of the
proposal sponsored by the Senators from
Oregon and South Dakota.

n is interesting to note that through
this series of alterations the sponsors
have changed their amendment from a
declaration of capitulation in Vietnam
to a recognition and acceptance of what
President Nixon has been saying and
doing in Vietnam for 19 months.

With a few more changes, now, it would
correspond closely with the President's
expressed policy in South Vietnam, and
his program for Southeast Asia.

Until we reach that point, there is only
one question to decide-should the Pres
iden:;, as Commander in Chief, continue

. to direct this country's disengagement
from a war the previous two adminis
trations got us into, or should that job
be delegated to a committee of 535
the Congress?

Mr. President, I recognize that we will
debate whatever remains of the "end
the war amendment" next week, but be
fore then we should discuss-if only
briefly-the amendment as it is now and
ask: What was the purpose of the orig
inal amendment which has now gone
through a complete metamorphosis?

Tomorrow's so-called "end the war
amendment" may be different than to
day's, so it should be clearly understood
that I am discussing only the fifth ver
sion of the amendment--the one before
us today. I do not know the future in
tentions of the principal sponsors and
whether additional changes are planned.

What today's amendment says, as I
read it, says the President must have
the troop level in Vietnam down to 280,
000 by next April 30. This comes so close
to the plan President Nixon announced
on April 30 that one wonders if the draft
ers had their source material switched.

Regardless of the surface similarity to
the President's program, we now come
to the meat of the fourth amended
amendment, or the fifth amended amend
ment, whicl1 declares:

After April 30. 1971, funds herein author
ized or hereafter appropriated may be ex
pended In connection with activities of
American armed forces III and over Indo
china only to accompllsh the following
objectives:

Those objectives are stated to be:
First. Withdrawal of all American

forces by December 31, 1971.
Second. Release of prisoners of war.
Third. Provision of asylum for endan

gered Vietnamese.
Fourth. The supply of aid to South

Vietnam.
This statement of objectives with its

December 31, 1971 deadline is followed
by a proviso that in the face of a "clear
and present danger" to American Armed
Forces the President may suspend the
withdrawal deadline by up to 60 days, or
until March 1, 1972.

SUBSTANTIAL QUESTIONS RAISED

All of the objectives are worthwhile
and commendable but the cited leaves
unanswered questions.

For example: What happens under
this fifth version if the North Vietnamese
attack in such a way and at such a time
as to make impossible either the orderly
termination of military operations or
the safe and systematic Withdrawal of
remaining forces by December 31, 1971
or by March 1, 1972? And what precisely
would constitute a clear and present
danger to American forces?

Another question: Where do we pro
vide asylum for thousands and perhaps
millions of South Vietnamese refugees,
how do we know whose lives will be en
dangered until it is too late?

Another question: What assurances do
we have that the enemy will release
their American prisoners under any cir
cumstances?

Yet another question: What assistance
could we provide South Vietnam if our
precipitate withdrawal turned that coun
try over to the Viet Cong and the North
Vietnamese?

WHY SO MANY CHANGES

Mr. President, I am hopeful that an
swers to these and other questions will
be forthcoming and I trust we will get
into another matter of critical impor
tance which underlies and surrounds the
McGovern-Hatfield amendment.

It is a question that has not been
satisfactorily answered. It is the ques
tion of propriety, custom, and precedent
surrounding the campaign to raise money
and conduct a lobbying effort on behalf
of the amendment.

Certainly those who donated money-I
might add that this amounted to some
$600,OOO-in response to the May 12
NBC teleVision solicitation, newspaper
advertisements, and spot commercials on
radio and teleVision did so in the belief
that there was a plan to end the war.

Now, however, many contributors must
have discovered that the plan they
thought they were supporting keeps
changing. So far, it has changed at least
four or five times.

The original intent and representa
tion was to end the war June 30, 1971,
by ending our fighting on December 31,
1970, and withdrawing our troops 6
months later. This was the so-called
fund-raising amendment, the am;:md
ment discussed on May 12, at which
time the sponsors were able to raise
some $600,000 based on the emotions and
anxieties of the American people.

What has happened to change the
plan to 280,000 troops by April 30, 1971,
and withdrawal of all forces by Decem
ber 31, 1971, or March 1, 1972?

If the amendment's sponsors did not
intend to press for an end of the war by
June 30, 1971, why did they draft their
amendment to promise that date? And
why did they raise half a million dol
lars on the strength of the date inclUded
in their first amendment? If they did not
mean June 30, 1971, do they mean De
cember 31, 1971, or do they now mean
March 1, 1972, or do they mean some
other date in 1972, or 1973, or 1974, or
1975?
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caEDIBILITY COMPARED
Credibilty has become a prominent

catchword in Washington over the past
several J'ears, and I believe it is impor
tant to recognize that President Nixon's
credibility on ending the war and win
ning the peace is unimpeachable.

Just look at the record. He took office
in January 1969, with 542,000 American
figh ting a war commenced and expanded
by two previous administrations. In
JW1e, September, and December of that
year he announced withdrawals of 25,
000, 35,000, and 50,000 troops, and by
April 15 of this year those 115,000 men
had been withdrawn.

When he announced the initiation of
the Cambodia operations on April 30,
he said that all American forces would
be withdrawnfrom that country by June
30. And on June 30, American forces
were out of Cambodia.

President Nixon has not equivocated
over dates or numbers. He has made
clear, reasonable commitments, and he
has kept them. When the President
speaks of numbers and dates, there is
no question of those numbers or those
dates.

I believe the Presidents' record offers
a marked contrast to that of the so
called "end the war amendment," which
I believe should be designated, "the lose
the-peace amendment." This amend
ment started out having all American
forces out of Vietnam on December 1,
1970. Then it said December 31. Then it
said June 30, 1971. Now it says we will
have 280,000 men in Vietnam on April 30,
1971 and have them all out by December
31 1971-01' is it March 1, 1972, or 1973,
01"1974, or when?

I cannot believe that the "lose-the
peace amendment" was introduced with
the expectation that it would ever be
come law. Any observer of Washington
knows that the Senate and the House
will never pass it and no President, Dem
ocrat or Republican, would ever sign it.
But, since it has been advocated so v!g
orously and at such expense and WIth
such considerable efforts to lobby and
pressure Members of the Senate, we are
entitled to know why it was introduced
and why it has been subjected to such
fundamental, continuing, and substan
tial alteration.

Mr. President, perhaps it is expecting
too much to expect answers to these
questions, but I do believe they are ques
tions most Americans are asking.

I am looking forward to next week's
debate, regardless of what form the
"lose-the-peace amendment" may take
at that time.

Mr. President, so that my colleagues in
the Senate may know, I ask unanimous
consent to have printed in the RECORD
what I believe to be the pioneer version,
the bill introduced by the Senator from
New York (Mr. GOODELL), on October 7,
1969. That is what I refer to as the first
version of "the lose-the-peace amend
ment."

That was followed on October 8, 1969,
by what I refer to as the second version
"the lose-the-peace amendment," intro
duced by the junior Senator from South
Dakota and others.

That was followed on April 30, i970,

by what I consider to be the third ver
sion, introduced by the junior Senator
from South Dakota and the senior Sen
ator from Oregon.

That was followed by the fourth ver
sion on May 5, 1970, introduced by the
Senator from South Dakota and others.

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

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield
the Senator from Kansas 2 additional
minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Kansas is recognized for 2
additional minutes.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, that was
followed by the fifth version which was
never printed as an amendment. How
ever, it did appear in the RECORD, and it
was indicated that it would perhaps be
the final version. That appeared in the
RECORD sometime last week.

That was followed by the sixth and
the latest version of "the lose-the-peace
amendment," which was introduced on
August 26, 1970, by the junior Senator
from South Dakota and the senior Sena
tor from Oregon.

I ask unanimous consent that all of
these different versions of the so-called
"amendment-to-end-the war" be printed
in the RECORD at the conclusion of my
remarks so that Members of the Senate
will understand that we are not consider
ing the amendment discussed on na
tional television on May 12, 1970. We are
considering one of the half dozen ver
sions. I am not certain what we may
be considering next week.

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

(See exhibit U
EXHIBIT 1
S.3000

A bill to amend the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961

Be it enacted by the Senate and House 01
Representatives 01 the United States 01
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the "Vietnam Disengage
ment Act of 1969."

SEC. 2. (a) Congress finds that the broad
foreign policy Interests of the United States
require that the American ml1ltary presence
in Vietnam be removed at the earliest pos
sible time, and that such action will promote
the social and political well-being of the peo
ple of South Vietnam; that the prosecution
of the war In Vietnam with American troops
must be ended, not mereiy reduced; that the
loss of American lives In Vietnam can be
halted only by establishing a clear time
table for terminating American combat op
erations and Withdrawing American troop
commitments In the near future; and that
the responsibility for ending the American
Involvement in Vietnam is not the President's
alone, but must be shared by the Congress
under its constitutional authority to "raise
and support armies" and to "declare war."

(b) It Is the purpose of thIs Act-
(1) to reassert the responsibility of Con

gress, under Its constitutional authority to
"raise and support armies' and "declare war,"
to share with the President the task of ex
tricating this Nation from the Vietnam war;
and to Involve Congress In setting a clear and
unequivocal timetable for the withdrawal
of American troops from Vietnam;

(2) to express the clear intent of Congress
that all AmerIcan ml1ltary personnel be
withdrawn from Vietnam on or before De
cember 1, 1970; so that the retention even
of noncombat military training personnel In
Vietnam after that date would not be per-

mltted Without the enactment by Congress
of further legislation specifically approving
such retention; and

(3) to give clear notice to the Government
of South Vietnam that following December 1,
1970, it must assume the burden of fighting;
and to permit the WithdraWal of American
military personnel and the assumption of
their combat functions In an orderly fashion
on a schedule set by the President with a re
qUired termination date of December I, 1970.

SEC. 3. Chapter 1 of part III of the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961 Is amended by adding
at the end thereof the following new section:

"SEC. 620A. PRESENCE IN VIETNAM.-No part
of any amount authorized to be appropriated
under any Act shall be used after December I,
1970, to maintain ml1ltary personnel of the
United States in Vietnam."

S. CON. RES. 39
A concurrent resolution relating to with

drawal of United States forces from Viet
nam
Whereas the war in Vietnam has resulted

in the loss of more than forty thousand
American Uves, In some two hundred and
fifty thousand American casualties, in the
depletion of American resources to the eX
tent of over $100,000,000,000, and In Inesti
mable destruction of VIetnamese life and
property; and

Whereas the war stands today as the
greatest single obstacle to efforts to focus
the country's financial, human, and spiritual
resources upon urgent domestic news; and

Whereas spokesmen for the present ad
ministration have recognized that m1l1tary
Victory cannot be achieved In Vietnam and
have specifically defined United States polley
to exclude that unattainable goal; and

Whereas the painful history of United
States Involvement In Vietnam exposes the
futility of external attempts to create and
sustain a viable, Indigenous government, par
ticularly when Its leaders resist political and
social refonns aimed at inspiring popular
confidence and support; and

Whereas the leaders of South Vietnam
have indicated, by action and deed, that their
ambitions conftlct with the Interests of the
United States In a prompt settlement of the
conflict, and that they are unlikely to adopt
a negotiating posture which might end the
war so long as they are assured of all the
United States support they need to prosecute
it; and

Whereas the dominant result of policies
relating the level of American presence to
the capabll!ty or willingness of the South
Vietnamese to fight the war themselves can
only be the continued dally loss of life and
11mb by American servicemen, With no fore
seeable conclusion: Now, therefore, be It

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep
resentatives concurring) , That It Is the sense
of the Congress of the United States that all
United States forces shOUld now be with
drawn from Vietnam, the pace of the with
drawal to be limited only by steps to Insure
the safety of our forces, the mutual release
of prisoners of war, and the provision of
safety, through arrangement for amnesty or
asylum In friendly countries, for those Viet
namese who might be endangered by our
disengagement.

AMENDMENT No. 605
On page ,Une ,Insert the following:
"SEC. . (a) Unless there has been a decla

ration of war by the Congress wltll respect
to allY confilct in Vietnam, no part of allY
funds appropriated pursuant to this Act or
any other law shall be expended in connec
tion with such confiict after December 31,
1970, for any purpose other than to pay costs
relating to the withdrawal of all United
States .forces, to the termination of United
States military operations In that country,
to the arrangemen t for exchange of prisoners
of war with the Government of North Viet-
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nam, to the provision of food and other non
military supplies and services for the welfare
of the Vietnamese people, and to arrange
ments for asylum in friendly countries for
Vietnamese who might be physically endan
gered by the withdrawal of United States
forces.

"(b) Unless there has been a declaration
of war by the Congress with respect to any
confllct in Laos, no part of any funds appro
priated pursuant to this Act or any other
law shall be expended to furnish, after De
cember 31, 1970, to Laos or to personnel of
Laos any defense articie or any mllitary as
sistance or advice.

"(c) Unless there has been a declaration of
war by the Congress with respect to any con
fllct in Cambodia, no part of any funds ap
propriated pursuant to this Act or any other
law shall be expended to furnish to Cam
bodia or personnel of Cambodia any defense
article or any mlIltary assistance or advice.

"(d) For purposes of this section, the term
'defense article' shall have the same meaning
given such term under section 644 of the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961."

AMENDMEN'r No. 609
On page -, line -, insert the following:
"SEC. (a) Unless the Congress shall have

declared war, no part of any funds appro
priated pursuant to this Act or any other
law shall be expended in Vietnam after De
cember 31, 1970, for any purpose arising
from mllltary conflict: Provided, That funds
may be expended as required for the safe and
systematic withdrawal of all United States
mlIltary personnel, the termination of United
States mlIltary operations, the provision
of assistance to South Vietnam in amounts
and for purposes specifically authorized by
the Congress, the exchange of prisoners, and
the arrangement of asylums for Vietnamese
who might be physically endangered by the
withdrawal of United States forces: And
prOVided further, That the withdrawal of all
United States mllitary personnel from Viet
nam shall be completed no later than June
30, 1971, unless the Congress, by joint reso
lution, approves a finding by the President
that an additional stated period of time 15
required to Insure the safety of such per
sonnel dUring the withdrawal process.

"(b) Unless Congress shall have declared
war. no part of any funds appropriated pur
suant to this Act or any other law shall be
expended after December 31, 1970, to fur
nish to Laos any mllitary advisers, or to
support mllltary operations by the forces of
the United States or any other country in or
over Laos.

"(c) Unless the Congress shall have de
clared war, no part of any funds appropriated
pursuant to the Act or any other law shall
be expended, after thirty days after the date
of enactment of this Act, to furnish to
Cambodia any defense article or any mllltary
assistance or mIlltary advisers. or to support
mllltary operations by the forces of the
United States or any other country in or over
Cambodia.

"(d) For the purposes of this section,
the term 'defense article' shall have the same
meaning given such term under section 644
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961."

AMENDMENT No. 609-NEW LANGUAGE
Sec. (a) No part of any funds appropri

ated pursuant to this Act or any other law
shall be used after December 31, 1971, to
maintain or introduce any military personnel
of the United States in or over Indochina,
unless the Congress (after examInation of
the recommendations to be submitted under
subsection (c) of this section) shall by
joint resolution specifically otherwise pro
vide.

(b) Nothing in this section shall preclude
the otherwise authorized use of funds In
connection with Indochina for provision of
assistance In amounts and for purposes spe-
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cifically authorized by the Congress, for the
release of prisoners. and for the arrangement
of asyium for Indochinese who might be
physically endangered by the withdrawal of
United States forces.

(c) Within sixty days after the date of
enactment of this Act, the President shall
submit to the Congress his recommendations
of United States policy in Indochina. includ
ing his assessments of both the mllltary and
political consequences of the withdrawal re
quired pursuant to subsection (a) of this
section, his recommendations on steps to
secure the release of United States prisoners
of war, and his evaluation of the ablllty of
United States forces to conduct a safe and
orderly withdrawal from Indochina by De
cember 31, 1971. It is the sense of Congress
that such recommendations (and such sup
plementary recommendations as the Presi
dent may elect to submit at a later time)
should be examined in the Senate by the
Committees on Armed Services and Foreign
Relations and In the House by the Commit·
tees on Armed Services and Foreign Affairs
and that such committees should report their
recommendations to the Senate and House
respectively.

(d) For purposes of this section, the term
"Indochina" shall mean North and South
Vietnam, Laos, and Cambodia.

AMENDMENT No. 862
At the end of the b!ll add a new seotion

as follows: '
"SEC. -. (al In accordance with public

statements of policy by the President, no
funds authorized by this or any other Act
may be obligated or expended to maintain a
troop level of more than two hundred and
eighty thousand armed forces of the United
States after Aprll 30, 1971.

"(b) After April 30, 1971, funds herein
authorized or hereafter appropriated may be
expended tn conneotion with activities of
American armed forces in and over Indochina.
only to accomplish the following objectives:

"(I) the orderiy termination of mllltary
operations there and the safe and systematic
withdraWal of remaining Armed Forces by
December 31, 1971:

"(2) to secure the release of prisoners of
war;

"(3) the provision of asylum for Viet
namese who mIght be physically endangered
by withdrawal of American forces; and

"(4) to provide assistance to the RepUblic
of Vietnam consistent with the foregoing
objectives.
Provided, however, That if the President,
while giving effect to the foregoing para
graphs of this section, finds in meeting the
termInation date that members of the Amer
ican Armed Forces are exposed to unantici
pated clear and present danger, he may
suspend the appllcation of paragraph b (1)
for a period of not to exceed sixty days and
shall inform the Congress forthwith of his
flndings; and within ten days following ap
plication of the suspension the President may
submit recommendations, inclUding (if nec
essary) a new date applicable to SUbsection
(b) (1) for congressional approval."

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield to me for a couple of
brief questions?

Mr. DOLE. I yield.
Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I did

not hear all of the Senator's remarks,
but I do want to thank him for having
printed in the RECORD the various modi
fications that have been made in the
amendment to end the war, because I
think it will give us a helpful illustration
of how the legislative process works.

I cannot believe that the Senator from
Kansas is suggesting that the best way
to produce sound legislation is to auto-

matically accept the first version of any
bill or amendment that is introduced.

I well remember, as the Senator from
Kansas may remember, that the last
time we passed major agricultural legis
lation in 1965, it went through the proc
ess of repeated amendment. I can recall
at least a dozen different amendments in
which members of the committee and
Senators on the floor participated that,
I think, improved the bill.

I ask the Senator if he is trying to
propound a new legislative doctrine here
that a piece of legislation which is modi
fied after its original introduction there
by loses any merit that it might have.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I do not
believe this amendment ever had any
merit. But if it did. the point is that on
May 12, 1970, on national television the
Senator from South Dakota and others
asked the American people to send in
their money to end the war. That amend
ment has been changed two or three
times since that time, including the
timetable.

If I had donated any money on one
premise and the premise was changed, I
might request my money be returned.

That is the point that I make.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time

of the Senator has expired.
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent, without losing my
right to the floor, that I may yield 5 ad
ditional minutes to the Senator from
Kansas.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Kansas is recognized for 5 ad
ditional minutes.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I yield to
the Senator from South Dakota.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, with
reference to that point, the President of
the United States, in my opinion, is now
sitting in the White House to a great ex
tent because of the unpopularity of the
Vietnam war and the fact that, during
the 1968 campaign, then candidate Nixon
told the American people that he had a
plan to end the war, that he did not feel
it ought to be revealed during the cam
paign, but that once the campaign pres
sures were out of the way, he would re
veal the plan for ending the war. Per
haps partly on those prospects, some $22
million was contributed by people all
over the country to Mr. Nixon's cam
paign.

Would the Senator say that in view of
the fact that a year and a half has passed
and we still have some 400,000 forces in
Vietnam and suffer casualties every week,
that the President ought to refund that
money?

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I do not
recall that, and I observed the election
rather closely, even the efforts of the
junior Senator from South Dakota with
reference to the Presidency.

I do not recall the President making
a plea on the television, "Send in your
money and I \\ill end the war in South
east Asia."

Mr. McGOVERN. He asked for our
votes on that basis.

Mr. DOLE. On that basis and many
others.

The action of the Senator from South
Dakota and others set the precedent
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that it is proper for the Members of
the Senate to buy national TV time
and raise money for radio and TV spots
in my State and others to lobby their
colleagues.

That creates the impression that it is
proper procedure. It is precedent break
ing. If someone now v. ants to raise
money for the Black Panthers or the
White Citizens Council there would be
the precedent established by the Sen
ator from South Dakota and others on
the May 12 program.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, there
were some 70,000 people \\'ho contributed
following" that broadcast. The changes
in the amendment have been widely dis
cussed in the press. To the best of my
knowledge, not one single contributor
has asked that his money be returned.

I am sure there would be no question
about it if anyone wrote in and said,
"Your original amendment called for
the withdrawal of American forces by
June 30, 1971. Now you have changed
the date."

Mr. DOLE. You have really changed
it to March 1972.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, at
the time we made our broadcast, we
had a June 30, 1971 deadline for the
withdrawal of the forces. However, as
the Senator knows, a number of months
have passed since that amendment was
first introduced.

What the sponsors had in mind was
providing a good, soad year's time fol
lowing action on that amendment to
terminate American involvement. Now
several months have passed. In keeping
with that, we have set back our with
drawal deadline to December 31, 1971.
But there is nothing in there to prevent
the President from arranging an earlier
withdrawal if he felt the situation so
dictated.

Mr. DOLE. I do not quarrel with the
Senator's wish to end the war in
South Vietnam; and trust he does not
quarrel with my wish to end the war. I
believe that everyone would like to see
a quick end of the war in Southeast Asia,
or wherever war occurs.

I do not say this in defense of the
President because he needs no defense.
However, he has a plan for peace and
he is extricating us from the situation
he inherited.

As I recall some of the Senator's
speeches in 1968, he was advocating a
withdrawal of 250,000 American troops.
President Nixon will exceed that figure
by next May 1.

As I have said, President Nixon does
have a plan. His plan might not be as
rapid as we like, but it is a very com
plex problem and some one person must
speak for our Government and it must be
the President.

I recognize, having voted for the
Church-Cooper resolution, the responsi
bility of Congress, but since we are on the
road to disengagement, it would be the
better part of wisdom to leave it to the
President.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield briefly?

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I shall
speak for about 30 minutes, but I yield
1 minute to the Senator from South
Dakota.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I wish
to call the attention of the Senate to a
telegram received from former Vice
President Humphrey, in which he en
dorses the McGovern-Hatfield amend
ment and urges the senate to pass it.
I think it is significant that the Vice
President, who supp:ni;ed American
policy in Vietnam during all the years
he was the Vice President, has now
called for passage of the so-called Mc
Govern-Hatfield amendment.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have the telegram printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the tele
gram was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

DEAR GEORGE: I consider the forthcoming
vote on the McGovern-Hatfield Amendment
to End the War as a test of our determina
tion to disengage from a costly and tragic
struggle.

Unfortunately the Paris negotiations have
yielded no results. Clearly a new initiative
for peace is needed. The McGovern-Hatfield
Amendment, together with a standstill
ceasefire and the conduct of new free elec
tions in South Vietnam, provide our best
hope for peace.

This Amendment provides the opportunity
for reasserting an American initiative to en
courage a polltical settlement of this cruel
war. With this Amendment our own polley
for Southeast Asia wlll be subject neither to
the veto of Saigon nor to the provocative and
sporadic incursions emallating from Hanoi.
It wlll afford us an opportunity to regard
from a new perspective our own domestic
needs and other international obligations.

I endorse the McGovern-Hatfield Amend
ment as a firm statement of official pollcy
stating a clear commitment by our govern
ment to make an orderly and systematic
wi thdrawal. It offers every possible protec
tion for American mllltary manpower and
wlll bring our men safely home. It reasserts
the responsibll1ty of Congress in the conduct
of foreign affairs while leaving the President
with necessary fiexlb1l1ty to fulfill his con
stitu tional obllgations.

I fully endorse the McGovern-Hatfield
Amendment and urge your colleagues to
support it.

Sincerely,
HUBERT H. HUMPHilEY.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from Mississippi for
yielding to me.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may suggest
the absence of a quorum, without losing
my right to the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk will
call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

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

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

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I in
tend to yield the fioor back to the Sen
ator from Mississippi but first I wish to
call attention, not only to the telegram
from the former Vice President, but
also what seems to me to be a very sig
nificant editorial endorsement of the
amendment which was published in the
Washington Post.

I say it is a very significant endorse
ment not only becausp the Washington

Post is a major newspaper that is fre
quently quoted on the fioor of the Senate
and in other public forums, but also
because it represents the first time that
this newspaper has endorsed the amend
ment. Reflecting, perhaps, the point that
the Senator from Kansas made here a
while ago that there have been changes
in the amendment, the Washington Post
editorial now comes out with strong sup
port of the revised version of the amend
ment.

Mr. President, there might be some
quarrel on the part of cosponsors as to
whether we have fundamentally altered
the substance of the amendment, but be
that as it may, we did make certain
changes in the amendment that would
give the President somewhat greater
flexibility in terms of handling our with
drawal from Vietnam and from Indo
china. We did provide that as he ap
proaches the deadline, or at any time
after the passage of the amendment
until the deadline of December 31, 1971:
the President COUld, without further con
sultation with Congress, extend that
deadline for not to exceed 60 days. If he
chooses that course he would have to
come to Congress within the first 10 days
after announcing the extension and ask
Congress to set a new deadline if he
wanted to go beyond the 60-day grace
period.

Perhaps because of that proviso with
respect to the deadline of December 31
the Washington Post has now endorsed
the amendment.

I might say, in a rather remarkable
turn for him, the Vice President some 2
weeks ago in his speech at Miami Beach
cited a previous editorial in the Wash
ington Post as an indication that this
amendment was reckless. So in view of
the high regard the Vice President has
for the editorial opinion of the Washing
ton Post I am now very hopeful that he
will have it in mind and say thJ.t this
amendment has the kind of responsible
proposal the editor of the Washington
Post believes it to be.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD the
editorial entitled "A National Policy To
End the War," published in the Wash
ington Post today.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

A NA.TIONAL POLICY To END THE WAR

The Senate has an opportunity during
the next few days to write a rational and
responsible polley for ending the war in
Vietnam. For many months the Senate has
been Itching to reverse its 1964 endorsement
of a blank check to President Johnson to
initiate and carryon that war. It adopted the
FUlbright resolution designed to give Con
gress a voice in future national commit
ments, and a few weeks ago it attempted to
forbid widening of the war to Cambodia
through the Cooper-Church amendment, al
though the language got pretty muddy be
fore the final action came and the House
would have none of it. Now the Senate has
a chance to go on record for an orderly and
timely· liquidation-an objective that is
earnestly sought by an overwhelming major
ity of the American people.

This issue has been dIstorted in the past
by the simplistic manner in which some
senators sought to hasten the withdrawal
from Vietnam. A scuttle-and-run polley was
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said to be the only alternative to a declara
tion of war. Widespread opposition to any
action by Congress on the war was aroused
by the argument that it could be, and should
be, cut off by a snap of the congressional
fingers.

As the issue is now being debated in the
Senate, however, it assumes a very different
posture, No longer is there any elIort to say
that American troops must be out of Vietnam
within six months. In its present form
the amendment to the military procure
ment b1ll originally offered by Senators
McGovern and Hatfield would now require
the withdrawal of American armed forces
by Dec. 31. IB7l-leaving a. liqUidation
period of 16 months. If any emergency
should arise, the President would be au
thorized to extend this period by 60 days,
and if that did not allow enough time for
safe evacuation of Southeast Asia the Presi
dent would so report to Congress within 10
days so that Congress could authorize a
further extension.

Rigidity has thus given way to flexib1l1ty,
As reshaped by the Foreign Relations Com
mittee, this is quite a different proposition,
which would have the great virtue of enact
inga national policy for termination of the
war without putting the President into a
straitjacket. In effect Congress would enact
the President's withdrawal formula as a
sound national objective, without saying
that it would have to be carried out in any
and all circumstances. This achievement of
firmness in the statement of a national pol
icy, along with elbow room in actually car
ryIng it out, is a tribute to the good judg
ment of all those who have contributed to it.

Up to now, the administration has re
mained in opposition to any congressional
action in this sphere. In part this may be
attributed to the sound objections raised
against earlier versions of the McGovern
Hatfield amendment. No doubt it also re
flects an automatic White House preference
for a free hand. In this case, however, the
White House as well as the country has an
enormous interest in having the Congress
on record for termination of the war in an
orderly and responsible fashion. If the out
come shOUld turn sour-by no means a re
mote possib1l1ty-it would be much better
to have the President and Congress jointly
responsible.

In our view, the White House could well
regard this proposal before the Senate as a
fortuitous opportunity to put Congress on
record in favor of the Nixon withdrawal pol
icy or something close to it. The requirement
that our Vietnam troop-level be reduced to
280,000 men by next April 30 and that the
remaining forces be brought home by the
end of next year is specifically recognized in
the language of the amendment as a reflec
tion of the President's own statements. Un
less the President wishes to deviate from this
withdrawal policy, there are compelling rea
sons why he should welcome a congressional
reaIDrmation of it.

The President has, to be sure, opposed past
efforts to set a date for the windup of the
Vietnamese affair. He has feared that the
fixing of a date would take the pressure off
the North Vietnamese to negotiate an end
of the war. But if Congress fixes a date which
the President coud postpone or even elimi
nate with the consent of Congress, when
the time came, the North Vietnamese would,
as the Foreign Relations staff memorandum
notes, have no assurance that mere stalling
would redound to their advantage.

In any event, it seems to us that the ad
vantages of having a congressional with
drawal policy on the books greatly outweigh
any disadvantages that might be encoun
tered at the negotiating table. Such legisla
tion would put the President under pressure
to carry out the evacuation at the earliest
feasible date. It would put our mll1tary
leaders-and our diplomats. as well-on no-

tice that the national policy is Irreversible.
Saigon also would have a clearer under
standing of what the score is and would be
able to adjust its policies accordingly. So
long as there is hope that t.he President may
change his mind under pressure the Thleu
government is more likely to avoid the hard
decisions that are essential to a future for
South Vietnam without A.merican manpower
for its defense.

Behind all the arguments for and against
this amendment is the even more vital fact
that the Senate is making a bid to get back
into the policymaking arena. in regard to
war and peace. We think the President
should welcome that effort as a bedrock
imperative of American democracy. If the
present amendment is not satisfactory to
the administration in all partiCUlars, amend
ments can always be suggested. But it would
be tragically shortsighted for the adminis
tration to take an arbitrary stand agalnst
congressional action designed to underscore
and give congressional support for the Pres
ident's own polley. Orderly termination of
the war as soon as feasible ought to be the
joint policy of the two political branches,
and it is doubtful that there will be a bet
ter opportunity than the present to make it
so.

CORRECTION OF THE RECORD

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, yes
terday I had printed in the RECORD an
article from the Boston University Law
Review, written by Francis L. Coolidge,
Jr. and Joel David Sharrow. The article,
as published in the CONGRESSIONAL REC
ORD today, lists the wrong authors. or at
least with a terrible spelling of their
names. I would like to have those names
corrected in the RECORD as they appear
at the conclusion of the article: Francis
L. Coolidge, Jr., and Joel David Sharrow.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The cor
rection will be made.

Mr. McGOVERN. I ask unanimous
consent that the name of the author of
the second article I inserted from the
Boston University Law Review, Henry P.
lM:onaghan, appear following that article.

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

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

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield.
Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that I may be made
cosponsor of amendment No. 862, com
monly referred to as the McGovern
Hatfield amendment.

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

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
wish to congratulate the distinguished
Senator from South Dakota for the work
he has done on the amendment and to
endorse the editorial which has just been
referred to. The editorial contains an in
terpretation of the purpose of the
amendment and the effect it would have.

I believe it would be of help to the
administration, the country, and Con
gress if this amendment were agreed to.
It would tend to bring Congress and the
administration back together on the
same track. I hope the amendment is
agreed to.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I ap
preciate the Senator's words. The re
vision in the amendment was worked out
at the suggestion of respective members
of the Committee on Foreign Relations,
with the graciousness of the chairman.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I do not wish to
take away any credit that is due the Sen
ator from South Dakota. The revision
here is a matLer of detail. It simply deals
with one of the problems, in particular,
and that is the capacity for flexibility
in case of unforeseen developments. The
thrust of the amendment is exactly the
same, and that is, to express the policy
of Congress and the Senate to end the
war. I think from that point of view
there is no substantial change.
AMENDIVIEN'r NO. BG2-ADDITION.c"l.L COSPONSOR

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may be made
a cosponsor of amendment No. 862, the
so-called McGovern-Hatfield amend
ment.

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

THEl DD---9S3 DESTROYER PROGRAM

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I have
not previously discussed on the floor of
the Senate the issues involved in the
DD-963 destroyer program and the award
of the contract for the 30 ships involved
to the Ingalls Shipbuilding Division of
Litton Systems, Inc., because I was
awaiting the completion and delivery
of the report from the General Account
ing Office directed to the suggestion of a
"buy-in" by Litton on the final bid. This
report has now been completed and, as I
will show, it refutes the "buy-in" sug
gestion entirely and vindicates the award
completely as far as this issue is con
cerned.

I should mention at the outset, Mr.
President, that the distinguished Sena
tor from Maine (Mr. MUSKIE) has an
amendment which would require con
tracts for the construction of these de
stroyers with two domestic shipbuilders,
with the total number of destroyers to
be constructed to be divided substanti
ally equally between such shipbuilders.
While I strongly oppose the Muskie
amendment and think that every sense
of justice and equity calls for its defeat,
it is not my purpose to address it in
detail at this time, although I shall do
so later. What I propose to do today
Is to discuss, and hopefully throw light
upon and bring understanding about, a
number of issues which have been raised
with respect to this program and the
award of the contract to Ingalls.

HISTORY OF THE PROGR.•M

Industry competition was initiated on
the DD-963 program in 1967-more than
3 years ago.

Proposals for the development and
construction of the DD-963 were initially
received from six shipbuilders: Todd
Shipbuilding, Inc.; AYondale Shipyards.
Inc.; Newport News Shipbuilding and
Drydock Co.; Bath Iron Works Corp.;
General Dynamics Quincy Division; and
Litton Systems, Inc., Ingalls Shipbuild
ing Division.

The request for proposals was released
to industry on February 15, 1&68, CO\'er
ing competition for contract definition. I
will come back to this point later.

By October 1969, consideration had
been narrowed to Bath Iron Works and
Ingalls, and these two were requested to
make certain refinements to their pro
posal and contractual documents prior
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to final evaluation and source selection.
Subsequently, in February 1970, addi
tional proposals-the third-were re
ceived from the two companies still left
in the competition.

Shortly thereafter the Navy asked the
competing companies for their "best and
final"' offers. These were submitted on
March 26, 1970. The proposal by Ingalis
was adjudged to be lowest and best. The
price breakdown per ship for Litton was
$71.3 million while that of Bath was
more than S8 million higiler-$79.7 mil
lion. The total value of the contract
based on the ceiling price is about $2.14
billion.

NO CHANGE IN GROUND RULES

In the request for proposal of February
15, 1968, a set of ground rules was estab
lished for the DD-963. Among the ground
rules was the stipulation that the devel
opment and production contract for all
of the 30 ships would be awarded to a
single successful contract definition con
tractor. At no time were changes made in
these grOlmd rules during the industry
competitive contract definition which
began with the release of the request for
proposal on February 15, 1968, and ter
minated with the award of the contract
on June 23, 1970.

That date of February 15, 1968, is im
portant, because it was then that the
ground rules were announced and were
understood, and all procedures were con
ducted with those ground rules in view.

This is a very significant fact. For more
than 2 years prior to the contract award
the stipulation that the award would be
made on a "winner take all" basis was
known and accepted. This was the pro
gram recommended by the Navy. This
was the program approved by the Secre
tary of Defense, Bureau of the Budget,
and the President. Congress knew of the
procurement program and this stipula
tion and acquiesced in it. Industry found
it entirely acceptable and made no ob
jection prior to the contract award.

Let me remind the Senate that the
Navy spent more than 3 years in plan
ning for the DD-963 destroyer program
and going through the source selection
process and the industry competition.
Industry competition itself started more
than 2 years before the contract award.
After this intense competition, and after
literally thousands of man-hours spent
by the source selection experts, objection
is now made to a ground rule established
in February 1968. We are now asked to
change the ground rules even though no
one has alleged that all of the competi
tors were not given equal opportunity in
the competition and negotiations for the
award. As a matter of fact, it has not
been brought to my attention that Bath
Iron Works itself is raising any question
whatsoever with respect to the fairness
of its treatment in the competition.

Mr. President, I want to say with great
completeness and clarity that I have no
complaint with the Senator from Maine
(Mr. MUSKIE), who filed the amendment
and prompted it. I fully understand his
viewpoint, his obligation to have matters
gone into and fully considered from the
viewpoint of his own constituents, from
the viewpoint of his own obligation to
them, from the viewpoint of his obliga-

tion to his fellow Senators, and from the
viewpoint of his obligation to the rest of
the country. I have the highest respect
for him and also for other Senators who
have presented amendments. This is not
a personal matter.

00-963 SOLRCE SELECTION PROCESS

It shot:ld be understood that source
selection for the DD-963 destroyer was
not based on cost alone, although price
was, of course, an important considera
tion. It was based on full consideration
of five distinct categories: Life cycle cost,
ship system, management plans for con
ducting the detailed design and produc
tion effort, military effectiveness of the
ship, and corporate qualifications of the
competitors.

The team which conducted the evalu
ation was composed of experts drawn
from 27 different Navy commands and
Government agencies throughout the
United States, approximately 350 full
time evaluators, augmented by about 250
part-time consultants, were used.

All these were used. Mr. President,
that sounds like a great deal of attention
and consideration was given to this mat
ter, and it was and should have been.
This involves 30 destroyers, long since
overdue in our U.S. Navy. Most of our
destroyers are World War II vintage, far
behind the art of achievement in this
field now, far behind the modernity
that is needed and required, especially in
view of the new potential with reference
to Soviet attack submarines and their
other types of submarines.

I know, as a matter of fact, that for
years destroyer needs have been pushed
aside to a lower priority among the many
demands of the Navy. It should be noted
that when it was finally decided to
launch in on this program, it was recog
nized that it would be a 6- or 7-year pro
gram. It is not a fly-by-night proposition.
It has had the utmost consideration of
the different Navy commands, experts,
and jjart-time consultants.

It is very significant, I think, that in
all five categories the Ingalls proposal
was adjudged superior. The degree of su
periority varied depending on the cate
gory, but at no time was there a reversal
of relative positions. These categories
were known to the contractors from the
day they entered the competition. The
evaluation within the categories was
based on comparison with predeter
mined standards which were established
prior to the receipt of the proposals and
prior to the start of the evaluation. And
finally, as I have said, in each of the five
categories, Litton demonstrated a meas
urable advantage and no reversal of
position occurred as a result of the ex
tensive reviews of the source selection
conducted by the Secretary of the Navy
or the Secretary of Defense prior to re
ceipt of approval to proceed with award
of the production contract.

It is interesting to note here, Mr.
President, that these 3 years of activity,
planning, and ground rules extend over
the period of two administrations, two
Secretaries of Defense, two Secretaries
of the Navy, and two Chiefs of Naval
Operations, besides the military officers
in the Navy.

"BEST AND FINALn OFFERS

As I have mentioned, negotiations on
the DD-963 program were completed by
a request for a "best and final" offer
from both final competitors. The basis
for this request is the Armed Services
Procurement RegUlations, which re
quires a formal close to the negotiation.
The Comptroller General has frequently
ruled on this question and has stated
that offerors should be adVised, first, that
negotiations are being conducted; sec
ond, that offerors are being asked for
their "best and final" offer, not merely
to confirm or reconfirm prior offers;
and, finally, third, that any revision must
be submitted by the date specified.

As recently as July 2, 1970, the Comp
troller reiterated his position. In the case
of NASA's proposed award to General
Electric, he recommended that Fairchild
protest be sustained. The full text of his
opinion appears in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD for July 9, 1970, pages 23477
23479.

In short, not only was there no ir
regularity in the request for the "best
and final" offer from the final competi
tors, but the fact is that the award would
have been subject to a successful protest
under the rulings of the Comptroller
General if this procedure had not been
followed.

"RESET" PROVISION

Some question has been raised with
the contract pricing "reset" provision
that was established during the final ne
gotiations for this contract. There is no
merit in this. The "reset" provision is an
accepted and standard part of the fixed
price incentive-successive target type
of contract which is provided for and
fully explained in the Armed Services
Procurement Regulations.

There is nothing unique in this so
called "reset" provision and use of it is
not limited to the DD-963. It has been
used on many other programs, and both
by the present and preceding adminis
trations. These include the Army's one
and one-quarter ton truck program; the
Army's Vulcan weapon system-antiair
craft gun; the Navy's A-7D/E attack air
craft; the Navy's Phoenix air-to-air
weapons control system; the contract
for Pratt and Whitney engines for the
Navy's F-14 and the Air Force's F-15
aircraft; the Navy's general purpose
amphibious assault ship-LHA; the Air
Force's F-15 aircraft; and the Air
Force's airborne warning and control
system-AWACS.

In the DD-963 contract the "reset" of
target price will occur in the 39th month
of the contract. At this point tb,e con
tractor must submit to the Navy either
a proposal for a -fIrm target price or a
finn fixed price for the 30-ship program.
In no event-and I stress this point-can
the contractor's proposed prices exceed
the ceiling price as now established un
der the contract. Further, in negotiating
the "reset" price the contractor Is moti
vated to control the established target
cost and get below it if possible since he
will share, through increased profits, a
percentage of the proposed costs below
the established costs.

The contract also provides some protec
tion to the contractor for unanticipated
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costs which cause an increase above the
established target costs. However, the
contractor's profit is narrowed as the
costs approach ceiling, and when they
reach ceiling there is zero profit.

In this issue of "reset" target prices,
and increases and decreases in profits
based on cost presentation, it should be
realized that the same contract was of
fered to both of the final competitors
after an analysis of their third proposals
indicated excessive contingencies in sig
nificant cost areas. Both competitors had
the opportunity to change, and did
change, their proposals when the "best
and final" offer was requested. I have
looked at the final figures of both com
petitors, Mr. President, and it is clear
that both contractors reduced their tar
get costs and profits, and also their pro
posed ceiling price. Ingall's ceiling price,
as well as its target price, was substan
tially below its competitor's prices. Since
the ceiling price cannot be exceeded un
der the "reset" provision, neither com
petitor could benefit from a large cost
overrun on the program.

The contract in this case is in no way
similar to the contract involved in the
C-5A procurement. There is no so-called
golden handshake in this contract, and
there is no manner by which the con
tractor can increase his profits except
by a reduction in the established target
cost which will, of course, also save the
Government money. In addition, this is
a fixed price incentive-successive target
contract and is not to be confused with
the total package procurement concept.
utilized in the case of the C-5A.

Mr. President, I refer to the C-5A con
tract. I frankly stated here on the floor
of the Senate that I thought it was a
bad contract. for the contractor and for
the Air Force. We had very substantial
consideration of that contract in our
committee and here on the floor, and the
Senate has acted on it. I wanted to make
that clear because of some who had re
ferred to this as similar to the C-5A,
when in fact, on analysis, it is not simi
lar, but is dissimilar in major particu
lars.

ALLEGED IIBUY_IN"

There have been allegations that Lit
ton made a "buy-in" on its "best and
final" offer on the DD-963 program.
There is no merit to this whatsoever and
no evidence to support it.

Invariably in any procurement the
bidder, in developing his own estimate,
will include contingencies for unknown
factors in his quotation, depending on
the type of contract arrangement con
templated. The decision to change the
type of pricing arrangement in request
ing the "best and final" offer was in rec
ognition of the contingencies in BaL.'J. and
Litton's third propOsal, as indicated by
the detailed technical and audit analyses
which the Navy had conducted.

These contingencies existed primarily
in the area of major subcontracting
wherein there was a lack of firmness in
the subcontract quotations which re
sulted in pricing data being based on
bUdgeting estimates rather than on flrm
quotes or on quotes containing a signif
icantamount of unsupportable costs. It
was expected that there would be sub
stantial reductions in the responses to

the request for the "best and final" offers
which were based upon a high share of
initial risk being accepted by the Navy
and a postponement of the establish
ment of firm pricing arrangements until
after resolution of the major uncertain
ties which created the need for the con
tingencies in the prices.

I will go into some detail to explain the
reason for the substantial reduction in
Litton's proposal in the "best and final"
offer as compared with the third pro
posal. But before I do, let me point out
again that Litton's "best and final" offer
was more than $8 million lower than that
of Bath. This represents a savings to the
Govermnent on the SO-ship program of
about a quarter of a billion dollars.

The difference in prices between the
Bath and Litton final offers are readily
explainable by differences in the labor
rates, overhead rates, general adminis
trative costs and profit rates,. each of
which was audited and found valid. Any
attemp,t at a "buy-in" in the Litton "best
and final" offer would have required un
reasonable manipulation of labor man
hours and/or material cost estimates
which would have been readily identified
in the course of the analyses.

Now let me explain to you the basis for
reduction in Litton's price from the third
to the fourth proposal. The reduction in
the target price amounted to $12.2 mil
lion per ship. Of this reduction, $2:4 mil
lion was in target profit and $9.8 million
was in target cost. The new target proflt
represents an 8.8 percent profit which is
a reasonably good rate in comparison
with that achieved in the shipbUilding
industry.

The major reduction in the target cost
estimates category was in net material
adjusted for overhead-and amounted to
$8.4 million per ship. In their February
2 proposal, Litton had given an estimate
that $49.9 million per ship would be re
quired for material. In their "best and
final" offer submitted on March 26, 1970,
the direct matelial estimate was $41.5
million per ship.

No audit of that reduction was per
formed at the time-although it has been
since-since it was in the area of mate
rial costs that the Navy felt that most of
the contingencies in the February 2, 1970,
offer existed. In their audit of the Febru
ary 2 proposal, the Defense Contract
Audit Agency indicated that a material
figure of $40.5 million per ship could be
justified and that the difference between
that figure and the $49.9 million per ship
inclUded in the price offer was unsupport
able. This, and the fact that a similar
situation existed in the Bath offer, was
one of the primary reasons why the Navy
chose to request the "best and final" offer
on the basis of a successive target con
tract. Thus, when Litton's reduction to
$41.5 million per ship for material was
received in the "best and final" offer, it
was in reasonably close agreement with
the recommendation of the Defense Con
tract Audit Agency.

Mr. President, these are facts in detail,
but they are very significant. I was de
termined that all the facts be brought
here to have bearing on any challenge
that might be made since this amend
ment was offered.

In any event, the Defense Contract

Audit Agency has now conducted an
audit of the material content of Litton's
best and final offer. The amounts of
the reduction in the material costs of
fered by Litton has been found to be rea
sonable by this audit as has also the
rationale for the reductions in other
categories.

This is a situation which is tinged with
some irony. The Navy had expected a
reduction in the costs on the best and
final offer and this is what it got. By
this reduction the Government is going
to save about a quarter of a billion dol
lars. However, based on this savings, we
see an effort here in the Senate to take
half the contract away from Litton and
give it to a competitor whose quoted cost
per ship was more than $8 million higher.

I make nothing but favorable refer
ences to that competitor. They are rep
utable and reliable people, with know
how. Their design was good and passed
the qualifications. But this was a point
of two competitors pitted against each
other and the Government trying to get
the most fo~' its money in ships. And
that is exactly what happened. The Gov
ermnent got a better bid from one of
them.

If we truly want to save money, we
will not disturb this contract award and
impair the obligation of this contract.
If we do disturb it, then we will be faced
with the proposition that the Navy will
either have to reduce the ship construc
tion program or we shall have to au
thorize and appropriate additional
amounts for it.
CAPABILITY OF INGALLS FACILITY TO HANDLE

THE AWARD

Another question raised with respect
to this award relates to the merits of
awarding a major contract to a company
with a large new ship construction back
log and a new and untested facility with
no experience in handling this backlog.

The matters of the adequacy of the
contractors' facilities to handle the
award were treated in two separate cate
gories of the source selection. In the man
agement plans for the development and
production category, the processes to be
used by the contractors in achieving their
ship product were evaluated. This evalu
ation treated the adequacy of their plan
for managing and supporting their work
effort, for conducting their detailed en
gineering, for the procurement of mate
rials, for the production of the ship. and
finally for the test and evaluation by
which they would demonstrate that the
ship actually met all performance re
quirements. Both contractors were
judged to be satisfactory in this area, but
Litton was superior by about 10 percent.

In the category of corporate qualifi
cations, the Source Selection Advisory
Council examined the degree to which
the contractors' past performance and
the resources available to them provided
confidence in their ability to carry out
successfully what they had proposed to
do. Included in this category was the
technical competence of the contractors'
organization, and manpower resources
and capabilities, and the financial re
sources required to perform the contract.
In this category also both contractors
were judged to be satisfactory, but In-
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galls held the advantage in all factors
considered, especially in the financial
resources for performance of the con
tract.

In short, during the selection process
the detailed management plans, produc
tion plans, schedules and man loading
charts of both competitors were thor
oughly examined and deemed feasible
of accomplishment. Although a sizable
backlog is shown for the Ingalls facility,
it does not differentiate between work to
be accomplished at Pascagoula and that
which is subcontracted. In the case of
the DD-963, it is estimated that approx
imately 60 percent of the dollars involved
in the contract will be spent outside of
the Pascagoula area and distributed over
about 45 States. As a matter of fact, I
understand that the pacing factor in the
delivery of the ships will be the capability
of the subcontractors to provide the com
ponents needed rather than by Ingalls'
own capability and the backlog at this
plant.

When we address the capability of In
galls to handle this award, we should be
aware of its outstanding record for qual
ity ship construction over a period of
many years. Since 1958 Ingalls has de
livered or received contracts for 66 Navy
ships with a total contract value of $3.96
billion. Since 1959 it had delivered or
received contracts for 43 commercial
ships with a contract value of $592 mil
lion. This record itself inspires confi
dence. I have tables showing the details
of Ingalls' commercial and Navy ship
construction program.

With respect to the newness of the
Ingalls facility, let me point out that it
has been under construction for 2 years
and is scheduled for completion later
this year. Production has already been
started on eight commercial ships at
this facility. In fact, the commercial
shipping lines had sufficient confidence
in this new yard to award contracts
amounting to over $170 million before
the yard is completed. This "new and
untested" facility will not constitute an
abnormal production risk. Certainly, it
will not be as great a risk than would
be the planned facility of the other
finalist-Bath Iron Works-which is not
even yet under construction.

ENTIRE AWARD TO ONE CONTRACTOR

Another and somewhat related issue
raises a strawman-the dangers of con
tracting such a large portion of our new
shipbuilding programs to one corporate
entity, particularly in view of the prob
lems now faced in the C-5A case.

The DD-963 program is distinguishable
from other large programs which have
been the subject of ~riticism because it
is a development program based pri
marily on known engineering state-of
the-art and is not dependent on a large
scale research effort. This is why no
prototype is required or justified in this
case. The risks associated with produc
tion based on state-of-the-art engineer
ing effort are considered minimal. Prob
lems that have occurred on prior ship
programs from the contractor's inter
pretation and implementation of Navy
developed specifications will be avoided
on the DD-963 program because the
ship's specifications and design and the

program plans required to produce these
ships were developed in great detail by
the contractor. Under previous programs
the Navy developed specifications and
they had to be interpreted and imple
mented by the builder. Problems arising
from the alleged impossibility of achiev
ing Navy specifications will be avoided
in this program.

Finally, the contract performance risk
in terms of schedule, technical perform
ance, and cost control has also been
minimized by an extensive definition of
the management plans which form a
part of the contract. These management
plans provide an excellent means for the
contractor to control his efforts and for
tlle Government to detect problems as
they are developing so that prompt and
effective corrective action can be taken.

MULTIYEAR CONTRACT AND CANCELLATION

CHARGES

Another issue concerns the use of the
multiyear contract and the suggestion
that this type of procurement would re
quire that the Congress pay tremendous
cancellation charges should it decide in
future years to discontinue the pro
g-rams. The implication is also made, Mr.
President, that this concept transfers
control for all practical purposes out of
the hands of the Congress and Virtually
precludes an effective review on an an
nual basis. Neither of these suggestions
are factually accurate or justified.

The Navy believes that the most eco
nomical approach to acquisition of the
number of identical ships is through a
multiyear contract. This type of contract
provides the advantages of economic pro
curement of material and efficient utiliza
tion of facilities and manpower.

The shipbuilding industry in its own
privately financed stUdy concluded that
multiyear procurement of standardized
ships was necessary for industry vitality.
The Maritime Administration has also
concluded that the multiyear approach
was most economical.

In essence, Mr. President, the multi
year procurement is certainly most ap
propriate where there are a number of
ships which are to be funded in incre
ments over a period of years. Congress
continues to control the expenditures
through the authorization and appro
priation process. Each multiyear incre
ment is subject to review in the con
sideration of the budget. '.rhe Congress
retains the power to cancel authorization
of the program in any year. In the event
the Congress decides to discontinue the
program a normal cancellation clause in
the contract affords protection to the
Government and to the contractor.

Since the contract is based on a level
unit price over a period of years, the
contractor is given limited protection for
reasonable preproduction and other non
recurring costs that should be amortized
over the entire program. In a similar
manner the Government reserves maxi
mum contractual limitations on cancella
tion payments subject to negotiations
and consideration for the effort per
formed prior to cancellation.

Mr. President, the alleged "tremen
dous" cancellation charges imputed to
this pregram simply do not exist. Under
the multiyear type Pl'ocurement no more

is paid in the event of cancellation than
would be paid if the ships had been
bought on an individual basis. The Navy
estimates that if the contract for 30 ships
was stopped after the first 16 ships were
authorized and maximum cancellation
costs are paid, the average cost of the
first 16 ships, inclUding these cancella
tion costs, would be lower than the cost
of 16 ships bought under an annual pro
curement plan. These maximum con
tractual cancellation costs amount to
$279 million if the program is stopped
after 16 ships. I think it is clear and is
recognized by all knowledgeable persons
that in the case of the construction of a
number of standard and identical ships
multiyear contracting is the most efficient
and economical manner in which to
proceed.

IMPACT OF AWARD ON FUTURE COMPETITION

It has also been asserted that there
would be a dangerous impact on future
competition from the award of the
Navy'S entire destroyer program for the
1970's to a shipbuilding company that
has just constructed a new facility. It
is asserted that this award would enable
this shipyard to drive out proven de
stroyer building capability and would
adversely affect our mobilization base
and result in higher costs in the long
run.

This ignores the facts. The Navy's en
tire destroyer program for the 1970's as
reported in their quarterly reports to the
Armed Services Committee is an inven
tory requirement of 50 new ships and,
therefore, this contract for 30 ships does
not necessarily represent the Navy's en
tire destroyer program for the 1970's.
Fifty ships are considered by the Navy
to be its minimum requirement to re
place the aging World War II destroyers,
although requests for approval of addi
tional destroyer procurement are not
contemplated until the DD-963 program
is well underway.

It is my understanding that there are
at least five qualified private shipyards,
inclUding the Bath facility, which can
be competitive in any follow-on de
stroyer procurement. Any of these ship
yards certainly have the option to mod
ernize and improve their competitive
position for future destroyer programs
by participating in other shipbuilding
programs that will be forthcoming. The
recently announced Maritime Adminis
tration 10-year program to build 300
new American-flag cargo ships is, of
course, a prime example of potential fU
ture programs. To penalize a shipyard
which has already modernized its facil
ity by denying it a contract on the basis
that such modernization would give it
a competitive advantage which would
prevent further modernization of indus
try could in reality be a deterrent
against modernization.

INDUSTRIAL ESPIONAGE

Another issue that I want to discuss is
the allegation that there were leaks of
vital information, including prices, dur
ing the DD-963 procurement. I have in
quired into this matter since I am also
concerned about a matter of this nature
in any competitive procurement. The
Navy Investigative Service advises me
that it is continuing its investigation into
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information provided to the Navy on
April 15, 1970, by Bath shipyard officials
of specific pricing information they had
received from an unidentified source. I
am told that no evidence of any leakage
of information from Navy personnel has
been uncovered.

The Navy states that as far as theY
can now determine the information that
the Bath shipyard price was more than
$8 million higher per ship than Litton
became available after the "best and
final" offers were submitted by the con
tractors on March 26, 1970. The Navy
conducted no negotiations with respect
to prices with either Bath or Litton after
that date. I will continue to follow this
and advise the Senate further of any
significant disclosures that may be found
since I view this as a very serious matter.

However, the fact that Litton's bid
was so much lower than Bath's on the
"best and final" offer-about $8 million
per ship-would seem to rule out any
so-called industrial espionage in this
case. Certainly, if Litton had actually
known the amount of Bath's offer before
it submitted its bid, it would be only
reasonable it would have bid moderately
lower than Bath. As it is, the difference
of $8 million a ship means that Litton
has left about a quarter of a billion dol
lars on the table.

BLUE RIBBON PANEL STAFF STUDY

In previous discussion on the floor of
the Senate reference has been made to a
blue ribbon defense panel staff study
on Navy ship procurement which gen
erally recommends a distribution of ma
jor shiP construction of a series of ships
to two or more yards. I do not intend to
discuss this staff study in any detail, but
do want to make a few comments with
respect to it.

The first and most obvious observa
tion with respect to this question is that
the staff report is not part of the Blue
Ribbon Defense Panel report. As a mat
ter of fact, the report of the Blue Rib
bon Defense Panel contains an express
disclaimer with respect to such staff
studies and reports. The Blue Ribbon
Defense Panel report contains this
statement:

Selected staff reports have been Identified
as Appendices to this Report. The Panel's
recommendations are In no case based ex
clusively on these staff reports, as Its studies
were broader and more extensive than the
staff report alone. Some of the appended staff
reports contain detalled facts and evalua
tions bearing on specific recommendations
of the Panel. whlle others address SUbjects,
draw conclusions and suggest changes In
areas Which the Panel as a whole did not
choose to address. In some such instances,
there was a question as to whether the
studies covered all of the particular subject
or subjects sufficiently to enable the Panel
confidently to make a recommendation.

In a letter dated August 4, 1970, the
Honorable J. Fred Buzhardt, then staff
assistant to the Chairman of the Blue
Ribbon Defense Panel, and now General
Counsel of the Department of Defense,
said with reference to the staff study on
Navy ship procurement:

This staff stUdy does not, of course, con
stitute a part of the report of the Blue Rib
bon Defense Panel, and the findings and
recommendations Included In this staff

report were not adopted by the Panel except
to the extent they appear in the Panel's re
port.

I want to make one or two observa
tions about the staff report itself. At one
point it asserts that concentration of
work in a few yards will reduce competi
tion and offset the advantages of series
production. This statement apparently
was made prior to completion of the
competition in the DD-963 program be
cause the final competition in this case
resulted in a reduction in price of about
$270 million.

Continuing, the staff report asserts:
This Is particularly' true since high pro

duction rates of complex ships (six or more
a year) Is not probable. Again this state
ment was apparently written before the com
pletion of the competition In the DD-963
program since the contract dellvery schedUle
for these destroyers calls for delivery of up
to 11 shIps In a single year, or abo,lIt one per
month.

Another statement in the staff report
was:

In the case of the DX (DD-963) the Navy
oould by now have a prototype ship, vIrtu
ally ready to sail and less money would have
been spent than has by now been spent for
paper only.

The staff report stated that:
In excess of $100 million has already been

spent on the program for the pap,er pre
limInarIes.

This is inaccurate. The records do not
show any amount such as this as having
been spent on the program prior to the
contract award. The records show that
the cost of the "paper studies" for this
program for all contractors was only $36
million. Funding documents as of De
cember 31, 1969, showed only about $30
million expended for the program.
Neither of these amounts would be
enough to construct a prototype of the
DD-963 under any circumstances. The
staff possibly thought that, because the
Congress had appropriated funds for the
DD-963, it was being expended by the
Navy for paper studies. I am unable to
find any justification for the assertion
that $100 million has been spent on such
paper studies.
COST INCREASES IF TWO DIFFERENT SHIPBUILDING

FACILITIES ARE REQUIRED

Mr. President, I do not intend at this
time to discuss in detail the question of
the increased cost to the ])])-963 pro
gram which would result if the Muskie
amendment is adopted. However, since it
is obvious that there has been some con
fusion about this question, I do want to
say a few words with reference to it.

On May 18, 1970, the Navy, in a mem
orandum classified "confidential," did
inform me that, if it was required that
tIllS ship be built at "two different U.S.
shipbuilding facilities," the cost would be
increased "up to $225 million if as many
as 10 ships should be built in a second
shipyard under a subcontract to the se
lected prime contractor." This memo
randum was properly classified because
the award had not been made at that
time. With the selection of the winning
offeror and the signing of the contract,
details of cost information which were
classified during contract negotiations

became unclassified, and subsequent
memoranda on this subject reflected tIllS.

It is important for us to remember
that the May 18 memorandum was
directed to the amendment by Repre
sentative WYMAN, Republican, of New
Hampshire, which permitted a subcon
tract by the winning contractor, and
that the memorandum assumed that only
one design would be used and that pro
curement would be centralized in the
prime contractor.

Mr. President, the reason, and the only
reason, that I called for information
about some kind of an estimate for the
possible added cost to the Government
of the two shipyard proposals was be
cause there was an amendment in the
bill we were considering at the time and
we needed this information as part of
the record for the consideration of the
committee on the question of whether
they would include that amendment in
the Senate bill.

I say that is the only reason that I
had any knOWledge of it. And it was
used, of course, for that purpose, and for
that purpose alone.

Subsequently, the Navy spokesman
said that if the contract was split evenly
between two yards, that is, 15 ships each,
the increased cost could be as high as
$600 million. It is important to note that
this $600 million was based in part on
learning curve information obtained
from both finalists at the Navy's request
in conjunction with the Navy's assess
ment of the impact of a split procure
ment.

On July 27, 1970, in an unclassified
memorandum to me, the Navy stated
that the cost increase associated with
the proposed amendment by Senator
MUSKIE could not be determined accu
rately until after the negotiations which
would implement it; but that the costs
involved would be substantial-"some
where between $225 million and $685 mil
lion for the 30-ship program."

It should be noted that the Muskie
amendment is substantially different
from the Wyman amendment because it
calls for "contracts for the construction
of such destroyers with two domestic
shipbuilders," and also requires that the
"total number of such destroyers to be
constructed" be diVided SUbstantially
equally between such shipbuilders.

I am going to discuss the Muskie
amendment in some detail later and that
discussion will include an explanation of
the cost increase which will be involved
in splitting the program as contemplat€d
by the Senator's amendment. It is my
purpose at this time simply to point out
why the May 18 memorandum was "con
fidential" while the later information was
not, and also to point out that the cost
impact under the Wyman amendment
would be substantially different from the
cost impact under the Muskie amend
ment. I do not have to tell you that it
is dangerous for us to attempt to com
pare apples with oranges.

CONCLUSION

Mr. President, since I am always con
cerned whenever questions are raised
about the propriety of procurement
awards of weapon systems, I hope that I
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have been of some assistance to the Sen
ate today in clarifying the issues and giv
ing the facts on the contract award for
theDD-963.

As I have said, Mr. President, it is not
my purpose at this time to specifically
rebut the amendment proposed by the
Senator from Maine. However, I must
comment that not only is his amendment
without merit, it would-if adopted-set
a precedent which would be very danger
ous. As a matter of fact, if we follow the
procedure recommended by the amend
ment the end result would be to make a
farce of and undermine the integrity of
the competitive precesses laid down for
source selection and awards of this type
of contract.

All of us who have any industries
located in our States that do business
with the Government should pause and
consider very carefully what the result
will be if we establish the precedent of
legislating contract awards on the floor of
the Senate, because this will simply mean
that any contractor who is successful in
obtaining a Government contract because
his bid is lowest and best could have all
or part of the contract taken away from
him by legislative action by the Con
gress. This would, in essence, make the
Congress the final and supreme contract
ing agency and I am sure that no one
desires this.

Ingalls Shipbuilding was selected as the
winner of this contract after careful ex
amination of both proposals by a source
selection board of highly trained and
qualified people. There is no question
that Ingalls had the superior design. No
issue has been raised with respect to
this. There is also no issue about the fact
that Ingalls had the lowest bid. As a
matter of fact, as I have mentioned
several times, it was lower than Bath's
by about $8 million per ship-or over a
quarter of a billion dollars on the 30
ship program.

There is no question whatsoever that
both the law and the Armed Service
Procurement Regulations were followed
scrupulously in connection with this
award. No question whatsoever has been
raised about this.

I shall reserve detailed discussion of
the Muskie amendment until later, but I
must warn now that its adoption would
establish a very bad precedent which
would plague us for years to come. It
would be very dangerous for the Con
gress to repudiate a contract made and
entered into in good faith with the low
est and best bidder after 3 years of work
ing and planning. The substitution of a
majority of the Congress for the source
selection process would have very serious
repercussions in defense procurement
for many years to come.

It is a healthy thing for any Member
of Congress to pursue in detail the very
fine quality of work done by a Govern
ment agency, and to pursue in detail the
high quality of work done especially by
the Navy, which has an abundance of
some of the finest talent in the country
with long years of experience in ship
contracts, ship supervision, construction
of ships and, of course, navigation and
all the requirements of all special kinds
of ships they have and that they must

have. I have pursued this matter vigor
ously.

I have come into contact with some
of the finest talent I have ever known. I
already knew they were doing a good
job. They know their lessons well when
they come to Capit<Jl Hill. They have
many men. All these negotiations with
respect to contracts are so that they can
get the most for their money; they need
more ships for their money. They have
been relegated to a low priority for the
military dollar. The demand has been so
great for missiles, highly expensive
planes, and many other things that the
destroyer program has waited and
waited, and now it is far behind the
times.

This contract needs to move forward,
but of all those people I have come in
contact with, one of the finest is the
gentleman who was the Chief of Naval
Operations during all these negotiations,
Admiral Moorer. Chief of Naval Opera
tions is the highest office in the Navy.
He recently completed 4 or 6 years as
Chief of Naval Operations and was
selected by President Nixon to be his
principal military adviser. He was nomi
nated to be Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff and was unanimously aP
proved by the committee and unani
mously approved by the Senate. He is
now serving in the highest military posi
tion in our Government.

If there are any flies in the contract,
he would know about it, and he would
not have allowed it for one single min
ute. I am not putting him on the spot.
I am speaking of the outstanding work
and faith he inspired in the Navy-and
I do not make any exceptions-and in
those who have come into contact with
him. It is the Navy that has done these
things.

Fin,ally Secretary Chafee has been
doing a fine job there, as has Mr. Pack
ard, the Deputy Secretary of Defense.

This contract does not have to lean
on them or be propped up. But at the
same time they are part of the negotia
tions and the hard decisions, and there
were many hard decisions to make. They
were part of the decisions with respect
to what was best for the Navy and what
would get the most ships for the taxpay
ers' dollar. For that reason I defer to
them.

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

Mr. STENNIS. I am glad to yield to
the distinguished Senator from Alabama.

Mr. SPARKMAJ.'T. Mr. President, I have
enjoyed listening to the Senator's pres
entation. The Senator mentioned Ad
miral Moorer. We all know the splendid
job he did as Chief of Naval Operations
and we are confident of the good job he
is going to do as Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff.

About 3 or 4 days ago he was inter
viewed by a reporter for the Birmingham
News. I read the article and his inter
view was one of the most forceful and
refreshing articles I have read on mili
tary policy in general and on the rela
tionship between South Vietnam, and
military participation in our defense pro
gram.

I have been very much impressed with

what the Senator said here, and the fact
that this contract went through regular
channels that Congress over the years
has provided for the letting of contracts.

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator is correct.
Mr. SPARKMAN. In addition, it re

ceived the careful scrutiny of people who
are experts in that line. It was respon
sive to our requirement in competitive
bidding with respect to the lowest bid of
a qualified bidder who meets all require
ments and that requirement was fol
lowed in this case.

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator is correct.
Mr. SPARKMAN. There is no ques

tion about the qualification of this com
pany to do the work, is there?

Mr. STENNIS. There is no question
about that. The Senator is correct.

Mr. SPARKMAN. They have been
building ships for a long, long time down
there.

Mr. STENNIS. Yes.
Mr, SPARKMAN. Formerly it was the

Ingall Shipbuilding Corp. I knew the In
gall family and I still know some of
them. They are from Birmingham and
they are still involved in the operation.
I know how heavily we have depended on
the shipbuilding facility over the years.

There is one other thing I was 1m
pressed with by what the Senator said
and that is the fact that we have been
waiting a long time to get this destroyer
program going.

A matter that disturbs me, and I have
discussed this privately with the Sena
tor at other times, has been the appar
ent loss in ship strength, C<Jmparatively
speaking, over the past few years. I have
seen some other reports that have been
printed that to me are distressing. The
Navy is still one of our great defensive
forces, and I think we need to check more
carefully on our maintaining its level of
strength, even in peacetime.

We cannot wait until we are in trouble
and then get our Navy. Can we?

Mr. STENNIS. It takes years of previ
ous preparation and building.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Does the Senator
know of any previous contract in which
it was required that tl'lere be a split be
tween different shipyards?

Mr. STENNIS. Will the Senator repeat
that question?

Mr. SPARKMAN. Has there been any
precedent for a proposal such as this,
after it has gone through all the chan
nels, to split it up?

Mr. STENNIS. No.
Mr. SPARKMAN, Regardless of great

additional expense?
Mr. STENNIS. No.
Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, for

my part I want to thank the Senator for
the great exposition he has given us.

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator
from Alabama. I appreciate his interest
and support. I was merely trying to bring
out the facts in this rather long and
somewhat complicated set of procedures.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I think the Senator
from Mississippi has done that admir
ably, and I hope all Senators will read his
presentation.

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator. I
hope it will largely get to them, because
the Senate will vote on this matter next
Tuesday.
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Mr. President, let me add that since

the war has been in progress, this mat
ter has been gone through by the Gen
eral Accounting Office. In its fine way
that office has gotten into the basis for
the bids and the differentials and the
prices of the two ship contractors. It went
back into the materiel on all those items,
and it found no complaint. The General
Accounting Office made no complaint on
that score. There was, in elIect, no "buy
in," as that term is used, and I shall
go into that in more detail before the
debate is over.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I thank the Sena
tor. I am in accord with his reference to
the excellent Job the General Accounting
Office does. Also, we should keep in mind
that the General Accounting Office is an
arm of the Congress of the United States.

Mr. STENNIS. I certainly share the
Senator's view. I knew Mr. EImer staats
before he became Comptroller General.
His record was splendid, and his per
,formance since then has been outstand
ing. So we have the General Accounting
Office, and we will take that matter up.
It recognizes the question that if the
award was made for multiple ships, there
was a question of not dividing it up be
tween additional sources, but it was de
termined that it was a matter of a judg
ment to be made. The judgment has al
ready been made, and the Navy made
it, as to which was the best course to
follow. The contract was accepted.
They all had their day in court. The low
bidder got the contract. That is just
about the story, and a brief way to put
it.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I think the Senator
has put it well.

Mr. STENNIS. We will go into this
matter more in detail later. I thank the
Senator again.

00-963 AMENDMENT BY SENATOR MUSKIE

Mr. President, I strongly oppose the
amendment offered by the distinguished
Senator from Maine (Mr. MUSKIE) . This
amendment would prohibit the expendi
tures of funds for the procurement of
DD-963 class destroyers unless separate
contracts for the construction of such
destroyers are entered into with two do
mestic shipbuilders and the total of such
destroyers to be constructed is divided
substantially equally between such ship
bUilders.

That was the very question before the
Navy during all those years of decision.
The Navy decided to go the other route.
That was the question before Congress.
We knew all about this all through the
years, and it came into sharp issue a
short time ago on the military procure
ment bill. An amendment providing cer
tain requirements passed the House, did
not pass the Senat.e, but came right on
the conference table and was considered
by the joint conferees. The amendment
did not survive. The conference accepted
what the Navy had in progress, to go all
the way with the successful bidder. The
money was then appropriated for that
purpose. So we have here what I have
already referred to.

You already know that, in accord
ance with the Navy's plan which has
existed for 3 years, and as a result of
industry competition, a contract for 30
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of the DD-963 destroyers has been
awarded to Litton Systems, Inc., Ingalls
Shipbuilding Division. I suggest to you
that it is very late in the game-as a
matter of fact, after the game is over
to change the rules and require that the
contract be torn up and that new pro
ceedings be started. I am confident that
the Senate will not approve this amend
ment if it understands exactly what is
involved and what the impact of the
amendment would be.

However, before I discuss specifically
the impact of this amendment on the
Navy's shipbuilding program, I would
like to discuss the history which resulted
in the award to IngallS. The Navy spent
more than 3 years in planning for the
DD-963 destroyer program. It considered
all approaches to the best procurement
methods. The industry competition on
this program was started in 1967-over
2 years before the contract award. The
ground rules for the competition were
published to industry by the release of
the request for proposal on February 15,
1968. Among these ground rules were that
the development and production con
tract would be awarded to a single suc
cessful contract definition contractor.
These ground rules made it clear that a
substantial multiyear buy was planned.
There were no changes in these ground
rules at any time during the industry
competitive contract definition which be
gan with the release of the request for
proposal on February 15, 1968, and ter
minated with the award of the contract
on June 23, 1970.

In other words, Mr. President, it was
known from the beginning that it was
contemplated that the award would be
made to a single successful contract defi
nition contractor. This was the recom
mendation of the Navy. It was approved
by the Secretary of Defense, the Bureau
of the Budget, and the President. Con
gress acquiesced in it for 2 years. The
shipbuilding industry raised no objection
to it. Then after the award has been
made to Ingalls, the Senator from Maine
proposes an amendment which is appar
ently designed to give Bath Iron Works,
Inc., of Maine another opportlmity to
get a portion of this award.

Let me say here, Mr. President, that
the two final contractors-that is, Ingalls
Shipbuilding Division and Bath Iron
Works--were given equal opportunity in
all competition and negotiations for this
program award. The competitors are not,
to my knowledge, raising any question
with respect to the fairness of treatment
in this competition. There is no question
but that Ingalls had both the superior
technical design and the lowest costs in
its proposal. In fact, Ingalls proposal
was more than $8 million per ship lower
than that of Bath Iron Works. These
are facts which are not questioned by
anyone.

I reemphasize that this contract was
awarded after 2 years of very intensive
competition. Are we in Congress now to
reopen this issue and decide how and to
whom the contract should be awarded
and divided? Why was not this done 2
years ago? Why is this question being
raised only with respect to the DD-963
program? It just does not make sense

for the Congress to sit back for 2 years
and let the Navy go through the proper
and prescribed procurement processes,
make the award on the basis of the best
and lowest bid, and then have the Sen
ator from the State representing the
losing finalist introduce an amendment
to negate all this effort and impa:ir the
obligation of the contract entered into
by the Government with a private ship
builder.

Are we going to establish a prceedent
for every losing contractor to try to
reverse the action of the source selection
authority on the Senate fioor with an
amendment to the authorization bill?
Mr. President, if this precedent is estab
lished by the adoption of the Senator's
amendment, then the Senate should be
prepared to assume the responsibility for
awarding contracts in all major Govern
ment procurements.

Mr. President, I will now say a few
words about the impact of this amend
ment on the Navy shipbuilding program
and on the economy of our Government.

The DD-963 program was, by design, a
major departure from past ship pro
curement programs in recognition of the
rising cost of ships and as a specific effort
to minimize ship-operating costs. Con
tinuing stUdies over the years have estab
lished that significant savings could be
realized by designing the destroyers for
low production cost, building the ships
in large production lots, and perfecting
the design for ease of production at the
designer'S shipyard.

In arriving at this conclusion, the Navy
studied our domestic shipbuilding opera
tions, foreign operations-both in Europe
and in Japan-and the procurement
practices which encourage improved ef
ficency. As I say, the Navy has concluded
that the use of stable programs, using
the techniques of series production of
standardized ships, modularized con
struction, and other available methods of
production control, significant savings
can be made. The same conclusions have
been reached by independent studies
sponsored by the shipbuilding industry,
the academic community at Webb Insti
tute of Naval Architecture, and by the
Maritime Administration in their plan
ning for the rebuilding of the U.S. mer
chant fieet.

The actual savings will vary depend
ing on the size of the program and the
type and complexity of the ships being
built. For the DD-963 program, the con
tract costs for the production of 30 ships
of this class are about 15 percent less
than could have been realized using mul
tiple shipyards as builders and annual
lot procurement techniques which we
used until recently for the acquisition of
most Navy ships.

All of these factors, including the basic
ground-rule that production responsibil
ity would be limited to a single contractor,
were fully considered in the industry
competition for this program. They were
all well known to the shipbuilders who
competed, specifically including Bath
Iron Works. Based on an in-depth anal
ysis of contractors' proposals received on
this program, under the consideration
which I haved mentioned, the Navy esti
mates that each DD-963 destroyer pur-
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chased under an "all in one builder" pro
gram would cost between $8 million to
$20 million less than the cost of acquir
ing the same destroyer in a split buy of
the program, depending on the manner
of the program split.

I think the results of the competition
and the money savings resulting from
the award in this case clearly vindicate
the Navy's wisdom in going to series
construction and "all in one builder"
program.

Now let us look at the impact of the
Muskie amendment on the Government's
position with respect to this program.
As I stated, the Muskie amendment
would require that the Navy enter into
two separate contracts. Use of a single
design would be highly desirable to the
Navy in view of the major reductions in
training and logistics support which
would result. However, to use the single
design, it would be necessary to delay pro
curement of ships from a second source
until a bid package is available from Lit
ton. This would involve a 2-year delay
in contract awards for the second 15
ships. With respect to standardization,
it is probable that the use of a second
source would result in some loss of
standardization, even with tight control
and supervision.

In addition, the Senator's amendment
would increase the cost of the program
substantially. The Navy estimates that
any significant split of the DD-963 pro
gram would increase costs anywhere
from $225 million to $685 million, de
pending on the number of ships in
volved, the method of contracting, and
other factors. If, for example, the Navy
was required to award contracts to two
builders-and this seems to be required
by the Muskie amendment-the estimate
is that the cost increase for the com
plete 3D-ship program would be about
$600 million. If two different ships are
required the cost increase is estimated
at about $685 million.

Both the Department of Defense and
the Navy is opposed to split of the pro
gram because of the substantial increased
costs that would result. The "one build
er" approach being used for the DD-963
program will provide the Navy with de
stroyers at the least cost to the Gov
ernment. I think we all agree that this
is an important issue.

The Navy has been falling behind
year after year in keeping up with its
requirements for new construction to
fulfill urgent fleet needs. This is true in
all types of ships. If additional money
is available, I feel very strongly that it
would be best used to acquire additional
ships, be they support ships, submarines,
or any of the other types we need so
badly. Such additional purchases would
of course, be in competition, open to ali
builders and would thus be of benefit
and value to the U.S. shipbuilding indus
try.

As I have already noted, the language
of the Muskie amendment would re
quire the Navy to enter into two sepa
rate contracts with two different ship
builders. It is readily apparent that this
would create a significant delay since
the procurement of ships from the sec
ond source would cause the entire pro-

ceedings to be held up awaiting the
preparation of a bid package by Ingalls.
It is estimated that this would involve
about a 2-year delay in the contract
award for the second 15 ships. It should
also be noted that under the language
of the proposed amendment the Govern
ment would be exposed to cancellation
costs on the Litton contract which was
bid on the basis of 30 ships rather than
the 15 ships contemplated under the
Muskie amendment.

In addition, Mr. President, the Sena
tor's proposal would not significantly
increase the assurance of uninterrupted
delivery against strike or disaster at the
prime shipyard. Most of the large com
ponents of these'ships will be bought
from single vendors after competition
for purposes of economy and standardi
zation. The threat of a strike or national
disaster at the vendor plant is equally
present as at the shipyard. There are
factors which are lived with in any pro
duction cycle over a period of years.
Since a single contractor would utilize
the vendor production to capacity or
near capacity, a second contractor would
only delay the progress of production
and reduce the economies that could be
achieved.

I think it is apparent, Mr. President,
that the cost increases and delay in ship
deliveries associated with the Muskie
amendment would do nothing to assist
the Navy shipbuilding program or the
Nation's economy. The estimated in
creased cost of between $225 million and
$685 million would have to be taken from
the Navy's program for new construction
of ships. This would appear to be in
direct conflict with the Senator's ex··
pressed desire to carry out a substantial
modification program at other shipyards.
Obviously taking these funds from the
Navy's new construction program would
reduce the future awards that could re
sult in a modernization program.

Of course, the alternate course of
action is to increase the bUdget for Navy
shipbuilding to 'offset this amount. In
t~1is time of austerity, the Senate Armed
Services Committee has sought to get
the most out of a substantially reduced
bUdget. I am sure that Senator MUSKIE
does not want to take the opposite tack
and increase the defense bUdget, but
the fact is that his amendment would
have precisely that effect. My under
standing has been that the distinguished
Senator has been strongly in favor of re
duced military spending.

In summary, Mr. President, on the
point of the impact on the Navy's ship
building program, I hope that the Sen
ate fully understands that the adoption
of the amendment proposed by the dis
tinguished Senator from Maine would
seriously cripple the Navy's DD-963 con
struction program. The amendment
would cause considerable delay and
would substantially inflate the cost of the
program. It is, indeed, very late in the
day after the competition has been com
pleted and the award has been made to
come forward with a proposal which
would interrupt and disrupt a very sound
program which the Navy has worked on
for 3 years.

In addition, Mr. President, I certainly

do not believe that the Senate wants to
take on the responsibility of source se
lection and convert itself into an agency
to make contract awards for the Govern
ment. We certainly do not want to do
this when the result would be to set aside
a contract award already made and thus
impair the obligation of that contract.
I think we should all understand that
if we do this in the case of this Navy
program, then we must be prepared in
the future to do it with respect to other
Government contract awards.

The fact is, Mr. President, if this
amendment should become law it would
set an extremely bad precedent and
throw the entire Government contract
ing procedures into chaos and make a
mockery of the source selection machin
ery. More important, however, it would
introduce politics and political consid
erations directly into Government pro
curement. For that and other reasons,
it is not only without merit but it is ac
tually a dangerous amendment which
should not be seriously considered.

Let me remind the Senate that at the
outset of this bill we had before us an
amendment by the distinguished Sen
ator from Delaware (Mr. WILLIAMS),
who is justly noted for his rugged
honesty and integrity. The purpose of
that amendment was to preclude the
making of announcements of defense
contract awards by Members of Con
gress, and the primary reason advanced
in support of the amendment was that
it raised the suggestion of political in
fluence if Members of the Congress were
permitted to make such announcements.
We all agreed that this was a bad prac
tice and the amendment was unani
mously adopted.

Now we have before us an amendment
which would cancel and disrupt the
award of the DD-963 destroyer contract.
which has been made on its merits by
the Navy. While I can understand that
the Senator from Maine (Mr. MUSKIE)
wants some of the business to go to his
State, the procedure which he would fol
low does far more than suggest politi
cal influence. His amendment, if adopted,
would be political influence of the most
direct, flagrant, and blatant type be
cause the Senate, or a majority of it
and we are all politicians-would have
passed final judgment on a military con
tract award.

I hope that we will all look to the fu
ture and realize that if we establish the
precedent that we are going to inter
fere with and set aside contract awards
in such cases, we are inviting more trou
ble than can possibly be imagined. Gov
ernment contracts will no longer be
awarded on the merits of the proposals
and on the basis of the lowest and best
bid. They will finally be determined by
who have the most votes or most politi
cal influence in the Congress. This will
inevitably result in political logrolling of
the worst type and could open the door
for all types of undesirable practices.

If we adopt this amendment, Mr.
President, we might as well add another
amendment to the bill to the effect that
no contract award by the Defense De
partment or an? other governmental
agency shall be final or binding until it
has been submitted to and approved by
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the Congress. If we interfere with one
Government contract award, certainly
we are taking upon ourselves the respon
sibility to look at the others. There is
certainly no reason to single out this
contract which, as the record shows, is
entirely free of any suspicion of irregu
larity whatsoever.

In conclusion, Mr. President, I state
emphatically that we simply should not
intervene directly in these procurement
matters and abrogate a source selection
made by the Defense Department and a
contract entered into by it. Not only does
this destroy the integrity of the procure
ment practices and source selection pro
cedures, it actually would in this case
impair the obligation of a contract since
it would take at least a part of the award
away from the successful competitor.

In concluding, Mr. President, let me
say again that the DD-963 program orig
inated 3 years ago. From its very incep
tion the Navy intended to award the
entire contract to a single shipyard. The
published ground rules so stated. Not un
til this year has the Senate been asked
to legislate or mandate a division of
the contract. It is very late in the day
to do this after the award has been made
to the shipyard which won the competi
tion on the merit because it had the
lowest and best bid. If a division of the
contract is so meritorious and so neces
sary now, why did not the Senator at
tempt to compel this prior to the selec
tion of the winning contractor? Until this
year-until the shipyard in Maine lost
the contract-the Senate was entirely
content to proceed on the Navy's pre
scribed "winner take all" basis. Repudi
ation of the source selection process in
this case would have very serious reper
cussions, indeed.

With all deference, Mr. President, I
say that the Senator's amendment has
nothing whatsoever to recommend it. Its
impact on the entire procurement proc
ess can only be harmful and mischievous
and I hope and expect that it will be
defeated.

I point out with emphasis again that
I have nothing but the highest commen
dation for the Senator from Maine and
other cosponsors who have worked on
this matter with diligence and earnest
ness and great sincerity.

I yield the fioor.
RESTORING CONSTITUTIONAL GOVERNMENT

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I rise
today to speale about a deepening con
stitutional crisis in the United States.
That crisis centers around the crucial is
sues of war and peace and the proper
role of the Congress in relationship to
the Chief Executive. As I have studied
the growing tendency of the Congress to
surrender its war powers to the Presi
dent, I have been increasingly convinced
that we are in danger of falling into one
man rule in the United States. The pend
ing amendment not only seeks to termi
nate U.S. military involvement in the af
fairs of the people of Indochina, but it
seeks to reassert the congressional powers
which our constitutional fathers intend
ed us to shoulder.

The debate on Indochina l,)olicy over
the past several months has been under
scored by growing concern over the con-

stitutional balance between the executive
and legislative branches. The long-range
implications of this issue are no less sig
nificant than our policy choices on Viet
nam.

A deepening constitutional crisis in the
all-important areas of war and peace is
not unique with this administration, nor
with its predecessor. The confused rela
tionship between executive and legisla
tive war powers that bedevils us today
began at the turn of the century, with
President Theodore Roosevelt's dispatch
of troops into Panama in 1903. In a char
acteristic boast, President Roosevelt
said: "I took the canal and let Con
gress debate." Also without congressional
action, President Wilson sent troops in
to Mexico in 1916, in pursuit r,f Pancho
Villa. But these and most otner military
actions ordered by American Prcsidents
acting on their own initiative were small
in size and brief in duration.

Before Vietnam, Laos, and Cambodia,
the most extensive use of Armed Forces
by unilateral executive action was in Ko
rea, where several hundred thousand
Americans fought, and where 33,000
died-a loss long ago exceeded in Viet
nam. President Eisenhower acted with
out congressional authority in the For
mosan Strait in 1955 and in Lebanon in
1958, although resolutions of support
were obtained.

Secretary of state Dean Acheson
bluntly asserted the premise of Execu
tive war powers to the Senate Armed
Services and Foreign Relations Commit
tees nearly 20 years ago. Said Mr.
Acheson:

Not only has the President the authority
to use the Armed Forces in carrying out the
broad foreign policy of the United States and
Implementing treaties, but it is equally clear
that this authority may not be interfered
with by the Congress in the exercise of pow
ers Which it has under the Constitution.

The position taken by the Nixon ad
ministration is strikingly similar. In
comments of March 10, 1969, on the Na
tional Commitments Resolution the De
partment of State outlined its views
thus:

As COII1IIlander in Chief, the President has
the sole authority to command our Armed
Forces, Whether they are within or outside
the United states. And, although reasonable
men may differ as to the circumstances in
Which he should do so, the President has the
constitutional power to send U.S. military
forces abroad without specific congressional
approval.

Mr. President, I submit that this thesis
stands the Constitution on its head. It
facilitates what that document seeks to
impede. It brands as congressional "in
terference" the very powers which the
Founding Fathers urgently intended the
Congress to exercise.

EXECUTIVE AND LEGISLATIVE WAR POWERs

The Constitution does. to be sure,
grant specific foreign policy and defense
powers to the President. Under article
II, section 2, he is authorized to make
treaties, by and with the advice and con
sent of the Senate, and to appoint am
bassadors. In this realm there is a presi
dential monopoly. According to Justice
Sutherland's opinion in a 1936 case, U.S.
against Curtiss-Wright Corp.:

He alone negotiates. Into the field of ne
gotiation, the Senate cannot Intrude; and
the Congress Itself is powerless to invade it.

It is clear, therefore, that no Member
of the Congress, no committee of the
Congress, not even the Congress acting
as a unified branch of Government can
purport to negotiate officially with other
nations. We can do no more than offer
advice, which the President can accept
or reject.

Beyond this, the President is desig
nated as Commander in Chief of the
Army and Navy of the United States. It
is this office, along with the constitution
al vesting of general executive power,
which some see as authoriZing the uni
lateral executive military actions taken
during this century, inclUding Vietnam.
Though that interpretation seems to me
to go far beyond the Constitution. And
such an interpretation was clearly not
contemplated by the founders. Alexan
der Hamilton, a strong advocate of ex
ecutive power, interpreted the office of
Commander in Chief as amounting to
"nothing more than the supreme com
mand and direction of the military
forces, as first General and Admiral of
the Confederacy."

The Constitution places a civilian at
the top of the military command struc
ture. Each man in uniform is answerable
to him. It says nothing about the pur
poses he can pursue with the armed
forces under his command.

Madison's notes of t.he debates at the
Constitutional Convention do, however,
indicate a desire to give the President
some unilateral authority. An early draft
provided that the Congress should have
the power to "make" war. The record
says. for example:

Mr. Sharman thought it stood very wel!.
The Executive. should be able to repeal and
not to commence war. "Make" better than
"declare" the latter narrowing the power
too mUCh.

But Mr. Madison and Mr. Gerry
moved:
... to insert "declare," striking out "make"
war; leaving to the Executive the power to
repel sudden attacks.

The substitution was approved, giving
the President authority to meet an emer
gency attack in the absence of congres
sional action. But here also arises the
first very substantial reason to suppose
that unilateral executive power is quite
limited. The framers expressed them
selves clearly on one instance in which
an Executive decision could stand alone.
and they mentioned no others, The scope
of this single power is not precisely de
fined, and it is a matter of some dispute.
Certainly, the President can use all of
the forces at his command to defend the
Nation's shores against an attack. Doubt
less, he needs no permission to direct the
protection of American military forces
wherever deployed, if they are in im
mediate, perceivable danger. An act of
Congress purporting to prohibit such ac
tion would be a nullity.

It is much less clear whether he can
order offensive operations based on the
fear that an enemy is about to attack.
The terms used in the motion-"repe1"
and "sudden"-seem to imply that con
gressional approval should be sought in
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any case where the threat is not imme
diate, and they also suggest that the
amount of force used should be as much
as is sufficient to remove the threat. But
more substantial questions are raised by
the logical consequences of a broader
power. While a Member of Congress,
Abraham Lincoln provided a compelling
analysis on this point in a letter to Hern
don:

Allow the President to invade a neighbor
ing nation whenever he shall deem it nec
essary to repel an invasion, and you allow
him to do so whenever he may choose to say
he deems it necessary for such a purpose, and
you allow him to make war at his pleasure.
Study to see if you can fix any llmit to his
power in this respect, after haVing given
him so much power as you propose.

But executive prerogatives on issues
of war and peace do not stand alone.
Against them are arrayed an extensive
listing of legislative powers and duties.
Under article I, section 8, it falls to the
Congress to "declare War," to "make
Rules for the Government and Regula
tion of the land and naval Forces," to
"provide and maintain a Navy," and to
"provide for the common Defence and
general Welfare of the United States:'
The Constitution further provides that
"no money shall be drawn from the
Treasury, but in Consequence of Ap
propriations made by Law:' And, in the
case of appropriations to support armies
and only in that case, it limits those
appropriations to a duration of 2
years.

The letter from Lincoln just cited
also supplied an accurate description of
the reasons why Congress was so ex
plicitly designated:

The pl'Ovision of the Constitution giving
the war-making power to Congress was
dictated, as I understand it, by the follow
ing reasons; Kings had always been In
volving and impoverishing their people in
wars, pretending generally, If not always,
that the good of the people was the object.
This our convention understood to be the
most oppressive of all kingly oppressions,
and they resolved to so frame the Con
stitution that no one man Sl10uld hold the
power of bringing oppression upon us.

The framers wrote with the benefit
of sharp hindsight upon two centuries
of contest between English kings and
Parliament. What is most relevant here
is that Parliament had successfully
employed its power of the purse to pre
vent and halt royal adventures abroad.
In fact, a legislative forerunner to the
pending amendment to end the war was
passed in 1678, when Parliament speci
fied that the Army of Charles in Flan
ders be disbanded by a date certain. The
framers clearly intended that the Con
gress should have at least that much
power, and they added more by requiring
congressional action to initiate war as
well as allowing congressional action to
stop it.

Hence, the conclusion drawn by Mr.
Ellsworth in the Constitutional Conven
tion, again from Madison's notes, is
significant:

Mr. ELLSWORTH. There is a material differ
ence between the cases of making war and
making peace. It shOUld be more easy to get
out of a war than into it.

Mr. Madison also expressed support
for:

Clogging rather than facilitating war, but
for facl11tating peace.

If any ambiguity can still be asserted,
we have only to look to early authorita
tive opinions. In 1801, Chief Justice John
Marshall wrote:

The whole powers of war being, by the
Constitution, vested in Congress, the acts
of that body alone can be resorted to as
our guides in this InqUiry.

As a member of the executive branch,
Secretary of State Daniel Webster wrote
in 1851:

I have to say that the war-making power
In this Government rests entirely with the
Congress: and that the President can au
thorize belligerent operations only In the
cases expressly prOVided by the Constitution
and the laws. But no power is given to the
Executive to oppose an 'attack by one inde
pendent nation on the possessions of an
other.

Or consider James Buchanan's precise
description in a December 1858 message
to Congress:

The executive government of this country
in Its intercourse with foreign nations is
limited to the employment of diplomacy
alone. When this falls it can proceed no fur
ther. It cannot legitimately resort to force
without the direct authority of Congress,
except in resisting arid repelllng hostile
attacks...

The legislative history, the historical
setting, and the language itself, it seems
to me, are unmistakable.

No one can read the record of the
debates leading up to the establishment
of the Constitution without being aware
of the very strong convictions of the dele
gates to that convention that the w~r
power should reside in Congress when It
comes to the question of whether we go
to war or whether we end it. The war
power- that the President has relates en
tirely to his function in commanding the
troops once they are committed by the
act of Congress or once committed to
meet an emergency situation or to repel
an attack. But they do not justify the
kind of authority that some critics would
give to the President in terms of the war
and the long, drawn-out struggle in In
dochina. All the constitutional debates
point to the conclusion that t~e power ~o
determine the purposes for WhICh Amen
can military forces will be used resides
in the leo-islative branch, whose laws
must be faithfully e-xecuted by the Presi
dent. The Commander in Chief clause
merely entitles the President to the su
preme command and tactical control of
those forces when they are engaged in
activities authorized either by enacted
laws or by the Constitution itself. It can
be read no other way.

Those who contend now for inflated
Presidential powers can cite no textural
support for their thesis. They make but
one assertion-that the President holds
full control over the use of the Armed
Forces in pursuit of American security
interests by reason of "practice" or
"tradition," most of that tradition in
the last few decades.

I fail to see how such foggy precepts
can allow us to alter, without amend
ment, the terms of the Constitution it
self. The truth is that Congress has
acquiesced in Executive action either be
cause it supported them or lacked the

will to assert its opposition. In most in
stances in which the President has acted
alone, he probably could have obtained
congressional authority had he asked for
it. The trend which has concerned us has
developed because Congress has not
really disagreed with the Executive and
has thus felt no need to assert its own
views. It is a serious perversion of the
Constitution to suggest that congres
sional inaction signals the loss of con
gressional power and the gross expansion
of Executive authority.

The logical import of the Presidential
powers claimed would be to destroy the
constitutional scheme so painstakingly
constructed by the framers of that docu
ment. It would establish virtual one-man
rule over the most momentous decisions
any government is ever called upon to
make-the decisions of war and peace.
Considering the breadth of security in
terests claimed or potentially claimed by
the Executive, it would leave the Presi
dent free to engage in any conflict, large
or small, short or indefinite, anywhere in
the world. Under the new assumption of
Executive power, it is hard to envision a
conflict for which congressional author
ity would be required.

During the debate on the Church
Cooper amendment earlier this year, and
also in the discussions that have taken
place on the pending proposal, the ad
ministration's advocates have pleaded
strenuously that we would interfere with
the Commander in Chief. I find it in
triguing that this argument has been
raised with such fervor by some Senators
who supported a provision in the Defense
Appropriations Act of 1970 which barred
the use of funds for the introduction of
combat troops into Laos or Thailand.

I have often thought, Mr. President,
since the incursion into Cambodia, that
if we had had the foresight to realize
that such a thing might happen, Cam
bodia would doubtless have been added
to the restriction in 1970 that barred the
use of funds for the introduction of com
bat troops into Laos and Thailand. I am
confident that the only reason we did
not include Cambodia under that
restriction in 1970 is that it never oc
curred to anyone in the Senate that the
President might order forces into Cam
bodia.

I suggest that we would do well to
avoid the grave error of confusing our
support for the President's Vietnam poli
cy with an imaginary constitutional
mandate for Congress to abandon duties
imposed upon it by the Constitution.
Every Senator is and should remain free
to make his own choices on matters of
policy, relying upon knowledge, wisdom,
and conscience. But we are bound, by
our oath of office, to uphold the Consti
tution.

Let us not forget that the Constitution
binds us to review all funds for military
operations at least once every 2 years.
That is not put there for our convenience
but for the protection of the country
against the indefinite commitment of
American forces or American military
operations without systematic congres
sional review at least once every 2 years.

THE CONGRESSIONAL DUTY TO REVIEW
The points I have discussed may ap

pear to have only an indirect relevance
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to the pending amendment, since they
relate primarily to the question whether
the war in Vietnam was properly initi
ated. The pending amendment does not
contest that issue; it does not seek to de
clare illegal the past actions of any Pres
ident. It applies only to the future.

But it is clear that our constitutional
system contemplates severe limitations
on the President's flexibility in the use
of the Armed Forces when he acts with
out specific congressional approval. Cer
tainly, these influences on the initiation
of war bear greatly on the question of
how it might be terminated once begun.

The authorities are precise on this
score, as well. They tell us two essential
things:

First, that Congress very clearly does
have the power to limit the purposes for
which the Nation's Armed Forces shall
be used, even after those forces have been
engaged; and

Second, that we have a positive obliga
tion to review these decisions at regular
intervals.

The flrst point is a proper and logical
consequence of the exclusive congres
sional power of the purse. It means, ac
cording to Justice StOry'S Commentaries
on the Constitution of the United States,
that:

Congress can alone raise armies; and may
put them down whenever they choose.

The second power flows from the 2
year time limitation on military appro
priations, to which I have referred
previously. Although it is our practice to
appropriate every year for all Govern
ment activities, there is nothing in the
Constitution to require that procedure
except in the case of funding for the
Armed Forces.

Alexander Hamilton described the
meaning of that limitation in Federalist
No. 26:

The legislature of the United States Will be
obliged, by this provision, once at least in
every two years, to dellberate upon the pro
priety of keeping a miiitary force on foot; to
come to a new resolution on the point; and
to declare their sense on the matter, by a
formal vote in the face of their constituen
cies.

The reason was explained by Mr.
Dawes to the Massachusetts Ratification
Convention:

When we consider that this branch [the
~ouseI is to be elected every two years, there
IS great propriety in its being restrained
from making any grants in support of the
army for a longer space than that of their
existence. If the election of this popUlar
branch were for seven years, as in England,
th.e men who would make the first grant,
mIght also be the second and third, for the
continuance of the army, and such an ac
quaintance might exist between the repre
sentatives in Congress and the leaders of
the army as might be unfavorable for
liberty.

The framers avoided this difficulty,
Mr. Dawes pointed out, by providing the
following result:

The army must expire of Itself in two years
after It shall be raised, unless renewed by
representatives, who, at that time, Will have
just come fresh from the body of the people.
It wm share the same fate as that of a tem
porary law, which dies at the time men
tioned In the act itself, unless revived by
some future legislature!

In the case of the very existence of
the Armed Forces, therefore, and cer
tainly on the narrower question of any
portion of those forces engaged in con
flict, Congress has an express duty to
provide review and control, and there is
no way in which we can surrender that
power without violating the Constitu
tion. The framers intended that no part
of our Military Establishment should be
maintained without continuing surveil
lance by the legislature.

Hence, I do not see how any Member
of this body can find the comfort of
neutrality on the war in Indochina by
saying it is all a matter for the Presi
dent to decide. We camlot withhold our
judgments. The Constitution requires
an "aye" or "nay" on this transcendent
issue.

Those of us who oppose the war have, I
believe, a moral obligation to use the
power of our office to end it, or at least
to try. That belief has been the central
motivation for this amendment.

But it is a decision we cannot avoid
in any case, amendment or not. We have
voted upon it every year since the war
began, through our annual votes on mili
tary appropriations bills. While we may
have intended otherwise, our effect has
been to ratify Executive action.

I must say it is a difficult thing, once
troops are committed, 'for a Member of
Congress to stand up and vote on appro
priations that would terminate that ac
tion, but there is no other way under
the Constitution, once American forces
are committed abroad by the executive
branch of the Government, for that ac
tion to be terminated except by the power
of the purse which the Founding Fathers
intended Congress to exercise with spe
cial care on matters relating to military
operations.

Thus it is not correct to say that this
tragic war belongs to Mr. Nixon, or to
Mr. Johnson. It is not the property of
their predecessors. It belongs just as
mUch to the Congress which has sup
plied the Army, Navy and Air Forces with
the necessary appropriations to fight it.

Our amendment does no more than
confront the issue directly. When Sena
tors vote next ~uesday morning at 10
a.m., they will be voting their individual
judgments on whether or not they wish
to use their constitutional powers to set
a limit on our military involvement in
Indochina, or would instead place the en
tire burden for that decision on the Presi
dent alone.

AUTHORITY FOR INDOCH!NA WAR

Beyond the broad powers it claims for
the President, the executive branch has
relied primarily upon a collective secu
rity theory to justify our involvement in
Indochina. It has been asserted that our
membership in the Southeast Asia Treaty
Organization has demanded U.S. mili
tary action. While South Vietnam is not
a signatory, it is within the protocol
areas which the signatories consider
vital to their security interests. It is
argued that we are thus committed to
other SEATO members to respond to ag
gression in Vietnam. As I shall show in
a minute, I do not hold that interpreta
tion of the SEATO Treaty, but if one
were to push that argument, we would
be obligated to go into Cambodia, which

bears exactly the same relationship to
the SEATO Treaty as South Vietnam
does.

But, for two very good reasons, this
cannot serve as an adequate response to
a constitutional challenge. First, the
treaty was ratified only by the Senate,
whereas the Constitution requires that
the Congress-both Houses-shall exer
cise war powers. Surely, the Senate can
not provide advance authority for mili
tary action that must wait for approval
by the House as well.

Second, and more significantly, the
terms of the Treaty itself provide that a
response will be made only after a deci
sion based on the "constitutional proc
esses" of the signatory. A document
which incorporates "constitutional proc
esses" certainly cannot be construed to
allow their avoidance,

Some have also urged that the Gulf of
Tonkin resolution provides authority for
the war, although neither the Johnson
nor the Nixon administration has relied
upon it. As a matter of fact, Under Sec
retary of State Katzenbach said years
ago that they did not really need any au
thority from Congress to carry on mili
tary operations in South Vietnam. This
administration has repeated that it does
not need the Gulf of Tonkin resolution
to justify what it is doing. But again, the
response has fatal disabilities.

The resolution was not a grant ·of au
thority; it was an expression of approval
of presidential "determination" to resist
attack and prevent further aggression.
Nowhere within its terms are such criti
cal operative words as "empower" or
"authorize." Moreover, where the Senate
is concerned, it is obviously relevant to
point out that we have twice voted by
large margins to repeal the Gulf of Ton
kin resolution. Surely, those in this body
who thought it conferred authority must
now look elsewhere for the executive
power under which the war goes on.

I do not dispute that the President, as
Commander in Chief, has the authority
to withdraw American forces and to take
aU steps necessary to defend them during
that process. Having found them de
ployed when he assumed office, he surely
has those powers.

But Mr. Nixon assumes more than
that. While removing some troops, he is
leaving others. American forces are en
gaged in oITensive operations, including
heavy aerial bombardment. On next
May first, at least 280,000 will remain in
Vietnam, with no plan to bring them
home. They will be there in pursuit of
broad goals which have been set without
the official authorization of Congress.

Of even deeper significance in a con
stitutional sense is the limitless scope
of authority the President still claims in
connection with Vietnam. The vastly
inflated Commander in Chief concept
literally places no limit on what he
might do. That concept could take us
anywhere. No wonder there is such
anxiety in the land. with such enor
mous power concentrated in one man's
hands.

AMENDMENT TO RESTORE CONSTITUTIONAL

GOVERNMENT

Apart from the policy of definite with
drawal it seeks to establish, our amend
ment responds directly to doubts about
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whether the President does have au
thority in Indochina and, if so, its
extent.

We can safely predict that one of two
results will flow from its passage.

First, the President may abide by the
timetable and remove all American
armed forces by December 31 of next
year. I personally hope he would move
ahead on that timetable. If that is done,
congress will have rightly shared any
political risks involved in the unsatisfac
tory conclusion of the war to which there
is no satisfactory conclusion possible,
that is, one that would satisfy all our
citizens. I believe it is the obligation of
Congress to share 'With the President the
political hazards involved in terminating
the ,val' without victory. The President
said that we are not going to go for a
military victory. I think that is clear, be
cause he would not withdraw forces if he
intended to push for a military victory in
Vietnam.

There is no victory in this futile and
h"agic war. Let us face that fact as men
sworn to uphold the Constitution, rather
than hiding behind the cloak of presi
dential power, and say that it is entirely
up to the President as to the time the
troops are committed and the conditions
under which they are brought home. We
can do a great deal to eliminate the kind
of scapegoating that may otherwise fol
low withdrawal of our forces from Viet
nam, if that decision is brought about by
both the executive and the duly elected
representatives of the people in Con
gress,

Second, the President may return to
the Congress and seek explicit authority
for his own policy, through carefullY
worded legislation designed to support
his aims while perhaps limiting the time
or the numbers of troops to be involved.
The terms of the amendment suggest
that he might do that during the 60-day
period in which he is authorized to sus
pend the deadline for withdrawal in the
event of an emergency. But he could ob
viously do it at any time, and any sub
sequent legislative act WOUld, of course,
supplant the terms of this proposal.

During the period after passage of the
amendment, until the withdrawal dead
line on December 31, he could come to
Congress at any time during that period
of time, and ask for a revision in the
terms of the amendment, including the
withdrawal deadline. He does not have
to wait until the closing weeks of the
withdrawal deadline.

If he were successfUl, he would have
renewed credibility both at home and
abroad. He would move with a clear
mandate, The nagging doubts about new
enlargements of the war could be laid to
rest.

In any event, American involvement
would be terminated by joint action of
the legislative and executive branches, as
the Constitution intended.

The President does not come before us
now asking for authorization of his In
dochina policy. He did not come to us
to ask us for approval before American
forces were sent to Cambodia. We are
instead told that Congress has no busi
ness in such matters. Thus, if we are to
participate at all, it must be on our own
initiative.

For reasons which I have repeated
throughout the discussion of this amend
ment, I am convinced that its terms of
fer the most hopeful and responsible
route out of Indochina, out of a war that
I believe the ovenvhelming majority of
the American people want to see ended,
Establishment of an orderly timetable
for withdrawal can stimulate stagnating
negotiations, release our policy from the
grip of dictators in Hanoi and Saigon,
and end the slaughter of Americans and
Asians.

The Senator from Kansas earlier to
day talked about his view that this
amendment is an amendment to lose the
peace. There is not any peace to lose.
There is a bloody war in progress that is
killing young Americans every day and
continues to slaughter people in South
Vietnam at the rate of about 200,000 a
year. That is the bloody conflict, the so
called bloodbath that exists.

We do not know what will happen if
we end the war and withdraw the mas
sive firepower of the United States. But
\ve do know that hundreds of thousands
of people are being killed as long as the
war goes on. We know about this blood
bath. It is a historic fact which we read
about in the news bulletins day after day,

We have no peace to lose, but only a
war to end. That is why this amendment
is properly named an amendment to end
the war and why it is improper to talk
about losing something which we do not
have, which i" peace. We are trying to
establish peace, and this amendment
has that as its purpose.

But Senators who disagree or have
doubts about our policy in Indochina
have equally strong reasons for support
ing this proposal. It is a means to restore
the constitutional principles from which
we have strayed. Congress ought to share
with the President in these decisions af
fecting war and peace.

Thousands of Americans have sacri
ficed their lives to secure liberty and
create the Constitution that documents
that liberty, And that is the only docu
ment to which every Senator swears his
loyalty and which he swears to uphold
when he becomes a Member of the
Senate,

I hope that we will now have the simple
fortitude to lL.~e that constitutional power
that this great document invests in this
body.

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi

dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
time on any amendment, order, or appeal
relative to amendillent No. 811 by the
Senator from Maine (Mr. MUSKIE) be
taken out of the 4 V2 hours allotted to that
amendment,

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

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT FROM
TUESDAY NEXT TO 9 A.M.
WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 2, 1970
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia, Mr. Presi-

dent, I ask unanimous consent that when
the Senate completes its business on
Tuesday next, it stand in adjournment

until 9 a.m. on Wednesday, September 2,
1970.

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

THE BLOODBATH HOAX
Mr, McGOVERN. Mr, President, in re

cent weeks we have heard time and again
that the orderly withdrawal of U.S.
Armed Forces from Vietnam will result
in a "bloodbath" of political reprisals
against the South Vietnamese.

The President suggested in one of his
recent telecasts, for example, that mil
lions of South Vietnamese have placed
their trust in us and that-

To abandon them now would risk a mas
sacre that would shock and dismay everyone
in the world who values human life.

The Vice President easily transformed
that "risk" to reality in his August 17
speech in Florida. He said:

Tile result of our proposal would be .. ,
the collapse of the government, chaos In the
country-and Ultimately the kind of Com
munism that literally decimated the clvlllan
population of Hue in the Tet offensive.

The clear implication of both state
ments is that the Vietnamese population
is protected by our presence, And that
proposition is a mean, cruel hoax, It
would justify the indefinite slaughter of
thousands of innocent South Vietnamese
on the pretext that a few-primarily
Messrs. Thieu and Ky and their narrow
band of henchmen-might be saved.

It must first be noted that the "blood
bath" theory itself is open to serious
question. I wonder, for example, why it
is that an enemy takeover must result
from our withdrawal, when it is a fact
that the South Vietnamese have some
1,352,000 men under arms with some
degree of combat training, including 1
million full-time soldiers. Estimates of
enemy strength at the end of 1969 num
bered at 240,000, includIng iOO,OOO North
Vietnamese, 40,000 main force, and
100,000 irregulars and guerrillas. And it
is estimated that only about 90,000 are
combat troops, with the rest engaged in
support activities. I simply cannot see
how it is that 1,352,000 men are to be
slaughtered by 90,000. If they cannot de
fend themselves on that basis then the
entire Vietnamization strategy surely
must falL

If Vietnamization is as barren as it
appears, and if the Communists are
therefore destined to a share of the power
in South Vietnam regardless of which
policy alternative we choose, there are
still reasons to doubt that a bloodbath
would occur,

The most likely targets of political re
prisals will have long since departed,
According to a Swiss newspaper account,
more than 10,000 of the Saigon elite have
left the country since the negotiations
began, and between $1.5 and $2 billion
has left Vietnam by deposits in foreign
banks. As for General Thieu, he has
found a home for his children in Rome
and his wife has a house in Europe.

With the vast bulk of the remaining
civilian population the interest of the
new government will be in accommoda
tion, to consolidate its own power rather
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