
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

Q:ongrcssional1Rcrord
\

J
.rROCEEDINGS AND DEBATES OF THE 93 CONGRESS

SECOND SESSION

VOLUME 120-PART 14

JUNE 6, 1974 TO JUNE 13, 1974

(PAGES 17919 TO 19326)

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE, WASHINGTON, 1974



18018 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE June 6, 1974
going to reduce more than the Armed
Services Committee has already reduced.
Would that not be a signal to the Soviets
that we were beginning to weaken?
Would that not be a signal to our allies
that we were beginning to draw back
from various parts of the world and
would not work with them to preserve
peace in the free world?

The second part of the Mansfield
amendment sets a ceiling on military
manpower overseas, effective December
31, 1975, at 312,000. I will explain that
figure.

We have 274,000 men in Europe, 116,
000 in the Pacific, 35,000 in Southeast
Asia, and 13,000 others, making a total of
438,000 overseas. Under the Mansfield
amendment, there would be a cut, as I
calculate-and we have gone over these
figures-of 124,000.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's 20 minutes have expired.

Mr. STENNIS. I yield the Senator 2
additional minutes.

Mr. THURMOND. This shows a ceiling
allowed under the Mansfield amendment
of 312,000.

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

Mr. THURMOND. I yield.
Mr. MANSFIELD The figure was 125,

000, but the Senator must subtract from
that the 49,000 which the committee, it
self, reduced; so, overall, the figure
would amount to 76,000.

Mr. THURMOND. That is in the act of
establishing it. I have already explained
that. I am now explaining the second
part of the amendment, about the over
seas part.

Mr. MANSFIELD. It is only overseas.
It does not apply to domestic forces.

Mr. THURMOND. According to the
Senator's amendment, he would set a
ceiling of 2,027,100 in the whole active
establishment.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Exactly, just as the
Armed Services Committee set a ceiling
on the basis of the 49,000 reduced which
it agreed to and l'eported in the bill.

Mr. THURMOND. The DOD request.
as I explained earlier, was 2,152,000. The
Mansfield amendment would set it at
2,027,000.

Mr. MANSFIELD. And what would the
committee do?

Mr. THURMOND. The Mansfield man
power cut was 125,000. The committee cut
49,000, which leaves a 76,000 cut in the
Mansfield amendment, in addition to the
committee action. But that would also be
a cut overseas-if we want to call it the
second part of the amendment of the
distinguished Senator from Montana-to
312,000. I believe he calculated 313,000
and we calculated 312,000.

Mr. President. in my jUdgment, this is
not the time. when our President has
been so successful in getting negotiations
to preserve peace in the world. to say to
the world that we are going to weaken our
establishment, that we are going to make
such reductions here that could jeop
ardize further negotiations and further
reductions.

I hope the Senate will defeat tIns
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's 2 nnnutes have expired.

Who yields time?
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I

suggest the absence of a quorum, with
the time to be charged equally to both
sides.

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

The clerk will call the roll.
The second assistant legislative clerk

proceeded to call the roll.
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. 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. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Pretiident,
I ask unanimous consent that I may pro
ceed for 1 minute without the time being
charged.

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

EDUCATION AMENDMENTS OF 1974

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask the Chair to lay before the Senate
a message from the House of Representa
tives on H.R. 69.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HASKELL) laid before the Senate a mes
sage from the House of Representatives
announcing its disagreement to the
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R
69) to extend and amend the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 1965,
and for other purposes, and requesting a
conference with the Senate on the dis
agreeing votes of the two Houses thereon.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I move that
the Senate insist upon its amendment
and agree to the request of the House
for a conference on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses thereon, and that the
Chair be authorized to appoint the con
ferees on the part of the Senate.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Presiding Omcer appointed Mr. PELL. Mr.
WILLIAMS, Mr. RANDOLPH, Mr. KENNEDY,
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. CRANSTON, Mr. EAGLE
TON, Mr. HATHAWAY, Mr. DOMINICK, Mr.
JAVITS, Mr. SCHWEIKER, Mr. BEALL. and
Mr. STAFFORD conferees on the part of
the Senate. --------
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi
dent of the· United States was commun
icated to the Senate by MI'. Marks, one
of his secretaries.

REPORT ON ADMINISTRATION OF
THE RAILROAD SAFETY ACT OF
1970-MESSAGE FROM THE PRESI-
DENT .

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore (Mr. HATHAWAY) laid before the
Senate a message from the President of
the United States, which, with the ac
companying report, was referred to the
Committee on Commerce. The message
is as follows:

To the Congress of the United States:
I transmit here'Nith the third annual

report on administration of the Rail
road Safety Act of 1970 (84 stat. 971.
45 U.S.C. 421 et seq). This report has
been prepared in accordance with section

211 of the act, and covers the period
January I, 1973 through December 31,
1973.

RICHARD NIXON.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPRO
PRIATION AUTHORIZATION ACT,
1975

The Senate continued with the consid
eration of the bill (S. 3000) to authorize
appropriations during the fiscal year
1975 for procurement of aircraft, mis
siles, naval vessels, tracked combat ve
hicles, torpedoes, and other weapons, and
research, development, test and evalua
tion for the Armed Forces, and to pre
scribe the authorized personnel strength
for each active duty component and of
the Selected Reserve of each Reserve
component of the Armed Forces and of
civilian personnel of the Department of
Defense, and to authorize the military
training student loads, and for other
purposes.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the time
for the quorum which I am about to sug
gest be taken equally out of both sides on
the amendment.

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

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. McINTYRE. 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. BAKER. Mr. President, it is in
deed a pleasure to debate a military pro
curement bill at a time when no Amer
ican troops are engaged in hostilities
abroad and the United States continues
to make impressive progress in its efforts
to improve relations with the Soviet
Union and the People's Republic of
China. This is due in large part to the
relentless efforts of Secretary of State
Kissinger, who seems to perform one dip
lomatic miracle after another to the
amazement of us all. His most recent
achievement in prompting the conclusion
of a Syrian-Israeli troop withdrawal
agreement may be his finest accomplish
ment to date.

This agreement, as well as the others,
has been concluded in an atmosphere of
compromise, an atmosphere which ren
ders even the most insoluble problems,
susceptible to negotiation, if not resolu
tion. It is an atmosphere commonly
known as detente. Although it behooves
us to perpetuate this policy, it is essential
to realize the foundation upon which this
policy is based. It is based largely upon
economic and military strength, in my
judgment; and we dangerously mislead
ourselves to attribute it to anytlnng else.
Our continued economic and military
strength apparently has convinced our
adversaries of the wisdom of pursuing
constructive diplomatic and commercial
ties with the United states rather than
dwelling upon irreconcilable differences.
They have done so because it Is in their
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0'V11 best interests, and they can ill afford
to confront the United States as long as
we remain militarily their equal and eco
nomically their superior.

This is really the heart of the. matter
as we debate the military procurement
bill for the next fiscal year, that is, how
much defense is necessary to maintain
strategic parity with the Soviet Union
while not neglecting major domestic
problems, including, of course, inflation.

Chairman Arthur Burns of the Federal
Reserve Board said that unabated infla
tion could signal the eventual demise of
our present form of society in America;
and at the risk of appearing alarmist, I
find some merit in that comment. I am
of the opinion that one of the keys to
controlling inflation is coming to grips
with the sky-rocketing expenditures of
the Federal Government. In this regard,
defense spending is particularly signifi
cant. Although the percentage of Federal
outlays spent on defense continues to de
cline, it still accounts for almost 6 per
cent of the gross national product and
over 27 percent of the Federal budget.

This fact has prompted repeated leg
islative initiatives to reduce defense
spending at every opportunity. and not
surprisingly, the preponderance of these
attempts have centered around the most
visible weapons projects. It is not sur
prising simply because weapons are
easier to understand and grasp and
greater attention is traditionally devoted
to weapons by the House and Senate
Armed Services Committees than to cer
tain other facets of the defense bUdget.
Moreover, recurring cost overruns and
frequent defense contractor bungling
have tended to add to the growing in
clination on the part of many to sub
ject weapons to the closest sClutiny.

Although I generally commend these
efforts and, in fact, intend to pose some
questions of my own regarding various
weapons proposals, we must not obscure
what seems to be clearly the single most
serious problem affecting the defense
budget, and eventually our defense pos
ture-the problem of manpower.

Manpower narrowly defined in the fis
cal year 1975 defense budget accounts for
approximately 57 percent of all defense
outlays. U we inclUde medical programs,
hospital construction, et cetera, man
power consumes a phenomenal 66 per
cent. In the past 20 years, manpower has
accounted for 93 percent of the increases
in defense spending and 96.4 percent in
the past 10 years. Moreover, the worst
is yet to come.

Military retirement pay is a devastat
ing example. At the present time, there
are approximately 1 million individuals
on military retirement rolls costing about
$5 billion per year, not inclUding the
cost of any recomputation. By the year
2000, there will be approximately 2 mil
lion retirees with an annual cost fn ex
cess of $30 billion; and given reason
able pay and price increases, the Govern
ment will disburse between now and fis
cal year 2000-0nly 25 years-over $400
billion in military retired pay. The gov
ernment's unfunded liability for military
retirement alone is already $137 billion
which means that in the not-too-distant
future, we could be spending as much on

retirement annually as we do for all mili
tary research and development efforts.

The tragedy of it is that no real solu
tions are in sight for coming to grips with
various aspects of the military manpower
problem, and there will not be any real
progress in this regard until manpower
is given the same attention as weapons
proposals. For these reasons, Senator
BENTSEN and I proposed and gained
passage of an amendment to the mili
tary procurement bill last year creating
a seven-member Defense Manpower
Commission.

Since that time, the Commission has
been formally appointed and has selected
the very able Curtis Tarr as its Chair
man. Their task is both ambitious and
awesome, but absolutely necessary if we
in the Congress are to obtain a compre
hensive and objective accountiI).g of the
problem as it presently exists and is like
ly to exist in the future.

Moreover, I would urge that consid
eration be given to "beefing up" our own
capability in this regat;d. It is no fault
of the respective Armed Services Com
mittees, nor of the General Accounting
Office that they cannot match the re
sources of the Pentagon in the manpower
area. Indeed, they should not even try.
However, it might be beneficial to con
sider devoting greater attention to man
power within the committees, whether
such attention takes the form of addi
tional staff personnel or the formation of
a special manpower subcommittee so
that when the Defense Manpower Com
mission submits their periodic findings,
the Congress is in a better position to
entertain those findings without having
to rely on the Pentagon for advice.

And finally, I would urge the De
partment of Defense to undertake its
own study of manpower requirements
and the cost-effectiveness of the mili
tary today and in the future, for clearly
they are the most familiar with the sit
uation and, hopefully, the most inter
ested in reducing costs. The reasons are
obvious. Either we gain control of mili
tary personnel costs, or face the dan
gerous prospect of gradually compromis
ing our overall defense capability. It is
just that simple; because if inflation
continues, and pressure increases to cut
or limit defense spending, I submit that
the Congress will have no choice but to
eliminate essential weapons systems or
impose strict personnel guidelines, nei
ther of which are acceptable alternatives.

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, will
the distinguished Senator yield me 10
minutes on the bill?

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I am
glad to yield 10 minutes on the bill to
the Senator, and such additional time
as he and the Senator from Wisconsin
may want on this matter.

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, I am
happy to yield to my distingUished col
league from Wisconsin in order to enter
into a colloquy concerning a program
in which he is very much interested, the
Sanguine program.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, S. 3000,
the military procurement authorization
bill, contains a $11.4 million request for
research and development of Project
Sanguine, which has been an ongoing

progTam for some years. This project,
which is sponsored by the Navy, con
tinues to be a matter of public con
troversy. Citizens in Wisconsin, Texas,
Colorado, and Michigan are very much
concerned about the possible envirorf
mental effects and the technical feasi
bility of the communications system that
the Navy alleges that, despite nuclear
attack 01' attempts at jamming, will as
sure continued command and control of
U.S. strategic forces, partiCUlarly our at
tack submarines.

To clarify the funding situation in this
procurement authorization bill, so that
everyone understands what is being au
!.horized, I would like to ask the distin
guished chairman of the Armed Services
Research Subcommittee (Mr. McIN
TYRE) some questions.

First, it is my understanding that the
$11.4 million that is requested is slated
for the design validation phase, includ
ing further environmental and feasibil
ity testing. Not one penny will be spent
on actual deployment or construction of
the communications system.

Is that a correct statement of the
facts?

Mr. McINTYRE. The Senator is cor
rect.

Mr. NELSON. Second, that at this
stage of development, Project San
guine's technical feasibility is still under
going evaluation, and neither the Navy
nor the committee has made any com
mitment for construction and deploy
ment. Is that correct?

Mr. McINTYRE. The Senator is cor
rect. Before either the Navy or the com
mittee commits themselves to construc
tion of the system several things must
happen. The Defense Systems Acquisi
tions Review Council will hold a meeting
in April 1975. The Council will generally
review the program and provide a status
report on the site selection project. Then,
in July 1976 the Council will meet again
to review the site selection project and
approve or reject recommendations for
the final system. If the Council approves
the project then money will be requested
from the Congress for actual construc
tion and deployment.

Mr. NELSON. Before any money for
actual construction is authorized by the
Senate, it is essential, that the following
questions be answered definitively in de
bate on the fioor of the Senate:

First. Have all of the environmental
concerns that have been raised by
citizens in Wisconsin and across the
country and environmental experts been
adequately answered? ~

Second. Is the system technically fea
sible? That is, does it work?

Third. Is it vital to our national de
fense?

Would the Senator agree to that?
Mr. McINTYRE. I WOUld. I wouId agree

with that.
Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I know

that it is clearly understood by the com
mittee and by Members of the Senate
that no final decision has been reached
on anyone of these three matters. We do
not have a final decision on the question
of environmental implications.

I believe it ought to be understood that
when these environmental studies are'
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complet~d scientific experts around the
country will have the opportunity to
evaluate the quality of the studies and
come to their o\vn conclusions about
them. We \\ill then have the benefit of
both the results of the studies that the
Navy has been engaged in, through a
series of contracts with universities and
private contractors, and an independent
scientific analysis. In addition the final
studies on the question of Project
Sanguine's technical feasibility will have
been made available and it will be clear
whether or not the communications sys
tem which is being tested does in fact
work. <

When those two issues are settled, the
Senate will then come to the question of
whether or not-if the environmental
studies showed there would be no en
vironmental damage, and if the system is
feasible---the system is vital to the de
fense of the United States. Is that cor
rect?

Mr. McINTYRE. I would say to my
good friend from Wisconsin that because
of his astuteness and because of his deep
interest in the environment, not only the
U.S. Navy, but the Department of De
fense and the full Committee on Armed
Services are going to make very sure
that no damage will occur to the en
vn'onment in any way. We are going to
cooperate fully with the Senator and his
associates. .

I know the Senator from Michigan is
also vel'y much concerned. These three
questions that the SenatOl' poses will have
to be thoroughly debated and answered,
I think, to the satisfaction of the Senate
and the House before we go ahead.

Mr. NELSON. Assuming it is techni
cally feasible, if there were-and I em
phasize "if"-no environmental prob
lems, we would still have to deal in the
House of Representatives before the
Armed Services Committee and on the
fioor of the Senate with the debate on the
question of whether or not this commu
nication system is vital to the defense of
the United States, and the system would
have to be approved by a vote of Con
gress before deployment of the system
would commence.

Mr. McINTYRE. I would like to be as
accommodating as I can. The Senator
realizes that the Navy considered this
program to be vital to our command and
control of our strategic weaponry. But I
think we are on the same ground.

The Senator is interested in making
certain that this program is not going
to cause environmental damage or dam
age to human life, and all of these fac
tors which are of great concern to the
Senator. We are going to cooperate fully
with him, as we alreadY have, and I will
read into the RECORD at the conclusion
of our little colloquy the amount of studY,
time, and effort that we have already
spent, all due to the keen interest of
the Senator from Michigan and the Sen
ator from Wisconsin in this, before we
come to a decision on deployment and its
effect on the environmental world.

Mr. NELSON. I understand the Sena
tor does agree that it is a part of a weap
ons system that would still have to have
the positive approval by a vote of Con
gress before it could be deployed.

:1'.11'. McINTYRE. Absolutely; that is
correct.

Mr. NELSON. I thank the distin
guished SenatOl; from New HamPBhire.

On the environmental question, I
raised that issue with the Navy in 1968,
and they began studies with a very mod
est $125,000 contract. The contract was,
I believe, with the Hazelton Laboratories.
I pointed out to the Navy in 1968 that
such a limited study would be totally
inadequate.

They have since developed comprehen
sive environmental studies and, as of the
end of fiscal 1975, if this authorization is
adopted, will have spent $20,600,000 "n
environmental studies.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's 10 minutes have expired.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield 5
additional minutes on the bill to the Sen
ator.

Mr. NELSON. I ask for just 1 minute.
I thank the senator fro111 New Hamp

shire, who conducted hearings on this
issue. We submitted to him 25 questions
that we wished to have dealt with in tes
timony before the committee. The Sena
tor from New Hampshire asked these
questions, which were comprehensive,
and that help compile 139 pages of the
hearing record-in part 6 of the author
ization bill for military procurement.
The pages covered in the hearing record
are pages 3154 through 3157.

I thank the Senator for haVing testi
mony taken on these 25 questions, which
went into great detail on all aspects of
the issues in which I was interested hav
ing a record made.

Mr. McINTYRE. We intend to cooper
ate with the Senator from Wisconsin
fully in the future.

I yield to the Senator from Michigan.
Mr. HART. Mr. President, I simply

wish to express my appreciation to the
Senator from Wisconsin and the Senator
from New Hampshire for having made
so clear, not alone for our constituents
because of their understandable con
cel'ns-but also for the Department of
the Navy, the restraints and restrictions
that attach to S. 3000 as it relates to
Project Sanguine.

The Senatol' from Wisconsin empha
sized properly the environmental con
cern, and the ultimate question of mili
tary necessity and feasibility.

But I ask explicitly with respect to the
matter of hurt, harm, and injury to hu
man life: Is it not true that before there
will be any deployment permitted of the
system known as Sanguine, Congress, led
by the Senator from New Hampshire,
would have to have demonstrated to it
that there would be absolutely no harm
ful effect on a human being by the de
ployment of this rather esoteric system?

Mr. McINTYRE. In response to the
question of the Senator, that would, of
course, be of the highest priority and
force to indicate whether there were any
possible damage to human life. The Sen
ator can rest assured on that.
li the Senator heard me explain this

to the Senator from Wisconsin, the sub
committee and the full committee intend
to cooperate fullY with his questions to
cooperate with him.

Mr. HART. I think the people of Wis-

consin and elsewhere will be made more
comfortable by reading the remarks of
the able Senator from New Hampshire
who, better than any of us, understands
the enormity of the problem, and v.ili
make clear to the Navy the restraints
under which it will operate.

I thank the able Senator.
Mr. McINTYRE. I thank my gOJd

friend from Michigan. The total funding
on the Sanguine program amounts to
$86,300,000 through fiscal year 1975, of
which, as the Senator from Wisconsin
said, $20,600,000 has been or will be e:;
pended on studies of various types.

I call attention to the extensive hear
ings appearing in the hearing record on
pages 3135 to 3274; which represents 140
pages we devoted to hearings 011 April 1
of this year.

Also, in the committee report we have
covered this on pages 110 and 111, which
I shall read into the RECORD for the as
surance of all concerned about the en
vironmental features. At the top of page
111, the committee says:

The committee will continue to closely
follow the progress of this program, Includ
Ing, In particular, both technical feasibility
and environmental aspects Of tIle system.
In this regard, the committee considers San
guine to be a program of special Interest
and enjoins the Department of the Navy
to keep the committee apprised of all sig
nificant problems or developments as they
occur.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. On whose

time?
Mr. STENNIS. From the time on the

bill.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk

will call the roll.
The second assistant legislative clerk

proceeded to call the roll.
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,

I asle unanimous consent that the or
der for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the pend
ing amendment may be laid aside tempo
rarily and that the distinguished Sena
tor from Georgia may call up an amend
ment' with a limitation thereon of 15
minutes, to be equally divided in accord
ance with the usual form.

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

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The second assistant legislative cierI;
read as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, insel't
the following:

SEC.-.
SectIon 401 of the Department of Defense

Supplemental Appropriations Authorization
Act, 1974, Is amended by striking out the
perIod at the end of such section and Insert
Ing In lieu thereof the following: "when his
enlistment Is needed to meet established
strength requirements....

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I have dis
cussed this amendment with the Senator
from Mississippi and the Senator from
Texas. This amendment is being done at
the request of Secretary of the Army Cal-
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laway. I will go into the background mat
ter briefly.

Last year, the House Appropriations
Committee put certain restrictions in the
appropliation bill relating to overall high
school graduates, the munber of those
graduates that must be included in serv
ice recruitment totals. Then the House
authorization committee, which is the
House Armed Services Committee, came
back with a sentence in the authoriza
tion bill, the 1974 supplemental authori
zation bill, which reads as follows:

Not'ki.thstanding any other provision of
law, no volunteer for enlistment In the armed
services shall be denied enlistment solely be
cause of not having a high school diploma.

That was put in, as I understand it,
to negate some of the problems that the
Marille Corps and the Army were having
with meeting the high school diploma
requirement. That is understandable,
and I am not getting into the merits of
either the House Appropriation Commit
tee decision or the Armed Services Com
mittee position. But it is clear that nei
ther of these committees intended to in
terfere with ongoing programs of the
Army that required high school diplomas.

What I have proposed is really an
amendment to the 1!)74 supplemental
authorization bill, which received final
approval of the Senate yesterday morn
ing, and it simply adds to the previous
language these words:

When his enlistment is needed to meet
establlshed'strength l·equirements.

This is really a neutral kind of amend
ment so far as the debate is concerned
as to what the number of high school
graduates should be or should not be.
This does not address that point. I hap
pen to be one of those who believe there
should be more high school graduates.

This amendment would give the Sec
retary of the Army, or the Secretary of
any other service, the flexibility to meet
their requirements; and, once they have
met their requirements, they could use
the high school diploma as a criterion.
In some of the services, they are using
the high school diploma, and they are
being restrictive in certain categories.

The fear was that amendment in the
House 1974 supplemental authorization
bill would have precluded the Secretary
from usillg the high school diploma in
any way, should he decide to, in order to
help screen out applicants. This amend
ment would restore that flexibility to the
Secretary, so that the high school di
ploma could be used as a criterion when
the Secretary did not need the particular
applicant to fulfill a quota. That is really
all the amendment would do.

I have discussed this amendment with
the chairman, the Senator from Missis
sippi. I am sure that he is agreeable to it.
I defer to the Senator from Texas for
any comments he might wish to make.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I think
this is a constructive amendment. It is
my understand1ng that it does make it
discretionary with thE' Secretary. Is that
correct? .

Mr. NUNN, That is right. It would not
preclude him from usillg the high school
diploma in instances where he does not
have any problem fulfllling his quota.

Mr. TOWER. I am prepared to accept
the amendment for the minority, and I
believe that Senator STENNIS has already
put his imprimatur on it.

Mr. NUNN. He has, and he has author
ized me to handle it from the commit
tee's position as well as from the indi
vidual p03ition. The committee does
accept the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is all time
~'ielded back?

Mr. NUNN. I yield back the remainder
of my time.

Mr. TOWER. I yield back the remain
der of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of
the Senator from Georgia.

The amendment was agreed to.
Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I suggest

the absence of a quorum, and I ask
unanimous consent that the time con
sumed be charged equally to both sides
on the bill.

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

The clerk will call the roll.
The second assistant legislative clerk

proceeded to call the i·oll.
Mr. TOWER. 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. MANSFIELD. Mr. Presldcnt, I ask
unanimous consent that the pending
amendment be laid aside temporarily
and that there be a time limitation of 10
minutes on the Bayh amendment, the
time to be equally divided between the
manager of the bill, the Senator from
Texas (Mr. TOWER), and the Senator
from Indiana (Mr. HARTKE).

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

AMENDMEnT NO. 13()O

Mr. BAYH. Mr, President, I call up my
amendment No. 1390, on behalf of my
self and the Senator from Pem1sylvania
(Mr. SCHWEIKER).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to read the amendment.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I ask unani
mous consent that further reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment will be printed
in the RECORD.

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

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

SEC. -. It Is the SellSI'. of the Congress
that, in carrying out adyertislng activities
for the recruitment of military personnel,
the Department of Defense should utillz-e all
major forms of public media. including the
broadcasting media.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I ask unani
mous consent that Mr. Heckman of my
staff be permitted on the floor during
discussion of the amendment.

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

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, for the sake
of expedience, perhaps it might be best
for the Senator from Indiana to read
the amendment because it is very simple

and straightforward. The amendment
states:

SEC. -. It is the sense of the Congress that
in cI\lT~'ing out advertising activities for the
l'ecrultment of military personnel, tile De
partment of Defense should utilize all major
forms of public medIa, Including the broad
casting media.

Mr. President, the purpose of the
amendment is to provide that the people
who are charged with the recruiting for
the voltmteer army, those who are di
recting our armed services are in [l,

better positton to know from their ex
perience what media and how much of
the various kinds of media can be most
successful in persuading yotmg men and
women to serve their country in the mili
tary services; and that we should not
continue, as a result of the strong feel
ings on the part of certain Members of
the other body, to prohibit the use of
certain types of media to persuade young
men and women to serve ill the military
service. It is r.ot for us to tell them what
to use. but, rllther to let them use t.he
media they find most successful ill their
recruiting efforts.

Mr. President. this amendment is de
signed to remedy what I regard as an
inequitable policy that the Department
of Defense has followed in the last few
years with regard to its expenditures fOl'
advertising for recrUiting purposes. Al
though the current bUdget contains al
most $100 million for advertising, under
current DOD policy none of this is ex
pended for radio and television.

This history behind this policy is in
teresting. In 1971 the Army began an
experimental program of paid television
advertising in connection with its initial
efforts on the All-Volunteer Army. Ap
parently all or virtually all of these
funds, some $6 million, went only to the
television and mdio networks. Many of
the smaller broadcasters around the
country were naturally upset that with
this experimental program at least, they
were not to participate. As a result of the
complaints of many of these broadcast
ers, the Congress in its conference re
port on the flscal year 1972 Department
of Defense appropriations bill settled
the issue by simply barring the use of
any funds for paid advertising in the
electronic media. Although this pro\i
sion in the conference report applied
only to fiscal year 1972 funds, the De
fense Department has contillued the
policy of expending no ftrnds for this
purpose.

The amendment I offer today would
simply indicate to the Defense Depart
ment that it is the sentiment of the Con
gress that in allocating the funds made
available for recruitment advertising,
consideration should be given to the use
of all forms of the media, inc1ud1ng
radio and tele\ision. I have discussed the
question with the appropriate officials
of the Department and they have in
dicated that they would welcome such
an amendment. As all of us in this cham
ber are well aware, the electronic media
is by far the most effective in reaching
the American people. Since our Govern
ment has decided to follow the pollcy of
an All-Volunteer ArmY. it seems to me
that it is important that the military be
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able to use all of the media in its effort
to make the concept work.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I yield
myself such time as I may require.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Texas is recognized.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I think
the amendment of the Senator from In
diana is a reasonable amendment. I am
prepared to accept it.

I yield back the remainder of my time.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the

Senator from Mississippi desire to be
recognized?

Mr. STEN~IS. Mr. President, I yield
myself 2 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator may proceed.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President. this is an
old question that has been before us
several times. It is a question of judgment
with respect to the methods of present
ing the appeal with reference to the
volunteer army. In exercising its judg
ment, the House has turned this sort of
proposal down. In conference we have
had the fullest of discussions about it
and the House is totally opposed to yield
ing.

I support the volunteer army concept,
even though I did not support it as a
change of policy.

For my part I am willing to take this
matter to conference again and have it
considered. The Senator from Indiana
knows it has been resisted, but we will do
the best we can.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I appreciate
the willingness of our distinguished
chairman and the ranking minority
member to pursue this particular amend
ment in conference. I am hopeful that
good judgmer' and the passage of time
will persuade some of those in the other
body who have had very strong feelings
with respect to this matter.

If we are to proceed with the volunteer
army concept, we have to give those
charged with the great responsibility of
recruiting young men and women to
serve in the A1my the opportunity to
exercise their judgment as to how they
can sell this idea to those they seek to
enlist.

I ailpreciate the courtesy of both of our
distinguished colleagues.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is all time
yielded back?

Mr. BAYH. I yield back the remainder
of my time.

Mr. STENNIS. I yield back the re~

mainder of my time on the amendment.
Mr. TOWER. I yield back my time.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques~

tion is on agreeing to the amendment.
The amendment was agreed to.
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that it be in order
at this time to ask for the yeas and nays
on the Hartke amendment having to do
with the recomputation.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. I ask for the yeas
and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that when the Hartke
amendment is called UP there be a time
limitation of 20 minutes, to be divided

between the sponsor of the amendment,
the Senator from Indiana (Mr. HARTKE),
and the manager of the bill, the Senator
from Mississippi (Mr. STENNIS).

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

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I ac;k
unanimous consent. that the pending
amendment be temporarily laid aside.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. \'\Tithout
objection. the pending amendment win
temporarily be 13id aside.

A:\IEND?-lENT NO. 1:3i7

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. Presidellt, I call up
my amendment No. 1377 and ask that it
be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The second assistant legislative cl2rk
proceeded to read the amendment.

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

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

Amendment No. 1377 is as follows:
On page 17, between lines 20 hnd 21, insert

we followbg new title:
TITLE VIII-Jl.HLITARY RETIREME;,T

RECOMPUTATION
SEC. 801. NotWithstanding any other pro

vision of iaw, a member 01' former member of
a IIniformecl service (1) who is sixty years of
age or older on the date of enactment of this
Act 01' becomes sixty years of age after such
date, is retired for reasons other than physi
cal disability, or for physical disability under
title IV of the Career Compensation Act of
1949 (63 Stat. 816-825), as amended, or chap
ter 61 of title 10, United States Code, whose
disability was finally determined to be of a
permanent nature and les.~ than 30 pel' cen
tum under the standard schedule of rating
disabilities in use by the Veterans' Admin
Istration at the time of that determination,
and is entitled to retired pa.y computed under
the rates of basic pay In elfect hefore Jan
uary 1, 1972, or (2) who Is entitled to retired
pay for physical disability under title IV of
the Career Compensation Act of 1949 (63 Stat.
810-825), as amended, or chapter 61 of title
10, United states Code, whose disability was
finally determined to be of a permanent na
ture and at least 30 per centum under the
standard schedt\le of rating disabilities In
use by the Veterans' Administration at the
time of that determination, and whose l'e
tired pay is computed under rates of basic
pay in effect after October 1, 1949, and before
January 1, 1972, is entitled to have that pay
recomputed upon the rates of basic pay in
e/fect on January 1, 1972.

SEC. 802. A member 01' former member of
a. uniformed sen"Ice who was retired by rea
son of phySical disability and who Is entitled,
in 8.ccordance with section 411 of the Career
Compensation Act of 1949 (63 Stat. 823), to
retired pay computed under provisions of law
in e/fect on the day preceding the date of
enactment of that Act, may elect within
tile one-year period following the date of
enactment of this Act, to receive disability
retirement pay computed under provisions
of law in effect on January 1, 1972, in lieu
of the retired pay to which he Is othenvise
entitled.

SEC. 803. (a) A member 01' former member
of a uniformed service who Is sixty years of
age or older on the date of enactment of
this Act and Is entitled to have his retired
pay recomputed under the first section of
thiS Act shall be entitled to retired pay based
upon such recomputation effective on the
first day of the first calendar month follow
ing the month in which this Act Is enacted.

(b) A member Oi' former member of a nni-

fOl'llled service who becomes sixty years of
age after the date of enactment of this Act
and Is eligible to have his retired pay recom
puted under the first section of this Act
shall be entitled to retired pay based upon
such recomputation ell:"ective 011 the first
da'- of the first calenda,' month follOWing
the nlcnth in \vhkh he oecoines sixty years
of age. .

i C I A 111t'.illber 01' fonner member of a uni
fanned service 7,'I10 r;;;;tired by reason of
physicG.l di::5flhiiity li.nder title IV of the ca
reer COInpensatiOj1 Act of 1949 and whose
disa:Jility was 1111311y determined to be of a.
l'"rmanent nature l:nd at least 30 per cen
tum under the ;;tandard schedule of rating
disabilities in llS~ by the Veterans' l:ldminis
tration at the lime of that determination,
and Is entitled to have his retired pay recom
puted under the first section of this Act,
shall be entitled to retired pay based upon
such recomputation effective on the first day
of tlle first calendar month following the
month in which thIs Act is enacted.

(d) A member or former member of a ltlli
formed service whQ Is entitled to make an
election under section 2 of this Act and elects
to have his retired pay recomputed as au
thorized in such section shall be entitled
to retired pay based upon such recomputa
tion elfeetive on the first day of the first
ca.lendar 1ll0ntll following the month In
,,,hich he makes such election.

SEC. 804. The enactment of sections I and
3 of this Act does not reduce the monthly
retired pay to which a member or former
member of a uniformed service was entitled
on the day before the effective date of this
Act.

SEC. 805. A member or former member of
a uniformed service whose retired pay is
recomputed under this Act Is entitled to
have that pay increased by any applicable
adjustments In pay under section 1401a of
title 10, United States Code, which occur
or have occurred after January 1, 1972.

SEC. 806. As used in this Act (1) the term
"uniformed services" has the same meaning
ascribed to such term by section 101 (3) of
title 37, United states Code, and (2) the
term "retired pay" means retired pay 01' re
tainer pay, as the e'lse may be.

Mr. HARTKE. Mi'. President, the
amendment I am offering today pro
vides for a one-time recomputation of
benefits for military retirees, using the
base rates of pay for January 1, 1972.

The U.S. Congress and the administra
tion have delayed long enough in cor
recting the severe injustice that has been
done to the retired members of our uni
formed services. In 1958, the retirement
recomputation system which had been in
effect since 1861, was suspended. Under
the pre-1958 system, retirees had their
benefits recomputed whenever active
duty base pay was increased. Without
recomputation, military retirees with
the same rank and the same number of
years of service receive widely different
retirement benefits.

My amendment would remedy this in
justice. Since 1958, there have been 12
pay raises. The Hartke amendment
would simply make one recomputation,
based on pay rates in effect on January 1,
1972. The increase in retirement bene
fits would be effective immediately for
all persons 60 years or older and for
those who· are at least 30 percent dis
abled. Other retIrees would have their
retired pay recomputed at the time they
reach age 60.

Mr. President, I find myself in the un
usual position of acting to redeem a
campaign promise made by President
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Nixon in 1968 and again in 1972. During
the campaign, the President stated that
he felt that the precipitous suspension of
the recomputation system was, and I
quote the President:

A breach of faith for those hundreds of
thousands of American patriots. who have
devoted a career of service to their country
and who. when they entered the service,
relied upon the laws Insuring equal retire
ment benefits.

In 1968. Senator HUMPHREY and Gov
ernor Wallace were equally strong in
their endorsement of a restoration of
recomputation rights to retired military
personnel.

In 1972, my distinguished colleague,
Senator MCGOVERN, pledged his support
for milltary recomputation and he has
been one of the prime cosponsors of my
amendment in the past.

The Hartke approach to recomputation
Is just. equitable and economically real
istic. Formulated by keeping the eco
nomic consequences to the military
budget firmlY in mind, it is estimated
first-year cost was :::343 million.

Full restoration of the recomputation
system would cost over $1 billion in the
first fiscal year of its operation and carry
a lifetime cost of over $140 billion. The
Hartke solution to the recomputation
problem is designed to keep expenditure
at a reasonable level.

I find it of grave interest to note that
the President is blaming Congress for its
negligence in enacting some form of
recomputation. In his most recent
budget requests he says:

An allowance of about $400 million for
recomputation of military retirement pay
has been included in each of the past two
budget requests in fulfillment of a pledge
made In 1968. In both years, the reqtlest was
not approved by Congress.

COnsequently. although the administra
tion contInues to support recomputa.tlon, it
cannot realistically Include It In the budget
request.

I think it is time that wc met the chal
lenge offered us by the President and en
act a reasonable and financially respon
sible recomputation system.

The Senate has made good on its
pledge to recomputation by endorsing
my amendment twice in the past by SUb
stantial margins.

What is the full history of military
recomputation? The recomputation sys
tem was stal'ted in 1861. Retirees had
their benefits recomputed whenever ac
tive duty base pay was increased. In 1922,
recomputation was suspended until 1926,
when the 69th Congress corrected the in
justice by restoring the system. At that
time, the Senate committee report
stated, and I quote:

The 1922 legislatIon deprl\'es 1111 officers
retired prior to that date ot said benefits,
thereby violating the basic la.w uuder Which
these officers gained their retirement rights.
There is no Justice in two pay schedules for
equal merit and equal service. (Senate Re.
port 364, 69th Congress)

This statement is equally true today.
We now have 12 d1f[crent rates of re
tired pay for retir~of equal ranks and
service; The .. unfortunate result of the
present system is that the oldest re
tirees. •whose . is· most often the

greatest, are those in each case receiving
the smallest benefits while the youngest
are receiving the largest. The disparity in
many cases exceeds 50 percent.

This difference in retirement benefits
for equal service exists because of the
sudden suspension of the recomputation
system in 1958 and its repeal in 1963. In
the 1963 decision, f1, system of raises
bascd upon increases in the cost of liv
ing was substituted with no "savings
clause" to protect the previously earned
benefit. This provision has utterly failed
to make UP for the loss of the earned
right to which the retirees had previ
ously been entitled.

As a result of the 1958 and 1963 deci
sions, merit and length of service are no
longer primary factors in determining
the compensation a retiree will receive
during the inactive phase of his career.
On the contrary, it has now become a
mutter of the inclividual's birthdate and
how successful he has been in manipu
lating a favorable retirement date.

For instance, a lieutenant colonel re
tiring today receives more retired pay
than a major general who retired only
10 years ago.

In the last months, I have been very
gratified to see the enthusiasm for my
amendment grow in the House. Repre
sentative BOB WILSON, who is a long and
courageous promoter of recomputation,
has introduced the amendment in the
House this spring. Congressman WILSON
has worked very hard for this legislation
both on the fioor and in committee. There
are now 39 cosponsors to the amendment
in the House.

The Hartke approach has earned the
united support of the various military
retiree organizations. Leaders of the 16
major military organizations, represent
ing almost a mlllion military men both
on active duty and retired. have pledged
their full support for this amendment.
In addition, the proposal has l'eceived the
enthusiastic endorsement of the Ameri
can Legion, Veterans of Foreign Wars,
Disabled American Veterans and the
National Association of Retired Persons!
National Retired Teachers Association,
comprising a joint membership of more
than 10 million people. The issue is
worthy of their sUPpOrt.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that letters addressed to my office
from some of these organizations be
placed in the RECORD at this pOint. I also
ask unanimous consent that a chart
showing the number of"retired mllitary
persOlmellivlng in each State be placed
in the RECORD at this point. A copy of
this chart has also been placed on each
of my colleagues' desks.

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

THE AMERICAN LEGION.

Washi71gton, D.C., June 5, 1974.
Hon. V>\NeE HARTKE,
U.S. Senate, Russell Senate O"'ce Builclillfl
Washington, D.C. .. • '

DE.'1l SENATOR HA1l:rKE: It 1s onr under
standIng that you will propose an amend
ment to S. 3000. the MlIltary Procurement
AuthorizatIons bill presently under consid
eration by the Senate, to permit a limited
recomputation of the rates of pay for certain
physIcally disabled and older retirees ot the
Anned Forces.

The American Legion strongly supported
yonr efforts to accomplish this in past years
and we continue to do so. Adoption of youI'
amendment WOUld, In large measure, cure all
ineqUity under the existing system which
provides for some eleven different rates of
retired pay for persons of equal grade and
lengtl. of service. This has resulted in the
oldest retirees with the greatest need recel\"
ing the smallest pay. The dLsparity. in many
cages, is as much as 50 percent.

Enclosed is a copy of our current resolll
tion on this SUbject and \','e want you to
know that YOllr efforts again this year are
nppreciatcel.

Sincerely YOllr,~,

HEI\ALll E. STRlNGEI\.

Director, National Legis/atire Commission.

THE 55TH NATIONAL CONVENTION OF "HE

AMERICAN LEGION

RESOLUTION NO.1 89

Committee: National Security.
Subject: Equalize military retired pay.

Whereas, past Inequities have been created
by failure to update military retired pay;
and

Whereas, the Federal Government has an
obligation to retired military personnel to
provide retired pay in line With what they
were led to expect when they entered the
armed forces and acknowledging that retire
ment pay is part of what 1I veteran has
earned; and

Whereas, the retired pay for these military
retirees Is based on the inadequate pay scales
which prevailed during their long and faith
ful years of service; and

Whereas, those who have retired for dis
abilities Incurred in line of duty have by
tl.eir sacrifices earned the right to every
consideration when correctIons in prOVisions
for retirement and retainer pay are con
sidered for all members and former members
of the uniformed services; and

Wl.ereas, it Is quite clear that pay for a!1
retirees, including all disabled retirees should
be equalized so that all such retirees of the
same gracie, years of service, and all disabled
retirees be the same; and

Wllereas, the application for piecemeal in
creases based on the consumer prIce index
does not compensate for the low retirement
pay: now, therefore, be it

Resolved, by 'l'he AmerIcan Legion In Nll
tional Convention assembled in HonolUlU.
Hawaii, August 2i, 22, 23, 1973, that we en
dorse and support legislation to equalize
military retired pay currently In effect for
active duty personnel baving the same grade
or rank and length of service.

DISABLED AMERICAN VETERANS.

June 6, 1971.
Hem. VANCE HARTKE.
Russell Senate Office Bui/cling.
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR HARTKE: The most recent
national convention ot the Disabled Ameri
can Veterans unanimously adopted Resolu
tion No. 231 to endorse and support legisla
tion to equalize military dlsalJtllty retired
pay with that currently in effect for nctivc
duty pcrsonnel having the same grade and
length of sen·lee.

In accordance with the mandate of the
enclosed resolution, the Disabled American
Veterans strongly supports the Recomputa
tion Amendment that you w11l offer to the
Department ot Defense Appropriation Au
thorization Act, S. 3000, and we respectfully
urge the senate's approval of this most
eqUitable proposal.

Sincerely,
JOHN T. SOA\·E.•

National commander.

RECOMPUTATION OF MILrrAllY RETIRED PAY
Whereas, past inequities have been created

by the failure to tlpdate milltary retired pay,
and
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Whereas, the Federal government has an

obligation to retired m111tary personnel to
provide retired pay in line with what they
were lead to expect when they entered the
armed forces, and

Whereas, the retired pay for former mill
tary retirees is based on the inadequate pay
scaies which prevailed during their long and
faithful years of service, and

Whereas, those who have retired for dis
abilities incurred ill line of duty have by their
sacrifices earned the right to every consider
ation when corrections in provisions for re
tirement and retainer pay are considered for
all members and former members of the unI
formed services, and

Whereas, it is evident that the pay for all
military retirees, including the disabled,
should be equalized so that all such retirees
of the same grade and years of service, re
ceive the same, and

Whereas, the a.pplication of piece-meal ill
creases based on the consumer price index
does not compensate for the low retirement
pay; Now

Therefore, be it resolved, by the Disabled
American Veterans in National Convention
assembled at Miami Beach, Florida, August
12-18, 1973, that we endorse and support
legislation to equalize military disability re
tired pay With that currentiy in effect for
active duty personnel haVing the same grade
and length of service.

THE RETffiED OFFICERS ASSOCIATION,
Washington, D.C., June 6, 1974.

Hon. VANCE HARTKE,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR HARTKE: On behalf of our
over 182,000 members and of the national
membership of the Retired Enlished Asso
ciation, who have asked that we speak for
them in this matter, I extend our profound
thanks for your continued interest and in
defatigable efforts in resolving the inequit
able situation currently eXisting regarding
military retired pay.

We feel that there is a clear moral obliga
tion on the part of the government to take
remedial action. Our organizations fUlly sup
port the compromise recomputation amend
ment which you have offered to S. 3000, the
Department of Defense Appropriation Au
thorization Act of 1975.

We trust the members of the Senate wlll
again adopt the amendment by an over
whelming majority as was done in 1972 and
1973 on similar proposals which you offered.
As before, we are at your call for whatever
assistance we can Pl·ovide.

Sincerely,
BARKSDALE HAMLET1',

General, USA, Retired, President.

RESERVE OFFICERS ASSOCIATION
OF THE UNnED STATES,

Washtngton, D.C., June 6, 1974.
Hon. VANCE HARTKE,
U.s. Senate,
Washingtoll, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR HARTKE: By re-submitting
your amendment to provide for a limited,
one time, settiement of the issue of recom
putation of mllitary l'etired pay, you again
bring to the attention of your COlleagues, of
both bodies of the Congress, the necessity
to eliminate an IneqUity that should no
longer be permitted to eXist.

It is our belief that if tIle wlll of the ma
jority of the Congress can be asserted your
amendment will prevail in the final enact·
ment of the blll before the Senate today.

The provisions of your amendment have
been carefUlly developed. It represents, in
our opinion, a general consensus among
those who benefit from it and those WllO

must pay for it, a reasonable and just solu
tion to this vexing iSSlle. Actually, the cur
rent and ultimate cost of your proposal is
considerably less than that originally pro·
posed by the administration.

By this communication, through you, we
urge the Senate to do as they did last year:
oz:erwhelrningly adopt your amendment;
that the Senate conferees remain inSistent
upon its inclusion in the Conference Report
and that the House be allowed to express
its evident wll1 for its approval.

In summary, to you and your fellow Sen
aWL's, who supported you last year, our deep
est gratitude, and our urgent appeal that
your amendment become laws, which will in
the end ensure the morale of our Armed
Services and thus strengthen and assure the
securi ty of our nation.

Sincerely.
JOHN T. CARLTON,

ExeclItii'e Director.

DlSAnL}O~D OFFICERS ASSOCIATION,

Washington. D.C., June 6, 1974.
Hon. VANeE HARTKE,
U.S. Senate,
W(lshillgton, D.C.

DEAR SENA1'OR HARTKE: This letter confirms
talks with members of' your staff relative to
your again introducing an Amendment to
a Military Authorization Act, in this case
for Fiscal Year 1975.

Our association, formed in 1919, by a group
of Temporary Officers disabled in World War
I, does sincerely appreciate your earnest ef
forts both in the past ar.d in this instance,
to correct a long standing inequity by ad·
vacating a fail' compromise solution.

In "recomputation" or pay eqUalization
matters, our association was mandated by
our 1972 National Convention to support the
Administration's "one-shot" recomputation
bill, as amended, that was to provide 50
percent of the 1 January 1971 pay scales to
those pre-1949 disablllty retirees, who were
retired under laws in effect prior to the Ca
reer Compensation Act of 1949. However, our
National Executiv·) Committee by a strong
majority vote in 1973 agreed to support your
Senate Bill 8-1336 which would provide for
a "one-shot" recomputation on the 1 Janu
ary 1972 pay scales immediately for all re
tirees age 60 or over whose retirement was
based on length of service, and to all persons
regardless of age, who were retired for dis
ability under the Career Compensation Act
of 1949. Retirees for length of service not
yet age 60 would be increased to the 1972 pay
scales, plUS interim changes to those rates
based on the CPI, when they reach age 60.
Members retired for physical disablllty under
laws in effect prior to 1949 would have the
option to remain under current retirement
laws or to colne under the new recomputa
tion legislation, at their actual degree of
disability.

Approximately .l!0 percent of our member
ship consists of pre-1949 disabled officers who
elected to receive their I'etired pay under
laws in effect prior to 1 October 1949 the
date of the Career Compensation Act.

Therefore, in order to help our pre-1949
disabled members we do advocate a com
promise, a fair bill that can possibly pass
through the Congress and which will be
signed into law by the President.

We believe that your amendment will not
only comply with our mandated position, but
will correct a long standing injustice, whlle
at the same time it will be within realistic
cost estimates as viewed in our ell.-psnding
economy.

Sincerely yours,
WALTER J. REILLY,

Najor, U.S. JrIa:'ine Corps, Retireel
CI~alr11lan, National Legislative
Committee.

Am FORCE SERGEANTS ASSOCIATION,
Washington, D.C. JUNE 6, 1974.

Hon. VANCE HARTKE,
U.S. Senate,
\Vashtngton, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR. HARTKE: The many thou
sands of retired enlisted men and women of
our association have been encouraged in the
past by efforts in obtaining at ~ least a one
time recomputation of retired pay.

As you are well a ware, the consumer price
Index (CPI) formula utilized in assisting the
retirees in keeping pace with the inflation
ary economy is deeply appreciated. However,
for the average enlisted indiVidual, who re
tired under a far lower active duty pay
formUla, a CPI increase of 6 per cent on
$200.00 amounts to the great sum of $12.00.
Even though appreciated, the base upon
which the CPl is applied is far too low to be
meaningful.

This is to inform you that our associa
tion, in addition to supporting the Honor
able Bob Wilson's bills on recomputation,
renders full support to the compromise
amendment you offered to the Department of
Defense Appropriation Authorization Act of
1975 (S. 3000).

011 behalf of the retired enlisted people
we represent, it is imperative that your com
promise amendment be enacted into law,
thus bringing the retired pay of the enlisted
retiree up to an amount that wlll enable
the CPI increases to assist in keeping pace
with the economy.

We urge all members of the United States
Senate support your efforts and that our re
tired veterans, many of whom are liVing on
a fixed income, be considered With the same
respect during their waning years of retire
ment, as they were during the pel'iods of
conflict.

Yours in dedication and service,
DONALD L. HARLOW,

CMSAF (Ret.) Director 01 Legislation.

MILlTARY WIVES ASSOCIAl'ION, INC.,
Wasnington, D.O., June 6, 1974.

DEAR SENATOR HAaTKE: The Military Wives
Association is delivering a letter to every
Senator today asking them to vote for the
amendment on Recomputation which yau so
khldly attached to the Military Procurement
Bill S 3000.

We deeply appreciate your efforts on be
half of all the military whose pay is so
grossly inequitable to those men currently
retiring. We wish you every success in the
passage of this amendment.

Sincerely,
Mrs. R. C. SOXMAN,

President.

Am FORCE ASSOCIATION,
Washington, D.C., June 6, 1974.

Hon. VANCE HARTI~E,

U.S. Senate, Old Senate Office Building, lVash
ington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR HARTKE: On behalf of the
more than 125,000 members of the Air Force
Association we salute your persevering elIorts
to continue the hallOWed practice, abruptly
abandoned in 1958, of recomputation of mll1
tary retired pay. We believe that your amend
ment to the Department of Defense Au
thorization Act of 1975 (83000) is an affirma
tion of reassurance to this Nation's milltary
retirees that they have not been abandoned,
We support this.

As our cunent Polley Resolution, passed
unanimously by our. last National Conven
tion of delegates assembled, reads, in part:

Whereas, AFA continues to support the
prinCiple of full recomputation whlle at the
same time fully recognizing that budgetary
considerations militate against such an even
tuality at this time; and

Whereas, legislation has been lntrnduced
in the Congress which reaffirms the prin
Ciple of recomputation;
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Now. therefore, be It resolved that the

Air Force Association urges .•. the congress
to pass legislation now pending which will
authorize recomputation when retirees reach
age sixty, with such recomputation to be
computed on the basis of military pay scales
In effect on January 1, 1972."

On behalf of all of our members, we thank
you for your continued interest in correcting
this IneqUity.

Kindest personal regards,
JOE L. SHOSID.

VETERANS OF FOREIGN WARS,
OF THE UNITED STATES.

Washington, D.C., June 6, 1974.
Hon. VANCE HARTKE,
Chairman Veterans Affairs Committ,'e, U.S.

Senate, Washington, D.O.
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Since the time re

c.mputation of military retired pay based on
active-duty scales and discontinued, when
Congress departed form this method of ad
justing retired pay In the 1958 Mili
tary Pay Act. each ensuing National Con-

ventlonof the Veterans of Foreign Wars of
the United States has given us a mandate, In
the form of a resolt:tlon passed b:' the more
than 14,000 voting delegates thereto. to
seek recomputation of retired pay on pres
ent-day pay scales and such has beer.. one of
our continUing Priority Legislative Goals.
Our most recent Natior..al Conver,tion, held in
New Orleans, LousianR, August 17-24, 1973.
gave us a someWhat broader mandate, a copy
of which is enclosed.

In view of the foregoing, rest assured you
have the full support of the 1.8 million mem
bers of the Veterans of Foreign Viars and the
more than 500,000 members of our Ladles
Auxil:ary in your A.mendment No. 1377 to
S. 3000, the Military Procurement Author
13atio:1 Bll!, to grant recomputation of mili
tary retired pay.

Trusting your amendment receives over
whelming approvRI and \1I1th best wishes
and kindest personal regards, I am

Sincerely,
FRANCIS \v. STOVER,

Director. National Legislative Sel·ll;ee.

RESOLUTION No. 684: RECOMPUTATION OF
RETIREMENT PAY, RETIRED MILITARY
PERSONNEL

\Vhereas. recomputation of retirement pay
for retired members of the milltary bas not
been accomplished since 1958; and

Wllereas. the number of pay Increases au
thorized for the U.S. MlIltary since 1958 has
caused a vast difference In the amount of
retirement pay to Individuals retired In 1953
and subsequent years; and

Whereas, military personnel retired since
1958 did serve long and faitllfully to earn
their retired benefits; and

Whereas, tile recomputation regUlation was
abollshed late In the careers of a very large
group of those presently retired and was
not expected by that group; now therefore

Be it resolved, by the 74th National Con
vention of the Veterans of Foreign Wars of
the United States, that we vigorously sup
port Recomputation of Retirement Pay BllIs
In Congress. .

MILITARY PERoONNEL RECEIVING RETIRED OR RETAINER PAY AS OF JUNE 30, 1973

Slat. Tetal Air Fore. Army Navy Marines Stdte Total Air Fore. Army Navy Marin~")
-_._--_._--.~--~._,------- - .__._----_._--_.. _._. __.._.~---~- -------------

Alabama _________________ . _. ____ .. _ 18,708 7,296 7,764 3,124 524 Nevada _____ ... 5,051 2,505 975 1,228 283Alaska ______________________________ 2,151 1,105 736 265 45 New Hompshire.. _:::::: :::::::::::: 4,771 1,642 1,679 1,245 205Arizona _____________________________ 16,837 8,368 5,237 2,508 724 N.w Jersey____ . __ . ___ 19.718 3,727 10,017 4,160 I, 814Arkansas________________________ .. __ 10,383 3,966 3,946 2,129 342 New Mexico ___ < _______ 0" __ ~ ___ ~ ___ .~ 7,577 3,834 2.432 1,099 212California___________ . ______ . ________ 161,823 42,235 35,925 69,584 14, (179 New York____ . ___ . ___ ._ .. _________ ._ 30,868 8,458 13,489 7,563 1,353Colorado _______ •_______________ . ____ 19,643 9,370 7,641 2,161 471 North Carolina ___ " _._. _._" __ . _. __ . 22,449 5,321 9,653 4,153 3,322Conn.cticut_____________ . _____ ._. ____ 8,418 1,490 2,466 4,100 362 North Dakota __ .. __ .. _. __ . _. _______ ._ 935 391 337 180 27Oelawar.______________ . _•. ______ ._._ 2,526 1.361 606 498 61 Ohio._ . _______._. __ .. ____ . ___________ 19,924 8,149 7,053 3,766 956Washington, D.C_____________ ._ .. _ 6,548 1,218 3,615 1,532 183 Oklahoma ______ . ___ . _. ______ . _____ ._ 14,405 5,618 6,525 1,873 389Florida____________________ , ___ 76.702 29,530 19,176 24,698 3.298 Oregon_______ . __ . _____ . ------------ 9,915 3,123 2,786 3,411 595

~:~ffii~-:::::::::::: :::::::::::::_::
29,932 8,321 15,897 4,190 1,527 Pennsylvallia _________________ ~ ______ 28,062 6,538 11,842 8,082 I, 6006,174 1,352 2,735 1,747 340 Rhode Island ________________________ 4,864 511 987 3,244 122Idaho _____________________________ ._ 2,992 1,355 748 739 150 Soulh Carolina _______________________ 18,811 5,813 6,979 4,740 1,279lilinois ____________________________ . 19,737 6,020 7,697 4,993 1,027 South Oakota ________________________ 1,403 689 456 229 29Indiana____________________ . _____ . 10,289 2.912 4,609 2.222 546 Tennessee~. ________ ~_~ _.~ _.. _. ____ ._ 15,902 5,057 5,868 4,150 827lowa______________________________ . 4,490 1,239 1,769 1,275 207 Texas_____________ . _________________ 74,831 35,246 28,361 9,204 2,020Kansas. ______________________ . ______ 8,512 3,013 3,839 1,405 255 Utah_._ . __

~ - _. - - ---.- - -. --_._- -- - -- 3,554 1,549 1,244 647 114K.ntucky___________________________ . 11,225 2,245 7,016 1,616 348 VermonL.. ___ . ______________ ,_______ I, 412 438 616 306 52louisiana____________________________ 14,031 6,145 4,546 2.652 688 Virginia _. _________________ u _______ ._ 49,576 8,923 17,699 19,930 3,024Main.______________________ . _____ . __ 5.051 1,500 1,753 1, 58l 217 Washlngton. _________ + _________ • ~ _____ 28.997 8,322 11,164 8,699 812Maryland________________________ ... _ 25,256 6,137 10,052 7.930 1,137 W.st Virginia ___ . __ . ____ . ____________ 4.302 1.282 1,768 1,033 219Massachusetts ________ . _______ . _._. _.. 18,801 5,246 6,317 6.486 752 Wisconsi n___ ___ + _____ w _____ ~ ___ 7.296 2,196 3,013 1,729 358Michigan________________________ ... _ 13,095 4,374 5,382 2,894 445 Wyoming _______ ~ __________ •__ . _. ____ 1,310 693 348 231 38Minnesota________________ .______ ... 7,483 2,267 2,859 1,676 681

~l~~s~:f_~~~~:::::::::::::::: ::::::::
9.821 4,705 2,887 1,846 383 Tolal United Stat.s_._. ______ . __ 909,198 291,662 318,763 249,405 49,36815,715 5,265 6,549 3,28.\ 707 Oulside United States and undistributed_ 26,195 6,575 13,857 4,646 917Montana__________________ . _______ ._ 2,245 1,100 577 480 88Nebraska___ •__________ . ____ . 4,677 2,502 1,221 828 126 Tolal, Jun. 30, 1973 _____________ 935,393 296,237 332,620 254,251 50,285

_._---,---------~~-_._--- -------~._---- -- ~._--------_ .._-------------

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President. recom
putation has come of age, and it is time
for both Houses of Congress to enact this
legislation. Recomputation is a biparti
san issue and I urge all my colleagues to
support this amendment which will cor
rect the present inequity against retired
military personnel.

Mr. President, the distinguished Sen
ator from Texas is on the floor, and he
has repeatedly authored a bill which
would correct all inequities. but, under
the circumstances, I feel that probably
this somewhat limited approach to the
matter is about all we can do, especially
in view of the fact that the House of
Representatives has consistently refused
to accept even this limited version of re
computation.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President. will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HARTKE. I yield,
Mr. TOWER. I thank the Senator

from Indiana for his remarks. I associate
myself with his amendment and intend
to support it.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator use his microphone? I cannot
hear him.

Mr. TOWER. I think that the senator
from IndIana has underscored the dllIi-

culty we have, and that is that we cannot
prevail on the House to accept it. I feel
that a majority of the members of the
House committee are in favor of the
recomputation bill. but somehow we al
ways get bogged down in conference on
this matter. They keep promising that
they are going to do something about it.
hold hearings, and that sort of thing. I
do not know whether they have made
any progress there or not. For my part, I
hope the amendment will be adopted so
it can be taken to conference and per
haps some of the other thoughts can
prevail.

Mr. HARTKE. I would like to point
out that this year this item is not in the
budget request, but the President really
puts the blame on Congress for being
negligent in this regard. saying Congress
has refused to fulfill the pledge he made
in 1968 and in 1972 in his campaigns,
and he had said that allowance for re
computation of military time and pay
has been included in the past two budget
requests in fulfillment of the pledge of
1968, but that the request was not ap
proved by Congress. Consequently, al
though the administration continues to
support reco1'1putation, it cannot realis
tically include it in the budget request.

It is not true that Congress did not ap
prove it. It is correct to say that the
House of Representatives and the con
ference have not approved it, but the re
computation measure was approved by
overwhelming votes in the Senate.

The first year's cost is estImated to
be $434 million, rather than the $440
million that was in the budget request
for the last 2 years.

Mr. President. I want to pay tribute
to the distinguished chairman of the
committee. He has been very strong in
his opposition to the amendment, al
though I think he is basically in agree
ment with the concept which has been
put forth. I have talked with him about
trying to come up with some kind of al
ternate plan, perhaps a contributory re
tirement system. That has not been done.
In the meantime this situation continues
and causes a great deal of disarray in
the field of retirement which certainly is
notfair.

I reserve the remainder of my time.
Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, will the

Senator yield?
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President. may I

inquire whether the Senator is for the
amendment or against it?
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Mr. BELLM:ON. I would like some time
to speak for the amendment.

1\011'. HARTKE. Mr. President, I yield 3
minutes to the Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, today I
rise to offer my support for Senator
HARTla:'S effort to provide one-time re
computation of benefits for military re
tirees. Military recomputation is an
urgent matter which is familiar to all of
my colleagues in the Senate and which
is all too well understood by military re
tirees. The need for military recomputa
tion has been well dOCtilllented and needs
no further analysis. In 1968, President
Nixon said that the action of Congress
in first suspending and then repealing
the statutory provisions for recomputa
tion in 1958 was a breach of faith for
those hundreds of thousands of Ameri
can patriots who have devoted their ca
reer to the service of their country and
who, when they entered the service,
relied upon the laws and sharing equal
retirement benefits. It is also important
to remember that the .three Presidential
candidates in 1968, Mr. Nixon, Mr.
HUMPHREY, and Mr. Wallace, pledged at
that time to fight for military recompu
tation. However, the problems still exist
and the basic injustice that has gone on
for the past 15 years still remains. MI'.
President, we can no longer afford inac
tion on military recomputation.

Since 1958 the pay for Armed Forces
personnel has risen sharply. This creates
a great disparity between retirement ben-

efits for comparable grades of service
personnel. Further compounding the
problem is the fact that in the last dec
ade we have witnessed unprecedented in
flation. Not only because of the econom
ics involved, but because of the simple
equities of the situation, people who
entered the service while the old law
was in effect had every right to expect
that they would continue to be compen
sated under that system after retirement.
However, Congress acted in complete dis
regard for the rights of those military
personnel and deleted the recomputation
method from the military retirement
system. Because of this slight people who
retired with the same rank at different
times received unequal payment not
based on their ability or their service
but rather because of the date of retire
ment. Clearly, this is not fair. As we loole
down the road to the All-Volunteer Army
concept and as we look back in the direc
tion to those who have already served
their country, we must realize that cer
tain commitments were and will be made
to these men and women who have served
their country. Mr. President, as of June
30, 1973, there were 14,405 military per
sonnel receiving retired or retainer pay
in my home State of Oklahoma. Mr.
President I ask you, why should these
earlier retirees be discriminated against
so severely? In some cases a later retiree
gets nearly 150 percent of the pay that
his colleague of the same grade and
length of service who retired prior to

1958. Mr. President, the U.S. Government
has a commitment to those who have
served in the Armed Forces. This com
mitment is irreversible and rightfully so.
The Government broke faith with the re
tirees and potential retirees in 1958. So,
the question is, Are we here today to re
affirm that commitm~ntmade in the past
and are we going to live up to our re
sponsibility by restoring their faith in a
system they once believed in? Mr. Presi
dent, the AIl-Volunteer Army is now a
reality. While we have tried to make the
military service as attractive as possible,
by not acting fairly in regard to retire
ment benefits, we have kept ourselves
outside the bounds of eqUity and justice
in trying to attract qualified military per
sonnel. Mr. President, the issues in re
gard to military recomputation have
been well drawn. The arguments have
been made time and time again in this
Chamber. It seems to me that the equi
ties and rules of fairplay argue strongly
for this amendment. Mr. President, I
urge my colleagues to vote favorably on
amendment No. 1377 and restore the mil
itary retirement system to the level of
integrity it once had.

I ask unanimous consent that a table
showing various levels of retirement for
the same grade be included in the
RECORD.

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

_._- ---'-'--~------ ---------.--_..._- ---_.__..-._-,"----------- --_._-~-----------_._--,--.._----~

Under bill Under bill

length Current Annual length Current Annual
Grade and dale 01 retired Under Monthly Anllual retired Grade and dale o! retired Under .MonthlY Annual retired
retired (before) service pay bill increase increase pay retired (before) service pay bill Increase increase, pay

---------.-.__ .-

Major: 0-4: Jan. I, 1965.•_•• _•..... 30 $617.64 $750.34 $132.70 $1,592.40 $9,004.08
June I, 1958. ______ . ___ 20 $499.93 $706.78 $206.85 $2,482. 20 $8,481,36 July I, 1970••_.• __ . ___ . 30 720.86 750.34 30. 08 360. 96 9,004.08
Jan. I, 1965.______ . ____ 20 582.02 706.78 124.76 1.497.12 8,481. 36 Sergeant 1st class E-7:
July 1,1970____________ 20 679.06 706.78 27.72 332.64 8,381. 36 June I, 1958_______ . __ . 24 333.29 480.10 146.81 1,761.72 5,761.20

Sergeant major, E-9: Jan. I, 1960..___ . ______ 24 395.34 480.10 84.76 1,017.12 5,761.20
June I, 1958_________ .. _ 30 (I> ___ • __________________________ 10,080.48 July I, 1970______ .. ____ 24 461.35 480.10 18.75 225.00 5,761.20
Jan. I, 1965..__ .. ______ 30 691. 58 840.04 148.46 1,781. 52 10,080.48 Staff sergeant E~:
July I, 1970..__________ 30 807. 15 840.04 32.89 394.68 10,080.48 June I, 1958_. _________ 20 230.13 330.00 99.87 1,198.44 3,960.00

Master sergeant E-8: Jail. I, 1965____. _______ 20 271. 90 330.00 58.10 697.20 3,960.00
JUlie 1,1958.•_____ ... ~ 30 (') ------------.--.------------_. 9,004.08 July I, 1970....____ .... 20 317.11 330.00 12.89 154.68 3,960.00

Pay grades E-9 and E-8 were established June I, 1958. Accordillgly, there Vlere no retirees ill those grades before that date.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield
3 minutes on the bill to the Senator from
Montana.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, after
consultation with the chairman of the
Armed Services Committee and the two
ranking members of the Republican mi
nOlity, the Senator from South Carolina
and the Senator from Texas, and after
having the matter checked with the staffs
of aU three, I ask unanimous consent
that it be in order at this time to offer
a substitute for the so-calIed Mansfield
amendment.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. I sent it to the desk.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Clerk

will state the substitute amendment.
The second assistant legislative clerk

proceeded to read the substitute amend
ment.

The substitute amendment is as fol
lows:

On page 5, after line 2, Insert the follow
ing as a substitute for the Mansfield

amendment: Provided that no funds may be
expended after December 31, 1975, for the
purpose of maintaining more than 2,027,100
active duty military personnel, and no funds
may be expended after December 31, 1975,
for the purpose of maintaining more than
312,000 mUltary personnel permanently or
temporarily assigned at land bases out
side the United States or Its possessions. The
Secretary of Defense shall determine the
appropriate areas from which the phased re
duction and reactlvatloll of milltary per
sonnel shall be made. In the event that any
reductions are made tlllder this section In
the military personnel of the United States
stationed or otherwise assigned to duty in
Europe, such reductions shall be made only
after the Secretary of Defense and Secretary
of State or other appropriate official desig
nated by the President, has consulted With
other members of the North Atlantic Treaty
Organlzatiou concerning such reductions.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time on the Senator from
Indiana's amendment?

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, how
much time is allotted to each side on this
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Ten
minutes were alIotted to each side.

Mr. STENNIS. Thirty minutes.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Ten

minutes to the Senator from Mississippi.
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I declare

I did not hear anything about the 10
minutes to each side.

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi
dent, that that time be increased to 25
minutes to each side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to increasing the time to 25
minutes to each side? Without objec
tion, it is so ordered.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I do not
now know of anyone else who wants to
speak on this matter, and I will not speak
for·25 minutes. I wish it were possible for
the Senate to hear the hard, cold facts
that pertain to this matter. I do not think
the cost of it-and this is in reference
now to the recomputation-is fully real
ized by the Senate.

This is something we do not like to
deny to these "ery fine people who are in
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retirement. I do not believe there is any
law anywhere that anyone can find which
makes a promise about this recomputa
tion as a right. and that there is a prom
ise on it.

Many times we have changed the law
with reference to the pay structure, and
it was always necessary to come back
and get a recomputation so as to get the
payments increased beyond the rates that
applied when these people- retired. That
is recognized, and that question has been
carried to court. The court has held that
there was no promise, no continuation of
these pa.yments. Now recomputing means
that retirees can recompute their re
tirement pay on the basis of what their
active duty salary is today, or sometime
recently, when the pay was last changed.
So the court held tha.t no individual, as
a matter of right, was entitled to have
this increase.

I just wish everybody could have an
increase, considered on an individual
basis. But there has to be some reason
for the existence of these things.

It is a fact that even though the in
crease would cost only $300 million for
the flrst year-these are staggering flg
ures, but I think they are correct-for the
lifetime of this amendment it would cost
$16 billion. In other words, there are so
many people now in this retired category
that merely to permit one more recompu
tation would be adding a liability-to
accrue in the future just for this group
alone, without adding a single additional
retiree to it-that would cost $16 billion
to redeem under this amendment.

When this amendment is passed that
would constitute a law, that is, a promise
it will run.

So the first big fact is there has been
no promise, or anything in the law, by
the Congress, regardless of what an in
dividual Member may have promised, to
continue these increases.

The next point is that this has gone
now to where we have so many of these
retirees that to just permit this recom
putation for those who are in existence
in retirement would cost us $16 billion.

We already know we have a rate of in
flation of 11.5 percent per year, and we
know that that inflation is literally eat
ing up the pocketbooks of the poor and
the middle-income group. We know it
has taken away from them the buying
power of the dollar at the rate of 11.5
percent per year as of now. Lord help us
to get that lowered some, but that is the
way it is running now, and this amend
ment will add to it.

We know that these deficits in Federal
expenditures are rUillling as regularly as
the years come and go. We have reached
the point at this time where it is planned
that way; it is planned that we have a
deficit. I am not blaming anyone for that
any more than I am blaming myself, but
it does happen that I have a more con
servative voting record on the dollars
than the average Senator; that is, I have
not voted for all that has been passed.
This shows how far we are going and
how fast we are going.

I want to say this now about the House.
Unintentionally, some critical reference
has been made to the position of the
House. The House of Representatives has

been very reasonable about this, I think;
very reasonable in conference, although
when we passed this 2 years ago I tried
to get the conferees to adopt the Senate
amendment and, if not, some modified
form of it. But the House conferees said
they would hold hearings. They said that
last year at the conference, and they did
hold those hearings in the House of
Representatives. That subcommittee re
ported back, and the full committee
adopted their report, "Do not pass." In
other words, after holding hearings, they
turned it down.

I am advised here-I do not have the
report before me-but I believe the sub
stance of their report was that the pres
ent system, they thought, were fair and
adequate. .

I have no misgivings about this thing.
It was 2 years age- or 3 years· ago when
we had it up. I took the position I am
taking now, and we had a total of four
votes against it. Last year I was not here.
It came up and there were 17 votes
against it. According- to those calcula
tions we can compute that it would be
better to let me remain absent and the
vote will jump it up some more.

But it is a serious matter. I have said
this, Mr. President, I do not ignore this
situation. I think something along this
line should be done. What I am going to
propose here is going to overwork the
computers and will take some real calcu
lations-I do not know whether Con
gress, without benefit of a lot of experts
in computers, can put a bill together
but I think that we ought to initiate an
other additional system of retirement for
our military personnel. Presently they
do not contribute to that retirement
fund. It is all paid by the Federal Treas
ury. That arose back in the days when
the dollar amount was far, far, far less.
Now I think we ought to initiate an addi
tional system and put it into effect now
and let those who are in military service
pay what Congress might decide was
their share.

Let both of those systems run along
side by side until the old system, which
is before us today finally expires. It
would die a natural death.

I would be willing to make some kind of
calculation that would bring these re
tirees in with some increase, in view of
the enormous increase in the cost of liv
ing that has occurred in the last few
~'ears, But if we let them recompute now,
as of the January 1972 rates, which would
create this enormous obligation that I
have already related, I do not believe that
the people by and large can keep on
paying taxes and paying for the infla tion
that these deficits involve.

That January 1972 figure does not in
clude all of these pay increases that we
have made for the volunteer forces, but
it includes some of them.

Mr. President, I want to be certain
that some time is saved to represent these
points to Senators when they are here
prior to the vote. How much time do I
have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has 16 minutes remaining.

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Chair. I
yield myself 2 additional minutes.

Mr. WILLIAM L. SCOTT. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr. STENNIS. I yield to the Senator
froIT Virginia.

Mr. WILLIAM L. SCOTT. Mr. Presi
dent. I associate myself with the re
marks the chairman has made.

The chairman cited some figures as to
the cost of this amendment. My reserva
tion is, vVould it be fair to recompute the
pay of the military without recomputing
the pay of the civilian retirees? Would
we not have our companion committee,
Post Office and Civil Service, coming out
with a suggestion that the retired pay of
civilians be recomputed aiso?

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator brings up
a good thought indeed. The systems are
different, and I do not know just what
has been the experience of the civil serv
ice people, whether they have asked for a
recomputation or not. But I know the
logic of it would apply fully, as the Sena
tor suggests in his question.

Mr. WILLIAM L. SCOTT. Mr. Presi
dent, I have served for 6 years on the
Post Office and Civil Service Committee
in tlle House of Representatives, and I
do know that from time to time labor
leaders or the Govei'nment employees
themselves came to us and said that the
civilian employees who retired many
years ago were receiving very small an
nuities, and theY did want something
done. I am just thinking that if the mili
tary retirement pay is recomputed, the
civilians will ask for the same thing, and
in fairness they may be entitled to the
same type of treatment. I believe under
existing law when there is an increase
in the cost of living, both the civilian and
the military do get an increase in their
annuity; so to an extent today they are
treated in the same manner.

Mr. STENNIS. Yes. That is a good
point the Senator has made.

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

Mr. STENNIS. I yield myself 1 more
minute, and yield to the Senator from
Montana.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Is it not true that
the retirees, both military and civilian.
acquire increases in their pensions as
the cost of living goes up? Is that not
automatic?

Mr. STENNIS. That is a special stat
ute that applies to both alike. Cost-of
living increases apply automatica~ly un
der our present statute. I thank the
Senator for his question.

Mr. President, I have here a list of
the accrued obligations, liabilities, and
other financial commitments of the Fed
ederal Government, dated February 7.
1974, which I ask unanimous consent to
have printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the list was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:
ACCRUED OBLIGATIONS OF THE UNITED STATES

AND FIXED COMMITMENTS IN THE FEDERAL

BUDGET

Following Is Information on accrued fiscal
obllgations of the United States Govern.
ment. On the next page is information on
the part of the federal budget (outlays) that
Is composed of fixed commitments under ex
isting law.
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51.4
102.1

8.9

205.3
2.5

157.8
I, 021. 9

7.6
23.3

Accrued obligations-liabilities and otller
financial commitments as oj June :lO, 1973

[In billions I
Publi~ debL_____________________ $469.3
Other lial}i1ities related to the debt,

such as interesL _
Undelivered orders _
Long-term contracts _
Contingencies." annuity programs:

DoD retired pay________________ 137.1
Social security and railroad re-

tiren:cnt 164.4
Civil service retired pay_________ G8.7
Veterans compensation and pell-

sion fund _
Other _
Government .guarantees _
Insurance commitments _
International commltments- _
Other _

The Treasury Department cautions against
adding these numbers, as they are basically
dissimilar types of commitments.

• Amounts representing financial com
mitments that mayor may not become lia
bilities In their full amounts, depending
upon future conditions and events.
FIXED COSTS UNDER EXISTING LA'Ar , FISCAL YEAR

1975

Each year well over half of federal spend
1ng Is composed of fixed costs of programs
that are required under existing law. This
sum must be appropriated each year but
Congress has no control over the amount.
The following chart sholVs the estimated
outlays involved in each program for fiscal
year 1975.
RelatiVely uncontrollable under present law

[Dollars in billions 1975 I
Open-ended programs and fixed costs:

Payments for individuals:
Social security and railroad re-

tirement $67.2
Federal retirement and insur-ance 12.8

(Military retired pay) (5.7)
(Civilian) (7.1)

Unemployment assistance_______ 7.5
Veterans benefits: Pensions, coln

pensation, education and in-surance 9.6

Medicare and medicaid__________ 20.8
Housing payments______________ 2.3
Public assistance and related

programs 14.1

Subtotal, payments for indi-
viduals 134.2

Net InteresL___________________ 22.0
General revenue sharing________ 6.2
Farm price supports (CCC) .9
Other open-ended programs and

fixed costs_________________ 8.1

Total, open-ended programs
and fixed costs 171. 4

Outlays from prior year contracts and
obligations:

National defense_________________ 23.7
Civllian programs________________ 28.6

Total, outlays from prior-year
contracts and obllgations___ 52.3

Total, relatively uncontrollable
outlays 223.6

The $223.6 billion of "relatively unCOll
trollable" items is 73.5% of total recom
mended spending for fiscal year 1975, leaving
only 27.7% over which Congress has
discretion.

The President said In his State of tl'le
Union address that 90% of the increase from
fiscal year 1974 to fiscal year 1975 in total
recommended spending is unavoidable under
existing law.

l\:Ir. STENNIS. Mr. President, those are
the pOints.

I stated that I thought we ought to
start an additional system, and I would
make it larger, like the Civil Service SyS
tem is, with a contribution by the person
involved and also by the Government,
with cost-of-living increases already ap
plying to both that would make it fair
and adjust the one to the other. Then
the old SYi:/.'-l1l ,,'ould gradually wind it
self clown, and when the last one was
gone the system would be gone.

I would go further; I would make all
effort somewhere in there to try to make
a final adjustment with these people in
same way. I hope that some day we can
get together and present such a bilL

I reserve the remainder of my time,
unleSS someone wishes me to yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, if
the Senator will yield me 1 minute, it is
my understanding that the chairman of
the committee wants to reserve some time
so that he can speak again before the
vote.

Mr. STENNIS. That is correct, yes.
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that after the votes
on the Mansfield amendment, the sub
stitute, or whatever other amendments
there are having to do with troop reduc
tions, the vote then occur on the Hartke
recomputation amendment.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.
Mr. HARTKE. And have all the votes

on troop reductions completed first?
Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes; and at that

time, that the time remaining to the
Senator from Mississippi and the Senator
from Indiana be used up in consideration
of the Hartke proposal.

Mr. HARTKE. It is understood that
time will still be reserved after the vote?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes; exactly.
Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, a par

liamentary inquiry.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator will state it.
Mr. HARTKE. How much time is re

maining on our amendment?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Indiana has 17 minutes.
The Senator from Mississippi has 11

minutes.
Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I yield

myself 2 minutes, to discuss one or two
items which the Senator from Missis
sippi has discussed.

This matter has been thoroughly de
bated on the floor of the Senate twice. It
has been overwhelmingly adopted by the
Senate twice, the last time in Septem
ber 1973.

As I say, these were overwhelming
votes, and there is no question in my
mind that if the Senate could work its
will, this measure would become the law.
So it is not a question of a promise by
Congress, it is a question of action by
the Senate, by which these people would
reserve their due and correct benefits.
It is a matter of giving them what they
are entitled to, giving them equity.

I would point out that the President
has blamed Congress for not acting on
this matter, To that extent, we would
be redeeming a pledge made in 1968 by

the three majority candidates for Presi
dent and a pledge made by both Senator
MCGOVERN and President Nixon in 1972.
So this is a matter upon which the na
tional policy is very clearly defined, and
if there is any fault whatsoever, it is to
be found with the present system.

That could be corrected. I know some
people would like to correct the present
system. These military personnel who
come into the office are not making con
tributions, but it is not possible for them
to do so, because that is not the way the
law is written.

Recomputation is not new. It was tem
porarily set aside. I point out that this
recomputation applies to those who are
60 and over, and those who Ultimately
will reach the age 60.

The first-year cost is estimated at $340
million, less than the $400 million re
quested in the budget 2 years ago. I point
out that if you take any program to its
ultimate end and project it over a 20
year period, the cost is certainly about
20 times what the cost would be for 1
year. There is no question about that.

Mr. President, I reserve the remainder
of my time.

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Lester Fettig,
staff director for the Subcommittee on
Federal Procw'ement of the Committee
on Government Operations, be accorded
the privilege of the floor dW'ing the con
sideration of the amendment I am about
to offer.

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

Mr. CHILES. I ask wlanimous consent
that the Senator from Georgia (Mr.
NUNN) be added as a cosponsor of
amendment No. 1381.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 1381
Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I call up

my amendment No. 1381 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

Mr, TOWER. Mr. President, a parlia
mentary inquiry,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator will state it.

Mr. TOWER. Is retirement the pending
business?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, is the
Senator from Florida offering an amend·
ment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Do
MENlCI). The Senator is preparing to of
fer an amendment.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that my amendment
be temporarily laid aside.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Withoui
objection, it is so ordered and the clerk
will state the amendment of the Senator
from Florida, No. 1381.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

On page 17, between lines 20 and 21,add
two new sections, as follows:

SEC. 703. Beginning Witl1 the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1977, the Secretary of De
fense shall submit to the appropriate com
mittees of congress, together with other In
formation in support of the proposed budget
for the Department of Defense, the following
information-

(1) bUdget authority, proposed budget au
thority, outlays and proposed outlays for
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er.cll defense mission, including aU l11is5ions
necessary to provide a complete presentation
of end-purpose functions and subfunctions
being performed to provide for national de
fense; and

(2) for each defense mission identified
pursuant to paragraph (1) above-

(A) 1\ discussion and description of the
relationship to and role in executing overall
defense policy, strategy, and fUlfilling foreig'l
poliCy commitments;

(B) a discussion and descrip~ionof ctm:e,nt
and projected levels of misSIOn capabilIty
based on existing and approved Inventories of
systems and those under development to
gether with equipment and support pro
grams;

(C) a discussion and description of cur
rent and projected threats to mission capa
bllity and the need for increasing or decreas
ing the level of mission capability with re
gard to subparagraph (B) above;

(D) the need, if any, to undertake a new
ma.Jor acquisition program to provide an In
crease or replacement of mission capability
and the goals for such new acquisition pro
grams;

(E) the allocation of budget authority from
each authorization account to be used Jor
mission-related activities, such allocation to
Include, with subdivisions to Identify the mil
itary departments or defense agencies to
which such funds are apportioned-

(I) research, development, test, and eyalu
atlon for exploratory, advanced, and engi
neering development, or other actlyltles, to
explore alternative systems to meet a specific
mission need and for final development of
preferred systems chosen to meet a specific
mission need, provided that basic research
and exploratory development activities not
related to any specific defense mission shall
be collectively Identified as In support of the
defense technology base;

(11) procurement of systems and equip
ments for mission inventories; and

(!il) to the extent practicable, related
manpower, operations and maintenance, and
military construction activities,

SEC, 704, (a) Beginning with the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1977, funds authorized to be
appropriated to the Department of Defense
for research, development, test, and evalua
tion shall be avaliable for such purposes only
when the Secretary of Defense has certified
to the Congress that-

(1) the activities are In response to a
specific mission need and part of a new
major acquisition program to Increase or re
place mission capability;

(2) the mission need and program goals
have been reconclled with overall defense
capablllties and resources;

(3) the mission need and program goals
have been stated Independent of any type of
system product;

(4) the program's goals have been based on
long-term projections of mission capablllty
and deficiencies and clearly specify the total
costs within which new systems are to be
bought and used; the level of mission ca
pability to be achieved above that of pro
jected inventories and existing mission
forces; and the time period In which the new
mission capability Is to be achieved;

(5) the responsibility for responding to a
specific mission need has been clearly dele
gated to milltary departments and defense
agencies so that either:

(A) a single department or agency is re
sponsible for developing alternative systems;
or

(B) competition between two or more de
partments or agencies is formally recognized
with each offering and exploring alternative
systems;

(6) alternative systems to meet the mission
need have been created by--

(A) soliciting Industry proposals for new
systems with a statement of the mission
defiCiency; time, cost, and capabUlty goals;
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and operating constraints, with each offeror
free to propose system concept, tecllllical ap
proach, sUbsysiems, and principal design fea
tures;

(B) soliciting system proposals from
smaller firms that do not own production
faclllties provided they have:

(i) personnel experienced in major deHI
opment and production activities; and

(il) contingent plans for later use of re
qUired equipment and facllitles;

(7) alternath'e systems being explored to
meet the mission need have been selected by
the head of the responsible department or
agency concerned from a review of all sys
tem~ proposed and Witll the evaluation and
advice of a team of ex·perts including mem
bers drawn from outside the cognizant mili
tary development organizations;

(8) competition between contractors ex
ploring alternative systems to meet the mis
sion need is being maintained by-

(A) llmiting contract commitments to an
nual, fixed-level awards, subject to periodic
review of contractors technical progress by
the sponsoring military department or de
fense agency;

(D) assigning representatives of the spon
soring department or agency with relevant
operational experience to advise competing
contractors as necessary In developing per
formance and other req,uirements for each
candidate system as tests and tradeoffs are
made; and

(C) concentrating actiyities of in-house
development organizations, laboratories, and
technical and management staffs on moni
toring and evaluating contractor competitive
development efforts, and pal'tlclpatlng In
those tests critical to determining whether
the system should be continued In competi
tion;

(9) he, or his dUly authorized representa
Hve, has decided to conduct a full system
level competitive demonstration of two or
more candidate systems by--

(A) selecting contractors for systenl dem
onstration depending on their relative tech
nical progress, remanlng uncertainties, and
economic constraints;

(B) prOViding selected contractors with
the operational test conditions, mission per
formance crlterla, and lifetime ownership
cost factors that will be used In the final
system evaluation and selection;

(C) proceeding with final development and
initial long-lead production and with com
mitments to a firm date for operational use
after the mission need and program goals
have been reaffirmed and competitive dem
ontration results have proved that the
chosen technical approach is sound and defi
nition of a system procurement program is
practical.

(b) The requirements of subsection (a)
E;hall not apply to ftlllds authorized to be
appropriated for research, development, test,
and evaluation when such funds are used for
activities to support the technology base not
related to any specific defense mission need,
but only If such act!vities are llmlted to basic
and applied research, proof of concept work,
or exploratory SUbsystem development re
stricted to less than fuIly designed hardware
110t identified as part of a system candidate,
Support of technology base activities and the
new candidate systems that emerge shaH be
done competiti\"ely,

(c) The reqUirements of subsection (a)
(8) and (9) shall not apply if the Secretary
of Defense certifies to the Congress that re
search, development, test, and evaluation ac
tivities should be concentrated on a single
system candidate without further explora
tion of competitl\'e offers and that actions
11a\'e been taken to--

(1) establish a strong centralized program
office to take direct t~chnical and manage
ment control of the program;

12) integrate selected technic",l and man-

agement contributions fronl In-house groups
and COlltractors;

(3) select contractors with pro\'en man
agement, financial, and technical capablli
ties as related to the problems at hand;

(4) use cost-reimbursement contracts for
high technical risk portions of tile program;
and

(5) estimate program cost within a pr"b
nh1e range until the systenl reaches the final
dcYelopment phase,

(el) Beginning with the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1977, funds authorized to be appro
priated for procurement for the Department
of Defense shall be available for these pur
poses onlv when the Secreta,,' of Defense
tletermines that- .

(I) the mission need has been reconfi!'med
and system performance has been \'alldated
In an environment that closely approximates
the expected operational conditions; or

(2) the costs of system operational t'est
and evaluation prlor to production substan
tially outweigh the benefits in terms of re
duced cost growth for correction of system
deficiencies and other factors,

Mr, CHILES. Mr. President, let me
make clear at the outset, that I do not
expect the amendments I am offering can
be adequately considered as floor amend
ments during our deliberations on this
year's authorization bill.

Therefore, I do not intend to bring
these amendments to a vote but rather to
offer them primarily for the informa
tion of the executive branch agencies
and also as an opportunity to support
the distinguished chairman of the
Armed Services Committee, Mr. STENNIS,
in his long and continuing efforts to
improve the management of the Depart
ment of Defense.

As most of my colleagues already know,
the distinguished Senator from Missis
sippi has lead a concerted effort to review
and defense policies and procedures in
one of the most vital areas of our defense
posture and effectiveness: The acquisi
tion of major systems and the relation
ship of these major programs to our de
fense budget.

As chairman of the Armed Services
Committee he has held hearings on the
weapons systems acqUisition process in
1971 and again in 1972, and, as I under
stand, plans to continue these hearings,

Further, in the fiscal year 1974 author
ization committee report, the committee
made it clear that:

Major improvements in our system ac
qUisition policy were necessary;

Defense Department promises haye
yet to be fulfilled, and

That although it was not Congress
normal role to dictate defense manage
ment policy, such action may ultimatelY
be necessary if we are to see aU that we
have learned about improved acquisition
procedures come into effect.

The amendments I am offering are an
attempt to raise for discussion a new
focus for congressional involvement in
systems acquisition and defense bUdget,
to provide a basis for consideration by
not only Members of Congress but ex
ecutive agencies as well.

BasicallY, the amendments would COY

er two areas. Section 703 would call for
the Secretary of Defense to submit sup
plementary budget information so that
we could review the defense budget more
easily in terms of foreign policy commit
ments, defense strategy, defense mis-



18030 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE June 6, 1974

sions, and the programs we are financing
to support them. This section on supple
mentary budget infOlmation is also an
issue for the Appropriations Committee
and its distinguished chairman. Senator
MCCLELLAN.

Section 704 would provide for a new
framework for conducting major systems
acquisition programs so that we can

Restore meaningfUl competition;
Eliminate unnecessary duplication;
And in the long run, provide more ef-

fective systems for military forces at
lower costs.

To achieve these ends, section 704
would implement a rational decision
making process in for the evolution of
new miiltary systems to meet defense
needs.

The framework for systems acquisi
tion is the product of the 2~(2-year study
of the Congressional Commission on
Government Procurement on which I
had the pleasure to serve along with
Senator GURNEY, Senator JACKSON, Con
gressmen HOLIFIELD and HORTON as well
as the Comptroller General of the United
States, Mr. Elmer B. Staats.

Many of the recommendations mado
by the CommissiOn have already been
recognized in the actions and delibera
tions of the Armed Services Committee
and its distinguished chairman.

For example, section 101 of S. 3000
calls for the Secretary of Defense to
certify to the Congress a key program
decision for production of either the A
10 or A-7D and the Airborne Warning
and Control System-AWACS.

The Procurement Commission's frame
work would add to and build upon such
key decision milestones so that the Con
gress could effectively participate in the
major turning points that actually con
trol Major Systems Acquisition programs.

I strongly support these provisions in
the legislation that is now before the
Senate.

I know the leadership is anxious to
demonstrate our ability to move quickly
on this important budget legislation so
that I will limit my remarlts only to say
that I would hope that these amend
ments would stimulate interest in the
possibility for procurement reform in
major systems acquisition,

In conclusion, may I ask the distin
guished chairman of the Armed Services
Committee whether he feels that the
findings and recommendations of the
Procurement Commission provide an op
portunity for us to hold hearings later
this year? I would be glad to offer the
full services and support of the Procure
ment Subcommittee to assist in whatever
way possible. The other members of the
subcommittee-8enators NUNN, BROCK,
HUDDLESTON, ROTH, as well as Senator
JACKSON-have expressed a desire to see
that we capitalize on this work while it
is still current and while the executive
branch is preparing a fOlmal position.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Florida yield?

Mr. CHILES. I yield.
Mr. JACKSON. I should like to com.

mend the distinguished Senator from
Florida for his untiring efforts in con
nection with Government-wide procure-

ment problems. He has focused, especial
ly, on one of the largest problems, na
tional defense. I would agree with him
based on all the work that has been done,
and in keeping with the freshness of the
recommendations and the studies which
have been made-that we should try to
move forward in a timely and determined
way to improve the procurement process.

I simply want to say to my distin
guished chairman that the Senator from
F'lorida, more than any other Senator,
has taken a keen and continuing interest
in this area. I commend him.

I want to assist his efforts in an~' way
I can.

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished Senator from Washing
ton who also serves as a member of the
Procurement Commission and certainly,
from his experience on the Commission
and the work that he did, has a deep
understanding of the magnitude of the
problems as does the distinguished chair
man of the Armed Services Committee
who has been wrestling with this problem
for a number of years.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I am not
sure that I understood all of the Senator's
question-my attention was diverted
more than once by Members wanting
time on another matter-but as I un
derstand it, the Senator recognizes that
this is such an extensive and complicated
matter it could hardly be considered as a
floor amendment.

On the question of procurement, I
think it is the NO.1 problem of the Con
gress with l'eference to military expendi
tures, for these high-priced weapons es
pecially; and, of course, research and de
velopment is $9 billion this year. So far
as the committee's going into the items
is concerned, it would be hard to improve
on the present subcommittees work. But
the whole system of the bUdget and ev
erything that goes with it is pretty rele
vant.

What was the rest of the Senator's
question-would we have hearings, is
that it?

Mr. CHILES. The question was whether
the distinguished chairman of the Armed
Services Committee felt there would be a
lleed for hearings' on the major l'ecom
mendations of the procurement commis
sion, and the stUdy that took 2% years
to make and $9 million of the public's
money, that dealt with the area of how
the Government buys a major system,
how we go into a systems acquisition and,
if there could be some melit to continu
ing the hearings that the distinguished
chairman has had over 2 particular years
that I know about, but trying to go fur
ther into major weapons acquisition
hearings and how the systems are pro
cured.

Mr. STENNIS. I wish that we could
have some more of the hearings, but
sometimes we overspeak ourselves in de
bate and make promises about hearings
on this and hearings on that, which all
adds up to about 2 years of work that we
are supposed to do in 2 or 3 months.

So I am going to ask the Senator to
excuse me from making any definite
promise. But we want to· contribute in
any way we can to exploring some of
the problems the Senator has in mind.

First, I think it would take someone
highly competent and with practical ex
perience in the field of industry and
manufacturing and contracting on a
very large scale. These contracts involve
billions of dollars. That would be the first
thing I would try to do, to get someone
such as that as an adviser, as well as a
staff member to go into it.

Mr. CHILES. I appreciate that. I want
to offer agrdn the services of the staff and
the Ad Hoc Committee on Procurement
that has been created in the Government
OlJCrations Committee. Some of the peo
ple we are talking about sit as members
of the Procurement Commission-they
are the ones who brought this problem
to the attention of the Procurement Com
mission-some of the major contractors
who have been trying to work in systems;
the former Administrator of NASA, who
sat as a member of that Commission, who
knows much about systems acquisition
and the tremendous systems acquisi
tions of NASA. That kind of expertise
would have to be necessary, and I think
it could be forthcoming if we were ready
to proceed in the area; because I be
lieve they recognize more than anyone
else the need for some reform in the way
we go into the acquisition.

Mr. STENNIS. I think the Senator's
remarks are timely, and I have con
fined myself to general remarks rather
than a defi~1ite promise. We can discuss
it further later.

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that a summary
description of the Procurement Commis
sion recommendations be printed in the
RECORD.

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

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

PART C-ACQUISITION OF MAJOR SYSTEMS

CHAPTER 1. DIRECTIONS FOR CHANGE

This report treats a Federal procurement
activity that has created controversy for two
decades-the process of acquiring major sys
tems, particularly the major systems of the
Department of Defense.

The major system acquisItion process
draws upon new technology in developing
new systems to meet national needs. Over
the long term, defense acquisition programs
represent a staggering commitment of na
tional resources. The 141 programs currently
identified in DOD, when complete, w11l have
consumed a direct Investment of more than
$163 billion. Operating and maintenance
costs over the lifetime of these systems could
be two or three times greater than this aggre
gate direct investment.

Unlike many past studies that were con
strained to deal with segments of the ac
quisition process, our .study benefited from
ha.vlng an exceptionally broad congressional
charter to examine system acquisition and
to make recommendations for its improve
ment.

As a reSUlt, the Commission chose to take
an integra.ted view of the acquisition process,
covering all the basic steps from the Initial
statement of a need to the eventual use of
a system. The report concentrates on the
way the Government organizes policies and
procedures to accomplish these basic steps.
It also deals With the problems caused by
the vested Interests and motivations of the
principal organizations in the roles they most
often play in major system Requisition,
including:
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Contractors who are overoptimistic in

their estimates of system cost. performance.
and delivery date and who make contractual
commitments according to those estimates in
order to win program awards.

Agency components. like the mllltary serv
ices, that reinforce contractor optimism to
gain iarge-scale but premature program
commitments in order to meet their obliga
tions to provide modern operational capa
bilities and to preserve their stature and
infiuence.

Agency headS who do not have elIective
means of control in discharging their ,re
sponsiblllties for coordinating components
and programs in the face of severe bureau
cratic pressures.

Congress and its committees which have
become enmeshed at Il. detailed level of de
cisionmaking and review in attempting to
fulfill their responsibilities. This disrupts
programs. denies flexibility to those respon
sible for executing programs. and obscures
Congress' view of related hIgher-order issues
of national priorities and the allocation of
national resources.

IMPROVING SYSTEM ACQUISITIONS

The need to improve major system acqui
sition has been made apparent by tIle suc
cession of cost overruns. contract claims.
contested awards. buy-ins, baU-outs. and de
fective systems that have drawn sharp criti
cism to one or more programs in recent
years. The clutter of programs and probiems
has made it difficult to understand or grap
ple with the underlying causes of acquisition
difficulties. some of which are subtly re
moved fl'om the time and place that the
symptoms appear.

This report concludes that the basic road
block to improvements in system acquisition
is the fact that too many past attempts have
symptomatic problems. such as those just
enumerated. on an individual. piecemeal
basis. Patchwork corrective action has become
counterproductive. leading to more regula
tions to amend regulations. more people to
check people. more procedures to correct pro
cedures. and morc organizations to correct
organizational problems.

Underlying problems
Piecemeal improvements wlll only aggra

vate the underlying problem in system ac
quisition: the lack oj Visibility over the key
decisions that control the purpose and direc
tion 0/ system acquisition programs. Without
this visibllity. these key decisions (and tbe
information needed to make them) have been
displaced from their proper organizational
levels, both within Government and between
Government and the private sector. The end
results have been a diffusion of responsi
bUlties that has made it difficult to control
system acqUisition programs.

congress and agency heads have become so
burdened with detaU that they have not been
effective in carrying out their respective re
sponslbUlties. Congress often cannot act as
a credible and sensible check on an agency
because acqUisition programs prOVide no han
dles to enable Congress to interrelate the
purpose of new systems and the dollars being
spent on them with national policies and
national needs. Instead, data is presented to
Congress in "traditional" forms. inViting at
tention to already defined products and to
annual budget increments that finance de
velopment and production. From many points
of view. tbis information is useless as a basis
for effective congressional review.

The agency head has a similar problem.
He cannot manage or control agency com
ponents unless he makes some key program
decisions to keep cost and capabl11ties within
coordinated agencywide limits. Agency com
ponents often start and carry out major sys
tem acqUisitions with little or no control by
the agency head or Congress because respon
sib1l1ty for making some key decisions is

unclear. However. once such decisions are
made, an acquisition program is set on a
course that is costly. if not impossible. to
change without outright cancellation.

Finally. the responsibility for making de
cisions on new system products has been
spread across the public and private sectors.
badly distorting the buyer-seller relation
ship between the Government and contrac
tors. This has precillded effective competition
und undermined contractual agreements.

Main Directions jar C/zange
The Commission's recommendations in ef

fect call for a "systems approach" to solving
the problems of major system acquisition
by: .

Establishing a common framework for con
ducting and controlling all acquisition pro
grams that highlights the key decisions for
all involved ol'ganizations-Congress, agency
heads. agency components, and the private
sector.

Defining the role ellch organization is to
play in order to exercise its proper levcl of
responSibility and control over acquisition
programs.

Giving visibility to Congress and agency
heads to exercise their resl?onsiblllties to pro
Viding them with the information needed
to make key program decisions and com
mi tments.

Congress and agency heads must exercise
their responsibilities by participating effec
tively in key acqUisition decisions that steer
a program and determine which national
problems are met; determine how successfui
agencies will be in performing their missions;
and influence long-term patterns in the use
and allocation of national resources. To par
ticipate effectively requires that meaningfUl
information be brought forward for deliber
ation. Decisions on needs, goais. the choice
of a system, and commitment of develop
mcnt and production resources must be
presented in a clear and cohesive frame
work that can be referenced by all parties
involved.

Our report recommends a realignment of
the acquisition structure to correct the de
facto ar)dication of responsibUlties in Gov
ernment and industry that has come about
for want of a clear understanding of the
decisions and actions that actUally control
system acquisition programs. The need to
reestablish control and reallocate responsi
bilities Is vital not just for defense programs
but also because system acquisition pro
grams will be used increasingly throughout
the Government to meet civlllan as well as
defense needs.

Becallse this report is based on an inte
grated view of the acqUisition process. the
recommendations made are linked to form a
structure that is applicable for acquisition
programs of all agencies. Recommendations
~re not designed to be applied selectively to
Improve parts of the acqUisition process but.
rather, to work together to control the whole.

Expected Results and Implications
The recommended actions would establish

effective control over system acquisition pro
gramS-What they are supposed to do and
how much we are willing to pay for them
before these things are decided. often by
default. i':>y the s~'stems and their gOl'ern
ment and industry sponsors.

In the long run. adopting the recommen
dations should also result in a net reduction
in the time and cost to go from the state
ment of a need to the effective use of a sys
tem to meet it. This is to be accomplished
not by shortening or paying less for every
phase of actiVity but by spending more time
and money on the early pivotal development
tasks that wlll net saVings in the larger
commitments that follow. Less time and
money should be spent on nonproductive
activities that service the demands of the
bureaucracy and its regnlatlons but do little
to increase our informatioa about what sys-

tem to buy or to advance the development of
a satisfactory system.

The recommendations also suggest a dif
ferent environment for the participating in
stitu tlons because:

Congress must become a morc effective
and informed check and balance in acquisi
tion programs through the use of its legisla
tive prerogatives. Congress should be given
the opportunity and information to under
stand the need and goals for new programs
in the context of national polley and priori
ties. Thereafter, they should be in a better
position to monitor the development, pro
curement. and operating funds going to pro
grams to meet these needs.

Agency hcads must make early decisions
on program needs and coordinate the respon
sibilities of agency components. The agency
head should make the decision to initiate a
program to provide increased mission capa
billty and set a cost goal in view of all
related agency needs and resources. Thus.
programs would not be initiated independ
ently of total agency capabillties. needs. and
resources. The agency head would also re
concile needs with the mission responsibili
ties of agency components, assuring that if
component l'ivalry leads to duplicate efforts.
the duplication is purposeful. visible, and
controlled.

Agency components must be given full
ftexibillty to explore alternative systems
within agreed-upon prog~am goals before
committing to just one. With this flexibility.
their management efforts would shift from
designing a system and controlling its de
velopment to management based on review,
test. and evaluation of competing private
sector design efforts.

Contractors must enter a competitive arena
that rewards suppliers who are held respon
sible for creating and demonstrating the
best system according to their own business
and technical judgments. Competition
should involve innovative prodUCts that
must demonstrate that they meet the Gov
ernment's need at the lowest cost, not an
undeveloped but already defined system at
the price needed to win. On this basis, new
flrms would be allowed to enter and old ones
forced to exit from an industry whose total
capacity would be based on current and fu
ture system needs.

Overall. the report calls for a simplified
but flexIble decisionmaking process that
places greater reliance on sOlmd jUdgment
and less on regUlations and complicated
contracts and clauses. It also recommends
tllat acquisition policy and monitoring be
unified within each agency with a COllcur
rent reduction in management and adminis
trative layering between pollcymakers and
program officers, and a counterpart reduction
in industry staffing.
OVERVIEW OF REPORT AND RECOMMENDATIONS "

Major system acquisition is an extended
and complex process. It begins With the Gov
ernment·s determination that a certain ca
pability needs to be strengthened and the
premise that the technological base can sup
port viable system concepts. It 'continues
through development, production. and opera
tion of a system to meet that need, with in-

1 AppendiX B is a compilation of the 12
recommendations made in this part of the
report.

'In the discussion and recommendations
that follow. "agency" refers to each execu
tive department or agency whose head re
ports to the President. such as DOD and
DOT. "Agency component" refers to the first
major organizational divisions within the
agency below the agency head. such as the
military services and the Fe<leral AViation
Administration. "Agency mission" reters to
a function to be performed by the agency.
either generally or specifically. in support of
Ihe agency's assigned responsibilities.



18032 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE June 6, 197ft,

formation fiowing back at each stage to those
who are responsible for comparing what exists
with what is needed.

Well-known major systems are the space
shuttle, Apollo spacecraft. Minuteman mis
sile, Polaris fieet ballistic missile system,
C-5A transpol·t, F-14 and F-15 fighter air
craft, Phoenix and SA1.I-D missile systems,
:.\["in Battle Tank, and Cheyenne helicopter.
Hundreds of other major systems have been
developed, many with lesser unit costs but
in greater production quantities.

E/;ollltion Of practice and problems
Most difficulties in major system acquisi

tions, including cost overruns and overly
sophisticated, expensive systems, arise from a
few basic characteristics of the way Federal
agencies have come to organize system acqui
sition programs and engage private sector
participation. The evolution of the system
approach-a comprehensive attack on a
problem In the context of its total environ
ment-has caused radical changes In the
Government procurement process.

Until after World War II, the usual practice
was to develop and produce many system
components and subsystems independently
of their integrated use in a weapon system.
The design of many major weapon systems
was sufficiently stable to permit components
and SUbsystems to be readily integrated. The
military services were. in effect, buying major
systems in bits and pieces.

Following World War II, there was greater
awareness of the benefits that might be
gained if advancing technologies could be
stimUlated and brought together to meet
the escalating Cold War needs for national
defense. But the new technologies presented
problems. Each new component or subsystem,
although it offered improved characteristics,
had to work well with other new pieces in
order for the total system to be effective. This
called for stronger control over all the newly
developing components and subsystems and
the system itself.

The size of the emerging programs brought
about a shift in Government.industry rela
tionships so that the benefits of the system
approach were not Without some drawbacks.
Companies could not be expected to develOp
major systems and SUbsystems on their own
without the assurance that they would be
able to sell enough of their products to
recover development costs. The funds re
quired and the technical risks involved were
too great. As a reSUlt, an agency had to
underwrite the development of new major
systems.

DOD was the first to face these unusual
buyer-seiller conditions as it took the lead
in developing the major system approach to
meet defense needs. Although partiCUlar pro
gram practice varied In signlf!cant degree, the
following is the general process that crystal
lized the 1960's and remahls the predomi
nant pattern for communicating the Gov
ernment's need, creating a system, and con
tracting for it.

The process began with a decision Within
one of the military services that its ability to
perform an assigned mission should be
strengthened by a new system. Policy and
practice usually exclUded the Office of the
Secretary of Defense (OSD) and Congress
from these early deliberations on the need
for a new system, although the military serv
ices were guided by Department of Defense
plans and policies.

The agency would begin to describe the
system so that It could contract for Its de
velopment. The need would be communi
cated informally to industry, usually in
terms of a product better than one currently
doing the job. Goals typically would be tor
better system performance, such as more
range and speed or less size and weight.

Companies would respond wlth'their ideas
on new systems. sometimes presenting dif
ferent system concepts. The system concept
that offered the most promise and was most
compatible with the service's interest and
operating doctrine had the best chance of
being selected. The Information used to se
lect the concept and technical approach for
development could come from industry
(both informally and under study contracts)
and from within the a<zenc\"s own labora
tories and technical statTs, The most desira
ble features received from these various
SOUfL'CS, many of which required advances
in the state-of-the-art, usuall,' would be
combined into a total system description.

After the agency component had decided
on the system concept and main technical
features, a detailed system description
would be issued to solicit industry proposals
in formal competition for the award of the
development contract. Upon receiving con
tractor proposals, the agency again would
pick up the most attractive Ideas, weave
them into an updated system description,
negotiate with tile most promising contrac
tors, and ultimately select one to develop and
produce the system. The system often was
an amalgamation of Ideas from many Gov
ernment and industry sources; no single
public or private sector organization had the
scope or depth of engineering knowledge to
know if the system actually could be devel
oped to perform as intended within planned
time and dollar limits.

TIle agency often found It difficult to
choose a clear technical winner because the
technical approach and all main system fea
tures had been speCified by the agency. The
point scorings used to judge competitors
often were close and awards sometimes were
contested. Price or estimated cost dominated
final evaluation and pressured contractors
to "buy-In" with a low price bid for an un
developed system. A company's survival
hinged. in large measure, on winning one of
these major programs in which an increas
Ingly large proportion of new military ex
penditures were being concentrated. Even if
the agency could predict that it was ac
cepting a "buy-In" price, realistically it could
not justify paying a price higher than a
major, experienced contractor had proposed
and was willing to accept.

The winner of this so-called "design com
petition" received a contract to conduct a
development phase that might span five
years. Sometimes the contract would Include
production.

The date for a new system to become op
erational would be infiuenced by the desire
to field It as soon as pOSSible and the as
sumption that everything would proceed ac
cording to plan. Contractors would agree to
this date in 'response to 1;he terms and con
ditions of the competition. This often would
necessitate starting production before the
development and testing were completed
(concurrently) and bUilding up large orga
nizations very qUickly to handle all phases
of a compressed development and production
program with little room for learning or
mistakes.

Some years later, when all did not go ac
cording to plan, the system did not measure
up to initial expectations and costs grew un
expectedly. The contractor could be blamed
for poor management of the development
effort. In turn, the contractor could shift
blame to the agency for Imposing What
turned out to be an inconsistent or impossi
ble set of technical reqUirements on the
system and for having forced premature per
formance, schedule, and priCing commit
ments under the heat of contrived compe
tition.

At this point, the agency would find itsel!
doing business with only one contractor with
the background needed to carry out the pro
tracted test and production phases. In this
situation, the agency could not abdicate Its
responsib1l1ty to meet real defense needs or
disregard the public funds already Invested
in the system; the agency often had to find
ways to "bail out" the contraetor from his
technical and financial difficulties.

Pressure grew for increased agency engage
ment and control over system developments,
Methods were developed within the Gover;l
ment to control the technical and manage
ment functions of both contractor and In
house organizations. The results have been
a proliferation of staffs and multiple levels
of review in bOtll Industry and Government;
a proliferation of paperwork, management
systems, and regUlations; demands for much
greater program detail by Congress; and in
creased reviews of major systems by the
General Accounting Office. The proliferation
of controls has contributed to many of the
symptomatic problems and. complaints re
ported in recent years by various Govern
ment. industry. and public sources.

Some of the most important problems dis
cussed are summarized in the first column of
table 1. DOD has recently made efforts to im
prove system acqUisition practices. as shown
in the second column, and has begun to Im
plement its plans on some selected new pro
grams. The third column highlights the
changes recommended here that generally
support recent DOD actions, but also extend
Into more fundamental aspects of the ac
qUisition process. They should not be evalu
ated on an individual basis but as part of
the acquisition structure.

The recommended acquisition structure
does not eliminate the need for competent
personnel to exercise sound judgment. It
highlights the fundamental decision points
that must be dealt with by each agency as a
system moves through the acqUisition
process. It also identifies the kind and quality
of Information that should be available when
each decision Is made.

The acquisition structure is recommended
as the best standard for conducting the
process. but It is designed to be fiexible. In
telligent and well defined variations can be
made while achieving the necessary visibility
and control. Standards for the most Impor
tant variations and the responsib11lties for
authorizing such variations are presented in
this chapter.

Establishing needs and goals
Starting and Coordinating Programs

Establishing needs and goals for a new ac
quisition program is one of the most vital
areas for improving system acquisition. De
cisions on needs and goals have far-reaching
effects on the formulation and direction of
national policies and strategies. The re
sources reqUired to develop major systems
are a significant factor in an agency's total
buqget and In the allocation of funds among
Federal agencies and components. In view
of the resources consumed by major pro
grams, the needs to be met and the goals to
be achieved must receive close attention
from the agencies and 'Congress. Both de
fense and civilian programs have suffered
when well-defined and coordinated state
ments of needs and goals were lacking.

Program goals establish the capability
needed, the money that can be spent to get
that capability, and the date for achieVing
it. These goals set the tone of the program.
Allowing one goal to Improperly dominate
may cause later distortions such as when
urgency receives unwarranted emphaSis,
leading to compressed development and pro
duction activities.
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TABLE I.-COMPARISON OF PAST PROBLEMS, CURRENT CHANGES, AND RECOMMENDED ACTIONS (DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE)

PAST PROBLEMS

Establishing needs and goals:
Needs/goals set by each service; unplanned

dupllcation.
No formal congressional overview.

Exploring alternative systems:
Centralized agency-level control over sys

tems.
Lack of congressional visibility; 5cattel'ell

R. & D. llne items.

Premature commitment to single technical
approach.

Multiple information sources; uncom
mitted industry proposals; pressures for
goldplating; high unit cost.

Narrow technical latitUde for competi
tion; paper information; buy-ins.

Choosing preferred system:
Paper competition; complicated source

selection; contentious awards.
Single contract covering both development

and production.
Implementation:

Overlapped development and production
("concurrency") .

Late and inadequate operational tests for
production decision.

Source: Commission studies program.

Great sum", have been committed to pro
graInS which, later, cannot respond to cor
rective changes in goals. Programs often have
been begun with insufficient consideration
of other programs underway that can col
lectively strain the llmits of existing re
sources. Lack of additional funds requires a
cutback in the number of systems, leaving
unplanned disruptions in an agency's capa
bllity to do Its job.

DOD polley currently delegates the re
sponsiblllty for deciding needs and goals to
each of the milltary services. They define
them mainly In terms of the kind of hard
ware they "need," not in terms of the mis
sion to be performed. Althou3h new tech
nological opportunities cannot be ignored,
too often the focus has been on the system
product and not on Its purpose. The results
have been pressures to lock-in to a single
system approach prematurely without giv
ing adequate attention to why a new level
of capablllty Is needed in the first place and
what It Is worth before less costly system
alternatives are created or eliminated.

The needs and goals that each military
service sees for Its acquisition programs are
shaped by Its own views of defense missions
and priorities. They do not necessarily cor
respond to the perceptions of the other serv
ices or of the Office of the Secretary of De
fense, frequently resulting in destructive in
terservice rivalry and overlalls in mission
capabutties. Interservice rivalry has caused
special compllcatlons for system acquisition
programs because these programs have be
come the principal means by which the
services can preserve and enlarge their roles,
bUdgets, and influence.

Interservlce rivalry can be made to work
to advantage if harnessed by a clear state
ment of common needs, an Invitation for the
services to compete openly when appropriate,
and a formal recognition that we cannot
afford to finance all the systems sponsored
by each of them. The objective should not
be to eliminate all overlap or duplication in
assigned responslblllties among or within
the services; it should be to ensure that
where such overlap or duplication exists, It
Is Visible, controlled, Ilnd purposefUl.

MAJOR CURRENT CHANGES (OTHERS DISCUSSED
IN TEXT)

Mission area coordinating paper.

Decentralization; more authority for mili·
tary services.

Attempt to broaden choice of system options
at 1st agency-level review.

Greater design latitude; more time for ex
ploration and hardware development.

Some hardware prototypes; less reliance on
paper.

No "total package" awards.

Reduced concurrency.

Emphasis on early and better operational
testing.

DOD has attempted to view new systems
and programs on an agencywide basis
through its mission Area Coordinating Papers
(ACPs) but they do not carry the Weight
of secretarial decisions or apply to the very
start of new acquisition efforts. Unplanned
duplication of systems; pressures to make
new systems large, mUltipurpose, and ex
pensive; premature commitments to an un
developed systems; and loss of control over
the allocation of l'esources to agency mls·
sions all result when programs are begun in
dependently by agency components to obtain
"needed" products without agencywide co
ordination of needed capabilities and afford
able costs.

Recommendation 1. Start new system ac
quisition programs with agency head state
ments of needs and goals that have been
reconciled with overall agency capabilities
and resources.

(a) State p1'Ogram needs and goals In
dependently of any system product. Use long
term projections of mission capablllties and
deficiencies prepared and coordinated by
agency component(s) to set program goals
that specify.

(1) Total mission costs within which new
systems shOUld be bought and used

(2) The level of mission capability to be
achieved above that of projected inventories
and existing systems

(3) The time period in which the new
capability Is to be achieved.

(b) Assign responsibility for responding
to statements of needs and goals to agency
components in such a way that either:

(1) A single agency component IS respon
sible for developing system alternatives when
the mission need is clearly the responsibility
of one component; or

(2) Competition between agency com
ponents is formally recognized with each of
fering alternative system solutions when the
mission responsibilities overlap.

Congressional Review of Needs and Ooals
Without a clear understanding of the needs

and goals for new programs, Congress is un
able to exercise et!ectively its responsibilities
to review expenditures and the allocation of
national resources. This failure is partly en-

MAJOR RECOMMENDED ACTIONS (OTHERS
DISCUSSED IN TEXT)

Agency head reconciliation of needs/goals
and service responsibillties.

Congressional review of mission deficiences,
needs/goals for new acquisition programs.

Congressional authorization and appropria
tion of R.D.T. & E. funds for systems can
didates by mission need.

Solicit system proposals using broad need,
statement; maintain integrity of separate
candidate systems.

Annual review and fixed-level awards to each
selected competitor; agency technical staff
assistance.

Commit best competitors to prototype sys
tem-level demonstration.

Choose system based on mission performance
measurements, total ownership cost
derived from competitive demonstration
and operational tests.

Independent operational test before full
production release; strengthened test orga
nizations.

couraged by the timing and fOl'mat used to
present system acquisition programs and by
the kinds of questions this format pro
vokes. The wrong questions are asked early
about research and development projects
and, when the right ones are provoked by de~

bates on a partiCUlar system, it is often too
late for the answers to be relevant.

Current budgeting and review procedures
expose the need and goals for a program to
Congress at a time when a single system Is
proposed, with cost, schedule, and perform
ance estimates often predicated on insuffi
cient research and development efforts. At
this stage, it is difficult to control costs be
cause system characteristics are fixed' within
a narrow range. Thus, the cost to meet a mis
sion need Is largely determined by the cost of
the new systems, not the worth of the new
mission capability compared to other alterna
tives. This leaves Congress a futile choice:
either pay the price for the system or let the
need go essentially unsatisfied. Congressional
ability to deal with agency budgets and to
provIde meaningfUl guidelines to allocate
limited national resources is seriously under
mined.

Congress should have an early and com
prehensive opportunity to debate and under
stand any agency's mission needs and goals
for new acquisition efforts, and the oppor
tunity to discuss the relationship. of pro
posed mission capabilities to current national
policy and the allocation of resources in
accordance with national priorities. Under
standing an agency's needs and program
goals before discussing the system to meet
the need should help reduce the delays in
authorization and appropriation caused by
extended investigation of all these issues
when a system surfaces later for large-scale
funding approval.

This does not Imply that Congress should
make defense strategy, define defense mis
sions, or interpret for the military what their
needs are and the best way to meet them;
these are roles of the executive branch. COn
gress sh.ould have the opportunity to review
agency programs in such a way that the
programs can be clearly related to national
policies, priorities, and the allocation of
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resources in order for Congress to exercise
its legislative responsibllities and controis.
This is preferable to having the consideration
arise after a single .system Is well into de
velopment, when need and goals are already
obscured by the technlca.l merits and
demerits of a particular system, and there is
little room to control the cos. of meeting
natlonal needs.

Recollunendatioll 2. Begin congressionai
budget proceediugs with an alUlual review by
the appropriate committees of agency mis
sions, capabilities, deficiencies, and the needs
and goals for new acquisition programs as a
basis for reviewing agency bUdgets.

Exploring alternative systems
The Technology Base n

Ongoing exploration of technology is fun
damental to any new acquisition program
new components, tools, materials, processes,

. and organized knowledge can be used to
develop new and better ways to meet pUblic
needs. The chances for success of any major
system acquisition are enhanced if there is
a variety of advancing technologies from
which new system solutions may be drawn.
OtherWise, a solution must be based on a
safe but stagnant technological choice or on
unpredictable advances outside that range.

Most Federal agencies with operating re
sponsibilities recognize the value of a strong
technological base. For example, the most
l'ecent defense policy on major system ac
quisition cites the Importance of "a stron~

and usable technology base" to provide raw
material for creating more effective and less
costly systems.

There is no way to know how much money
to spend in a given field of technology; the
payoffS are usually unpredictable and down
stream In time. Technology is advanced
through a creative process sparked by dedi
cated people in Government, Industry, and
Universities, supported direCtly by contracts,
grants. or Industry profits, or indirectly
through recovery of related overhead costs.

Technical judgment Is the critical factor
In apportioning money and in performing
this kind of effort. The results may not be
immediately useful and may have unfore
seen applications of unpredictable value.

The Government has paid a spiraling cost
to meet growing public needs by stretching
existing technology and "goldplating" old
approaches Instead of seeking innovative ap
proaches that UltImately might prove less
complex, less costly, and more effective. This
Is a case of diminishing returns: to do a job
10 percent better may cost 50 percent more
if the old technology is stretched. Sometimes
this approach is selected simply because of
time or initial dollar constraints.

Maintaining an adequate growth of tech
nology is one of the most important pre
requisites for successful system acquisition,
but there have to be limits on activity that
Is financed and justified solely for its value
to the base of technology. CurrentlY, the
technology base Is inadequately developed
to support new acquisition programs and
their search for candidate systems.

Technology base work (both public and
private) tenda to concentmte on producing
reSUlts that are, fu.·st, Immediately useful
and, second, acceptable. To be useful, the
work tends to provide well-developed prod
ucts (both subsystems and system concepts)
before the need for any has been established
and confirmed at the agency level. To be ac
ceptable, these products tend to be based on
familiar approaches. The search for alterna
tives in connection with a specific opera
tional need frequently is conducted in a way
that nourishes the technology base in con
strained areas of relatively "old" technol
ogies. The net effect is a closed cycle; iwto
vative technologies are suppressed and rela-

• This subject is also treated in Part B (Ac
quisition of Research and Development).

tively stagnant ones are carried too far as
SUbsystem and system candidates in antici
pation of a specific program.

The Comrn1sslon favors making the tech
nology base better serve new programs by:
(1) controll1ng how far projects are taken
within technology base funding and justi
fication and (2) giving the base a greater
access in offering new system candidates.

Recommendation 3. Support the general
fields of knowledge that are related to an
agency's assigned responsibilities by funding
pri\'ate sector sources and Government in
honse technical centers to do:

Ia) BasIc and applied research
(b) Proof of concept work
(0) Exploratory sllbsystem development
Restrict subsystem development to less

than tully designed hardware untl1 identified
as part of a system candidate to meet a spe
cific operational need.

CREATING NEW SYSTEMS

In the face of uncei'talnties about needs
and technology, it makes sense to explore
alternative systems. At the start, it is more
expensive to explore several approaches than
to fOCllS qUickly on one. However, the short
rang'e cost should be weighed against the
longterm benefits of having options, par
tiCUlarly in the early phases of development
when they cost relatively little. Money spent
on development of alternative systems can
be relatively inexpensive insurance against
the possibUity that a premature choice of
one approach may later prove to be a POol'
and costly one.

In addition to guat'ding against uncertain
needs and technology alternative Eystems
also:

Provide a means for introducing the bene
fi ts of competition in the early stages of
system evolution when the cost to maintain
competitors is only a small fraction of that
needed to have competition in later fullscale
development and production phases.

Insure that a wider base of innovative tal
ent is applied mther concentrating R&D re
sources on a single-system approach.

Increase the probablllty that the best pos
Eibic solution wm be found.

DOD acquisition procedures have not
wOl'ked well in surfacing system altel'natlves
based on different technical approaches. This
fact is evidenced by ongoing consideration
of new policies to foster more SUbstantive
system options and to improve the quality of
information at the first program review at
the Secretary of Defense level. Despite these
efforts l'esearch and development funda re
main generally scattered in a great many
separate projects, making It dl1llcult to trace
the cost of eXistence of alternative systems
prior to the first agency head review of a new
program.

Prematlue commitment to system concept,
technical approach, and design often leads to
schedule delays, The combined pressures of
(1) limited resources to explore alternatives
and (2) the reqliirement that the military
services defend a system before large-scale
resources are committed create incentives for
them to focus prematurelY on one technical
approach. Resources are spent to prove that
the initial choice is right in order to get a go
ahead decision ra ther than to examine broad
alternatives.

Military services also become advocates of
specific methods and approaches to meet
their responsiblllties. This advocacy is dedi·
cated to fielding the best solution to mission
deficiencies based on past operational experi
ence. Such advocacy leads to parochial
choices of famlUar kinds of systems.

To encourage a greater number of more in
novative alternative systems to meet a given
need, DOD requests for proposals should be
broadly stated in terms of needed mission
capability, program goals, and esselitial liml·
tations, not in terms at required features or
performance stipulations keyed to a partic
ular kind of system.

There is 8 critical need to capitalize to II
greater degree on the Nation's innovative
resources by encouraging smaller firms to
enter early in the acquisition process, pro
Vided they can make necessary business ar
rangements for plant and facilities if their
proposed systems prove superior.

Large established firlllS ten<1 to acquire
technical biases based on their experience
with successful products and their cus
tomer's likely to have more initiative and in
no\;ative technical approaches for new sys
tems. However large firms are usually the
only ones considered qualified to compete for
major system development awards because
competitions are held relatively late in the
process, at great expense, after system per
formance and deSign featw'es have been
determined.

There is a lleed to balance the ar:quisition
process by ensuring a more objective selec
tion and exploration of alternative systems.
The agency should also prevent centraliza
tion of the management process and the
bUildUp of large staffs to do the job that
shOUld be done at the operating level. The
Commission favors retaining the decision on
which system alternatives to explore at the
agency component level but With reviews to
ensure that alternatives are created and
explored.

Recommendation 4. Create alternative sys
tem candidates by:

(a) SoliCiting industry proposals for new
systems with a statement of the need (mis
sion deficiency); time, cost, and capa.bll1ty
goals; and operating constraints of the re
sponsible agency and components(s), with
each contractor free to propose system tech
nical approaclt, subsystems, and main design
features.

(b) Soliciting system proposals from
smaller firms that do not own production
facilities if they have:

(1) Personnel expel'ienced in major de
velopment and production actiVities.

(2) Contingent plans for later use of re
quired equipment and facilities.

(c) Sponsoring, for agency funding, the
most promising system candlda.tes selected
by agency component heads from a review
of those proposed, using a team of experts
from inside and outside the agency com
ponent development organization.
Congressional Review of system Exploration

congress has difficulty overseeing the grow
ing expenditures for agencies' R&D budgets;
its intensified demands for information and
justification leaves Congress burdened with
detailed reviews that obscnre the overall pat
tern.

Congress could better l1l1derstand where
R&D money is spent if it revIewed, author
ized, and appropria.ted funds for exploring
candidate systems according to mission. This
should be done in conjunction With its re
view of agency missions and the needs and
goals tor new acquisition programs. This ap
proach would segregate funds for (1) main
taining the technolOgy base, (2) activities to
explore alternative solutions to mission
needs, and (3) the final development of sys
tems ChOBell to meet needs. The second
category would group together all develop
ment projects asociated with candidate sys
tems to meet each agency mission need. Con
gress would then have a more meaningfUl
and convenient basis for reviewing expendi
tures and earlier awareness of the evolution
of new systems.

Allocations of R&D money according to
mission needs would help reduce the pres
sures to niake premature comlnitments to a
particular system in order to gain funding
approval. With defense mission needs and
goals reViewed yearly, Rnd With a fixed-level
funding constraint tied to finding solutions,
the executive branch would have greater
fiexibillty to explore alternative systems and
cope with uncertain system candidates. The
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opportunity to question and review IndivI
dual projects withIn these mission funds
would remain whenever such scrutiny is
needed but, at the same time, a. more mean
Ingful level of review and control would be
available.

There is a growing awareness in congress
that it must deal more effectively with ex
ecutive branch programs and equip itself
more fUlly to do so. The primary intent of
our recommendations on review of progralll
needs, goals, and related funds is to sharpen
the effectiveness of whatever congressional
efforts are expended to review major system
acquisition programs.

Recommendation 5. Finance the explora
tIon of alternative systems by:

(al ProposIng agency development bndg
ets according to mission need to snpport the
exploration of alternative system candidates.

(b) Authorizing and appropriating funds
by agency mission area in accordance with re
view of agency mission needs and goals for
new acquisition programs.

(c) Allocating agency development funds
to components by mission need to support
the most promising system candidates. Moni
tor components' exploration of alternatives
at the agency head level through annual
budget and approval reviews using updated
mission needs and goals.

Reinstating Meaningful Competition
The notion that the agency should take

advantage of all the best proposed technical
features In specifyIng a preferred system Is
appealing, but analysis shows that multiple
design influences from In-house laboratories,
weapon centers, operational commands, and
contractors often are not compatible and
contribute to "goldplating," oversophlstica
tlon, system integration difficultIes, and later
performance deficiencies. There Is a natural
inclination to Incorporate new and in
dependently developed subsystems and com
bIne them into a single system specification
that then forms the basis for industry com
petItion and later contractual requirements.

Effective competition in system acquisi
tIon has been preCluded because design deci
sIons on the best approach are made by the
Government. Premature commitments are
made to a system composed of design con
trIbutions from a host of public and prIvate
organizations. This "design by committee"
approach sets up a one-horse race to meet
the mIssion need, betting on a predeter
mined and frequently untested combInation
of technological and performance charac
teristics. Private sector contractors compete
for the development and production of a
"required" system, not to offer their best
solution at their lowest cost. Consequently,
there Is limited opportunity for contractor
innovation and technical competition, and
contractors find it easier to promise the cus
tomer what he wants than to innovate and
demonstrate new products.

Divided responsibilities for dcfinlng the
system are also at the heart of later con
tractual difficulties, correction of deficiencies,
and engineering changes, all of which can
result in added costs and weakened con
tractual commitments. Although the con
tractor has accepted contracttlal responsibil
Ity for computing a system, its ultimate
cost, schedUle, and performance difficulties
are rooted in the combination of specified
performance requirements the agency be
lieved could be met. Thus, ultimate respon
sibility for development problems Is diffi
cult to pinpoint.

In most programs, Important advantages
could result from allowing competitors to be
independently responsible fOl' the evolution
of their systems by:

Reinstating a competitive challenge to in
dustry to \lse II wider span of technologies
for system solutions that are of lower cost
and simpler design.

creatIng Incentives that encourage econ-

omy and austerity In development because,
unlike sole-source situations, the incentives
for competitors can be directed toward aus
terity in system design and system desl~n

activities.
Restoring the integrity of contracts, with

each contractor fUlly responsible for design
ing the system contained in its proposal. Ul
timately, system demonstration should de
termine the success 01' failure of a contract
or's approach and there should be a sound
basis for negotiating a production contract.

A wider latitUde for contractors to propose
and explore system alternatives would be
balanced by technical competition among
them. These are not unlimited alternatives
or alternatives for their own sake, but op
tions pursued as long as they malre sense
in terms of their cost, what has been learned
and what remains to be learned in order to
make stable program commitments. Initially,
only relativelY small amounts of money will
be needed to explol'e system concepts to
determine the ones that are the moot promis
Ing and the ones that should be rejected.

Recom.mendation 6. Maintain competition
between contractors exploring alternative
systems l)y:

(al Linlitlng commitments to each con
tractor to annual fixed-level awards, subject
to annual review of their technical progress
by the sponsoring agency component.

(b) Assigning agency repl'esentatlves with
relevant operational experience to advise
competIng contractors as necessary In devel
oping performance and other requirements
for each candidate system as tests and trade
offs are made.

(c) Concentrating activities of agency de
velopment organizations, Government labo
rntorles, and technical management staffs
during the private sector competition on
monitoring and evaluating contractor de
velopment efforts, and participating In those
tests critical to determining whether the sys
tem candidate should be continued.

Choosing preferred systems
Thc cholc:! of a system can be based on

low-cost Information-studies, analyses, and
limited laboratory tests-but this ls also low
confidence Information whenever a system
embodies advances in technoiogy. Although
the short-range benefits of money saved by
an early choice of a system are apparent,
the penaUtles of a poor early choice can and
have proved to be enormously costly.

Eariy choice of a system raises the risk
that Increasing costs will have to be paid as
long as the agency need remains of sufficient
priority. With only a single organized effort
underway to meet the need, system perform
ance and schedule sUppages have to be ac
commodated by additional funding. As a
result of this monopoly-like situation, costly
and burdensome controls and regulations
must be appUed to a greater extent than in
competitive procurements to assure publiC
accountability. There are no standards to
measure the efficiency of a single undertak
Ing and no competition to aid in choosing
the best system.

Technical leveUng through transfusion of
tIle best features of proposals early in system
exploration and, later, during source selec
tion narrows the differences between com
peting proposals. Source selections have de
pended less on technical differences between
proposals and more on contractor predicted
costs at a time of great technical uncertainty
about the "chosen system." In relying on
these cost predictions for Initial system pro
curement, inSUfficient weight has been given
to system performance and to the cost even
tually to be paid for operating, supporting,
and maintaining the system.

Systems that were defined early and sub
jected to a short industry competition to
select the contractor and remaining design
refinements invariably have led to technical
problems and contractual difficulties. The re
sulting procurement climate has been cloud-

ed by buy-ins, contentious awards, and con
tracts that were SUbject to so many changes
and claims as to Invalidate the integrity of
orIginal contractual agreements.

Some new DOD programs reflect efforts to
first prove out the "chosen" sys',m by build
ing partial or complete prototypes. This is a
major improvement. However, in new proto
type programs, choices of technical approach
and some system characteristics are still be
ing made by the agency before competition
takes place. Introducing industry competi
tion after a system has been largely defined
and when large-scal' commitments for pro
totypes have to be made results in relatively
narrow cost and technical differences and
confines the participation to major fil·ms.

Competitive demonstration of new systems
Is not appropriate for all programs, but the
decision to forego competition shOUld con
sider more than near-term savings in time
and money. The added expenditure of R&D
monies to bring a wider span of system solu
tions Into competition can be expected to
have a great leverage effect on ultimate sys
tem pel'formance and on the vast majority of
program costs that wlll be incurred later.

Looking at the past and to the future, no
new programs automatically can 01' cannot
afford competitive demonstration as a basis
for choosing a preferred system. It is deceiv
ing to say from the outset that any systems
which might meet an agency need must of
necessity be big and expensive and, there
fore, not amenable to prototype demonstra
tion. The "necessity" for bigness comes
about mainly because of familiarity with the
scale and scope of past systems used to
meet comparable agency needs. With a wide
range of system candidates and technologies
opened up by earlier recommendations,
smaller and cheaper systems will have a
chance to be brought forward.

If several design teams were allowed to
follow different technical paths in the early
Innovative phase of system acquisition, the
agency might select two for competitive dem
onstrations of either complete systems or
prototypes tha t embodied all the critical
parts.

Having competition from the beginning of
the program and maintaining it to this point
would provide important benefits largely
lacking in current programs, including:

Design continuity from concept through
engineering design to improve technical con
trol and integrity of the system.

Different competitive performance and cost
solutions to provide options.

Clear contractor product responsibility for
a system.

Competitive exploration of technical ap
proaches should produce distinguishably dlf.
ferent system performance characteristics.
Technical differences would then become
more important criteria for choosing systems
and contractors than In the past When dif
ferences mainly involved design detaU and
an uncertain cost.

Essentially, our recommendations cail for
usIng additional R&D expenditures to initi
ate competition before system options are
eliminated and when costs are sfgnificantly
lower than those that must be incurred
later for full-scale enlgneering development.
Competition should be continued at least up
to the final development phase to provide a
sound basis for choosing a potential system
and entering into firm performance and price
commitments With the successful developer.

Recommendation 7. Limit premature sys
tem commitments and retain the benefit of
system-level competition with an agency
head decision to conduct competitive demon
stration of candidate systems by:

(a) Choosing contractors for system dem
onstration depending on their relative tech
nical progress, remaining uncertainties, and
economic constralnts. The overriding objec
tive should be to have competition at length
through the initial critical development
stages and tu permit use of firm commit-
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menta for final development and Initial pro
duction.

(b) Providing selected contractors with
the operational te;;;t conditions, mission per
formance criteria, and llfetlme ownership
cost factors that wlll be used In the final
s·.stem evaluation and selection.

. (0) Proceeding with final development
and initial prodHction and with COlnrn1t
ments to a firm date for operational use after
the agency needs and goals are reaffirmed
and competitive demonstration results prove
that tile chosen technical approach Is sound
and definition of a system procurement pro
gram IS practical.

(d) strengthening each agency's cost esti
mating capablrtty for:

(1) Developing lifetime ownership costs
for use In choosing preferred major aystems.

(2) Developing total cost projections for
the number and kind of systems to be bought
for operational use.

(3) Preparing budget requests for final
developments and procurement.
Recommended Acquisition structure for

Programs Not Based on Competitive Dem
onstration
Some large or complex systems cannot be

put through competitive hardware demon~

strations, as in the case of large aircraft
carriers: an early choice of a preferred sys
tem may be necessary. Programs like Apollo
and Polaris tilat made an early cOlnrn1tment
to an undeveloped system have generally
been considered successful when accom
panied by these essential conditions:

There was a broad consensus that cost
was not as Important as program goal as
mission capability and/or the time it was to
be achieved.

The Government retained direct control
and responsibility for defining and develop
ing the system through a highly competent
program staff and gave Itself fiexibillty to
change characteristics and performance "re
quirements."

Flexible cost-tspe contracts were used for
specially selected contractors.

Such programs were usually of high pri
ority because they addressed mission needs
that were critical to national policy and
strategy. They received the specific attention
of the President and the National Security
Council; thus, the programs attracted large
amounts of agency resources and the best
talents from Industry and Government to
solve major technical problems.

Two important criteria for adopting a di
rect agency control approach are:

Some urgent needs cannot be met if time
Is taken to explore eligible alternative sys
tems to a point when competitive hardware
test informtaion Is avallable. Instead, a sys
tem concept must be formulated early by
taking (transfusing) the best ideas from in
dustry and Government and by applying
large-scale resources to achieve a solution
within a fixed time.

Some needs and goals will require major
systems of such massive physical and finan
cial magnitude that no one contractor (or
even a team of contractOl's) may be able to
marshal, consolidate, and manage all the
necessary talents and resources to compete,
even If the agency could finance them,

Both the criteria for choosing such an ap
proach and the conditions needed to make
successfui clearly suggest that these pro
grams will often require the highest levels
of vlslblllty. They should be subject to agency
head review of the reasons for adopting a
centralized format and be reviewed in Presi
dential and congressional councils when the
resources or capabilltles reqUired are critical
to national planning.

Although these programs warrant special
controls. overreliance s110uld not be placed on
complicated regulations and contractual
claUses. Better assurance of program success
can be attained from proper contractor se·

lection and the involvement of a strong,
technically competent program management
office complemented by a strengthened agen
cv test and evaluation capa.bllity.
• Recommendation 8. Obtain agency head

approval If an agency component determines
that It shOUld concentrate development reo
sources on a single system without funding
exploration of competitive system candi
dates. Related actions should:

(a i Establish a strong centralized program
office within an agency component to take
direct technical and management control
01' the prograln.

(b) Integrate selected technical and man
agement contributions from in-honse gronps
and contractors.

(I') Select contractors with proven manage
ment, financial, and technical capabllities
as related to the problems at hand. Use
cost-reimbursement contracts for high tech
nll';11 risk portions of the program.

(d) Estlmate program cost within a prob
nbie range until the syst<>m reaches the final
development phase.
Implementation: final development, produc

tion, and. lise
Although the benefits of competition ap

ply equal1y to tile final 'development, prodUC
tion, and operation of systems, the cost to
maintain competition rises SUbstantially in
these phases. As a consequence. system
normally enter final development, prodUC
tion, and deployment under an evolved mo
nopoly situation; there Is only a single sys
tem and contractor to cope with an agency
need. Recent difficulties In getting systems
produced and deployed Within contract terms
are related to the "locked In" position of u.
contractor who, since the beginning of de
velopment, has not been SUbject to direct
competitive pressure.

The basic problem, however, is not being
locked-in to a sole-source contractor but
being locked-in to one Who, as It turns out,
cannot supply the system as originally
planned under the terms and conditions of
the contract. Following our recommended
acqUisition pattern, the contractor and his
system would be brought t{) a point where
contractual obligations could be made be/ore
competition was eliminated with high as
surance that he cOllld, in fact supply the
system according to plan.

Although the chosen system would have
been created and demonstrated under con
tinuous competitive pressure, there are con
ditions when direct competition should be
retained 01' reinstated to drive ownership
cost down and system performance up. For
example, when the operating conditions re
main very uncertain, as in the case of some
defense systems, the cost of having compet
ing operational systems With different capa
b1lities may be an acceptable price to pay for
the benefit of competition and for being pre
pared for operational contingencies.

In another situation, the system chosen to
meet the need may have to be procured in
large quantities over an extended period. If
the cost of dupllcating tooling, facUlties, and
knowhow Is not prohibitive, it can be advan
tageous to establish competing producers.
Finally. When total systems canuot be com
peted in the implementation stage, the prime
contractor will find It beneficial from his
viewpoint and the Government's to soUcit
competitive sources for selected subsystems.
Practices to retain or reinstate competition
are followed on occasion by DOD and shOUld
be continued whenever the benefits of doing
so justify the additional investment of time
and cost. The difficulty, of course, is that
while the cost of maintaining competition
can be readily determined in ad\'ance, the
benefits cannot.

Problems associated with the final develop
ment, production, and use of new s~'stems

have been the most painful symptoms of
basic inadequacies ill the structure of system

acquisition programs. Defense systems have
been produced and deployed in large numbers
while major unknowns about their technical
capablUtles. rellabllity, and operational effec
tiveness remained. Occasionally deficit and
l.1l1reliable systems have often resulted.

Two kinds of cost problems have ceme to
the forefront during these later phases. First
the l.111it cost of each new system has been
riSing over the cost of predecessor systerr.5
to meet slmnar needs. Second, major sys
tems in the final development and produc
tion phases have grown in cost well In excess
of planned amounts so that the agency often
i.> forced to:

Shift money between programs and some
times obtain reprogramming authorIty from
Congress.

Obtain higher than planned approprIations
from Congress in succeeding years.

Reduce the number of units to be procured
and deployed (force levels) .

DOD has taken various actious to alleviate
the cost growth problem including strength
ening Its cost estimating capablUty for ma
jor systems. These efforts will not reduce
the rising unit cost of new systems and
resultant redl.lctions in planned force levels
unless other more basic Changes are made in
how needs and goals are initially set and
how systems are then defined, competed for,
developed, tested and evaluated.

The intended cumulative elIeet of our rec
ommendations is to acquire enough infor
mation to choose systems within established
agency cost goals, to change the contracting
environment to one of competitive demon
stration, and to minimize the diJIlculties in
present-day contract administration. To
support aU these recommended actions,
strengthened agency testing is necessary.

One of the primary findings of our study
is that too much is committed to individual
major systems before Ideas, needs. designs,
and hardware are tested and evaluated.
Agency testing has usually been delayed un
til the reSUlts were too late to be used ef
fectively In an overcommitted program. Ad
dltionally, the testing function has borne
the brunt of problems created by the wa~'

early acquisition processes have been con
ducted.

Testing, In the major system acquisition
process, has not commanded the Importance,
stature, or priority that it must if It is to
be a primary source of Information on major
system progress and for decisions on con
tinuing system design efforts. system selec
tion. starting production and operational de
ployment.

There are two main reasons why tilers has
been inadequate testing. First. testing Is
often expensive and time-consuming. espe
cially if staged and executed In a realistic
manner. Second, the advocates of major sys
tem programs are aware that negative test
reSUlts, if misunderstood at higher levels, can
jeopardize or delay It program.

There is mounting evidence that agencies
should spend the money, take tile time, and
go to the trouble of performing adequate
tests. DOD bas taken initiatives to strengthen
testing by:

Establishing a top-level office to set policy
and to monitor, for the secretary, the test
operations of the mllitary services.

Emphasizing earlier development and op
erational testing in new programs and re
adjusting some of the testing in ongoing
programs.

Reducing the overlap between development
and production.

Focusing attention on test results at lrey
acquisition decision points.

These are excellent beginnings,
To create Incentives for adequate testing,

clear direction will flrst have to be given
that defines tile timing and expected results
of various kinds of testing at each stage In
the acquisition. Major steps in this direction
!laYe been taken by DOD. n Is necessary to
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then develop a. strong testing activity with
the stature to Its job.

Test results, by themselves, are not fool
proof indicators of how good or bad a system
will be in operation. However just prior to
a plaJ)ned full-production commitment, tests
should be conducted for the specific purpose
of making a "go/no-go" decision. Substantial
sums will have been spent on a new pro
gram and even larger amounts will be re
quested for operational system production
and deployment. At this point the system
must be SUbjected to a tough and objective
evaluation of its usefulness under expected
operating conditions..

RecommendatIon 9. Withhold agency head
approval and congressIonal commitments for
full production and use of new systems until
the need has been reconfirmed and the sys
tem performance has been tested and evalu
ated in an envIronment that closely ap
proximates the expected operational condi
tions.

(a) Establish In each agency component an
operational test and evaluation activity sepa
rate from the developer and user organiza
tions.

(b) Continue efforts to strengthen test
and evaluation capabilities in the military
services with emphasis on:

(I) Tactically oriented test designers
(2) Test personnel With opcrational and

sclentifio background
(3) Tactical and environmental realism
(4) Setting critical test objectives, evalna

tlon, and reporting.
(c) Establish an agencywlde definition of

the scope of operational test and evaluation
to include:

(1) Assessment of critical performance
characteristics of an emerging system to
determine usefulness to ultimate users

(2) Joint testing of systems whosc mis
sions cross service lines

(3) Two-sided adversary-type testing when
needed to provide operational realism

(4) Operational test and evaluation during
the system life cycle as changes occur in
need assessment, mission goels, and as a
resllit of technical modifications to tlJe
system.

Contracting methods al~d procedures have
been used as remedies for acquisition prob
lems found In past programs. This has stimu
lated a large growth in contracting regula
tions that have been applied to most pro
grams, whether appropriate or not.

There is widespread dissatisfaction with
the voluminous size and detail of contracting
regUlations. Common complaints are the fre
quency of change, the ponderous waiver
routes reqUired for use of nonstandard
clauses, and the practical impossibility of
being able to understand and Intelligently
apply all that is included In them.

The personnel assigned to major system
procurement are or should be the best avail
able to the procuring organization. They
should not need detalled formula substitutes
for JUdgment. Excessively detailed guidance
and requirements to use Ineffective contract
provisions have been an Impediment to
major system acquisitions. In this area, there
Is a great need for personnel to have ade
quate authority to adapt, modify, Innovate,
and be held responsible for actions taken.

The problems In contract performance can
not be corrected by contract procedures. The
problems are rooted in the actions or in
actions In earlier phases of the acquisition
process. The cumulative elIect of prior rec
ommendations ha"ing to do with competing
system-level technical approaches, a test
demonstration phase, and a strengthened
testing activity Is intended to provide realiS
tic Government procurement speCifications.
The result should be simplified contractual
arrangements.

Recommendation 10. Use contracting as
an important tool of system acquisition, not
as a SUbstitute for management of acquisi
tion programs. In so doing;

(a) Set policy guidelines \\it11in which
experienced personnel may exercise judgment
in selectively applying detalled contracting
regulations.

(b) Develop simplified contractual ar
rangements and clauses for use in awarding
final development and production contracts
for demonstrated systems tested under com
petitive conditions.

(c) Allow contracting officlals to use priced
production options if critical test mllestones
have reduced risk to the point that the re
maining developmp.nt work Is relatively
straightforward.

OrgaltiBafion, management, ancl personnel
All understandable desire to avoid past

mistakes and blnnt future criticisms results
In an unstable tendency in bureaucracies
either to draw all matters up to the highest
possible level for decision or to leave crit.lcal
decisions and information at too Iowa level.
DOD management philosophy, for example,
has exhibited wide s"ings between "central
ized" and "dccentrallzed" patterns of decl
sionmaking. These two approaches generally
describe the relative authority of the Office
of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) and the
mllitary services, but also have meaning
within a military service,

DOD recently has attempted to balance
the advantages and disadvantages of cen
tralization with a philosophy of "selective
decentralization" and "participatory man
agement." This philosophy .has given the
military services greater responsibility for
their acquisition programs. An attempt to
find an effective middle ground is proper, but
policy and management philosophy must be
buttressed by clear statements on the place
ment of specific decision authority and man
agement responsibility within OSD and the
military services.

At present. the responsibility for policy
making and monitoring acqUisition pro
grams is split between the technical lind
business functions at top agency and com
ponent head levels. No single office is ac
countable to the agency head for overall
results of acqUisition pollcles.

When new acquisition prog1'l1ms are initi
ated, procurement m~lst begin Ilsing the
tools and techniques prescribed by procure
ment policy and regUlations. Such policies
and regUlations, often intended for more
orthodox procurements, have caused prob
lems when applied to advanced technology
major systems. Technical and business poli
cies and the people who make them are not
closely interrelated. The result has been that
procurement methods and contracting tech
niques do not match the character of techni
cal actiVity embodied In major system acqUi
sition programs.

On the other hand early technical activities
commit to reqUirements and actions that
prejudice strongly the business structtlre of
any program. With technical needs and con
siderations occurring first and the business
activity second, a vacuum is created in the
acqUisition process. Issues such as roles and
relationships of the Government and Industry
in defining and developing a system, competi
tive approach, technical risk. time factors,
contracting, and cost should be actively con
sidered from the start.

The split between the technical and busi
ness functions also is part of a more wide
spread pattern of management layering and
duplicate staffing that Includes agency com
ponents where multiple assignments of au
thority and responsibility also exist.

During the past 15 rears, the problem of
management layering and excessive staffing
has been exhaustively documented but only
marginally improved. Its actual impact on
the cost of programs is impossible to assess.
Whatever the total, the costs are multiplled
in industr~'; contractors who deal with agency
staff specialists must crea te counterparts In
their own stalls.

Within an agencr component, the acquisi
tion program office Is a natural focal point
for operating authority and responsibility.
The program manager usually is assigned
after a major system has been defined and
therefore has no role In some of the most
important decisions governing execution and
success of the program for which he is made
responsible. Program managers recently 11:,,-e
been given increased authority, but It Is
clifficui t to exercise that aU~horlty in the cur
rent DOD environment. Tnere is too much
layering, too much fragmentation of author
ity and responsiblllty, and too many coor
dination points and staff reviews up through
the top level.

Recommendation 11. Unify policymaking
and monitoring responsibilities for major
system acquisitions within each agency and
agency component. Responsibilities and au
thority of unified offices should be to:

(a) Set system acqUisition policy.
(b) Monitor results of acquisition policy.
(c) Integrate technical and business man-

agement policy for major systems.
(d) Act for the secretary in agency head

decision poin ts for each systen~ acquisi tion
program.

(e) Establish a policy for assigning pro
gram managers when acquisition programs
are Initiated.

(f) Insure that key personnel have long
term experience In a variety of Government/
llldustry system acquisition activities and in
stitute a career program to eniarge on that
experience.

(g) Minimize management layering, staff
reviews, coordinating points, unnecessary
procedures, reporting, and paperwork on both
the agency and industry side of major system
acqUisitions.

Recommendation 12. Delegate authority for
all technical and program decisions to the
operating agency components except for the
kcy agency head decisions of;

(a) Defining and updating the mission
need and the goals that an acquisition efrort
is to achieve.

(b) Approving alternative systems to be
committed to system fabrication and demon-
stration. .

(c) Approving the preferred system Chosen
for final development and lllnited production.

(d) ApprOVing full production release.

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I with
draw my amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment is withdrawn.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President. whal is
the pending order of business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending business is the substitute
amendment by the Senator from Mon
tana for his own amendment.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, the sit
uation is that some Senators want to
speak with respect to the Hartke amend
ment that is going to come before the
Senate when there will be seme time
for debate, and we can add to the time
by taking time from the bill. But the
agl'eement now is that we vote on the
Mr.nsfield amendment at 2:30. So long
as there is someone here who wants to
speak on the Mansfield amendment. I
think t~ey should hlJ.Ye preference.

Mr. :r.:lANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator :yield?

Mr. STENNIS. I yield.
Mr. MANSFIELD. I should like to sug

gest that the vote on the substitut~I have
offered occur at 2:45, to give all Members
a chance to come back. If that substi
tute is rejected, it will be my intention
to offer another substitute. If that is re-
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jected, that will be the end of it; and if
it wins, that will be the end of it for the
time being.

Mr. STENNIS. I have no objection to
that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the
Senator from Montana asking unani
mous consent that the vote on his sub
stitute occur at 2:45?

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President. a parlia
mentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator will state it.

Mr. TOWER. How much time does the
Senator from. Montana have and how
much time does the Senutor from Missis
sippi l:ave on the amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. He has 40
minutes on the substitute.

Mr. STENNIS. I yield 5 minutes to the
Senator from Vlashington. and 1110re, if
necessary.

Mr. JACKSON. I thank the Senator
from Mississippi.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is it the
request of the Senator from Montana
that the vote occur at 2: 45?

Mr. MANSFIELD. That the vote on
the pending substitute occur at 2:45.

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

The Senator from Washington is rec
ognized.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, for sev
eral years now, the Senate's considera
tion of the military authorization legis
lation has also been the occasion for
full-scale debate of the overseas compo
nent of America's defense posture and
the role of our alliance system in insur
ing our own security and promoting in
ternational stability.

Now, once again, we are asked to con
sider pl'Oposals which would drasticallY
cut back American military capabilities
deployed overseas and deal a serious
blow to the structure of a successful
alliance system.

The most conspicuous aspect of the
overseas manpower issues has involved
the continued stationing of U.S. troops
in Europe. Congress, in consistently re
jecting pleas that our conventional mili
tary capability in Europe be substan
tially reduced, has exhibited a deep un
derstanding of the vital role those
forces play. The maintenance of a cred
ible conventional deterrent in Europe
has, over the years, pl'Oved to be the
sine qua non of stability in Europe.

In recent days, the point has been
well made in the editorial columns of
both the New York Times and the Wash
ington Post that withdrawals of Ameri
can forces from Europe remain inappro
priate. Such withdrawals would intro
duce a new element of uncertainty into
trans-Atlantic relations, relations al
ready troubled by disputes over security,
political, and economic issues. We have,
moreover, seen changes of government in
France, West Germany, and Britain; and
we ought to seek common approaches to
outstanding problems in an atmosphere
unencumbered by any major shock to the
security balance in Europe.

The Senate is thoroughly familiar with
the case that has been made for tlle
continued presence of a meaningful con
tingent of Americl1.n troops in EtU'ope.

Today, I believe it is especially appro
priate to reemphasize the promising
initiatives that have been undertaken
first, to put the financing of the Alliance
on a more stable and eqUitable plane
and, second, to insure that American re
sources committed to Europe are used
efficiently and effectively.

My colleagues will recall that, during
the consideration of last year's procure
ment legislation, the Senate chose a con
structive and positive approach to out
standing NATO problems, an approach
which has served to strengthen NATO
rather than cripple it. I refer to the Sen
ate initiative wJ1ich established full off
set uf the NATO-related U.S. balance-of
payments deficit as a formal goal of
American policy. This so-called Jackson
Nunn amendment, approved in the Sen
ate by a vote of 84 to 5, endorsed by the
House, and subsequently signed into law,
has established a formula which relates
the American troop commitment to the
level of cooperation within the Alliance
in this area of "burden-sharing."

The negotiations mandated by the
Jackson-Nunn amendment have not
been completed in their entirety. How
ever, a new and significant offset agree
ment has been concluded with the Fed
eral Republic of Oermany. Additional
multilateral agreements are in the proc
ess of being worked out. Having frankly
faced up to a major problem, the NATO
allies are well along the way to solving
it. There are hopeful indications that the
Secretary of Commerce, as provided in
the legislation, will be able to determine
that a full offset has been achieved.

However, a luajor cutback in U.S.
forces at this time, in my judgment,
would be an unfortunate reversion to
unilateralism at a time when cooperative
uegotiations arc working. Indeed, it
would destroy the rationale not only for
the ongoing offset negotiations, but the
whole range of "negotiations designed to
secure a more equitable distribution of
NATO's defense efforts.

Mr. President, t.he U.S. cOlllmitment
to NATO has been a constant concern
of the Armed Services Committee. The
procurement legislation endorsed by the
committee this year contains three sig
nificant provisions which speak directly
to the problem. These sections, which
represent the effort and initiative of
Senator NUNN, will further meet the con
cerns often expressed by many Members
of the Senate.

First, the legislation mandates a
20-percent reduction in logistical and
support forces in EUl'ope, permitting
their replacement with combat troops
only. This will have the effect of signifi
cantly reducing the "overhead" associ
ated with our deployments in Europe
without compromising-indeed enhanc
ing-their military effectiveness.

The legislation further obligates the
Secretary of Defense to take action to
standardize the military equipment used
within the Alliance. Over the years, we
have come to recognize that greater
standardization and commonality is one
way of effecting significant savings on a
NATO-wide basis.

Finally, the legislation establishes
for the first time-a ceiling on the num
ber of American tactical nuclear war-

heads deployed in Europe. In association
with this provision, the committee has
mandated a major review of European
based tactical nuclear forces, their size
and composition, their cost, their utility,
and their real contlibution to the com
mon defense effort.

In effect, Mr. President, what the
Senate is asked to evaluate is whether
drastic and irreparable congressional
action is preferable to the measured and
responsible steps that have already been
taken and which are now programed for
the future. Implicit in the course en
dorsed by the Congress last year and
pending before the Congress this year
in the form of the procurement legis
lation is an orderly process for resolving
Alliance-wide programs. Implicit in the
remedy proposed by the advocates of
major unilateral troop cuts is the chaos
and instability that would come from
rupturing a relationship now a quarter
of a century old. Additionally, Mr. Presi
dent, drastic troop cuts-at a time when
the negotiations on Mutual and Balanced
Force Reductions are in a significant
phase-can only serve to make mutual
reductions virtually impossible.

The fact, Mr. President, that the issue
of European and American security is
being discussed t-oday in the context of
proposals for a worldwide cutback in
American forces only serves to under
score the delicate relationships and bal
ances which protect our security.

We heal' the argument that with
drawals of forces from the Pacific can
substitute for withdrawals from Europe.
We hear, alternatively, that we ought to
maintain current commitments in Eu
rope but dismantle our security structure
in the Pacific area. We have" learned,
however, that the security concerns of
the United States are not so neatly divi
sible. We have learned that the balance
of forces in the Indian Ocean is related to
stability in the Middle East-the source
of Europe's vital energy supplies. We
have learned that a stable security rela
tionship between Japan and the United
States is a fundamental component of
international stability. To think, for ex
ample, that a further drawdown in our
already modest forces in Korea will have
anything but a destabilizing effect on
these complex interrelationships is, in my
judgment, dangerously simplistic.

Certainly, the U.S. role in the Pacific
region is changing. The normalization of
political relationships between the Peo
ples Republic of China and many of 'ts
neighbors may help to reduce old sources
of tension. But to force the pace of
change in the area is as dangerous as
failing to respond to it. Moreover, Mr.
President, we have scaled down, and we
continue to scale down, the level of our
Armed Forces in the region consistent
with improvements in the overall situa
tion. This, I submit, is a far more sensible
strategy than the imposition of arbitrary
troop ceiling hastily conceived and shal
lowly evaluated for their impact on in
ternational security.

I must say, in all candor, Mr. Presi
dent, that the abrupt changes in the pro
posals that are being put forward, the
way in wl:lich the proponents of troop
cuts discuss 125,000, 100,000, or 75,000
troops suggests to me that these pro-
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posals have not been given the care and
analysis they deserve.

Mr. President, I trust that the Congress
will continue to support a range of real
istic commitments and alternatives, con
sist.ent with our own security and vital
to continued international stability. This
is the most prudent route to the more
peaceful world we seek.

Mr. President, I wish to make this
added observation. We have made a
great breakthrough in our relations with
the People's Republic of China. Many
statements in the Chinese media express
concern over the future of NATO, and
the uncertainties that would result from
a sudden and abrupt shift in the balance
of' power in Europe. This concern rein
forces the point I made earlier: inter
national stability rests on complex and
delicate global interrelationships.

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

Mr. STENNIS. I yield the Senator 2
additional minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator may proceed.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, if I had
made this observation 4 or 5 years ago,
many people would have been startled.
Yet the balance of power in Europe does
have obvious security implications for
China. We are moving forward to im
prove our relations with Peking-build
ing upon one of the major breakthroughs
of the post.-World War II period. In my
view, American actions that would serve
to upset the balance in Europe could very
well have an adverse impact on Sino
American relations. As I said earlier, I
believe the Chinese are seriously con
cerned over the collective posture of the
West in Europe. So I would call the at
tention of my colleagues to this addi
tional aspect of the problem-an impor
tant aspect in my judgment, in terms of
the long-range stability that we all seek,
a world of peace and the avoidance of
catastrophic nuclear war.

In sum, Mr. President, I hope that
these proposed troop cuts will be rejected
by the Senate.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield to me for 3 minutes?

Mr. STENNIS. First, I wish to inquire
about the time.

Mr. President, how much time do I
have remaining on the bill?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has 3 minutes remaining.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. Preident, I yield 3
minutes on the bill to the Senator from
Arizona.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I
thank my chairman.

Mr. President, something we over
look in this body each year as we
debate this amendment is the fact that
our total forces have been reduced year
by year over the last 5 years. We have
reduced them about 1,300,000 and the
committee this year has mandated a
23,000 cut from the European Army alone
within the next 2 years.

Yet we look at the figures and we find
Europe haVing 300,000, Thailand with
36,000, Western Pacific having 132,000,
and others 57,000, for a total of 525,000.

Then. if we take off the U.s. terri
tories of 33.000, that leaves 492,000; and

then the Navy of 55,000, and that leaves
437,000 that we could apply the Mans
field amendment to, or a net of 312,000.

I do not care how this pie is cut. There
will have to be reduction of forces in
NATO under the Mansfield amendment.
Something that I think we overlook, that
is repeatedly considered in war gaming,
whether it is in this country or abroad,
is the fact that there is doubt and rather
serious doubt about how solidly the War
saw Pact nations are aUned behind the
Soviet Union. We can play the game
several ways. If we take the weakest
stand of the Warsaw Pact nations, it
would be very much in our favor; and,
in fact, if we take the strongest stand,
it would be in our favor.

The thing that bothers me, if we re
duce our NATO forces is that the War
saw Pact nations that are not totally
unfriendly to us might begin, just as all
countries do when there are signs of
weakness in the leadCl'ship, to look for
some other allies or alliances, which
means they would strengthen their ties
with the Soviets because they would be
convinced the United States is not de
termined to maintain the strength that
is necessary in NATO to stand up to
its share of the burden there. And it
probably would have a bad impact on our
NATO allies who would begin to see that
the United States is not going to stand
by their agreement.

I urge that the Mansfield amendment
be rejected. I think we are treading on
dangerous ground. These are decisions
that ought to be made by the National
Security Council and by the President
after consultation with the Joint Chiefs
of Staff. I do not think this is something
we should determine on the fioor of the
Senate, although we certainly can; it is
within our power. But we are going into
the field of strategy and tactics.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
yield myself 2 minutes.

May I say to the distinguished Senator
from Alizona (Mr. GOLDWATER) and to
the distinguished Senator from Washing
ton (Mr. JACKSON) that neither the NSC,
nor the Joint Chiefs of Staff, not even
the President, should have the right to
make decisions that the elected repre
sentatives of the people have the au
thority and responsibility to undertake,

Furthermore, as far as the Jackson
Nunn amendment is concerned, it is my
understanding the Germans, as a part of
that offset payment, are buying up U.S.
bonds on which they are paid interest.
So they are not doing us much of a favor
in buying our bonds, even if they are get
ting a rate below that paid the Ameri
can people by 2~2 to 3 percent.

But this is the right time-30 years
after the end of the Second World War,
almost. Today we are celebrating the
Normandy invasion 30 years ago. This
is the right place-in the Senate of the
United States, where the people's elected
representatives stand-and this is the
right issue, because it has not been has
tily conceived. This has been going on.
I have been tr~'ing for a decade to get
some action, and so far 'with little or no
success.

Some persons talk about the MBFR
and say "give it a chance." Thirteen

years ago I suggested that a meeting of
this kind take place, but only as the pres
sure increases here does this administra
tion and its partners get together with
the Soviet Union and members of the
Warsaw Pact.

It is costing the American people $19
billion a ~'ear to maintain troops and
military dependents in Europe. How long
do we think that we are so big and so
strong and so powerful and so rich that
we can afford to be the world's police
man? Do not we know that our manpow
er resources are limited? Do not we know
that our wealth is limited? Who do we
think we are? We are not the world·s
policeman. We should be in partnership
with the rest of the world, and we should
not try to cover evcry ocean and every
continent. We have not got what it takes,
and we may as well wake up to that fact
and, hopefully, at long last, on the basis
of reality, not on the basis ofa dream or
a myth which was good 30 years ago,
but on the basis of the change which has
occurred in the meantime, start bring
ing our troops and their dependents from
all parts of the globe, and do it gradually,
without disrupting any of our relations
with our neighbors and allies, and make
it possible for those friends of ours to
carry their share of the burden, and not
do it for them.

We have a debt of $475.6 billion. The
administration has asked for $15 or $20
billion more. They will get it, I assume,
although it just passed the House by one
vote.

We are not that rich. We are not that
strong. We are not that all powerfUl. Let
us recognize that we are human, and let
to operate on an equal basis, so that
no nation of the world has to take too
much of a burden on its own shoulders,

I yield 4 minutes to the Senator from
California (Mr. CRANSTON).

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I
thank my leader for yielding and I thank
him for the leadership he has provided
in this amendment. I am delighted to
join with him as a sponsor of the amend·
ment.

I would like to point out that while I
favor, while Senator MANSFIELD favors,
and while many others favor withdraw
ing troops from Europe without waiting
for everlasting negotiations that may not
produce any agreement to withdraw
troops from there, this amendment does
not require that troops be withdrawn
from Europe. We have enough troops
elsewhere-in Asia primarily-without
having to weaken the military; strength
in Europe. •

The Senator from lI!Iissouri (Mr,
SYMINGTON), who, unhappily, cam10t be
with us today, has often stated that our
national security rests on three factors:
First, the strength of our institutions:
second, the soundness of the dollar and
our economy; and third, the certainty
that we can retaliate against any foe
m'erwhelming should it make a move
against us, and the certain knowledge on
the part of the foe that we have that
capacity.

In regard to these points, first, the
strength of our institutions has been
brought into question by reason of shat
tering events in our_ history. Second. as
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to the soundness of the dollar and the
economy, the very strength we are seek
ing to secw'e by this amendment, the
dollar has been weakening, as well as the
strength of our economy, and the money
spent on maintaining those overseas
troops are greatly inflationary. As a re
sult of the many dollars leaving the
country, it has led to two devaluations
of the dollar and a weakening of the
economy. If we were to start cutting seme
of these incredible expenditures, we
could deal with that inflation. We could
deal with that injury to the dollar. We
could move toward a balanced budget,
\vhlch I think is essential to deal with
inflation.

Finally, with regard to retaliation and
the certainty that we have that capacity,
this extravagant. wasteful expenditure
of dollars overseas brings the "IVhole mili·
tary budget into suspicion on the part
of many people, who think we are spend
ing too much on it, and when they see
it is impossible to cut this part of the
budget by flailing at it, they tllen stril{e
at other parts of that budget.

Finally, there is the question of Amer
ican jobs, which is also necessary for our
economy. By spending too much on over
seas bases, we tend to provide a tre
mendous number of jobs for foreign n!!-
tionals and income for businesses around
those bases, at the cost of American jobs
and around American bases, which, for
some reason, are cut instead.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield 2 more min
utes to the Senator.

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, last
fall Secretary Schlesinger told the dis
tinguished chairman (Mr. McCLELLAN)
and the ranking minority member of the
Senate Appropriations Committee (Mr.
YOUNG) that the Pentagon was seriously
stUdying overseas troop withdrawals and
would soon produce speciflc recom
mendations. What happened? The re
port on manpower for tl:Je fiscal year
1975 listed a reduction of only 2,000 men
in overseas deployment by tl1e end of
fiscal year 1975.

The only cuts that have been reported
in the press since that manpower report
appeared have been 8,000 in Thailand
and 2,000 in Taiwan. Yet that total, 10,
000, represents less than 2 percent of our
overseas deployment.

In the case of headquarters in Korea,
the committee report summed up the
problem succinctly. It says, on page 137:

The fiscal year 1974 report of this commit
tee suggested a 50 percent reduction in the
three U.S. headqunrters in Korea. The com
mittee is surprised that, as of June 30, 1974,
100 people will have been added to these
headquarters, representing an 8 percent
increase.

If we are ever going to get this matter
in hand, it requires action by this body.
I suggest we take that action.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield, was the Senator re
felTing to the report?

Mr. CRANSTON, Yes.
Mr. MANSFIELD. In the report of the

committee, at page 137, thel'e is this
statement:

Secretary Schlesinger this year said that
there have been no major improvements in
North Korea force size or improvement. In
the manpower hearings, DOD stated that
South Korean ground forces are now ade
quate for defense against North Korea.

So the admonitions of the Armed Serv
iCGS Committee have not been paid much
attention, and I would hope that we have
not reached the stage in this Chamber
when the Pentagon, the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, the AFL-CIO, the Washington
Post. the New York Times can tell us
how to vote on issues of this kind Ol'

any othe,' kind.
Mr. CHANSTON. I thank the Senator.
I would simply ask, after ail this talk

about "Yes, we will make some reductions
in Korea," What do we find? One hun
dred people added there to headquarters,
an a-percent increase in Korea.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Montana because, ordi
narily, he would have the right to con
clude the debate. I merely need a few
minutes time for summing up.

I pointed out this moming that neither
the Armed Services Committee nor any
member thereof was trying to tell any
one how to vote. This is a matter of judg
ment or commonsense, and every indi
vidual Senator has the right to make up
his own mind. I have never had any
other attitude. .

Just a word about our military forces.
I have been in the forefront in trying
to get the numbers reduced. They are
very expensive. The weapons are very
expensive. We have these obligations all
the way from Korea to troops in Thai
land, airpower in the Philippines, and the
Westem European situation. I think our
main forces are down to a very, v~ry

reasonable number, just 13 V3 divillions.
But I want to get a higher percentage of
them into fighting units. As a worldwide
power, we have 13 % divisions stationed
all around the globe; and, of course, we
have our reserves and the National Guard
in addition. But I think that is getting
them down pretty fast to a rather rea
sonable number.

MI'. President, let us not get excited.
I believe after 4 or 5 years of closely
keeping up with the problem there is
something to having a conference about
a mutual reduction of forces.

I believe we have made some headway.
I believe we do have an agenda that is
being carried out now that will probably
mean something. If we really get a mu
tual reduction, that could mean we are
on the way to more reductions. If we get
a unilateral reduction, or take one, we
do not know just what the consequences
will be.

I believe that this conference means
something. I believe the disengagement
agreement a few days ago between Syria
and Israel means something. It has a fine
potential. It certainly is going in the
right direction. It opens t.p new avenues
of development toward peace. It may
have to be a guarded peace and, perhaps,
in our time, it will be a guarded peace
in many ways for us. But all this cer
tainly opens up an opportunity, and is

the opening of a door which has a posi
tive meaning now.

The real way to liquidate all of that,
if we have made any progress--and I
think I have said we have-the way to
pull the rug out from under it and liqui
<::-.te it, and for all of it to go down the
drain, is for us to turn back now and
start unilateral reductions.

There is no special, urgent necessity
for taking that step. We are not going
to save all of the $14 billion or more i~

we withdraw aTI our troops from Europe.
We could not afford to discharge 01'

liquidate that many divisions and forego
our military strength.

In regard to these lai'ge overseas troop
reductions that are being proposed as
amendments today, I want to repeat that
I do not think it is wise to make these
large reductions at this time. The com
mittee has looked into our overseas troop
commitment and in particular our NATO
troop levels in great detail this year. The
committee has recommended four very
positive actions in this bill. I oppose and
do not see how we can go any further
than that at this time.

I agree with the sponsors of these
amendments that over the years the
United States has borne a heavy burden
with our overseas deployments. A way
must be found to put ow' overseas troop
commitments on a long term, more ac
ceptable footing politically, economically,
and militarily. This year the committee
took a number of positive actions toward
this end.

First, as part of the overall reduction
of 49,000 military personnel and 44,600
civilian, the committee included reduc
tion of 11,000 military personnel in over
seas headquarters and non-combat units
worldwide. This action is a·imed is taking
out mme of the overhead and unneeded
support units, thus reducing costs.

Second, the committee recommended a
mandated reduction of 20 percent of
Army noncombat personnel in Europe
over the next 2 years. This will amount
to about 23,000 troops. On a permission
basis the Secretary of Defense would be
allowed to replace these support troops
with combat troops. This action is aimed
at requiring a major improvement in the
so-called tooth-to-tail ratio of our over
seas troops.

Third, the committee recommended a
mandated ceiling on tactical nuclear
weapons in Ew·ope. This would prevent
any increase of U.S. tactical nuclear
weapons in Europe and require the Sec
retary of Defense to stUdy our overall
tactical nuclear policy and seek ways to
reduce the nuclear stockpile in Europe.

Fourth, the committee recommended a
mandated requirement for the Secretary
of Defense to find and propose actions
to the NATO Allies that would stand
ardize weapons systems and their sup
port for all of NATO. This is aimed at
reducing overall NATO costs, inclUding
U.S. costs and improving conventional
effectiveness by reducing the duplication
and incapability of weapons and support
systems that now exist in NATO.

Taken together, these four actions
represent a firm and positive first step
b~' the Congress to put our overseas troop
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postw'e on a firnl and long term basis.
I do not see how we can go further at
the present time and in the present
world circumstances. The House Arnled
Services Committee this year recom
mended against overseas troop cuts at
the present time for two main reasons:

First, the ongoing negotiations regard
ing mutual balance force reductions in
EW'ope and strategic arms limitation
talks; and

Second, commitment that the Con
gress made to the NATO Allies that they
will have an opportunity to meet the
balance of payments requirement under
the Jackson-Nul1l1 amendment before we
reduce ow' forces.

The House recently defeated by a vote
of 163 to 240 an amendment to reduce
our overseas troop levels by 100,000.

It has been said that we could reduce
our overseas troop levels by 100,000 to
125,000 without seriously affecting ow'
troops in Europe. This is simply not the
case. As of March 31 of this year the
United States had a total of 164,000
troops overseas in all locations other
than Europe, United States ter.·itories, or
board Navy ships. The amendments be
fore the Senate today would substanti
ally eliminate any meaningful United
States presence anywhere in the world
other than the areas mentioned, there
fore, reducti.Ja of 100 to 125,000 would
necessarily affect our European troop
levels.

There are fow' main reasons for not
reducing troops in Europe more than
what the committee recommended.

First, the MBFR talks are underway.
We have reports that these negotiations
offer prospects for a better military and
security situation in Europe with lower
levels of forces on both sides. The Soviet
Union and the United States have put
forth substantive proposals on this
matter. Both sides are seriously pur
suing negotiations, looking for a com
mon ground for a mutually acceptable
outcome. A unilateral troop reduction at
this time would end the negotiations in
my opinion.

Second, the political situation in
Europe today can be described as un
certain at best. Within recent months
the governments have changed in Brit
ain, West Germany. France, and Italy. At
this juncture I think a large unilateral
troop reduction would seriously endanger
the whole American-European relation
ship.

Third, the balance-of-payments pic
ture which has been a source of frustra
tion for many has changed. In 1973 the
United States showed a basic balance-of
payments surplus for the first time in
over 5 years. The administration recently
concluded a 2-year agreement with the
German Government for major offsets
to be paid to the United States for the
balance-of-payments costs attributed to
ow' troops in EW'ope, The President an
ticipates that the congressional require
ments imposed last year for all balance
of-payments costs to be fully met for
fiscal year 1974. If this situation works
out there would be no balance payments
of deficit l'eason to reduce troops in
Europe.

Finally, the committee feels that the

nuclear threshold in Europe is already
too low. We do not need to increase troop
levels in Europe, instead to raise it we
need to improve the use of troops
and equipment NATO has as a whole.
This will take time and could result in a
better conventional deterrent in Europe
with fewer troops. The committee rec
ommendations move in that direction
and a large unilateral reduction would
disrupt that process.

The United States has 524,000 men
overseas. That is a large number of men,
but in 1964, before Vietnam, the United
States had 755,000 men overseas, thus
today we have 231,000 men fewer over
seas than in 1964-a 30-percent reduc
tion. In 1967 the United States had 1,
247,000 men overseas. That is 717,000
more than we have today thUS, we have
reduced troops overseas 58 percent since
1967. In every major world area there
are substantially fewer troops overseas
today than in 1964. Europe has been re
duced by 100,000 01' 25 percent, Korea
has been reduced by 40 percent, Japan
and Okinawa has been reduced 38 per
cent from 1964 and all other world areas
have been reduced 54 percent. I would
ask where would another 20 to 25 per
cent reduction, which is what these
amendments would require, lead us?

Finally, the sponsor8 of these amend
ments have large, overseas troop reduc
tions pointed to large savings as a result
of these reductions. I would point out
that these savings can only accrue if the
troops are brought home and deactivated.
We would not save that money if we sim
ply bring the troops home and station
them at bases in the United States. To do
that would increase the budget in 1975
because we would have to bring the
troops and their equipment home, build
bases for them and hire civilians to sup
port them. To deactivate 100,000 to
125,000 men, which is the only way that
much money would be saved, would cut
into the overall force structure and mili
tary strength of the United States. It
would bring our active duty strength
down to 2,027,000 men-the lowest since
1950. It would cut heavily into Army and
Marine Corps divisions, Air Force bomber
and fighter squadrons, and Navy ships.
This kind of a cut would take out more
combat because the major support and
training bases are in the United States,
not overseas. I could certainly not agree
with such major reductions in our over
all military strength without careful con
sideration and debate.

In summary the committee recom
mendations make some reductions in
overseas headquarters and overhead ac
tivities to improve overall efficiency.
They are a step towards putting our
overseas military forces on a carefully
pla1med, long term footing. I do not be
lieve we should make major reductions
below the committee recommendations
at this time.

I ask unanimous consent that letters
from Secretary Kissinger and our W..BFR
representative, Stanley Resor, be printed
in the RECORD, at the conclusion of my
remarks together with a table on ove1'
seas troop strength.

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

THE SECRETARY OF STATE,
'Washington, D.C., June 1, 1974.

Hon. JOHN C. STENNIS,
Ohairman, Oommittee on A.nned Serrices,

U.S. Senate.
DEAR Ma. CHAIRMAN: It has been called to

my attention that the FY 1975 Defense Au
thorization blll will be considered on the
floor of the Senate early next week. I am
sure you appreciate that a strong U.s. mlll
tary posture Is absolutely essential to the
success of our diplomacr abroad. It is Amer
ica's strength, both economic and military,
that gives weight to our words in the coun
cils of nations. Consequently, I feel justified,
as Secretary of State, in taking the liberty
of stating my views on three major Issues
which are bound to arise during the course of
the debate on the blll and which are of deep
concern to our foreign policy. These are:
(1) reductions In our troop deployments
abroad, (2) military assistance for South
Vietnam (MASV), and (3) the strategic re
search and development program.

Whlle I fUlly appreciate the strong desire
in the Congress to effect reductions in the
number of U.S. mllltary personnel and de
pendents now stationed abroad, I feel com
pelled to caution that unilateral reductions
at this time could serIously undermine 0111'
efforts to achieve mutual reductions of forces
between NATO and the Warsaw Pact In Eu
rope where the bulk of our overseas forces
are located. As you know, we have already
reduced our troops in Europe by about one
fourth, from about 400.000 in the early 1960's
to about 300,000 now. During the same
period, Soviet forces deployed in Eastern
Europe have increased by 9,bout 100,000, from
475,000 In 1962 to 575,000 now. But more
inlportant, the U.S. troops in Western Eu
rope constitute an absolutely essential eie
ment of NATO's military posture in the Cen
tral Region. None of our partners is in a posi
tion to replace them. I would certainly favor
a more efficient utillzatlon of the mllltary
persollnel in Europe, but any reduction in
our forces there shOUld be accompanied by a
commensurate reduction in Soviet forces
deployed in Eastern Euprope. And this is
precisely our objective in the MBFR negotia
tions which are proceeding with great care
and seriousness in Vienna. Those negoti.a
tions are being pursued in the general con
text of our efforts, in association with our
Allles, to achieve a more normal relationship
with the USSR in which the massive armies
that now confront each other in Central
Europe would be reciprocally reduced. An
unreciprocated reduction of U.S. fOI'ces
would remove Soviet incentives to negotiate
seriousiy since they will hardly pay a price
for something that is about to be handed
them unilaterally by us. It would also dis
rupt our Alllance relationship (possibly en
couraging 11. rash of unilateral cuts by our
aJlies) , and thus undermine the basis on
which we are seeking to induce more con
structive policies on the part of the USSR.

Unilateral reductions in Europe would
have equalJy serious consequences in the
West. You and your colJeagues are jlufficiently
aware of the stress in our relationships with
Western Europe over the past eight months.
Our objective throughout this period has
been to bUlld toward a closer understanding
with our alJies and friends of our shared ob
jectives, and to enhance the practice of
frank and timely consultation. The changes
in governIl1ents in Western Europe in the
very recent past make it Important to avoid
at aU costs abrupt and destabiliZing actions
by us. Continuity and stablllty in the Allled
defense posture are essential to maintaining
Allled security, which is the indispensable
basis for pursuit of our pollCY of detente.
There is no question in my mind that a re
duction in United States forces in Europe
would be destabilizing, and would a1l'ord dis
tinct political advantages to potential adwr
saries.
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Our troop deplo)'ments in Asia and the

Western Pacific. which are now a fraction of
\':hat they were onl)' a few years ago at the
height of the Vietnam contllct. constitute
a very tangible measure of our interest in
the security of our friends and allies in that
region of the world. But any major reduc
tions in U.S. forces in South Korea. Japan,
Okinawa, and the Philippines could seriously
jeopardize our efforts to achieve a more
permanent structure of peace in that area.
Such reductions can be safely made only
when we have flrm evidence of improved re
lations among the contending nations in the
region. Meanwhile, we will continue to make
reductions in our forces in Thailand as the
situation in Sf)utheast Asia permits.

With regard to SOU'11 Vietnam, I have a
very personal sense of obligation to do ever~'

thing I can to make good on our moral com
mitment to assist that nation in its survival
as an independent state. The Administra
tion's request for $1.6 billion in mlJitary as·
sistance was made because of our conviction
that the survival of South Vietnam is indis
pensable to the creation of an enduring
structure of peace in Southeast Asia. With·
out our military assistance South Vietnam's
ability to resist communist military pres
sures. fueled by an extensive fiow of arms
and supplies from the North, would bc criti·
cally endangered.

I recognize that the House has already
substantially reduced the Admhlistration's
request and that some members of the Sen
ate would favor even a larger reduction. But
I would be remiss in my duty as Secretary of
State if I did not urge upon you the essen
tiality of supporting the Administration's
request. Here, as In Europe, we must not lose
sight of our longel' range objective, and that
is not just a reduction in the level of hostili
ties but more importantly the creation in
Southeast Asia of an environment conducive
to enduring peace and reconstruction. This
fundamental humanitarian goal not only de·
serves the wholehearted support of all the

people in the area, but also of the American
people whose devotion to peace and progress
throughout the world has been convinCingly
demonstrated over the years. In South Viet
nam we have made an enormous investment
in llves and dollars on behalf of the survival
of that country and an enduring peace in
Southeast Asia. We have made marked prog
ress toward these goals. I am convinced that
our willingness to contribute a substantial
level of military assistance to South Viet
llam in the coming fiscal year will bring sta
ble peace closer and enable us to reduce our
asshtance progressi\ely over the following
yeal"s.

B~~t l"egtlrds.
HENRY A. KISSINGER.

Secretary of State.

DEAR SENATOR STENNIS: When Bruce Clarke
and I met with you a few weeks ago durmg
the Easter break in the MBFR negotiations,
you suggested that I give you my views on
the significance of these negotiations, and
their prospects.

J believe the MBFR negotiations provide an
opportunity to IIccomplish severlll objectives
of the United States which can be accom·
plished in no other way:

1. An :MBFR agreement would give us a
negotiated quid pro quo for U.S. With
drawals: The Soviets would Withdraw a SUb
stantial number of their forces from Central
Europe.

2, Under the kind of agreement envisaged
by the Allies. limitations would be placed on
the size, character and activities of forces in
Centrlll Europe.

3. StablJity in Central Europe would be
Increased, resulting in a commensurate de
crease in the risk of confiict.

I believe the course of the negotiations so
fllr provides hope that these purposes can be
realized. The Soviets are approaching the
negotiatiOns in a businesslike way. and they
show signs of serious interest in reachmg
agreement. though so far they have tenaci
ously adhered to their own positions.

Any Congressional action that made it ap·

pear there would be unilateral withdrawals
of U.S. forces while negotiations are actually
in progress would have a number of nega
tive conseq\lenCeS;

1. It would make the positions of the U.S.
at the talks untenable. The U.S. could not
seriously press for substantial SOViet reduc
tions while its bargaining leverage was being
undercut back home. The U.S. would lose the
security benefits, described above, of a suc
cessful agreement.

2. Because most participants expect a posi
tive outcome of the negotiation6, unilateral
Withdrawals during the negotiations could
lead both the Soviets and the West Euro
peans to conclude that U.S. interest in West
ern Europe had declined to such a point tha t
a trend toward a complete U,S. disengage
ment was irreversible and unUkely to be in
fluenced by external event6. These conclu·
sions would tend to enhance Soviet political
influence over alfairs in Western Europe.

3. Other East-West negotiations could also
be adversely affected. MBFR is only one of
several negotiations for furthering the re
laxation of tensions between the U.S. and the
Soviets.

Progress in the MBFR talks will not be
rapid. Nineteen countries are involved in
negotiating matters Intimately alfecting
their national security. Tlnls, it may not be·
come clear before the end of the year
whether an acceptable MBFR agreement will
be possible.

With this said, nevertheless, I am con
vinced that it is worth making the effol·t and
I believe that international conditions cur·
rently provide a reasonable opportunity to
achieve an agreement for some mutual with·
drawals of U.S. and Soviet forces from Cen
tral Europe.

With warm regards,
Sincerely,

STANLEY R. RESOR,
U.S. Representative to the Jl.Iutual and

Balanced Force Reductions .Negotia
tions.

U.S. MILITARY STRENGTH OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES

lEnd strengths ill Ihousandsl

Dec. 31,
1973

June 30,
1973

---_.~._---

628 585 523_._------ ----
33 43 31

595 542 492

(87) (73) (55)

June 30,
1972

June 30,
1971

June 30,
1970

June 30,
1969

June 30,
1968

June 30,
1967

._-_.__._------------
June 30,

1966
June 30,

1965

755 778 1,013 i,247 1,241 1,195 l,07i 842
---_._-----,--- ------ -_._._---

3836 36 37 039 41 41 37
719 774 977 1,208 1,200 1,155 1,034 804

(129) (142) (132) (156) (117) (94) (120) (83)
.: ..;.::: :::':_-=-=::=:"::"'::;==-:':'-::;;;;'0:-..'='.;':;:;:';;:=- --_.-==--_..._-..;.,-;-,':::_--.. _:-:::===.::

~:;~~~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::-... --...34".- .. --..32"'" --.. -iii'
Germany........................... 263 262 237
Iceland _ _. 3 2 3

~:~~e::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: il Il 1~
Greenland...... ,._ •••••••.••_...... 4 3 2

~l~r~cco:::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~ ~ ~
Netherlands.•. _.••.•.•...••_ __ , I ._ .
Porlugal (including Azores).••••••••" 2 2 2
Spain_•••••••••••••••••••••••_••••" 11 9 9
Turkey•..•.••••••••••••_••••••••••. _ 11 10 10
UntIed K,ngdom ....... _.. _._ ..•••• _. 26 20 21)

21 103 322 529 622 622 472 287 153 53 36---------_.._~-,- _.._._--- --- .._.. _---_.----_._-------_._-
i~~l~~~~I~l:~:::::::::::::::::::::: I~ ~~ 2~~ 4~~ 5~: 5~~ 4U 23~ :~ i? (;~
Aftoal.. .. .. __ .. _..... NA 33 30 41 40 35 17 16 40 11 __ ... _......

_ .. __ .. 222 i94 212 215 ·==238----c.~ .. 220 --211 -·~="'~i66 "~=c--o'i42=c~" 146 "=rn
---4-3- 33 ·-----ag--""3'8'·---4-0----4Q"---3-8---3i-----u-----1-9----32

Javan.._...• _ _ _.. 15 16 26 28 28 27 24 19 17 IG 16
Philippines__ 46 35 39 42 39 43 43 47 43 38 23
Ryukyus lslands.. _............... 63 62 52 5G 67 61 54 43 41 42 38
South Korea _.. .... _...... 4 4 8 8 9 9 9 9 8 9 6

~W~~i~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 52 45 47 43 54 40 43 16 11 22 21

Western Europe and related areas .... _..._.====~===:IOi~=aso==-o··=:i64···"'-=--3T9--=~=m==='--304c.'- 314 298 319 30il

2 2 2 2 2 2 2
25~ - 225206 ·-- .. -iii----- ....m .. ·....··iio..---·- ..22ii·-- .... ·-·2i-i

3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
10 10 11 10 9 10 10 12
3 3 3 3 3 3 5 4
1 I •. __ _ _ _.•••••••••••••.•.•.••.. _•..••.•• ,
~ ~ ~ ..··· ..··-i·..···-' ..T ··'Z'..-·--···r·..·..····{

2 2 2'2 2 2 2
--T 2 2 2 2 2 1 1

iO 9 to 8 9 9 9 10
II 10 10 7 7 7 7 7
25 24 23 2i 21 22 21 U

Western Pacific _

Setecled areas'
Soulheast Asia .... __ ...... _.. __

June 30,
1964

--.-.-----------------.-----_.---_._----.._--~--
Total outside Ihe Uilited Slates.. _

U.S. lerritories and possessions , __
foreign countries_••..•.... __ • . _

Tolal foreign aftoal(included in foreign countries
figure •••.•••• __ • .. _.. _...... ..
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June 30. June 30. June 30. June 30.
1967 1968 1969 1970

June 30.
1971

JU'le 30,
1972

June 30.
1973

Dec. 31,
1973

------------------------------------
AfloaL •__ • _
Other _

Other Areas _

Bermuda ._. -__
Canada • ._
Cuba _
Ethiopia _
Guam _
Midway . • _
Panama Canal Zone _
Puerto Rico _
AfloaL _
Olher _

28
2

110

3
11
4
2
8
2

II
10
49
II

39
I

84

2
10
4
2
7
I

II
10
25
12

29
2

76

II
I;

28
15

26 28 23
2 I (')

;;-~:_::·::,-~:.:.::::;:_:;...:=._:__:::..__=.::._==.c::.:;

53 67 51
~----------_._---

I l 2
2 2 2
3 3 3
I 1

11 16 9

II 10- Ii
7 7 5

II 18 13
8 9 '6

1 Excludes afloat.
~ Includes 1,006 Navy personnel in Brili~h Indian Ocean territory.
"'Indicates service presence insufficient for roundoff to 1,000.

Note: Toia ma\' not ~'rd flue to t'{)unr!i'lg. Pare~;thr:~~e'~ indicate nOI1:'ldd figUies.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, what is
the pending question before the Senate?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the substitute
amendment for the Mansfield original
amendment.

Mr. STENNIS. That is the troop
amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The troop
reduction amendment.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, may
we have the amendment read?

The PRESIDING OFFICER The clerk
will read the amendment.

The assistant legislative clerk read the
amendment, as follows:

On page 5, after line 2, insert the follow
ing: as a SUbstitute for the Mansfield amend
ment: Provided that no funds may be ex
pended after December 31, 1975, for the
purpose of maintaining more than 2,027.100
active duty military personnel, and no funds
may be expended after December 31, 1975,
for the purpose of maintaining more than
312,000 milltary personnel permanently or
temporarily assigned at land bases outside
the United States Or its possessions. The Sec
retarY of Defense shall determine the ap
propriate areas from which the phased re
duction and deactivation of military per
sonnel shall be made. In the event that
any reductions are made under this section
in the mllltaJ'y personnel of the United
States stationed or otherwise assigned to
duty in Europe, such reductions shall be
made only after the Secretary of Defense
and Secretary of State or other appropriate
official designated by the President, has con
sulted with other members of the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization concerning
such reductions.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I think it is
important that we not forget the enor
mous diplomatic impact that any large,
unilateral troop withdrawal would have.
When we talk about troop munbers, we
run the risk of thinking we are speaking
of purely military and fiscal matters. But
in fact, the function of these troops re
lates very directly to our diplomacy for
peace, not just to fighting possible wars.

The most immediate and catastrophic
diplomatic effect of such a troop cut
would be felt at the mutual balanced
force reduction talks. In these negotia
tions we are attempting t{) arrange for
withdrawals of both American and Soviet
troops from Europe, in such proportion
as to preserve the balance of power. Now,
we are beginning to see signs of success
at these talks; the Soviets have recently
taken some initiatives which suggest they
are dropping their demands for concur-

rent troop cuts by the Central European
states. If they follow through on these
initiatives, we will be close to agreement
on the arrangements for the first with-
drawals. .

But if we now cut our force levels uni
laterally, what chance is there that the
Soviets will agree to anything in MBFR?
Why should they? Surely !TIy colleagues
are sufficiently familiar with Soviet his
tory to realize that Moscow does not pay
a price for something she can obtain free.
Let there be no doubt; any across-the
board troop reduction by this body means
the sabotage of the force reduction talks
just as the~' arc showing signs of
success.

The destruction of the MBFR talks
would be a serious blow to our foreign
policy; but it would by no means be the
only blow it would suffer if we pass this
amendment. If the Congress undermines
one important effort by the Government
to negotiate with the Soviets, it will most
assuredly suggest to Moscow that dis
unity on foreign polic~' will influence
other negotiations. The SALT talks, in
particnlar, would surely be damaged if
the Soviets thought the Congress would
not support our Nation's negotiators.
How can our negotiators at SALT argue
credibly that we will match the Soviets
in a strategic arms race, should they
start one, if we have unilaterally cut our
conventional strength while in the very
midst of negotiations? In any of our ne
gotiations with Moscow, how can we ne
gotiate from strength if we have set a
precedent of weakness? The repercus
sions of this amendment, reverberate far
beyond MBFR, important as that is in
itself.

Nor, for that matter. do they stop
with American-Soviet relations. Such a
red;.Iction would be a severe blow to the
new German Government of Chancellor
Schmidt. Schmidt has given heavy
emphasis in his statements to improving
relations with the United States, and to
the need for genuine, European-trans
atlantic partnership. We WOUld, by this
amendment. discredit his pro-American
position in the e~'es of his constituents;
for if some Americans are unaware how
vital our forces are t{) European security,
the German people are not. A unilateral
troop withdrawal would be a major blow
to the security of all the European peo
ple, and to their trust in the friendship
of the United States. It would serve no
tice t{) every European leader that trans-

atlantic partnership is not a secure or
politically advantageous policy.

We would also effectively say no to
several indications of increased coopera
tion on the part of the new French
Government of M. Giscard D'Estaing.
Specifically, there have been signs both
t.hat the French may join the MBFR
talks, and that they may increase their
military cooperation with other NATO
forces. A unilateral troop cut on our
part., which would destroy MBFR and
greatly weaken NATO, would effectively
discourage such friendly attitudes on
the part of the Quai d'Orsay.

Finally, it would be sure to have ad
verse effect.s on our rapproachment with
China. The Chinese perceive, rightly or
wrongly, a great threat from the Soviet
Union. It is no secret that a major
motivation on their part for the current
entente was to obtain diplomatic support
agtltnst the possibility of a Soviet at
tack. But a major withdrawal of U.S.
troops overseas would enable the Soviets
to concentrate their forces on China;
and would thus be a clear signal t'J
Peking that the United States has no in
terest in China's security. There is cur
rently a leadership struggle underway in
Peking pitting the pro-U.S. faction, still
in apparent control, against the rem
nants of the old Lin Piao faction who
argue for a Soviet alliance, directed
against the United States. We don't need
to specify which faction would be ad
vanced b~' an American decision that
China was of no consequence in Amer
ican foreign policy? And that is exactly
what this amendment would say to
Peking.

ThUS, the foreign policy effects of the
proposed amendment are broad and
serious. The troop cut proposed would
sabotage the MBFR talks. It wpuld seri
ously undermine all our military-related
negotiations with the Soviet Union, in
cluding SALT. It would be a severe blow
to the pro-American policies of the new
German and French Governments. And
it would strengthen those in Peking who
favor a renewal of the old hostility to
ward the United States. I urge my col
leagues to keep these considerations in
mind in their deliberations on this mat
ter.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, it is
ironic but perhaps fitting that today is
the 30th anniversary of Operation Over
lord, the massive invasion of Europe by
U.S. and Allied forces in Normandy on
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June 6, 19H. As we stand here debating
the issue of the peacetime deployment
of U.S. forces overseas, it is worth re
calling how America's participation in
the Second World War came about so as
to understand the role of American
forces overseas today.

''''e are all aware of the tragic history
of the period bet"'een the First and Sec
ond World Wars: The failure of the
League of Nations. the inability of gov
ernments to come to grips with infiation.
and the rise of totalitarian alternatives
to democracy.

But we also should recall our own role
in these events. In this Senate we
spurned the League of Nations, we re
fused to participate in the system of se
curity which was set up to try to build
the peace in Europe and elsewhere in the
world on the ashes of the First World
War. The United States also followed
economic policies which were both pro
tectionist and shortsighted and which
aggravated the floundering economics of
Europe.

The result was a collapse of the Ger
man eCOllomy, then German democracy,
and ultimately the collapse of the fragile
peace in Europe and Asia and the onset
of 'World War II. All of these events wellt
forward outside our grasp because of our
self-imposed absence. Only after it was
too late to head off \,ar, were we drawn
in to try to win it.

That was then and now is now. 'What
are the policies to be pursued today?
Thirty years after the invasion of Nor
mandy there are still more than a half
a million American servicemen stationed
overseas. More than 300,000 of them are
in Europe. More than 150,000 are in the
western Pacific: Japan, the Philippines,
South Korea. In the wake of our disas
trous involvement in Vietnam, there has
been continuing pressure to reduce these
forces-in part because they are seen as
a legacy of the cold war, but also as a
reaction to our tragic involvement in
Southeast Asia and It desire to ncver
repeat that experience again.

I have in the past supported alllend
ments aimed at significantly reducing
the number of U.S. forces overseas. I
have supported Senator MANSFIELD'S
amendments to reduce overseas troop
levels by 125,000. But I will not do so
today. And let me give my reasons.

First, just as the military is often
accused of preparing for the last war,
so must we be careful not to do the same
thing. The problem today is not so much
one of overinvolvement in affairs abroad.
Rather, it is that dangerous develop
ments in the world may no longer be
under control by any country.

Just as in the period between the two
world wars, inflation is reaching pro
portions which are threatening the sta
bility of democratic governments. In
Europe, the three major powerS-France,
Britain, West Germany-have all under
gone changes in leadership in the last
few months. Hopefully, this will
strengthen these governments, but it is
yet too soon to tell.

The Common Market is floundering.
New leadership in Europe may be able
to put it together again, and continue
building a united Europe-a Europe

which could, in fact, take over much of
the security responsibilities we now bear.
But as of now, neither the governments
of Europe nor the European Community
have the political strength to take up the
slack if U.S. Forces are withdrawn.

A significant cut in the number of
overseas forces on the scale proposed by
Senator MANSFIELD'S originnl amendment
,,·ould inevitably require reductions in
Europe. This is not the time to admin
ister yet another shock to transatlantic
relations and plnce still another burden
on the backs of the marginal govern
ments of Europe which are struggling
with the problcms of inflation and polit
ical stability.

Second, we must recognize that we
can no longer afford the IUxw'y of be
lieving that oW' political commitments
overseas will remain unchanged even if
our military presence is withdrawn. We
must recognize that Watergate has taken
its toll in this area as in others. No
longer can the President act in this area
with the confidence that was enjoyed by
past Presidents. We would be irrespOll
sible if we did not recognize that he
does not have sufficient support to sub
stitute political commitments for a sig
nificant U.S. military presence in crucial
over"eas areas.

So I shall oppose the original Mans
field amendment. Making the scale of re
ductions the majority leader has pro
posed does not suit the political 01' secu
rity requirements of America today. The
fragile nature of our transatlantic rela
tions, the delicate balance which exists
in Asia, the fact that we ourselves do not
have the kind of political leadership that
can effectively implement significant re
ductions and still retain U.S. infiuence
abroad, all lead me to conclude that this
is not the time for such massive reduc
tions.

More modest reductions in overseas
forces could be tolerated. And I want to
congratulate the committee for having
at least made a start on the reduction of
military and civilian personnel levels. But
vast reductions shOUld, in all prudence,
be rejected by the Senate at this time.

Until such time that we once again
have the political leadership which can
work out with our allies a long-term
program for readjusting the burdens of
defense and security in the world, we
must act ,,,ith utmost caution. We must
110t let the crisis in American leadership
become a crisis in world security and
stability.

THE EFFECT OF TROOP CUTS ON l\1DFR

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. Mr. Pi'esident,
negotiations on mutual and balanced
force reductions have been going on in
Vienna, as you know, since last October.
The U.S. objective in these talks has been
to allow each side to enjoy undiminished
security but at lower levels of forces.
Successful achievement of this goal
could have monumental significance in
terms of our relations with the Soviets,
of reducing tensions in EW'ope gen
erally, and, eventually, of allowing trans
fer of some defense expenditures for both
sides to more urgent social needs.

We did not, however, go into MBFR
to achieve a rapid result regardless of
cost. This is a serious negotiation. The

pace cannot be determined by our en
tlmsiasm for qUick results; it must re
flect concrete progress made by both
sides.

The Soviets have presented tough bar
gaining positions based on their inter
ests; our positions are also tough, based
on our interests.

It is vital that NATO cohesion be sus
tained during these negotiations. The So
viets will try to exploit fissures in allied
unity. This places increased demands on
the care and patience of the NATO nego
tiators.

This is the first time European coun
tries have sat down to talk about their
force levels. This is an achievement in
itself. But-as we learned in SALT
when negotiations go to the heart of
national security, positions must be
weighed carefully. Neither side is willing
to give something up without getting a
full measure in return.

All of these problems relate to mutual
cuts. In the case of unilateral cuts they
would be magnified. Alliance confidence
and cohesion would be impossible to
maintain. The balance between Western
and Eastern military strength would be
lost, perhaps irretrievably. The West
would be unable to maintain its security
while reducing its troops, because the
other side ,,:ould have no incentive to
take compensating measures.

If we make unilateral cuts because of
a misguided wish to set a good example,
I see no reason why the Soviets would
not just sit back and wait to see how
many other good examples we would be
willing to offer. The concept of reciproc
ity is one of the strongest principles in
international affairs. In any event, I
would suppose that we must be at least
as careful to protect our security inter
ests as our trade interests. Would any
sensible statesman, for example, reCOIll
mend that in preparation for world trade
negotiations the United states should
hand our trading partners a unilateral
reduction in our tariffs in the hope that
this would lead them to follow our good
example? The world does not, unfortu
nately, work this way.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, once again
we are debating the question of whether
or not the Congress should legislate a
reduction in overseas troop levels. I sup
port moderate and careful reductions of
overseas forces in line with an improving
international environment, but I do not
believe it would be wise to adopt the
amendments being offel'ed today which
,,,ould legislate an inflexible, unilateral
withdrawal. As the New York Times
pointed out in an editorial yesterday:

There are ways In which defense spend
Ing can and should be reduced. But shotgun
legislation aimed at American mllltary mUll-'
power overseas would be the worst way now
to go about that task.

In ;;he wake of the frustration and bit
terness of the Vietnam conflict, a funda
mental foreign policy issue was reopened
in a majol' way-is the United States go
ing to continue to be actively engaged in
the world or can we disentangle our
selves from the world's troubles and re
tum to a secure and safe fortress Amer
ica? Time and circumstances, however,
have left us with no real choice. What
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has been true all this century is even
more true today-that America's security
is extricably linked with developments
in other major countlies. Instability in
Western Europe or Japan is inevitably
going to have serious ramifications for
the security of the United states.

I do not believe that the United states
can or should be the world's policeman,
but I do think we have to be one of the
world's good citizens. We have to recog
nize that a major withdrawal of our
power from an area enjoying stability can
be just as destabilizing as a major inser
tion of new troops would be in such an
area.

Many had hoped that detente would
permit substantial reductions in Ameri
can overseas forces without causing
major security problems for our allies.
This hope, however, reflects an overly
optimistic view of the world. I believe
that this year we can make a much more
realistic assessment of both the promise
as well as the limits of detente than we
could at this time last year. The failure
of the Soviet leadership to consult with
us to prevent the outbreak of war in the
Middle East and their refusal to join us
in halting shipments of weapons to the
Middle East after war broke out were
clear indications that while detente does
imply an ongoing dialog between the
superpowers, it does not mean that the
Soviet has given up, or intends to give up,
its designs to extend its influence where
opportunities seem available.

Unilateral reductions by the United
States create vacuums of power that in a
military sense can only be filled by the
Soviet Union. I am convinced that the
only way to deal with the Soviet leaders
and to lay a firm foundation for a sound
relationship with the Soviet Union, is
through bargaining from strength. I find
myself in strong accord with the senti
ments expressed by Secretary of State
Kissinger yesterday to the effect that a
strong U.s. military posture is absolutely
essential to the succeGS of our diplomacy
abroad, and particularly to our efforts to
work out a stable relationship with the
Soviet Union.

If we adopt the course suggested by
these amendments and pursue a policy of
abdicating our world responsibilities-or
even appearing to abdicate them-we will
create temptations and tensions which
will provide the Soviets, from their point
of view, with an option more promising
than the option of detente.

Until we have established a sound basis
of relations with the Soviet Union, it
will be necessary to maintain troops in
Europe and also smaller forces in the Far
East. The Mansfield amendment is aimed
at forcing a reduction in American mili
tary manpower in Europe. To make sub
stantial cuts at this time would not only
be very unwise in a time of considerable
uncertainty in Europe, but would also
pull the rug from under our negotiations
for mutual American-Soviet troops re
ductions.

An important opportunty does exist for
obtaining reductions in both United
States and Soviet forces, maintaining
the relative status quo in Europe. When
I was in the Soviet Union this April, I had
the oPpOrtunity to explore progress at

OXX-1l38-Part 14

the mutual and balanced force reduction
talks with Ambassador Oleg Khlestov,
Chief of the Treaty and Legal Division
of the Soviet Ministry of Foreign Affairs
and the principal Soviet negotiator. I
was interested to find that Ambassador
Khlestov indicated a strong Soviet inter
est in a successful outcome to these
talks.

It would be an opportunity wasted if
the United States malces the unilateral
cut that would be required by the Mans
field amendment. It would be a tragedy
if the Congress handed to the Soviet
Union a deal that they could never get in
negotiations-a U.S. force reduction
without any requirement for reciprocal
concessions from the U.S.S.R.

As both the Washington Post and the
New York Times as well as Secretary
Kissinger have pointed out in recent
days, a unilateral reduction could not
come at a worse time. What is called for
today in our relations lvith Europe is a
policy of reassurance, not a policy that
may be interpreted as abandonment.

The second amendment before us to
day would require smaller reductions of
forces. The sponsors of this amendment
disavow any intention to reduce Euro
pean troops strength and argue instead
that all force reductions could be made
from ou~' strength in Asia.

After giving careful consideration to
this amendment as well as to U.S. de
ployment in Asia, I have become con
vinced that this reduction could not be
made without jeopardizing America's
vital interests in Asia.

Contrary to much popular conception,
America does not have vast overseas de
ployments in Asia. Under the previous
withdrawal programs, m03t of our Asian
forces have been withdrawn, and now
our total ground based forces in Asia
are only half those of Europe-about
150,OOO-in Japan, Korea, Thailand, and
the Philippines. Also contrary to the pop
ular impression, two-thirds of the re
maining forcel:' are in Northeast Asia,
while withdrawals are still being made
from Southeast Asia.

Northeast Asia, including Japan, rep
resents a part of the world which because
of its industrial capacity and manpower
resources is as vital to our interests as
Europe. Many scholars and other ob
servers of Japan believe that if the
United States were tc make substantial
reductions in the vicinity of Japan, this
could set in motion forces leading to the
development of nuclear forces by Japan,
a development that would greatly in
crease tensions in Northeast Asia. I think
the situation here could be described in
the same words which the Washington
Post used for Europe:

There is nothing magical militarily about
a given level of force, bnt there is something
"magical" politically; the current lenl has
come to represel1 t the steadiness of the
American guarantee. It is psychological, but
pS~'chology, after aU, is central to politics.

It has been suggested in some quarters
that U.S. troops in foreign countlies do
not contribute to intemational stability.
but instead tend to provoke aggression.
One can contend that history demon
strates that quite the opposite has been
true. There were no American forces in

Europe prior to World Wars I and n, no
U.S. forces in Korea when North Korea
invaded South Korea in 1950, and no U.S.
Forces in Vietnam when North Vietnam
made the decision in 1959 and 1960 to re
new its war against the South.

In conclUding, I believe that we can
best contribute both t{) safer, stabler
world and to our own security by re
jecting these amendments and support
ing mutual reductions of forces. Such a
course will demand great maturity from
the American people. It will require that
we view our interests in a long-term
perspective rather than in the short
term. But I think we should recognize
that these troops are essential to the
present world stability as well as an
indispensable tool for building a stronger
structure of world peace.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President. I am
pleased to see that the suggestions from
the Committee on Armed Services in
cludes a hard look at the NATO alliance
and at the U.S. participation in the al
liance. I have called in recent months for
just such a reevaluation. I support the
three amendments offered by Senator
NUNN, my distinguished colleague from
Georgia, and adopted by the committee.

These amendments will insure that we
cut back on headquarters and noncom
bat units among our U.S. NATO forces in
Europe, through a 20-percent reduction
in the number of Army support troops
there. This amounts to a 23,OOO-man re
duction in these noncombat troops. I
am also heartened to see a real strength
ening of actual fighting power, while
the nonnecessary support troops are re
duced. This should insure maximum ef
ficient use of taxpayers' dollars. In addi
tion, such a cut will not interfere with
present MBFR talks which seem to be
making progress. I also note that when
we adopted the Jackson-Nunn amend
ment last year, Congress made an implied
undertaking to maintain our conven
tional support in NATO while our allies
assume their fair share of the burden.
I understand that negotiations are un
derway and the outlook is optimistic.
Going back on this arrangement, as the
committee reports notes, would be ir
responsible.

One of the most telling points made by
the committee report, in my judgment, is
that reduction of conventional forces,
unilaterally, at this time, would seriously
lower the nuclear threshold. I quote from
the report:

When we had assured strategic nuclear
superloritr, our tactical nuclear forces was
an elIcctive deterrent to a conventional
Soviet attack. With strategic parity and
expanded Soviet tactical nuclear capabilities.
this is no longer true. Neither side can af
ford the risks of initiating a nuclear conflict.

Certainly, we need maximum flexi
bility in tllis regard. I also support en
thusiastically the amendment to prohibit
any increase in the number of U.S. tac
tical warheads in Europe except in the
case of lmminent hostilities, and direct
ing the Secretary of Defense to conduct
a comprehensive study of the situation
for Congress in annual reports.

The final amendment concerning our
policy in Europe is directed at improving
the dovetailing of our forces and those
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reductions shall be made only after the Sec
retary of Defense and Secretary of State, or
other appropriate official designated by the
President, has consulted with other members
of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization
concerning such reductions.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, may we
have order in the Senate? It is impos
sible to hear. It is impossible to get the
facts.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senate
will be in order. This is an important
amendment. How much time does the
Senator yield himself?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, 2
minutes, and then I wiII yield to the dis
tinguished Senator from Pennsylvania
(Mr. SCHWEIKER).

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, wiII the
distingUished majority leader yield to me
so that I may inquire about the time?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.
:Mr. STENNIS. What is the time agree

ment on this amendment?
The VICE PRESIDENT. Forty min

utes, 20 minutes to a side.
Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Chair.
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the

United States stations 437,000 military
personnel in foreign countries around the
world. This does not include dependents.
This amendment would reduce that num
ber to 361,000 by December 31, 1975.

The Secretary of Defense would deter
mine where the cuts would be made. No
Navy personnel would be inclUded.

The Armed Services Committee has al
ready mandated a 23,000-man cut from
the European army alone-that is the
7th Army-within the next 2 years.

TIlliS, this amendment would require
only a removal from around the world
of 53,000 men. No European cut need be
made beyond that which was mandated
by the committee.

The committee has also reduced the
end strength of the military by 49,000 by
June 30, 1975. The amendment would re
quire additional demobilization of 27,000
men by December 31, 1975. TIle Secre
tary of Defense would determine which
forces would be demobilized.

Mr. President, this amounts to 27,000
less than that reported by the committee
for June 30, 1975. The cumulative sav
ings by this amendment, including
49,000 in the committee amendment, is
in excess of $900 million.

Mr. President, I now yield 5 minutes to
the distingUished Senator from Pennsyl
vania (Mr. SCHWEIKER) .

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Do
MENICI). The Senator from Pennsylvania
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. SCHWEIKER. Mr. President, I
rise in support of the pending Mansfield
amendment. I share- the deep concern
that I know every Senator and every
American feels regarding the national
security of our country. It is because of
this concern for national security that I
strongly support the amendment offered
by the distinguished majority leader, to
withdraw and deactivate some of the
over 490,000 military personnel that we
stiII have stationed in foreign countries
throughout the world.

I support this effort to begin, almost
30 years after the end of World War II,
to make modest reductions In the size
of what has become a seemingly perma-
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So Mr. MANSFIELD'S substitute amend
ment was rejected.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I move
that the vote by which the amendment
was rejected be reconsidered.

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
send to the desk a substitute for the
pending amendment cosponsored by Sen
ators CRANSTON, SCHWEIKER, METZEN
BAUM, and HUMPHREY.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend
ment wiII be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
On page 5, after line 2, insert the follow

ing as a SUbstitute for the Mansfield amend
ment: Provided that no funds may be ex
pended after December 31, 1975, for the
purpose of maintaining more than 2,027,100
active duty military personnel, and no funds
may be expended after December 31, 1975,
for the purpose of maintaining more than
312.000 military personnel permanently or
temporarily assigned at 1l:md bases outside
the United states or its possessions. The
Secretary of Defense shall determine the ap
propriate areas from which the phased reduc
tion and deactivation of military personnel
shall be made. In the event that any reduc
tions are made under this section in the mlll
tary personnel of the United States stationed
or otherwise assigned to duty in Europe, such

Senator from Wyoming would vote
"nay."

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Oregon (Mr. PACKWOOD)
and the Senator from Connecticut (Mr.
WEICKER) are necessarily absent.

I also announce that the Senator from
North Dakota (Mr. YOUNG) is absent on
official business.

The result was announced-yeas 35,
nays 54, as follows:

[No. 232 Leg.]
YEAS-35
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Eagleton McGovern
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of our allies through standardization and
specific proposals for common action.
Failure to standardize apparently has
cost this Nation, and her European allies,
about $10 billion annually. Standardiza
tion could improve defense strength, but
cut expenditures significantly. ,

My call for reevaluation of our role
in Europe's defense stilI stands. I am
pleased that the committee, through its
amendments, has also undertaken a re
evaluation. I hope that such work, which
seeks to increase European commitments
to NATO costs and improve the efficiency
of our forces in Europe, continues with
out abatement. If we make the effort
needed, we may indeed be able to reduce
the drain on American manpower and
money while still insuring a free Europe
and our own national security.

I also hope that this body will not
cut unilaterally our troop strength over
seas during this period of transition and
great turmoil among the leadership of
the European nations. In such uncer
tain times, a prudent national policy
dictates that we await further indica
tions of European policy before we make
any dramatic and unilateral moves.

I am pleased that this proposal does
not propose any massive troop shifts, but
does continue the. policy of troop cuts in
recent years. I do not think that we
should be dictating where our troops are
deployed, as some proposals before this
body would have it. At I noted earlier,
this bill does give the Jackson-Nunn
negotiations a chance of proceeding as
we consider an absolute troop cut vis-a
vis our adversaries.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The hour
of 2: 45 having arrived, under the pre
vious order the Senate will proceed to
vote.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques

ti0n is on agreeing to the substitute
amendment for the Mansfield amend
ment. On this question, the yeas and nays
have been ordered, and the clerk wiII
call the roll.

Mr. HUDDLESTON (after having
voted in the negative). Mr. President, on
this vote I have a pail' with the dis
tinguished Senator from Missouri (Mr.
SYMINGTON). If he were present and
voting, he would vote "yea." If I were
at liberty to vote, I would vote "nay."
Therefore, I withdraw my vote.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from Arkansas (Mr.
FULBRIGHT), the Senator from South
Carolina (Mr. HOLLINGS), the Senator
from Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE), the Senator
from Utah (Mr. Moss), and the Senator
from Alabama (Mr. SPARKMAN) are nec
essarily absent.

I further announce that the Senator
from Wyoming (Mr. MCGEE) is absent
on official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
Missouri (Mr. SYMINGTON) is absent be
cause of illness.

On this vote, the Senator from Ar
kansf',s (Mr. FULBRIGHT) is paired with
the Senator from Wyoming (Mr. Mc
GEE).

If present and voting, the Senator
from Arkansas would vote "yea" and the
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nent worldwide land-based U.S. military
presence, because I am convinced that
such action will strengthen our national
security. National security after all rests
on more than just military forces abroad.
The ultimate security of this Nation
rests in the final analysis 011 the strength
of a strong and growing economy which
can provide for the domestic needs of all
the citizens of this great country. In
order to be able to meet the needs of the
American people, it is imperative that
we in the Congress give the closest scru
tiny to every aspect of Federal spending.

As the distinguished chairman of the
Armed Services Committee has pointed
out this defense budget, part of which
we 'are considering today, is the second
largest in our Nation's history. And ap
proximately 57 percent of the nearly $93
billion budget authority being requested
by the Department of Defense will be
spent on manpower.

It has been estimated that U.S. over
seas forces will cost at least $22 billion in
fiscal year 1975. The Department of De
fense also estimates that the balance of
payments deficit which we will incur in
fiscal year 1975, just from the presence
of our 300,000 troops and 250,000 de
pendents in Europe, will run about $2.1
billion.

I do not believe we should continue to
spend such staggering amounts of the
taxpayers' money to maintain overseas
Armed Forces which assign around 60
percent of their manpower to noncombat
heat quarter and support duties.

These overseas noncombat elements
can be reduced without any appreciable
loss of combat power. And this is what
the Mansfield amendment is proposing.
Furthermore, total discretion is left to
the Secretary of Defense regarding
where the withdrawals would be made.

This proposal for a carefully phased
independent pruning-back of an over
grown U.S. headquarter and support per
sonnel has been referred to negatively
here as a meat-axe approach which will
slash our conventional strength in
Europe to such a point as to cause our
NATO allies to desert us. Now that is just
not factual.

While this amendment is for a cut of
76,000 troops, let us pause for a moment
in negatively arguing the reasons why
our forces cannot be reduced and look
at how it is possible to reduce our world
wide overseas forces by 100,000 for exam
ple, without reducing combat capability.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, w111
the Senator yield?

:Mr. SCHWEIKER. I yield.
Mr. MANSFIELD. It is not really a

76,000 cut. It is a 27,000 cut, added to
the 49,000 cut which the Committee on
Armed Services unanimously reported
out.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield on that point?

Mr. SCHWEIKER. I :yield.
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, the com

mittee recommended a cut which. of
course is not law yet. It was a 49,000 cut,
applied all over the world, to all the
services, without mandating any particu
lar thing. This amendment mandates
76,000 out of the overseas troops alone.

I thank the Senator for yielding.
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, if the

Senator will yield further, the end fig
ures come out correctly. It is a 49,000
reduction so far as the end figures are
concerned. This adds 27,000 more, for a
total of 76,000; but 49,000 goes to the
credit of the Armed Services Committee.

Mr. SCHWEll(ER. The distinguished
Senator from Montana is correct. This is
a very, very modest cut. The illustration
I want to make is that we can take
even a larger cut than this and not af
fect one combat soldier around the world.
That is the point I would like to make.

First. let us examine U.S. forces in
Asia. There are approximately 151,000
U.S. military personnel stationed at
land bases in Asia. Additionally there
are about 21,000 personnel afloat in the
Western Pacific. Under the Mansfield
amendment, withdrawals would be made
only from the land-based forces. At
present 1% divisions, 6 tactical air squad
rons, and 3 carrier task forces consti
tute the major U.S. combat units sta
tioned west of Guam. The total person
nel assigned in the land-based divisions
and air squadrons comes to about 35,000
men. If these 35,000 personnel are sub
tracted from the 151,000, land-based
troops in Asia, we have a remainder of
116,000 personnel who are mostly serving
in support roles. Approximately 66,000 of
these 116,000 personnel could be with
drawn from their bases in Thailand,
.Japan, Okinawa, Philippines, south
Korea and Taiwan. This would leave the
35.000 land-based combat units and the
21,000 afloat personnel untouched. And
it 1V0uld leave 50,000 land-based support
and headquarters personnel to back up
the land and sea combat units. This cer
tainly does not strip our combat power
from Asia; what it does do is bring the
out-of-proportion U.S. logistical support
structure being maintained in Asia into a
more reasonable relationship with the
combat forces that are deployed there.

Having been on the Armed Services
Committee, I know that the United
States has the worst record in the world
in the ratio of support troops to com
bat troops. We are overgrowll, overfed,
and overstuffed, by far.

So all this amendment does is to take
us back to the standard other countries
have used for years in the ratio of sup
ply to combat troops, and in doing so it
does not affect combat soldiers.

Now let us look at Europe. There are
276,000 land-based personnel stationed
in Western Europe and related areas.
These are the Defense Department fig
ures, not the figures of the Senator from
Pennyslvania. I am using their flgures.
There are an additional 23,000 personnel
afloat chiefly in the Mediterranean.

The combat heart of the land-based
forces is the Army's 4% divisions and 11
Air Force tactical fighter squadrons. The
total personnel assigned to the land
based cambat units comes to about 104,
000 men. When these 104,000 personnel
are substracted from the total land
based force, there is a remainder of 172,
000 who are chiefly serving in headquar
ters or support roles. Over 18 months
approximately 31,000 of these headquar
ters and support personnel could be with
drawn under the provisions of the Mans
fleld amendment.

That is all this amendment would pro-

vide for. In fact, it would be actually
25 percent less than that, because these
figures were projected on 100,000 instead
of 76,000.

This modest 31,000 man withdrawal
could come from the 172,000 support per
sonnel stationed at bases in Belgium,
Germany, Italy, Greece, Morocco, Neth
erlands, Spain, Turkey, and Great
Britain. Such a withdrawal would leave
all the land and sea combat forces un
touched and would leave 141,000 support
personnel in position to back them up.

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

Mr. SCHWEIKER. I ask fol' 3 addi
tional minutes.

Mr. I1.'1ANSFIELD. Mr. President, how
much time do I have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has 11 minutes remaining.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield 3 minutes to
the Senator from Pennsylvania and 5
minutes to the Senator from Minnesota.

l\D:. SCHWEIKER. So, speaking in a
positive sense, with the withdrawal of
56,000 of the 116,000 support personnel
we now keep in 6 Asian countries and
31.0GO of the 172.000 support personnel
maintaincd in 9 European countries,
plus 3,000 of the approximately 32,000
more support personnel stationed at land
bases in other parts of the would, it is
possible to achieve a 100,000 reduction
in overseas manpower without with
drawing a single fighting mr,n, or seri
ously weakening the support he actually
needs to fight.

But I would remind my colleagues thgt
I have pointed out these hypothetical
withdrawal figures only to help more
clearly focus the perspective of the Mem
bers on what the Mansfield amendment
is actually proposing. They should re
member that the amendment does not
dictate where overseas withdrawals will
be made. This is left entirely to the deci
sion of the Secretary of Defense who will
act with the advice of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff. These are the defense experts
and they would make the final deter
mination on where reductions would be
made.

This amendment is not a meat-f.x
approach. ThilS amendment would not
force a slash in our NATO conventional
combat forces and send our NATO allies
scunying to reach an accommodation
with the Soviet Union.

What this amendment does is respon
sibly express to the American people the
resolve of the Senate to end the wasteful
spending of their hard-earned tax dollars
on excessive, farflung military non
combat headquarter and support em
pires that do not fmnish combat power
to support our foreign policy. nor provide
much combat defense of our national
sectu"ity.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's 3 minutes have expired.

The Senator fro111 Minnesota is rec
ognized.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
think we ought to hear from the sup
porters of the committee bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. STENNIS. I yield 5 minutes to the
Senator from Georgia.

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I should
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like to make a few brief points in re
buttal of some of the comments that
have been made.

First, a factsheet has been placed on
the desk of each Senator that says the
committee version cuts 23.000 troops out
of NATO. That is erroneous. The com
mittee version cuts out 23,000 support
personnel but permits the Secretary of
Defense, in his discretion, to add back
23,000 combat personnel.

There is a reason for this. The commit
tee happens to be of the opinion-and I
certainly am, as a Senator from Geor
gia-that the MBFR talks-the mutual
balanced force reduction talks-do have
a chance. No one can guarantee that
they are going to succeed. But what we
can say with certainty is that if we
adopt a unilateral withdrawal amend
ment in Congress, we can guarantee that
MBFR will not succeed. I think that is
an importailt point that is not being
talked about enough. So the factsheet
is erroneous, so far as the committee ver
sion is concerned.

Another point is-and I am glad we
are facing it head on this year-that
you do not save money by bringing
troops home from Europe. You save
money if you deactivate those troops.
These amendments-both the one we
just rejected and this one-do deacti
vate troops. Thus the Senate is voting
on the question of a total troop cut, of
whether we want to go to the lowest
force level of any time since the Korean
war. That is what this amendment would
do,

The committee has already cut sub
stantial numbers of troops in our version,
but this amendment would cut an addi
tional 27,000 troops out of the services.
I think that point needs to be faced
head-on,

Mr. President, there is another point
I think we do not talk about enough, The
proponents of unilateral withdrawal from
Europe contend our forces are merely a
nuclear tripwire in Europe, If we are a
tripwire in Europe now, what will we be
when we withdraw unilateralIy another
75,000 troops? If we reduce the presence
of American troops there would be no
hope of having a strong conventional
deterrent and a strong conventional de
fense. I believe we should address our
selves to the question as to whether we
want to say to our military forces, "We
want you to use tactical nuclear weapons
the day war breaks out in Europe." I say
that because if we do not have a strong
conventional deterrent and a strong con
ventional defense, then tactical nuclear
weapons in alI likelihood would have to
be used at the outset of a war.

So we are talking about a vote that
would lower the nuclear threshold and
increase the danger of nuclear war in
Europe if we had a conflict.

Mr. President, my final point is this,
and I covered this point this morning. We
debated all last year the War Powers Act.
I was one of the many cosponsors. This
amendment as now worded would place
an overall ceiling on foreign troops. What
does that mean? There is no exemption
here on any clear and present danger and
there is no exemption on imminent hos
tilities. So what we are doing is this. An

affirmative vote means we are extending
the War Powers Act.

How can the President of the United
States address himself to imminent hos
ti1ir.ies in Europe if Congress has to come
back into session and we have to have
an affirmative vote in both the House
and the Senate. We are extending the
War Powers Act and placing an overall
ceiling on troops to be committed any
,vhere in the world. \Ve are saying to the
President of the United States. "You
cannot commit any troops in addition to
what we already have overseas unless you
come back to Congress, no matter what
happens." I do not believe Senators want
to do that because we fought too hard
and debated about it too long last year.

Mr. President, I urge Senators to con
sider what we want to do in Europe,
what our long-range goals are, and
whether the MBFR negotiations are to
succeed. A vote here wiII make a differ
ence as to whether the MBFR talks have
a chance to succeed.

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

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield
the Senator 2 additional minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Georgia may proceed.

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I have talked
at length with people involved in the
MBFR negotiations and I cannot stand
here and say that the talks will succeed;
but I believe the Senate by a negative
vote on this amendment would take a
long step forward, saying to OUr negotia
tors, "We are behind you, we want you to
succeed," and saying to the Soviet Union,
"We will not unilaterally do for YOU
what we are trying to do on a mutual
basis."

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, do I
have 5 minutes?

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

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I wish
to ask my colleagues to give me just a
little attention. Last year this body voted
a troop reduction of 110,000. We voted
that reduction knowing we could take
those 110,000 men from overseas without
affecting our NATO forces at all. This
year the committee recommends that we
take 23,000 out of NATO. The committee
itself in its report-

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, will the Sen
ator yield? That is a question of sup
port troops. We also put in the same re
port that the Secretary of Defense, in
his discretion, can add back that num
ber of combat troops. This is not an over
all reduction in NATO.

Mr. HUMPHREY.· All right, but all I
am saying is that the committee found
23,000 support troops that were not nec
essary there.

I appeal to those who voted against the
Senator from Montana time after time
to come to their senses ami recognize
that the military establishment can be
reduced within reason without affecting
our security.

What the Senator from Montana has
done is to say we will add a 27,000 reduc
tion to the committee recommendation.
That is all; 27,000 out of over 2 million;
and the committee said there are 23,000

in Europe that should come home, that
are not needed as sUPpOrt troops.

The next thing that is done is to say
that worldwide, at the discretion of the
Secretary of Defense, out of over 2 mil
lion troops, we will bring back home
76.000 out of the 450,000 overseas-not
deactivate t:Iose 76,000, unless the Secre
tary so desires, but bring them home.

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, will the Sen
ator yield at that point?

Mr. HU1vIPHREY. I have so little time
that I cannot yield now.

Mr. President, where would thoEe
troops come from? Where can we make
that troop reduction? We can make that
troop reduction safely in the Philippines,
Taiwan, Japan, Okinawa, Thailand. and
Eouth Korea, and we can do so without
jeopardizing our defense or the security
of these nations. Every Senator knows
it.

Last year this body voted to cut the
forces in Asia by 110,000. We are saying
here that if the Secretary desires, we cut
them by 76,000.

Last year I was told by the Defense De
partment, "Mr. Humphrey. do not get so
excited about your amendment. We plan
to take out 45,000 to 50,0000 this coming
year in Asia. You do not need your
amendment." What happened? They
took out 18,000. It is the same old story.

I have been a supporter of NATO every
year in this body and I have voted
against every troop reduction in Europe.
I believe in MBFR. The Senator from
Montana is not jeopardizing those nego
tiations one bit. I have voted against my
majority leader dozens of times on troop
reductions. He has come up now with
the most conciliatory and the most mod
est amendment he has ever presented. I
appeal to Senators on this side of the
aisle that the majority leader is a re
sponsible man and he is entitled to our
support and particularly he is entitled
to our support on an issue that in no
way would jeopardize a single negotia
tion in which we are presently engaged;
and he is entitled to support on an issue
that will save the taxpayers hundreds of
millions of dollars. He is entitled to sup
port because the Department of Defense
has ignored the will of this body time
after time.

Last year the committee jettisoned in
conference on the first day the amend
ment we passed. All this amendment does
is to add to the committee recommenda
tion. They said 49,000 out of over 2 mil
lion. Can we not add another 27,OOO? The
committee said, "We do not need 23,000
support troops in Europe." So the Sena
tor from Montana has not asked for a
reduction in Europe; he left it entirely to
the Secretary of Defense.

I think the amendment of the Senator
from Montana is meritorious and long
overdue. As one who has voted against
any weakening of NhTO, and my record
is without blemish on this issue, I think
the time is at hand to come to some un
derstanding as to what our troop levels
should be and to get some of these forces
back from overseas--especially from
Southeast Asia and the western Pacific.

I think the majority leader has pre
sented us with an amendment which
should muster an overwhelming major-
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tty in the Senate. The time is here for the
Senate to make a decision and to act.

The amendment before us has two pur
poses: First, to reduce the total end
strength of the Armed Forces of the
United states by 76,000 men over a
period of 18 months.

The Armed Services Committee al
ready recommends a reduction of 49,000
in active military manpower strength.
This represents a 2-percent reduction.
The amendment before the Senate now
increases this reduction by 27,000. The
committee recommends such a reduction
over 1 year. The amendment before us
lengthens this to 18 months.

The committee states that its reduc
tion of 49,000 in active-duty strength,
once fully implemented and made ef
fective, would save about $600 million
annually in future years. If this amend
ment is enacted several hundred million
dollars more can be saved.

Why are we recommending a further
reduction of active military manpower?
We want to support the Secretary of De
fense's policy of "cutting out waste and
fat from the defense budget." There is
much talk within the administration
about curtailing Government spending. I
want to go on record that I am in favor
of this approach. But let us cut Govern
ment spending where it should be cut
in the area of excessive military man
power, not in the areas of education,
health care, and job training.

The sums saved in this amendment are
considerable. They should not be taken
lightly. But most important of all, this
reduction, recommended in the amend
ment before us, will not endanger the
security of the United states in any way.

The Armed Services of the United
states would still have over 2 million
active-duty personnel. Surely, modest
rr :1uctions in support units and from
overstaffed headquarters could result in
a cut of an additional 27,000 personnel.
And these men could realistically and
safely be deactivated over a period of 18
months.

The second part of this amendment
calls on the Secretary of Defense to re
duce the number of land-based troops on
foreign soil by 16,000 over the next 18
months.

What are the facts? According to the
figures supplied to the Armed Services
Committee and minted in the committee
report, as of December 31, 1973 the
United States maintained 437,000 troops
in foreign countries. An additional 55,
000 serve on board ships of our Navy and
are not included in the provisions of this
amendment.

Of the 437,000 foreign based American
troops, this amendment proposes that
76,000 will be brought home over the
next 18 months. I want to make it clear
that the amendment does not state that
those troops withdrawn from foreign
bases are to be deactivated. The amend
ment states the final end strength for
the armed services at the end of the 18
months. But it does not state that an
Air Force wing or a Marine battalion or
any other group of men removed from
any base in a foreign country must be
deactivated. The deactivations can take
place at the discretion of the President
and the Secretary of Defense.

I believe the period required for the
phased reduction and deactivation of
military personnel in tIns statement is
more than adequate to be carried out
safely, effectively and avoiding any
sudden or precipitous action. This
amendment is being considered before
fiscal year 1975 begins. Last year a troop
cut amendment passed the Senate in
late September. Due to the very prompt
and thorough actions of the Armed Serv
ices Committee, we are on time this year
and thus the full 18 months should pro
vide adequate time in which to accom
plish the provisions of the amendment.

The question arises: Where can we
safely make troop reductions from for
eign soil? I believe that the primary
thrust of any troop reductions should
take place in the areas of Southeast Asia
and the Western Pacific.

At the present time, according to the
figures supplied to the Congress, the
United States maintains 151,000 land
based troops in Southeast Asia and the
Western Pacific. In addition, there are
21,000 men afloat,but I want to remind
my colleagues again that these 21,000
are not included in the provisions of this
amendment.

Where could savin~s in Asia take
place?

First of all, in Thailand, where there
are 36,000 U.S. troops. The annual cost
of maintaining these troops in Thailand
is approximately $760 million a year.
The American presence in Thailand con
sists primarily of U.S. airmen who for
merly ftew bombing missions over Indo
china. It is a virtual impossibility that
these men will be actively involved in a
military action over Indochina. I would
oppose such a role for them, and I am
sure the majority of the Members of
Congress and the American people would
also oppose any renewed American in
volvement in Indochina. Substantial cuts
could thus be made in these forces.

In South Korea, there are 38,000
American troops 20 years after the
Korean war. The annual operating costs
of maintaining these troops in Korea
will remain allProximately at about $620
million a year. The Armed Services
Committee in its report dealt at length
with the status of American troops in
Korea. The committee in fiscal year 1974
suggested a 50-percent reduction in the
three U.S. headquarters in Korea. I re
peat, it suggested this reduction. As of
June 30, 1974, 100 people were added to
these headquarters, according to the
committee, representing an 8-percent
increase. The committee goes on to
state:

The CommIttee looked at the O\'erall force
structure In Korea and determined that the
overstaffing at headquarters is part of a larger
problem. Using the Army again as an ex
ample, U.S. Army forces in Korea have com
bat-support ratio of 37/63. Of the 63 per
cent representing non-combat units, about
one quarter are headquarters aud administra
tive units.

The committee goes on to state that:
Secretary Schlesinger this year said that

there have been no major improvements in
North Korean force size or improvement. In
the manpower hearings. DOD stated that
South Korean ground forces are now ade
quate for defense against North Korea.

Despite the fact that Secretary Rich
ardson predicated further U.S. with
drawals from Korea on the completion of
a $1.5 billion Korean modernization pro
gram. the requested Army strength for
Korea in fiscal year 1975 has not been
reduced, although the modernization
program is reported to be 58 percent
complete.

It seems reasonable an<1logical that a
mbstantial reduction of the 38,000
American troops stationed in Korea could
be made over the period of 18 months
called for in this amendment.

Japan and Okinawa is another area
where substantial troop cuts could be
made without endangering the security
of the United States or of Japan. There
are now 32,000 American troops in Japan
and 23,000 troops on Okinawa, making
the total 55,000 troops for this area. For
fiscal year 1974, the estimated annual
operating costs of maintaining the troops
in Japan and the Ryukyus add up to $916
million.

Again, substantial cuts could be made
in these forces in view of the lessening
of tensions in the area and the great costs
of maintaining these troops.

Other possible areas of reduction in
clude the Philippines, where we have
16,000 troops, and Taiwan, where we
presently have 6,000 men at a cost of
more than $120 million in fiscal year
1974.

Substantial cuts can be made in South
east Asia and the Western Pacific with
out touching our fieet and without a total
withdrawal of American troops.

The countries from which we would
be having a phased reduction-Thai
land, South Korea, the Philippines, Tai
wan, Japan, and Okinawa-would not
have their defense placed in jeopardy.

Secretary Schlesinger in a statement
made on March 1, 1974, admitted that
the major reason for keeping American
forces in Asia at this high level "lies
under the heading of political rather
than military considerations." This is a
high cost to pay for political considera
tions.

It will be possible to achieve the re
duction required by this amendment
without a unilateral troop reduction in
Europe. This is a critical and essential
point. The Armed ServiCes Committee
has indeed called for a reduction of
23,000 support troops in Europe by June
of 1976. If substantial cuts in Asia were
added to this minor European reduction.
a goal of a 76,000 troop cut could be
achieved very easily.

It is important for the Senate of the
United States to realize that d~spite the
statements made by the Department of
Defense that it was actively trying to re
duce the number of American troops
abroad, the figures comparing actions
over the past year do not support the
Department of Defense's contention. As
I stated earlier, as of December 31, 1973,
we have 151,000 American land-based
troops in Southeast Asia and the West
ern Pacific. Last year when we debated
a troop cut amendment using figures of
March 31, 1973, there were 169,000 troops
in Southeast Asia and the Western Pa
cific. This is a reduction of only 18,000
troops. There are no indications of any
other sizable reductions over the com-
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ing fiscal year. Unless the Congress acts
now, we will again be faced next year
with over 140,000 American troops in
Southeast Asia and the Western Pacific.
I see no change on the horizon that will
cause us to abandon our mistaken policy
of garrisoning great numbers of Amer
ican troops in Southeast Asia and in the
Westen1 Pacific.

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

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President. I yield
2 minutes to the Senator from Georgia.

;r...Ir. NUNN. Mr. President, I shall not
take that long. I do wish to make one
correction. This amendment does require
deactivation; it is not just bringing them
home. The committee has about 49.000
being deactivated. Under our version,
this amendment would require an ad
ditional 27,000 that would be deacti
vated.

We are facing the issue squarely be
cause this would determine whether we
are going to be at the lowest troop level
since the Korean ''iTar.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President. if the
Senator will yield, it requires 75.000 be
deactivated. but not that if we bring
home from Okinawa or Thailand a wing
or a B-52 bomber, and deactivate them.
It requires that out of the total of over
2 million they can find 75,000 people
peeling potatoes that they deactivate.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President. I yield
6 minutes to the Senator from Texas.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I hope
that no one has the illusion that by re
ducing our present troops in Europe we
can reduce tensions. The fact of the
matter is that our troop strength has
been going down in that area and the So
viet and Warsaw Pact strength has been
going steadilY upward.

But let me sound a note of history
here. The American presence has re
sulted in an unprecedented 29 years of
peace in Europe-unprecedented in
modern times.

If we had not walked away from World
War I in 1919 and walked away from in
volvement with other nations. I think
it is highly likely that World War II
would not have occurred. If the Ameri
can presence had been in Western Eu
rope in 1936, Hitler would not have
marched across the Rhineland.

I want to read some remarks from
a beautiful speech that was made on
November 11 of 1965 at Arlington Ceme
tery. It reads:

Today we know that World War It began
not In 1939 or 1941 but in the 1920's and
1930's when those who should have known
better persuaded themselves that they were
not their brothers' keepers.

And further, another excerpt from that
great speech:

We have come to realize that anything that
happens on this planet can and does affect
us all. We have learned that there Is no place
to hide In a world which grows smaller day
by-day.

Further:
We have made known our commitment to

the Interdependence of nations and interna
tional cooperation.

Through the maintenance of powerful
milltary forces we l1ave demonstrated our
ability to meet aggression.

And further this speech goes on:
But. above all, we have fulfilled the re

sponsibility of leadership.
We have not wavered. We have not turned

Inward. We have not wlthdra\\'11 from the
world. And we will not.

And further:
But. there are those who would have us

turn away from the lessons of this century.
They plead, as others have pled before. that

mankiud's plight In other places need not be
our concern. We hear-even In Western na
tions scarred by centuries of war-the appeals
of those who would turn modern nations
away from interdependence and international
cooperation. These voices must be rejected.
Theirs Is the counsel of despair and defeat.

Further it says:
We have a responsibility for the def~nse

of Europe.

And the speech goes on with a great
statement by John F. KClmedy:

There is no way to maintain the frontiers
of freedom without cost and commitment
and risk. There Is no swift and easy path to
peace In our generation.... We cannot save
ourselves by abandoning those who are as
sociated with us, or rejecting our responsibili
ties."

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that the full text of this great speech of
Senator HUBERT HUMPHREY be printed in
the RECORD at this point.

There being no objection, the speech
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:
REMARKS OF VICE PRESIDENT HUBERT HUM

PHREY, VETERANS DAY, ARLINGTON MEMORIAL
CEMETERY, NOVEMBER 11. 1965
We meet today to honor brave men and

deeds. We enjoy the freedom their valor won.
On this resting ground of American heroes,

we meet to examine the lessons of war.
We meet to commemorate a day of peace.
When a nation sends Its young men to war,

It must be sure Indeed that the cause Is
worth the terrible cost.

In this century young Americans have
given their lives In two world wars-and In
conflict since-for a noble purpose: The
cause of a just "and lasting peace.

Have we learned the lessons of this century
so that peace may finally be secured?

When World War I ended 47 years ago to
day, It seemed that anything but peace was
unthinkable.

But the peace of World War I was lost
when the free and strong nations of the West
closed their eyes to International bUllying In
other places. It was lost when large nations
justified the sacrifice of small nations to
those playing the game of wl11ful power.

Today we know that World War II began
not In 1939 or 1941 but In the 1920's and
1930's when those who should have known
bettcr persuaded themselves that they were
not their brothers' keepers.

It Is now twenty years since the end of
World War II. These have not been years of
peace. They have been years. rather, during
which there has been all absence of world
war.

There continues to be aggression and des
potism In the world. And. often without
benefit of fullest homage. American men con
tinue to sacrifice their lives In distant places.

The danger of war-nuclear war-torments
mankind. But that war has not occurred be
cause, In these years, we have consciously and
devotedly worked to win the peace.

We have dared to stand firm against those
who would terrorize their neighbors.

We have extended the hand of cooperation
to both the strong and weal,. the rich and
poor of the world.

We have come to realize that anything that

happens on this pla.net can and does affect
us all.

We have learned that there Is no place to
hide In a world which grows smaller day-by
day.

In Greece and Turkey, In Berlin. In Korea.
In Vietnam, we have stood with other na
tions against aggression when those places
could have been saorificed as was the SUde
tenland-and with the same probable end
result.

Through the M:lrshall Plan, Point Four,
the United Nations, the NATO a11lance. the
Organization of American States and other
International agencies and programs. we have
made known our commitment to the Inter
dependence of nations and International
cooperation.

Through the maintenance of powerful
military forces we have demonstrated our
ability to meet aggression. Through patient
and sometimes painful negotiation we have
shown our determination to halt the arms
race and control the atom.

But. above all, we have fulfilled the respon
sibility of leadership.

We have not wavered. We have not turned
Inward. We have not withdrawn from the
world. And we will not.

We know that mankind can destroy Itself
In one horrible nuclear holocaust.

We know that one more total1tarlan mili
tary adventure, one more exercise In Inter
national Irresponsibility, can obl1terate what
man has created through the ages.

But. there are those who would have us
turn away from the lessons of this century.

They plead, as others have pled before,
that mankind's plight in other places need
not be our concern. We hear-even In West
ern nations scarred by centuries of war-the
appeals of those who would turn modern
nations away from Interdependence and In
ternational cooperation. These voices must
be rejected. Theirs Is the counsel of despair
and defeat.

Today In Vietnam we reaffirm our knowl
edge of the lessons of war.

As our President has said: "There are
those who wonder why we have responsibility
there ... We have it for the same reason
that we have a responslblllty for the defense
of Europe,"

We are not in Vietnam to establish any
American colony or base. We are not there
to enrich ourselves or to SUbjugate others to
our will.

We are In Vietnam to keep a commitment
established by International treaty.

We are there because, once again In his
tory, It must be proved to aggressors that
the price of their aggression comes far too
high.

The aggression we face In Vietnam Is not
one in which massed armies attack across
national frontiers. It Is one In which the
battlefield Is often the homes of men. It Is
one in which the Innocent suffer to the pain
of all of us.

The aggression In Vietnam Is one which
deals In organized assassination and terror
Ism yet masks Itself as a "war of liberation,"
It Is waged by hard and callous men who
seek to prove that force and Communist
mllltancy can win the future-by men con
vinced that democratic societies are soft and
weak and unable to" meet their form of
warfare.

To these, we say: Do not be misled. Do not
misunderstand the processes of a free so
ciety. Do not mistake our respect for the
right of dissent for Internal division or lack
of resolve.

We will rema-ln In Vietnam until a Just and
lasting peace can be established there.

At the same time we shall now-and after
establishment of that peace-dedlcate our
selves to creating conditions which will en
able all the people of Vietnam, North and
South. and all of Southeast Asia to look for
ward to a tomorrow without danger of at-
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tack, without hunger, lind with social justice
and security.

There are times when Amel'ican power
must be used-when there is no alternative
in face of determined aggression.

But military power alone will not provide
stability and security unless it is accom
panied by poUtical, social and economic ef·
fort-and the promise to the people of a
better life. And thus we work with the Viet·
namese people toward that goal.

No, peace wlll not come through military
victory alone. Nor wlll peace come by good
intention. Peace comes to those who earn
it ... work for it . , . sacrifice for it.

Peace will be won only through the un
tiring practical efforts of this generation
and others to follow-efforts to improve the
conditions of man's Ufe.

It will be won only when all men realize
that they share a common destiny on this
planet.

Peace will be won when starvation, igno
rance and injustice are eradicated from a
world which has the reSOllrces ·to defeat
them.

There is no alternative to peace. Let us
pursue it with perseverance and patience.

Four years ago John Kennedy stood in this
place to give this message:

"There is no way to maintain the frontiers
of freedom without cost and commitment
and risk. There is no swift and easy path to
peace in our generation ... We cannot save
ourselves by abandoning those who are asso
ciated with us, or rejecting our l'esponsibili
ties."

Today his body lles in this place among
others who have given their lives so that
this lesson might be clear. Today that lesson
is not lost.

Let us prepare ourselves for long and hard
burdens ahead. Let it be written in history
that in this time the lessons of history were
heeded.

TOday we heed the words of Lincoln, who
hated war but waged it for the cause he
knew was just:

"With maUce toward none, with charity
for all, with firmness In the right as God
gives us to see the right, let us strive on to
finish the work we are in."

Let It be written that, when man's free
dom was threatened, there were free men
wimng to give their lives to preserve it.

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

Mr. TOWER. I yield.
Mr. HUMPHREY. I appreciate the

Senator's yielding. He is always cOill'te
ous. I want to thank him for placing that
speech in the RECORD. It was one of my
better speeches. What the Senator from
Minnesota has said today does not in
any way violate what he said then. I am
not asking for one reduction in Western
Europe. I am saying when we voted for
a troop reduction, we took them out of
Asia. That is not in NATO. We expected
a mutual balanced force reduction.

I am simply saying that the majority
leader has given us this reduction on that
of the committee itself. The Senator's
amendment says we can reduce 76,000
out of 2 million. I think we can, and it
does not take one whit from what I said
in that marvelous speech which the Sen
ator read with great eloquence.

Mr. TOWER. I could read the Asian
part of the Senator's speech. It says,
"Stay in Vietnam," In any case, it is a
good speech. I wish I could have made
as good a speech myself and be as
persuasive.

Let me say, this is going to have a de
stabilizing effect in Western Europe if we

make a substantial troop reduction. It is
going to have a destabilizing effect in
Asia. The gOVenlment in Japan is not
stable at the moment. The governments
of Western Eill'ope are not stable. Indeed,
the oldest government there is about 4
months old. The psychological impact of
the reduction of the American presence
I think could be disastrous to NATO. I
think this destabilizing time is not the
time to make any significant force re
duction in Western Europe or any other
part of the globe.

Let me state that should we substan
tially reduce our forces, we endanger
those remaining forces should hostilities
break out. The Senator from Georgia
made an important point when he said
we hazard the security of the United
States if we impose such narrow restric
tions on the President that he does not
have the troops to defend this country,
if he has to.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield
3 minutes to the Senator from Nevada
(Mr. CANNON).

Mr. CANNON. I thank the Senator.
Mr. President, I would like to make a

very few observations.
We have heard from the proponents

of these amendments about the fact that
this is the 30th annivei'sary of Nor
mandy. This is one Member of this body
who was in the air over Normandy 30
years ago, and he is glad he has not had
to go back again. I hope I never do.

As a member of the Armed Services
Committee, I have directed my efforts
toward trying to see that this Nation
remains in a position that it will not
have to go through that kind of thing
again.

I would like to make this one observa
tion, and that is that the Armed Serv
ices Committee considered this matter
very carefully. We are interested in troop
reductions. We are interested in the most
efficient use of Oill' troops. We are inter
ested in a higher pro rata ratio of com
bat troops. I, for one, voted for the
Humphrey amendment last year because
I thought we could make reductions, but
conditions have changed. We have had
the withdrawal of troops from Asia,
which we were very anxious to get when
the Humphrey amendment was offered
last year.

In addition, we voted to withdraw
23,000 support troops out of Europe and
permit replacement, but to withdraw
23,000 to have a higher pro rata of com
bat troops.

As was stated here, we voted earlier
to reduce the end troop strength by
49,000. I do not know what the correct
figures ought to be. I cannot say whether
they ought to be 49,000 or 50,000 or 48,
000 or, indeed, whether it ought to be
75,000, as the proponents argue, but I
point out that not one of those propo
nents of the amendments is on the
Armed Services Committee which took
the testimony and heard the testimony
from the various services and from the
various people involved with these day
to day problems, and we do not know
whether we could make such a reduc
tion. We considered the facts before us,
along with other problems in the com
mittee, and we came up with the figures

we. used as our considered and best
judgment.

If we want to legislate on the floor and
let people who have not had the day to
day work in this area make the deci
sions, then we had better change our
committee system.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield
2 minutes-

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
have 3 minutes left. I would like to yield
it at the end of the argument. I yield
to the Senator from California, and I
was going to yield to the Senator from
Alaska, but he does not appear to be on
the floor.

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President,
Europe is frequently mentioned in con
nection with troop reductions. No one
says that the reductions need come from
Europe. There are other places, in Asia
and other areas, to make these cuts.

It is said that the Armed Forces are
the lowest since the Korean war. Why
should they not he the lowest since the
Korean war? The President, with Secre
tary Kissinger's help, has accomplished
great things in reducing tensions with
the Soviet Union and with China and
in achieving a shaky peace in the Middle
East. I think we should recognize that,
whatever other problems and lacks he
has, this President has achieved signifi
cant accomplishments in foreign policy
and has made possible a reduction in this
aspect of the military bUdget.

I wonder how many Americans know
how many dollars we are talking about
in terms of 500,000 overseas troops in
30 countries and 2,000 bases? The total
cost is $30 billion-$30 billion. This is an
effort to begin to cut into that, to balance
the budget, and it would be possible. if
we started in this direction, to save the
dollar which is declining in the world
markets because of the dollars leaving
our country, to save the dollar in the
American economy, and which is so ad
versely affected by this inflationary form
of military spending.

Our defense depends as much on the
stability of the dollar and the economy
as upon any other factor and this par
ticular sort of defense spending clearlY
affects the economy and the dollar and
therefore affects the stability of our de
fense.

It also brings the whole defense budg
et under suspicion and attack because of
the immense waste of that budget.

It brings into attack weapons of de
terrance that we must have, and that
any foe must know we have.

If we destroy our economy or if we
bring the whole defense budget under
such attack that we begin to be weak in
that department then we have indeed
done damage to the security of our coun
try and to its institutions.

I urge that we begin the task of bal
ancing the budget, stop wasting this
money and hurting the dollar, by making
this modest move at this time under this
amendment.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President. I yield
2 minutes to the Senator from Illinois.

Mr. PERCY. rvrr. President, the dis
tinguished Senator from California has
raised a very pertinent point. I have
been very sympathetic to the majority
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leader's position for a number of years in
attempting to reduce costs.

But I think when we look at the facts
that we have a better situation than we
might think otherwise. Overall for the
past 4 years-and I would ask the dis
tinguished Senator from South Carolina
and the distinguished Senator from Mis
sissippi to correct me if it is not true-
we have reduced our military force by
about 1,400,000 men.

Mr. STENNIS. That is correct, yes.
Mr. PERCY. Also on the balance of

payments, I served as rapporteur to the
Balance of Payments Subcommittee of
the NATO<North Atlantic Assembly for
several years, where 15 countries worked
together to try to find ways to reduce
American balance-of-payments deficits
in NATO.

It is my understanding-and I would
like to ask for confirmation of these
figures-that our balance-of-payments
deficit in NATO expenditures in Europe
in fiscal year 1974 is estimated to be
about $2 billion. In the offset agreement
recently negotiated by Secretary Schle
singer, West Germany has agreed to
make purchases and othe!' financial com
mitments of about $700 million; there
have been agreed-upon purchases by
other NATO countries of about $800 mil
lion and to make up the difference, West
Germany is making $400 million of loans
of 2.5 percent over a period of 7 years.
Loans are not nearly as good as pur
chases. But this agreement comes closer
than we have ever come before to our
goal and our objective we have had for 4
or 5 years to get our NATO allies to pay
their fair share of the total cost and cer
tainly to totally cover our balance-of
payments deficits.

If that is correct, I think it is a very
germane point and answers the point of
the Senator from California (Mr. CRAN
STON).

Mr. STENNIS. I think the Senator is
SUbstantially correct in his figures. I
know that those who are familiar with
it are highly pleased not only with the
direction in which we are going but the
substantial improvement and the pros
pect of even greater improvement.

Mr. PERCY. Finally, I ask onlY this
question--

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

Mr. STENNIS. I yield an additional
minute, Mr. President.

Mr. PERCY. Now that we have a
totally volunteer force, are there very
many forces that came in under the
draft, still serving, that may be involun
tarily sent overseas? I know of none my
self. The young men I talked to in Ger
many would rather be there than at some
base in the United States anyway. So the
basic question is what our overall force
level should be, not necessarily where
theyare.

I cannot really see, once we have es
tablished that we have reduced the
Armed Forces by almost a million and
a half men, that it is a terribly impor
tant point now that we have a total
volunteer force.

These are professional people who
have gone into the military of their own
free will, and I cannot really see then

why we should worry about whether they
are serving in Kansas, illinois, Montana,
or whether they are sent over to Ger
many if that, in the judgment of the De
fense Department is the best place for
them to be stationed for our security.

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator
very much. \Ve are about at the end of
debate.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I ask for the yeas
and nays.

The yeas and nays were· ordered.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Mississippi has no time re
maining.

Mr. STENNIS. Five minutes on the
bill, Mr. President, that I yield to the
Senator from South Carolina.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, there
are just two or three points I want to
make. The first is that our allies have re
sponded positively to the injunctions of
the Jackson-Nunn amendment. It ap
pears that the balance-of-payments cost
for maintaining our treops in Europe will
be completely offset through fiscal year
1975.

Therefore, unless the force to be re
turned was demobilized, little or no eco
nomic advantage would be derived from
reducing our forces in Europe. So there is
no saving to be made by it.

The next point I would make is we
have a team now trying to negotiate to
bring about a mutual balanced force re
duction in arms. They have been work
ing now for some months. Let me tell you
what a member of this team has said. He
is not a Republican. He was Secretary of
the Army appointed by former President
Lyndon Johnson, Mr. Resor. Everybody
who knows him has respect for him. Here
is what he said, and I would like the Sen
ate to hear this:

If we make a unilateral force reductlon at
this tlme, the MBFR (Mutual Balanced Force
Reduction) team might just as well pack up
and come home..

Mr, President, it is just that simple. If
we are going to get a mutual force re
duction, and that is what we want, we
do not want a unilateral reduction.

We just do not want to give away our
strength. We will give away our bar
gaining power if we do. If we want to
get a reduction on the part of the Soviets
too, Mr. R~sor says'we might as well pack
up and come home if we are going to re
duce those troops over there now. I hope
the Senate will remember that because I
think it is an extremely important point.

The President has just appointed a
new Chief of Staff of the Air Force whose
name is David Jones. He has been in
Europe as Air Force commander. If any
body knows the score over there he does.

He testified before the Senate Armed
Services Committee just a few days ago.
I want to quote one sentence from what
he said. I propounded this question:

General, do you feel any reduction in
NATO forces at this time would be desirable?

His answer was:
A reduction of forces at this time would not

only tilt the balance ot power in Europe to
NATO's detriment, but unavoidably would
signal to both allies and adversaries a les
sening of American interest in the commit
ment to European defense.

Mr. President, some people may say,
"Well, that is a military man. We ex
pected him to say that."

I do not expect General Jones, with
the high respect that I have for him, to
make that stateme11t unless he believes
it.

Here is the top Air Force man in the
United States who has made that state
ment to us, and I think we ought to take
heed and warning of it.

Mr. President, again I say if we want
to get reductions from the Soviets now
is the time to get them, but not by re
ducing troops. If we reduce troops and
,weaken ourselves here in this country
what do we have to bargain with, to give
the President and give Dr. Kissinger
something to bargain with. He has some
thing to bargain with now.

I hope the Senate will not agree to
this amendment.

Ivir. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to place in the RECORD foIlowing my
remarks a prepared speech opposing
these overeas troop reductions and a
memo I sent to all Senators on the Mans
field amendment.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be minted in the RECORD,
as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR STROM THURMOND

Mr. President. A large world-wide overseas
troop reduction of any slgnl.ficant size could
not be absorbed by some vague combina
tion of closing down minor facll1tIes and re
ducing support troops and headquarters
staffs.

Rather, it would simply force us to decIde
between two actions, (1) removing large per
centages of our land-based forces West of
Hawaii, leaving the 7th Fleet alone to sup
port our polley Interests In the Paclfic, or
(2) making a reduction in our forces In
Europe. .

I would like to very briefly state why nei
ther of these al ternatives are acceptable.

PACIFIC AREA

The first of these alternatives would rep
resent a reversal of 30 years of bipartisan
polley 111. the Far East. Further, it would
destabilize an area in which we have ex
pended American lives and over $100 b1ll10n
in funds..

In plain words, if we maintain our strength
in NATO and allow the Mutual Force Re
duction talks to bring about a mutual cut in
Warsaw Pact and NATO forces, then ALL
overseas cuts must be taken in the remaIn
ing 164,000 overseas troops located chlefiy in
the Pacific. Even a 50,000 overseas cut would
decimate these forces.

Remember, we have withdrawn from South
Vietnam, given Okinawa back to the Japa
nese, pushed away from Nationalist China,
and cut our combat forces in Korea and
Thalland. Further we must realize that
sizable troop reductions In the Pacific could
have several bad results. Posslblllties would
be:

(1) Encouraging CommunIst forces to
press theIr advantages in South Vietnam,
Cambodia and Thalland.

(2) Encourage Japan to re-arm.
(3) Jeopardize further the outward posi

tIon of Nationalist China.
(4) Encourage internal subversion in places

like Okinawa and the Ph1l1ppines.
(5) Destab1l1ze our posItion in Korea (even

Red China does not object to our presence
there) .

Thus, the argument centers on whether
or not the U.S. should make a substantial
reductIon in its troop commitment to Europe.
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NATO

For at least a decade the argument has
been made by both Republican and Demo
cratic administrations that the time is not
right for a unilateral reduction of U.S. forces
in Europe. That argument Is even more
valid today for the following reasons:

(1) Our forces in Europe are statIoned
there for the defense of the U.S. as well as
Europe. They contrIbute more to the defense
of the U.S. there than they could in the
U.S.

(2) It Is Important to remember that U.S.
forces are by no means the domInant com
ponent of NATO forces in Europe; they con
stItute just over 10 percent of the ground
manpower, and about 20% of the ships and
aIrcraft.

(3) From a cost standpoint, there would
be no net savings. In fact, new funds would
be needed to buy more airlift to return our
troops there and more equipment would have
to be preposltioned in Europe.

(4) Our forces in Europe are needed for
NATO's success. The SovIet UnIon rolled over
Eastern Europe in World War II and has re
peatedly used force to maIntain Its domI
nance there.

(5) There Is now a good prospect for mu
tual and balanced force reductions. MBFR
talks In Vienna show promIse. If we withdrew
U.S. forces unilaterally, we would end the
one bargaining poInt that has induced the
Soviets to negotiate.

(6) If we remain firm in Europe and thus
force mutual reductions we may be takIng
the first step towards permItting these Soviet
domInated nations to eventual1y attaIn truly
free societies.

(7) WithdrawIng substantIal U.S. forces
would force gr!later reliance on nuclear weap
ons. In an :.ge of strategIc parity, we would
reduce the President's options for deallng
with possible crises in Europe.

Finally, . if one accepts the argument we
should stand firm in NATO any overseas
troop cut would have to be taken from the
forces outside NATO. In NATO, we have
about 273,000 land-baseel forces while else
Where in the world we have about 164,000,
a total of 437,000.

The final question then is: Do we want to
reduce our non-NATO forces worldwide
(164,000) by 125,000 as proposed in the Mans
field amendment, or even 75,000 or 50,000 as
may be proposed in other amendments.

If the Senate goes this route we wUI create
a vacuum in the Pacific which may scuttle
all of our elforts there since World War II.

Moreover, the Senate Committee this year
has taken steps to meet this troop issue. The
CommIttee cut m1lltary manpower 49,000 and
civlllan manpower 44,000. We also would al
low a 23,000 reduction of support troops in
NATO over the next 2 years and their re
placement by combat troops if needed.

Finally, Mr. President, let me say that be
sides the overseas cut the Mansfield Amend
ment would cut mUltary strength 76,000 be
low the 49,000 already cut by the CommIttee.
If such a reduction, or even a smaller one is
allowed, we will be reducing the Army below
the 13 diVisions we have had since World War
II.

In response, to thIs proposal I would merely
ask the Senate this question-Is the U.S.
more or less powerfUl today vis-a-vis the So
vIets than at any time sInce 1950?

COMMITTEE. ON ARMED SERVICES,
Washington, D.C., June 6,1974.

To: Members of the Senate
From: Senator Thurmond
Subject: :Mansfield amendment

Mansfield amendment 1392 does two
thIngs:

1. Sets cellIng on military manpower
strength elfective December 31, 1975 at
2,027.100.

EXPLANATION
DOD Request 2,152,000
Mansfield ceUing 2,027,000

l\1ansfield manpower cuL________ 125,000
Committee cut__________________ 49,000

Mansfield cut In addItion to Com-
mittee actlon_________________ 76,000
2. Sets ceiling on mUltary manpower over

seas effective December 31, 1975 at: 312,000.
EXPLANATION

Land based overseas forces:Europe _
PacIfic _
Southeast Asla c _
Other _

Overseas total 437,000
Mansfield cut 125,OOO

Celllng allowed In Mansfield amend-ment 312,000

3. It is Indicated that Senator Cranston
may make a proposal to Increase the overseas
celling to 337,000, a net cut of 100,000, and
Senator Humphrey may propose to Increase
the overseas celllng to 362,000, a net reduc
tion of 75,000.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, the Sen
ator from New York is here and I want
to yield to him for 1 minute on the bill.
Then I want to take 1 minute for myself.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I have
done a lot of work on NATO-I suppose
as much as anybody in this Chamber. I
was chairman of the committee to re
view all of NATO. ,

1 would vote for a cut of 75,000 in the
troop strength of the United states, and
I hope that amendment will be agreed
to, but with this shirttail relating to
Europe, and the requirement that the
reduction be in overseas forces, it will,
in my judgment, be a clear signal to the
Europeans that the Mansfield amend
ment, with all respect to the leader
and he knows of my affection for him
has passed. I think that is a bad signal
and, for that reason, I must vote against
it.

1 ask unanimous consent that a edi
torial from the New York Times be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to bepIinted in the RECORD,
as follows:

U.S. TROOPS IN EUROPE
Senator MIke Mansfield's renewed elfort to

force SUbstantial withdrawal of American
troops from Europe and other areas overseas
is the wrong battIe in the wrong place at the
wrong time.

The Senate fioor Is the wrong place for
thIs decision to be taken because the Issue
is now under negotiation in Vienna between
the NATO and Warsaw Pact powers In an
effort to brIng about SovIet as well as AmerI
can troop cutbacks. There are now 460,000
SovIet ground troops on the Central Front In
Europe, compared with 193,000 Americans.
Warsaw Pact trooDs outnumber NATO's
ground forces In thIs area 925,000 to 770,000.

An over-all NATO-Warsaw Pact reduction
to 700,000 on each side, as proposed by the
West-with the bulk of the Western reduc
tion to be taken In American forces--would
assure stability as well as the reductIon in
defense spending desired In both East and
West. But unilateral American withdrawals
llOW would clearly be destabilizIng. They
would lower the nuclear threshold, forcing
earHer use of atomIc weapons in a conflict.
They could lead to the nuclearIzation or the
"Finlandlzatlon" of West Europe-or both.

This is the wrong time as well for the
Mansfield amendment. West Europe's poUtI
cal stability and economIc health are
shakIer today than at any time sInce the
Marshall Plan days more than two decades
ago. Governments have fallen in Britain,
West Germany, France and Italy in recent
months. The new leaders may do better than
the old, but that Is not yet certain. The Com
mon Market Is stalled. Relations wIth the
United states have been badl)' strah1ed. A
major enort by WashIngton Is needed to pUll
the Atlantic community back together again
before disintegration goes further. Unllatcrnl
weakenIng of West Europe's recurity wonld
frustrate this elfort before It could begin.

Above all, Senator Mansfield's long struggle,
extending over eIght years, Is the wrong
battle for the Majority Leaeler and hIs sup
porters to be waging at all. The battle to
bring back American troops from Europe, an
area where AmerIcan Interests are trUly vital,
was spurred inItially by AmerIcan balance·of
payments deficIts and Europe's surpluses. The
011 price increase and other factors have re
versed the sItuation. AmerIcan payments are
In surplUS, whlle most of West Enrope Is
headed toward a dIsastrous deficlt. West Ger
many, whIch Is also in surplUS, is offsetting
the dollar costs of AmerIcan forces there .

The extraordInary notion has been pro
pounded that the presence of AmerIcan troops
abroad brIngs aUout AmerIcan involvement
in war. But there were no American troops in
Europe before World War I or World War II
or in Korea before the involvement there. On
the contrary, the presence of American troops
in Europe sInce World War II has helped
provIde an almost unprecedented 29 consecu
tIve years of European peace. Their with
drawal would be a step into the unknown.

Senator Mansfield's latest argument Is that
the troops withdrawn from Europe and Asia
could be demobilized, reduclng the defense
bUdget by $1 billion a year. But United States
armed forces already are half-a-million fewer
than pre-VIetnam and 1.2 million fewer than
those the Soviet UnIon maintains. There are
ways In which defense spendIng can and
should be reduced. But shotgun legIslation
aimed at American mllltary manpower over
seas would be the worst way now to go about
that task.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield back the
balance of my time.

Mr, STENNIS. Mr. President, I will
just take 1 minute. I am sure every Sen
ator has been fully honest in dealing with
these figures. Someone may have made a
grave error. The Senator from Nevada
(MI'. CANNON) stated the correct figure
here with reference to the way these
matters were arrived at. Whoever said
that taking out 500,000 troops would
save $30 billion was far, far off the mark.

We have just over 2 million in all, and
if that were the case, our budget for
manpower alone would be $120 billion. It
just shows how far we have gotten away
from the park, •

Mr. President, here is a committee
which tIies to exercise its judgment in
view of all the facts we have, and now
our action is taken as a springboard to
try to get a further reduction of alto
gether a different kind, and I think a
dangerous one, if we turn our backs on
these conferences.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's 1 minute has expired.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. PresIdent, if I
may use the 1 minute remaIning, 1 think
1 should speak in behalf of the Senator
from CalifornIa, who used the $30 bUlion
figure, but with relation to aU costs over-
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seas, including some 2,000 bases. He did
not say it would result in a saving of $30
billion, but that it costs $30 billion at
this time.

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I believe
that we can reduce our forces stationed
in foreign countries significantly without
jeopardizing our security interests or our
political objectives.

Like most Americans, I believe that an
isolationist policy is neither wise nor
possible. I believe that we need to main
tain an important military presence in
areas of vital interest, and that precipi
tate, large-scale troop reductions in such
areas wouleI' not serve our foreign policy
objectives.

This is not to say, however, that all
proposed reductions would be unwise.
The trend in recent years has been to
ward further reductions--a trend sup
ported both by the administration and
by the Congress. We have now disen
gaged from South Vietnam. Our allies
have become stronger, and they are car
rying a greater share of their own
defense burden. Moreover, the Nixon
doctrine foresees a much less interven
tionist foreign policy than we have had
in the past. For all these reasons, our
military presence abroad has declined
in recent years in a manner which has
been consistent "7ith our overall foreign
and defense policy.

The dilemma which confronts us
today, as in yeaTS past, when Senator
MANSFIELD'S initiatives on overseas troop
reductions have come before the Senate,
is the size of such reductions. The Sen
ate Armed Services Committee this year
has recommended a 20-percent reduction
in Army noncombat troop strength in
Europe by the end of fiscal year 1976,
with half of this reduction to be im
plemented by the end of fiscal year 1975.
The committee's recommendation would
involve a cut of some 23,000 support
troops, although the committee would
allow their replacement by combat
troops should the Secretary of Defense
deem it appropriate.

I believe that no more than that num
ber should be withdrawn from European
areas over the next 2 years. In relation
to our total European force commitment
of nearly 300,000-including 25,000
afloat-a reduction of this kind would
neither be precipitate nor politically
destabilizing.

With respect to our military presence
in the Western Pacific and Southeast
Asia, however, I believe significant re
ductions can be made-reductions of
50,000 to 75,000 land-based troops or
roughly one-third to one-half of our
present land-based forces of 151,000 in
these areas. The latest Defense Depart
ment figures-March 31, 1974-show that
we still have 35,000 troops in Thailand;
57,000 in Japan, inclUding Okinawa Pre
fecture; 38,000 in South Korea; 17,000 in
the Philippines; and 5,000 in Taiwan. I
believe that significant reductions can
be made in our troop presence in each
of these countries.

I would like to take just a moment to
state my own reasons for not making
major reductions in our European forces
at this time as well as my reasons for
recommending a significant cut in our
land-based forces in the Asia area.

With respect to Europe, I believe that
NATO needs a strong conventional capa
bility and that the United States must
make a major contribution to such forces
in Europe in addition to providing a nu
clear shield for our European allies. But
there is nothing magic about our present
land-based force level of 275,000, and I
would hope that this number will be re
duced substantially in the future.

For a variety of reasons, however, I do
not believe that now is the time for ma
jor European troop reductions. The rea
sons were well stated in Secretary Kis
singer's letter to Senator STENNIS which
was released yesterday. First, negotia
tions are now in progress in Vienna be
tween NATO and Warsaw Pact countries
on the possibility of mutual force reduc
tions. These are difficult negotiations,
and I have my own doubts as to whether
they will ever produce meaningful re
sults. But Secretary Kissinger assures us
that they are proceeding with great care
and seriousness, and he warns us that
large unilateral reductions at this time
might remove Soviet incentives to nego
tiate seriously. I believe we should give
these negotiations a chance to produce
results, since it is certainly in the inter
ests of NATO to achieve a reduced Soviet
troop presence in Eastern Europe.

Second, there is the additional prob
lem that the last 8 months have been
a period of unusual stress in the alliance,
and recent changes in European govern
ments add a further element of uncer
tainty to the future. These facts suggest
that it would be untimely to make major
reductions at this time-that such re
ductions could be destabilizing and could
create political advantages for our ad
versaries.

Secretary Kissinger also warns us
against large cuts in Asia, but I find his
reasons less convincing. Troop reduc
tions in Thailand, he says, will be made
as the situation in Southeast Asia per
mits. Major reductions in South Korea,
Japan,and the Philippines, according to
the Secretary, could seriously jeopardize
our efforts to achieve a more permanent
structure of peace in that area, and such
reductions should be made only when we
have firm evidence of improved relations
among rival nations in the area.

Secretary of Defense Schlesinger testi
fied before the Hou1:e Appropriations
Committee on March 1 that the major
reason for keeping American forces in
Asia at their current high level "lies
under the heading of political rather
than military considerations." The rea
son, no doubt, is that the Chinese threat
to our Asian allies simply does not equal
in any way the possible Soviet threat
to our European allies-where very large
numbers of Soviet troops are deployed in
Eastern Europe. Secretary Schlesinger's
remark seems to recognize this fact, im
plying that our current troop presence
is needed instead to reinforce the inter
nal political stability of certain weak
regimes in Asia.

It is this kind of reasoning which led
to our Vietnam intervention, and I be
lieve it is time to state unequivocally
that U.S. policy does not include the
option of intervening in Asia to protect

our friends from internal threats. In
keeping with such a policy, we should
not design our force structure to include
the possibility of becoming involved in
another land war in Asia.

Unlike the situation in Europe, where
our allies openly express their opposition
to any large American troop reductions,
such key Asian allies as Japan and Thai
land have publicly encouraged further
U.S. troop reductions in those countries.
South Korea, which outnumbers North
Korea in troop strength by about two to
one, hardly needs 38,000 American ti·oops
for assistance in their own defense. The
Philippines faces no external threat,
and our forces on Taiwan have already
been reduced to almost a token level.

I am not suggesting that we withdraw
completely from any of these countries.
I am suggesting that the size of our
forces in each of these countries is a
good deal larger than required to fulfill
the political mission which both Secre
tary of State Kissinger and Secretary of
Defense Schlesinger have described.

On balance, I believe the second
Mansfield amendment is consistent with
the considerations I have outlined. I in
tend to vote for it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
DOMENICI). All time has expired. The
question is on agreeing to the substitute
amendment offered by the Senator from
Montana (Mr. MANSFIELD). On the ques
tion the yeas and nays have been or
dered, and the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce

that the Senator from Arkansas (Mr.
FULBRIGHT), the Senator from South
Carolina (Mr. HOLLINGS), the Senator
from Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE), the Senator
from Utah (Mr. Moss), and the Senator
from Alabama (Mr. SPARKMAN) are nec
essarily absent.

I further announce that the Senator
from Wyoming (Mr. MCGEE) is absent
on official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
Missow'i (Mr. SYMINGTON) is absent be
cause of illness.

On this vote, the Senator from Mis
souri (Mr. SYMINGTON) is paired with the
Senator from Wyoming (Mr. MCGEE).

If present and voting, the Senator
from Missouri would vote "yea" and the
Senator from Wyoming would vote
"nay."

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Oregon (Mr. PACKWOOD),
and the Senator from Connecticut (Mr.
WEICKER) are necessarlIy absent.

I also announce that the Senator from
North Dakota (Mr. YOUNG) is absent on
official business.

The result was announced-yeas 44,
nays ,46, as follows:

[No. 233 Leg.]
YEAS-44

Abourezk Gravel
Aiken Hart
Bayh Hartke
Bible Haskell
Biden Hatfield
Burdick Hathaway
Byrd, Robert C. Hughes
Church Humphrey
Clark Kennedy
Cranston Long
Eagleton Mal':nuson
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have told the people of my State that
there is no way they can get recomputa
tion through the Hartke amendment.

The only way we are ever going to get
it is for the Senator from Indiana to
have hearings in his own committee 01'
the Senator from Mississippi to have
hearings in tha Armed Services Commit
tee on the whole complicated subject of
recomputation, which would be extreme
ly costly. It is extremely involved.

This is not something that should be
passed lightly on this fioor, so that we can
write letters home to our retired con
stituents and say, "I have done some
thing for you," because we have not.

This amendment probably will be over
whelmingly accepted by the Senate. It
will be the first thing that will be thrown
out when this bill comes to conference. I
am merely calling the attention of my
colleagues to this, beeause it is not going
to do a single thing for the retired mili
tary person.

I think it is time that the Members of
this body stopped kidding themselves and
kidding the retiree.

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator.
Mr. President, if any Senator desire,~

time, I can yield several minutes, and I
will be glad to do so.

Mr. President, I oppose this amend
ment on the ground that the time has
come when we cannot keep on increasing
the pay of these retirees every time there
is an increase, or almost every time there
is an increase, in the pay of the people
who are in the service.

We have to bear in mind that those in
the service do not make a contribution
to their retirement. This is one of the
most liberal-if not the most liberal
retirement systems in the world. These
retirees have received every cost-of-liv
ing increase that has come along, under
the statute, since 1958. Those cost-of-liv
ing increases have totaled approximately
85 percent. That is permanent law-it is
in the law now-and they will continue
to draw it.

This recomputation-that is, permit
ting those who are retired to recompute
on the basis of a high wage scale as of
.January 1, 1972-does not include all the
increases we made but does include some
and it would cost approximately $300
million the first year. If the amendment
is adopted, it will put an obligation on
the Federal Government that will finally
total $16 billion. That has been checked
out, and there is no mistake about it.
The computers have shown that over
and over. That is what the amendment
would amount to in the long run.

I have said this: I think we ought to
set up a second retirement system, start
ing now. It would be complicated to do it,
but it could be done. Let those in the
service pay ~ contlibution, as the civil
service people do, and at the same time
continue in operation the system we now
have' and it would finally clear out when
no o~e else is living who is under this
system. That system would be gone, and
we would have matured another s~·stem.

I would then be willing to try to figure
out some kind of basis of settlement
for those who are now drawing this re-

AMENDMENT 1392
On page 5, after llne 2, insert the follow

ing: Provided, That no funds authorIzed to
be appropriated by thIs. tltle may be used
after December 31, 1975, for the purpose of
maIntaining more than two mllllon twenty
seven thousand and one hundred actIve duty
military personnel, and no funds authorized
to be approprIated by this tltle may be used
after December 31, 1975, for the purpose of
maIntaining more than three hundred and
twelve thousand military personnel perma
nently or temporarily assIgned at land bases
outside the United States or Its possessIons.
The Secretary of Defense shall determine
the appropriate worldwIde overseas areas
from which the phased reductIon and de
activation of military personnel shall be
made.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the amendment
be withdrawn.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, the amendment is withdrawn.

The Senate will be in order.
The pending amendment is amend

ment No. 1377, by the Senator from In
diana (Mr. HARTKE). Senator HARTKE
has 15 minutes, and Senator STENNIS has
11 minutes.

Mr. HARTKE addressed the Chair.
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senate

will be in order.
Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the name of
the Senator from South Carolina (Mr.
THURMOND) be added as a cosponsor of
the amendment.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, it is so ordered.

Who yields time?
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I make

the point of order that it is impossible
for the Senate to transact business be
cause the Senate is not in order. This
matter involves a $16 billion obligation
of the Federal Treasury, and we have
only a few minutes. I ask the Chair to
maintain order, so that we can hear each
other.

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

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

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Arizona is recognized for 3 minutes.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I
rise to oppose this amendment, even
though, because of conflict of interest, I
will not be allowed to vote for it.

I look at the sheet that has been put
on my desk and see that there are 16,800
retired military people in my State, and
that becomes rather appealing political
ly. But this will never pass the House of
Representatives on this bill.

We voted for it in the last two or three
Congresser, and as conferee last year, it
became very obvious to me that the
House will not take it. It is out of order
in the House.

I think it is wrong for this body to
give hope to the retired military people
of this country that they are going to
receive computation, when we know it is
not going to happen. If I were allowed
to vote I would vote "no," even though
politically that is probably dangerous. I

Jacks(jn
Javlts
Johnston
McClure
Nunn
Pearson
Percy
Roth
Scott, Hugh
Stafford
StennIs
Stevens
Taft
Thurmond
Tower

stevenson
Talmadge
Tunney
WillIams

Pastore
Pell
Proxmlre
Randolph

Allen
Eaker
Bartlett
Beall
Bellmon
Bennett
Bentsen
Brock
Brooke
Buckley
Byrd,

Harry F., Jr.
Cannon
Case
Chlles
Cook

Rlblcoff
Schwelker
Scott,

WllllamL.
NAY8-46

Cotton
Curtis
Dole
Domenlcl
DomInIck
Eastland
Ervin
Fannin
Fang
Goldwater
GrIffin
Gurney
Hansen
Helms
Hruska
Huddleston

NOT VOTING-I0
Fulbright Moss Welcker
Hollings Packwood Young
Inouye Sparkman
McGee Symington

So Mr. MANSFIELD'S amendment in the
nature of a substitute was rejected.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I move
that the vote by which the amendment
was rejected be reconsidered.

Mr. GRIFFIN and Mr. THURMOND
moved to lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question
now recurs on agreeing to the original
amendment of the Senator from Mon
tana (Mr. MANSFIELD).

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
understand that under an agreement
reached, we now would turn to the con
sideration of the Hartke amendment
having to do with recomputation-

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I believe
the vote now occurs on the original
amendment of the Senator from Mon
tana, does it not?

Mr. MANSFIELD. A voice vote will be
OK.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question
is on agreeing to the original amend
ment of the Senator from Montana (Mr.
MANSFIELD) .

Those who favor the amendment w:U
say "aye." Opposed, "no." The Chair is
in doubt and calls for a division. AI: in
favor stand and be counted.

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

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Washington will state it.

Mr. JACKSON. What is the question
before the Senate?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question
is on agreeing to the original amendment
of the Senator from Montana..

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, a fur
ther parliamentary inquiry. Would the
Chair state whether the amendment
changed the original amendment that
was offered, so that the Senate will know
what it is being asked to vote on?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question
is on agreeing to amendment No. 1392,
the original amendment offered by the
Senator from Montana (Mr. MANSFIELD) .

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, may I
ask that the clerk read the amendment?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will
read the amendment.

The assistant legislative clerk read, as
follows:
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tirement pay. But if we let them recom
pute time after time after time, or every
few years, as we have been doing-this
matter has come to the point that this
one increase will cost $16 billion extra,
and it goes on and on and on. For that
reason, I cannot vote for this amend
ment, as a Senator or as chairman of
the committee.

Some retirees feel that they are en
titled to this money as a matter of right.
I want to be fair to them. But it has even
been tried out in court, and the court
held that there was no obligation for us
to make this recomputation clause ap
plicable. I liave dealt with this matter
off and on since 1958, and there is no
committal in law, in any way, that these
recomputations would continue. I am

told by the Senator from Virginia that
whenever we adopt one of these pro
posals, the civil service people apply to
that committee, but it has never been
granted.

Those are the hard, cold facts of life.
We adopted it before. I recall that one
year we had only four votes against it.
Last year we had 14 votes, I believe.

The House has taken a firm stand,
and they have held hearings. We request
ed them, in the last conference, to hold
hearings on this matter, when they
failed to yield. They promised to do so,
and they did. They held those hearings,
and their subcommittee reported, I as
sume, to the full committee. Anyway, no
bill ever was reported. They reported

against it. Their conclusion was that this
system as it is now is adequate.

I have people very close to me in many
ways, and I am a target in this matter,
in a very adverse way. But this matter
has to stop sometime, somewhere.

Frankly, I do not think that Congress
can get the new system I have mentioned
without the help of the executive. Per
haps it has not been figured out, but it
could be done. This time, the budget
did not request the money. They re
quested it last year, but they did not
do so this year. That is the story.

I ask unanimous consent to have a
table printed in the RECORD.

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

-----~--~~------~------------------..-.-..-----.~--~~-

Under Hartke amendment
I

IGrade and date retired

Under Harlke amendment
length Current Hartke length Current Hartke

Grade and date retired 01 retired amend- Monthly Annual Annual re- ef retired amend- Monthly Annual Annual reo
(belore) service pay ment increase increase tired pay (before) service pay ment increase increase tired pay

--_._~-----

General,O-10: Major 0-4:
June 1, 1958_______ 30 $2, 27L 47 $2,706_ 53 $435.06 $5,220_ 72 $32,478.36 June 1 1958_________ 20 $561.19 $793.38 $232.19 $2,786.28 $9.520.56Jan. 1, 1965.. ________ 30 2,364.06 2,706_ 53 3,12.47 4, 109.64 32,278.36 Jan. 1 1965.. ________ 20 653.33 793.38 140.05 J, 680. 60 9, 520.56
July I, 1970 ________ 30 2,757.83 2,706.53 51.30 615.60 32,478.36 July 1 1970__________ 20 762.25 793.38 31.13 373.56 9,520.56

Lieutenant general, Sergeant major E-9:
0-9: June 1 1958 _________ 30 (I) 942.96 ______________________ 11,315.52

June I, 1958________ 30 2,004.24 2,532.50 528.26 6,339.12 30,390.00 Jan. 1 1965 _________ 30 776.33 942.96 66.64 1,999.68 11,315.52
Jan. I. 1965..________ 30 2,085.78 2.532.50 446.72 5,360.64 30,390.00 July 1 1970__________ 30 S06.04 942.96 36.92 443.04 11,315.52
July 1, 1970______ ~ __ 30 2,433.26 2,532.50 99.24 1,190.88 30,390.00 Master sergeant. E-8:

Major general, 0-8: June I, 1958_________ 30 <'} 842.27 ______________________ 10, 107.24
June I, 1958_____ 30 1,803.81 2,283. 50 479.69 5,756.28 27,402.00 Jan. 1, 1965__________ 30 693.31 842.27 148.96 1,787.52 10, 107.24
Jan. 1. 1965________ 30 1,880.64 2.283.50 402.86 4,834.32 27,402.00 July 1,1970__________ 30 809.18 842.97 33.09 397.08 10, 107.24
July 1, 1970__________ 30 2,194_ 11 2,283.50 89.38 1,072. 68 27,402.00 Sergeant 1st class, E-7;

Colonel 0-6: June I, 1958_________ 24 374.12 538.92 164.80 1,977.60 6,467_ 04
June 1 1958_________ 30 1,316.12 1,744.09 427.97 5,135.64 20,929.08 Jan. 1,1965 __________ 24 443.78 538.92 95_14 1,141. 68 6,467.04
Jan. 1 1965__________ 30 1,436.72 1.744.09 307.37 3,688.44 20.929.08 July 1. 1970__________ 24 517.88 538.92 21.04 252.48 6,467.04July 1 1970__________ 30 1,675.82 1,744.09 68.27 819.24 20,929.08 Staff sergeant. E-6:

Lieutenant colonel June 1,1958.._. _____ 20 258.32 370.43 112.11 1,345.32 4.445.16
0-5: Jan. 1,1965__________ 20 305.21 370.43 65.22 782.64 4,445.16

June 1 1958 _________ 25 862.94 1,185.91 322.97 3.875.64 14,230.92 July 1,IB7Q.. ________ 20 355.96 370.43 14.47 173. 64 4,445.J6
Jan. I 1965__________ 25 976.64 1,185.91 209_ 27 2,511.24 14,230.92
July 1 1970__________ 25 1,139.32 1,185.91 46.50 559.08 14,230.92

-~~----

1 Pay grades E-9 and E-8 were established June 1, 1958. Accordingly, there are no retirees in Nole: Where appropriale the above figures include lhe 6.4 percent Consumer Price Index in-
those grades before that date. crease in retired pay scheduled for July 1. 1974. .

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I yield
5 minutes to the Senator from South
Carolina.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the Senator from Oklahoma
(Mr. BARTLETT) and the Senator from
Kansas (Mr. DOLE) be added as cospon
sors of the amendment.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, it is so ordered.

Mr. THURMOND addressed the Chat.:.
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator

from South Carolina is recognized.
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, this

is probably the only time that the distin
guished Senator from Mississippi and I
will be differing on this bill. I am not
going to vote on this bill because I would
be affected by it. However, I want to say
this. My military retirement money goes
to scholarships to help educate needy,
worthy students. I am for this bill be
cause it is nothing but plain justice.

A major who retired in 1968 draws
$6,000 in retirement and a major who
retired in 1972 would draw $9,000. There
is a 45-percent difference.

Mr. President, there have been 12 pay
raises since 1958. We have a major retir
ing one year getting a different retire
ment from a major who retires the
next year. Senators can see the discrep
ancy. The same is true for enlisted per
sonnel. Yet everyone of these military
people have served this country the same
length of time and retired in the same
grade.

I do not think it is right; I do not
think it is fair. Even if it does cost some
money, if it is the just thing to do. The
Senate has passed this measure for the
last 2 years. It has gone to conference
and the House has taken a strong posi
tion against it. But I am not sure that
we cannot arrive at some compromise.
If they do not recompute at age 60 may
be we can get it to age 65 or age 75.
There certainly shbuld come a time
when there can be a recomputation in
order to do justice in a matter that de
mands just~ce.

I shall not take a long time on this
matter. I want to say this to demon
strate what an important issue it is. In
1968 when the candidates were running
for President, Vice President HUMPHREY
favored this bill, Mr. Nixon favored this
bill, and Mr. Wallace.favored this bill.
Everyone of the candidates for Presi
dent came out openly and made strong
statements for it. Mr. Nixon has had
the money in his budget for 7 years.
They see the justice and the fairness
of it.

I feel we should not delay this matter
any longer. Many officers have died and
never will get justice. I hope the Senate
will agree to the amendment and let us
see if we cannot work something out in
conference so that these officers who re
tired years ago, who retired with just as
much service as those who are retiring
today, when salaries were much lower,

can get some semblance of justice, if not
complete justice.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield to me for 2 minutes?

Mr. THURMOND. I yield to the Sen
ator from Arizona.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President,
everything the distinguished Senator
from South Carolina said is true. I agree
with every word of it. In fact, when I
made the mistake of running for Pres
ident in 1964 I had this in my platform
also. But I did not have something in
my platform that I knew would never
pass Congress.

The way to get this recomputation ac
complished is for either the Committee
on Veterans' Affairs to hold hearings on
it or for the Committee on Armed Serv
ices to hold hearings on it, find out how
much it is going to cost and find out
what we are going to have to do to take
care of these men who retired before
1958.

If we are going to go that route and
play on the organ, I remind colleagues
that Senators who retired in 1940 do not
get the retirement pay of those who will
retire this year in November. We can
argue all over the lot on this. I think it
is perfectly fair to seek recomputation.
I shall vote for a recomputation bill that
comes out of either proper committee.
I am not going to vote, if I were allowed
to vote, for something that is kidding.
We are not being honest with the re
tired officers of this country when we
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know, and the Senator from South Car
olina will be one of the conferees and
he knows, what the House committee will
do with it. It is not that they want to
do it. It is a technicality. The Parliamen
tarian of the House has ruled no on this
matter time after time after time.

I do not want to be a part of something
that will kid or fool a lot of retired peo
ple who want this, and I want to see them
get it. But the propel' way to do it is to
go through either of these committees,
report a bill, and I will give it all the sup
port I can.

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that there be added
as cosponsors of the proposal the names
of the following Senators: Mr. TOWER,
Mr. BEALL, Mr. BELLMON, Mr. RANDOLPH,
Mr. CRANSTON, and Mr. DOMENICI.

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

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, if this is
the right thing to do, the Senate should
do it and not fool around with it. If the
House does not do the right thing that is
on their sollis. Let them explain it in hell.
I do not want to duck my duty. If the
Committee on Armed Services wants to
grant jurisdiction to the Veterans' Affairs
Committee, I guarantee Senators will do
our duty by these people.

The most people to be helped by this
legislation will be enlisted men. The Pres
ident did put the request in his budget
but he castigated the Congress for it and
he said Congress will not act. If we do
not act we will be doing what he has crit
icized us for. If we do our duty we will be
doing what was favored by the Senator
from Minnesota (Mr. HUMPHREY) when
he ran for the Presidency, by Mr. Wallace
and by Mr. Nixon as well as Mr. McGov
ERN in 1972. This measure has been fa
vored by the major parties in the last 2
years.

I do not know what the position was
of the distinguished Senator from Ari
zona when he ran for President. I guess
he was in favor of it. I hope he was. The
Senator from Arizona indicated he is in
favor of it today. I do not know what
the position of President Johnson was.

I will say this. The Senator from Mis
sissippi did promise us a hearing but un
fortunately he met with his injury and I
do not believe hearings were held.

Mr. STENNIS. That was last year, and
this year the House held hearings.

Mr. HARTKE. They were promised to
be held. I am not raising that question
here. What we are saying, what the
sponsors of the amendment are saying
is, "This is not as good as the Senator
from Texas wanted to do, which would be
real justice," and I compliment him but
that wollid be much more expensive;
that would cost over a billion dollars the
first year alone.

The sponsors of this amendment would
take this one shot and give justice to
that master sergeant who retired before
June 1, 1958. He gets $341. If he retired
after January I, 1973, he gets $518. They
served the same country in the same ca
pacity. The only difference is that prob
ably the man who retired in 1973 served
in Vietnam. There is a difference of $177,
or 52 percent differential given for the
same type service, service for the same

country, Rnd the Congress says no to
him. If they say no it is no wonder the
recruitment policy is hard to come by, if
justice of that type is given to our
people.

As the Senator from South Carolina
reminded me, this goes to 60-year-olds,
amI the older they are the more they
need it.

They should be entitled to these bene
fits. I hope we will take the action on the
amendment that we must take.

To correct the record for the Senator
from Mississippi, on the last vote there
were 14 votes and i10t 27. I do want to
correct the record in that respect. Only
14 Senators opposed this measure the
last time.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Texas is recognized.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President. I wish to
concur with the Senator from Indiana in
his statement that we should go ahead
and act whether or not the House acts. If
we continue to act annually on this mat
ter ultimately the House will be pres
sured into acting because we are dis
charging our obligation to these men by
acting. So I hope we will continue to act
even though we may be reasonably cer
tain they will never accept it. They must
understand at some point over there that
in time they are going to have to pass it.

Mr. HARTKE. The Senator is correct.
How much time do I have remaining,

Mr. President?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator has 5 minutes remaining.
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, do I have

any time remaining?
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

DOMENICI). The Senator has 1 minute
remaining..

Mr. STENNIS. I yield myself that 1
minute, plus 1 minute on the bill, just
to say this: I am certain that there has
been a recomputation since 1958. It came
about in 1964 when we passed the cost
of-living increase and gave every retiree
the option of taking the cost-of-living
increase or recomputing, and I judge that
virtually everyone recomputed that year
and has been given the cost-of-living
increases since that time.

This matter has run on and on. I do not
scare easily, anyway, but this is costing
about $6 billion a year now-$6 billion
in the year 1975 is what retirement will
cost. I am talking about without any
recomputation.

We have had so many people in the
service who have retired, and they retire
early-and I am not criticizing them for
that-that this bill runs about $6 billion
a year. The total bill for salaries for per
sonnel, civilians inclUded, is $52.5 billion,
or 57 percent of the defense budget. So
here is $6 billion that is for retirees alone.
When we recompute, it is going to add
the amount I have already given. It will
total the $16 billion I have mentioned for
those already in retirement and who will
receive retirement pay during their life
time.

I do not see how we can let It run
away any longer, but I think we ought to
do something about it, less than recom
puting.

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, let me
say again that if we took what is really
just and fair, the recomputation meas
ure that was introduced by the Senato'.'
from Texas (Mr. TOWER), it would COf!;

over $1 billion the first year. The lifet.iffi'~

cost of fair recomputation would be $1401
billion. We are not going for that. Wel
are asking only for a one-short recom·
putation, which will cost $340 milliOl:.
The President requested $440 million, SJ

it is less than what the President re
quested 2 years ago.

When a man gives his service to hh
country, he does so with the anticipa
tion that when he retires, he is going to
receive fair and equitable treatment, and
he is not going to receive one retirement
pay and have another master sergeant
get more than he does when he retires.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, this is one
of those times when a Senator has to
bite the bullet and do what he thinks is
right instead of yielding to the tempta
tion of merely doing the popular thing.

I am obliged to vote against the Hartke
amendment-even though I favor an
honest, workable, and equitable recom
putation of military retirement pay. As
the distinguished Senator from Arizona
(Mr. GOLDWATER) and the distinguished
Senator from Mississippi (Mr. STENNIS)
said a little while ago in this debate
and they were absolutely right-this
amendment does not have a prayer of
surviving the rules of the House of
Representatives.

Therefore, even if the Senate should
approve this amendment unanimously,
we are simply going through a few politi
cal gyrations which, of course, will win
favor among retired military personnel.
But it is more serious than that, Mr.
President. We are deceiving the very
people we purport to be helping.

Because, Mr. President, when this
amendment is approved by the Senate,
and d:scarded in the House of Repre
sentatives-as it certainly will be-then
the issue of recomputation of military
retirement pay probably will be dead for
another year-and all that the people
who need and deserve equity will get out
of it is a bit of lipservice.

For my own part, Mr. President, and
I am examining only my own conscience
and not passing judgment on any other
Senator's position. I feel that the Con
gress ought to begin hearings at the ear
liest possible moment to draw up a genu
ine recomputation bill-a bill that can
be supported in good conscience, a bill
that can have the expectation of enact
ment by both Houses of Congress.

Then we can take our positions hon
estly and forthrightly, and I shall sup
port recomputation enthusiastically. I
acknowledge that there is great need for
it; I have declared my support for it on
numerous occasions. And I will support
it under the circumstances I have just
mentioned.

But I cannot participate, Mr. Presi
dent, in an exercise which seems to me
to be merely a display of politics. I want
to level with the thousands of retired
military personnel in my state. I do not
want to deceive them.

Moreover, as the distinguished Sen:ator
from Mississippi (Mr. STENNIS) has em-
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sition, and I strongly urge that we take
advantage of this moment to bring about
the meaningful change which is so long
overdue.

Mr. HAR'Fri:E. I yield back my time.
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield

back my time, and I move to table the
amendment.

Mr. HARTKE. Iv1r. President, I ask fer
the yeas and nays 011 the motion.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques

tion is on agreeing to the motion oI the
Senator from Mississippi to lay on the
table the amendment of the Senator
from Indiana. The yeas and nays have
been ordered, and the clerk will call the
roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from Indiana (Mr.
BAYH), the Senator from Arkansas (Mr.
FULBRIGHT), the Senator from South
Carolina Clll1r. HOLLINGS), the Senator
from Hawaii (Mr. INOUYFJ), the Senator
from Utah (Mr. Moss) , the Senator from
Alabama (Mr. SPARKMAN) , and the Sena
tor from Louisiana (Mr. JOHNSTON) are
necessarily absent.

I further .announce that the Sena
tor from Wyoming (Mr. MCGEE) is
absent on official business.

I also amlounce that the Senator from
Missouri (Mr. SYMINGTON) is absent be
cause of illness.

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

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from New Hampshire (Mr. COT
TON), the Senator from CDlorado (Mr.
DOMINICK), the Senator from Oregon
(Mr. PACKWOOD), and the Senator from
Connecticut (Mr. WEICKER), are neces
sarily absent.

I also announce that the Senator from
North Dakota (Mr. YOUNG) is absent on
official business.

I further announce that tl!1e Sen
ator from Colorado (Mr. DOMINICK),
would say ·'nay."

The result was ann<l1.mced-yeas 24,
nays 54, as follows:

[No. 234 Leg.]
YEAS-24

Hathaway
Helms
Hughes
Kennedy
Manslield
McClellan
McClure
Muskie
Pastore

increases have not kept pace with active
duty pay scales, thereby creating a very
unfair situation for military retirees
from the point of view of previous au
thorizations.

It is time now, therefore, that we act
to correct the inequity which has existed
in the system since that latter year.
Rightly or wrongly certainly commit
ments have been made to retired person
nel, many of whom feel that Congress
or the administration or both have re
neged on promises made over the past
several years.

We now have another opportunity to
make the record very clear so far as Con
gress is concerned. We are discussing
equity and fairness on a one-shot propo-

TIJ\IE FOR. CORRECTION

PAST PROPOSALS

A number of recomputation com
promises have been proposed by Con
gress in the past several years, and many
attempts have been made to adjust the
retirement system. I have previously co
sponsored efforts similar to the one now
before us, and have continually advo
cated that a reform of the current prac
tice is necessary.

The exclusion of a recomputation pro
vision from the final military procure
ment authorization bill approved by
Congress in fiscal year 1973 resulted from
the fact that men retiring today in some
cases make one and one-half times the
retired pay that pre-1958 retirees of the
same rank and years of service make.
This unfair discrimination is contrary
to the established principle of equalizing
retired pay with existing active duty pay
for the same grade or rank.

SECURITY IN RETIREMENT

The provision of this amendment
which restricts servicemen to a one-time
recomputation at age 60, or upon 30 per
cent or more disability, should make the
process economical and sound in accom
plishing its purpose of providing a fair
retirement pay system. The retiree has in
most cases reached the end of his work
career; this assurance of an equitable
adjustment will provide much-needed
security to those coming of age, and al
low them the dignity they have earned
in service to their country.

OBLIGATION TO THOSE WHO SERVED

Mr. President, as we look down the
road to the full implementation of the
All-Volunteer Army concept, we must
also look back in the other direction to
those who served their country. Certain
commitments were made to these men
and women-whether officers or enlisted
personnel-and it seems to me that when
you balance all the various considera
tions, the scale is tipped in favor of the
present proposal.

Certainly, this one-time recomputa
tion of military retirement benefits to
January 1,1972, is jUstified if for no other
reason than that obligation. For almost
since the time the retirement system
came into effect during the Civil War,
this issue has been with us. And again,
except for the years from 1922 to 1926,
the retired pay of military men was re
computed with every pay raise from 1861
to 1958.

phasized on several occasions dw"ing this
debate, we are talking about 16 billions of
dollars in terms of Federal spending. And
:;;.s one who has constantly pleaded for a
balanced budget, I simply cannot go
~.long with the business of talking one
way, and voting another.

I know tltis will be an unpopular vote,
AI'. President, but I feel obliged to bite
the bUllet, and vote my convictions.

I shall regretfully have to vote against
thjs amendment.

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, in the
past I have supported the principle of
l:€"eomputation for many of the reasons
which have -been presented by the dis
tinguished Senator from Indiana (Mr.
HARTKlil). I need not repeat those argu
ments. But I have reluctantly decided to
vote against recomputation this year be
cause our present economic circum
stances--and most particulal'ly, the un
precedented rate of infiation which we
have been suffering-requires special re
straint in new Government expenditures.

Befol"e 1958 retired pay was recom
puted. or increased, each time there was
a pay increase for active forces to keep
pace with rising prices. Since then mili
tary retirees have had their retired pay
adjusted according to changes in the
cost-of-living index, as is done for Fed
eral civilian retirees. The "recomputa
tion" issue is whether, in addition to the
cost-of-living increases, ntilital'Y retirees
should also have their retired pay ad
justed to be kept current with active duty
pay scales. Those who support the pro
posal, which has twice passed the Sen
ate, but not the House, argue that the
Government has broken faith with re
tirees who entered service before 1958
by changing the system. Those opposed
point out that a double escalation of re
tired pay (cost-of-living plus recompu
tation) would be unprecedented in Gov
ernment or outside it; the cost, even for
a one-time plan for older retirees, would
be about $16 billion over the lifetimes of
those' affected.

Because of this extraordinary cost, I
must vote against Senator HARTKE'S
amendment. I hope we will continue to
examine the whole question of retired
milital'y pay, and I welcome the assur
ances of Senator STENNIS that the Armed
Services Committee will look carefully
at this issue in the near future.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I am very
pleased to be able to support and co
sponsor this amendment of the Senator
from Indiana (Mr. HARTKE). While I re
gret that I can only answer "present"
to a rollcall vote on the measure, due to
a conflict of interest situation arising
from my OWll receipt of disability retire
ment pay, it is my sincere hope that my
colleagues will afford the provision the
overwhelming approval which it de
serves.

Recomputation of military pay has
historically been a system of adjustments
upward concurrent with the increases in
compensation of active duty forces. This
method of providing equitable changes
was terminated in 1963, however, in
:l!avor of cost of living modifications com
mensurate with 3-percent rises in the
Consumer Price Index.

Unfortunately, these consumer price
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So the motion to lay on the table was
rejected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing, to the amendment of
the Senator from Indiana. On this ques
tion, the yeas and nays have been
ordered.

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the rollcall
be delayed for 2 minutes, so that I may
address an inquiry to the majority leader.

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

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate wlll be in order.

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. Mr. President, I
rise to inquire of the majority leader as
to the order of business for the remainder
of the day and the remainder of the week.

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT
UNTIL 9 A.M.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, In
response to the question raised by the
minority 'leader. first I ask unanimous
consent that when the Senate completes
its business today it stand in adjourn
ment until the hour of 9 o'clock tomor
row morning.

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

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, it is

anticipated that there will be several
more amendments offered this afternoon.
I believe the distinguished Senator from
Massachusetts (Mr. KENNEDY), and the
distinguished Senator from South Da
kota (Mr. ABOUREZK) have amendments.
There may be an amendment by the dis
tinguished Senator from California (Mr.
CRANSTON). I may have an amendment,
either this afternoon or tomorrow, and
there will be further amendments to be
considered. I believe the distinguished
Senator from New Hampshire (Mr. Mc
INTYRE) is going to lay down an amend
ment on which he "vill spend some time.

Then we hope that during the day we
can dispose of various odds and ends, in
cluding H.R. 859, a bill to provide for the
use of certain funds to promote scholarly,
cultural. and artistic activities between
Japan and the United States; H.R. 14291,
an act to amend the Northwest Atlantic
Fisheries Act of 1950; S. 585, a bill to
amend section 303 of the Communica
tions Act; arid possibly S. 3523, a bill to
establish a temporary National Conunis
sion on Supplies and Shortages.

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT FROM
TOMORROW UNTIL 12 O'CLOCK
NOON ON MONDAY
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I

ask unanimous consent that }Vhen the

Senate completes its business tomor
row-quite likely there wlll be some
votes; how many I do not know-it ad
journ until the hour of 12 noon on Mon
day next.

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

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, re
serVing the right to object-

EXECUTIVE SESSION
Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes; Mr. President,

if the Senator from Arizona will yield,
I ask unanimous consent that at this
time the Senate go into executive session
to consider the nomination of Mr. Mid
dendorf.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk will
state the nomination.

DEPARTMENT bF DEFENSE
The legislative clerk read the nomina

tion of J. William Middendorf II, of
Connecticut, to be Secretary of the Navy.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the nomination is confirmed.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, could we
confirm the other one also?

Mr. MANSFIELD. It has been con
firmed.

Mr. JAVITS. No. I mean the Warner
nomination.

Mr. MANS'FIELD. All we have ready is
the one.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the President be immediately
notified of the confirmation of this
nomination.

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

LEGISLATIVE SESSION
Mr. MANSFIELD. I move that the

Senate retmn to legislative session.
The motion was agreed to.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM
CONTINUED

Mr. MANSFIELD. I now yield to the
Senator from Arizona.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, the
majority leader has satisfied my reserva
tion.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Has the Chair ruled
on the adjournment over until Monday
at noon?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair
has ruled.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, if the Sen
ator will yield, it is my understanding
that one of the amendments to be offered
is another troop withdrawal amend
ment.

Mr. MANSF'IELD. The Senator is cor
rect; that is my understanding also.

Mr. TOWER. I wanted everyone to be
so advised.

Mr. MANSFIELD. The sponsor of the
amendment came to me and indicated
he might do it tomorrow, but I stated to
him that we had an agreement to con
sider all those troop reduction amend
ments today, so we are going to do it
this afternoon; shortly, I think.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives by Mr. Berry, one of its read
ing clerks, announced that the House had
disagreed to the amendments of the Sen
ate to the bill (H.R. 12412) to amend the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 to au
thorize an appropriation to provide dis
aster relief, rehabilitation, and recon
struction assistance to Pakistan, Nic
aragua, and the Sahelian nations of
Africa; asked a conference with the Sen
ate on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses thereon, and that Mr. MORGAN,
Mr. ZABLOCKI, Mr. HAYS, Mr. FASCELL, Mr.
FRELINGHUYSEN, Mr. BROOMFIELD, and
Mr. DERWINSKI were appointed managers
on the part of the House at the confer
ence.

The message also announced that the
House had disagreed to the amendments
of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 12799) to
amend the Arms Control and Disarma
ment Act, as amended, in order to extend
the authorization for appropriations, and
for other purposes; asked a conference
with the Senate on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses thereon, and that Mr.
MORGAN, Mr. ZABLOCKI, Mr. HAYS. Mr.
FRELINGHUYSEN, and Mr. BROOMFIELD
were appointed managers on the part of
the House at the conference.

The message further announced that
the House had disagreed to the amend
ment of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
12471) to amend section 552 of title 5,
United States Code, known as the Free
dom of Information Act; asked a con
ference with the Senate on the disagree
ing votes of the two Houses thereon. and
that Mr. HOLIFIELD, Mr. MOORHEAD of
Pennsylvania, Mr. Moss, Mr. ALEXANDER,
Mr. HORTON, Mr. ERLENBORN, and Mr.
MCCLOSKEY were appointed managers on
the part of the House at the conference.

The message also announced that the
House had disagreed to the amendment
of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 13999) to
authorize appropriations for activities of
the National Science Foundation, and
for other purposes; asked a conference
with the Senate on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses thereon, and that Mr.
TEAGUE, Mr. DAVIS of Georgia, Mr. Sy
MINGTON, Mr. MCCORMACK, Mr. MOSHER,
Mr. BELL, and Mr. ESCH were appointed
managers on the part of the House at the
conference.

ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED
The Secretary of the Senate reported

that on today, June 6, 1974, he presented
to the President of the Unitea States the
following enrolled bills:

S. 2844. An act to amend the Land and
Water Conservation Fund Act, lIS amended.
to provide for collection of special recreation
use fees at additional campgrounds, and for
other purposes; and

S. 3373. An act relating to the sale and
distribution 01 the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPRO
PRIATION AUTHORIZATION ACT,
1975
The Senate resumed the consideration

of the bill (S. 3000) to authorize appro
priations during the fiscal year 1975 for
procurement of aircraft. missiles, naval
vessels, tracked combat vehicles, tOl'-


